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ParƟcipants 
29 parƟcipants from 25 insƟtuƟons 

Workshop goals 

The workshop aimed to help parƟcipants: 

 idenƟfy where conservaƟon work in their insƟtuƟon depends on individuals and where it is 
supported by insƟtuƟonal structures;  

 understand four key areas of insƟtuƟonal capacity and apply them to their own context;  

 idenƟfy one realisƟc insƟtuƟonal improvement that could strengthen conservaƟon work.  

 

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION 

Tomislav Krizmanić opened the workshop by introducing the European Species IniƟaƟve (ESI). 

ESI supports European zoos and aquariums working on naƟve species conservaƟon through pracƟcal 
tools, peer learning and capacity building. It parƟcularly supports insƟtuƟons that are beginning their 
conservaƟon work or have limited resources for large-scale projects. 

The workshop focused on the pracƟcal quesƟon of what insƟtuƟons need in order to sustain 
conservaƟon acƟviƟes over Ɵme. Rather than discussing what conservaƟon is, the session explored 
how insƟtuƟons can create the condiƟons that allow conservaƟon work to conƟnue. 

 

UNDERSTANDING INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY 

InsƟtuƟons may have good ideas and moƟvated people, but conservaƟon projects can stall when 
they depend too heavily on one individual, lack formal support or lose momentum when prioriƟes 
change. 

The central quesƟon was therefore not only What should we do?, but also: 

What does it take for this work to conƟnue? 

ParƟcipants discussed four interconnected areas of insƟtuƟonal capacity: 



 Knowledge and skills – ensuring that experƟse is documented, shared and transferred;  

 OrganisaƟon and roles – defining responsibiliƟes and embedding conservaƟon duƟes within 
insƟtuƟonal structures;  

 Resources and Ɵme – allocaƟng appropriate budgets and protected working Ɵme;  

 ConƟnuity and support – ensuring management support and effecƟve handover processes.  

ConservaƟon acƟviƟes oŌen begin with one moƟvated person. For them to conƟnue over Ɵme, 
knowledge, responsibiliƟes, Ɵme and organisaƟonal support gradually need to become embedded 
within the insƟtuƟon. 

 

INDIVIDUAL EXERCISE: CONSERVATION ACTIVITY ANALYSIS 

ParƟcipants completed a 15-minute individual exercise focused on one conservaƟon acƟvity from 
their own insƟtuƟon. 

Rather than evaluaƟng project success, the exercise focused on operaƟonal dependencies and the 
quesƟon: 

Does this acƟvity depend on a person or on the organisaƟon? 

ParƟcipants worked through five steps: 

1. SituaƟon selecƟon 
ParƟcipants selected one concrete example: an exisƟng acƟvity, an acƟvity that was struggling or had 
stopped, or an idea that had not yet been started. 

2. RetenƟon risk 
ParƟcipants considered: 

If you leŌ tomorrow, would this acƟvity conƟnue? 

Possible answers were Yes / Probably / Uncertain / No. 

3. Capacity storage mapping 
ParƟcipants assessed where different parts of the acƟvity were currently “stored”: 

Area Mostly in people Shared Organised in insƟtuƟon 

Knowledge and skills    

Roles and responsibiliƟes    

Time and resources    

Support and conƟnuity    

4. Fragility diagnosis 
ParƟcipants idenƟfied the main vulnerability affecƟng the acƟvity, such as dependence on one 



person, unclear responsibility, lack of allocated Ɵme, insufficient management support or unclear 
processes. 

5. RealisƟc improvement 
Each parƟcipant idenƟfied one realisƟc, small operaƟonal improvement that could be implemented 
within the next 6–12 months. 

 

GROUP EXERCISE: COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

ParƟcipants then worked in small groups of two to three people for a 30-minute comparaƟve 
exercise. 

The aim was to compare individual examples and idenƟfy broader paƩerns across insƟtuƟons. 

The group exercise followed four steps: 

1. Case sharing 
Each parƟcipant briefly presented their selected conservaƟon acƟvity. 

2. ComparaƟve discussion 
Groups discussed which operaƟonal problems were similar, which challenges or structures were 
different, and which aspects already depended successfully on the insƟtuƟon rather than on an 
individual. 

3. PaƩern idenƟficaƟon 
Each group idenƟfied one shared paƩern represenƟng either a common structural vulnerability or an 
insƟtuƟonal success factor. 

4. Root cause and acƟon 
For the selected paƩern, groups discussed why it occurred and proposed one realisƟc insƟtuƟonal 
change that could be implemented within the next 6–12 months. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The workshop concluded with a shared recogniƟon that conservaƟon acƟviƟes may start with 
individual moƟvaƟon, but their long-term conƟnuity depends on insƟtuƟonal structures. 

Three key messages emerged: 

 Structures sustain conservaƟon work. AcƟviƟes are more resilient when knowledge, 
responsibiliƟes and resources are embedded within the insƟtuƟon.  

 Small changes maƩer. RealisƟc organisaƟonal improvements can strengthen conservaƟon 
work without requiring major structural reform.  

 ConƟnuity must be planned. InsƟtuƟons need to consider what allows conservaƟon acƟviƟes 
to conƟnue when staff, prioriƟes or circumstances change.  

 



The central quesƟon parƟcipants were encouraged to take back to their insƟtuƟons was: 

What allows this work to conƟnue without relying on a single person? 

 

CONTACT 

Andrea Bračko 
Zoological Garden of Zagreb, CroaƟa 
E-mail: andrea@zoo.hr 
Mailing list: esinit@zoo.hr 
Website: hƩps://zoo.hr/esi/  

 


