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Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas

Application for funding

	1. Country
	Federated States of Micronesia (FSM)

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	Department of Economic Affairs
, Division of Resources Management and Development

	3. CBD ratification date
	June 20, 1994

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	Secretary Akillino H. Susaia

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	PoWPA Activities 4.1.2 and 4.2.1 (Outcome 1 dealing with protected area planning and monitoring standards); 
PoWPA Activity 1.1.5 (the Ecological gap assessment Outcome 2); 
PoWPA Activity 3.2.1 (The capacity building Outcome 3); 
PoWPA Activity 3.4.1 (The financial sustainability Outcome 4)

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	No

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	Yes

	8. Application submission date
	September 7, 2007

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	24 months

	10. Contacts
	Contact for project substantial issues

Name: Alissa R. Takesy
Title: Protected Areas Network Coordinator
Ministry: Economic Affairs
Phone: +691 320 2620; 320 2646; 320 5133
Fax: +691 320 5854
E-mail: fsm_pan@mail.fm

	
	Contact for budget issues

Name: Alissa R. Takesy

Title: Protected Areas Network Coordinator

Ministry: Economic Affairs

Phone: +691 320 2620; 320 2646; 320 5133

Fax: +691 320 5854

E-mail: fsm_pan@mail.fm

	11. Financing plan, in US$*

	Funding requested from GEF:
	150,000

	Co-financing
 total, including:
	739,925, including: 

	
Government
	324,925

	
NGOs
	415,000

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	889,925


* Details to be provided in the Financing Section of the proposal document below

   PART I
APPLICATION

Section I.1
Summary

The Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) 
 is the largest and most diverse part of the greater Micronesian sub-region of the vast Pacific region.  It is a federation of four semi-autonomous island States, in geographic sequence from west to east - Yap, Chuuk, Pohnpei and Kosrae - comprised of 607 islands with land elevation ranging from sea level to the highest elevation of about 2,500 feet (760 m).  FSM’s total landmass is 438 square miles (702 km2), with a declared Exclusive Economic Zone covering over 1 million square miles (1.6 million km2). Its marine and terrestrial biodiversity are the nation’s living wealth in which species endemism is high among the terrestrial biota. The high endemism within the nation is a direct result of the isolation of the islands to one another and to other landmasses in the greater Micronesian region. The conservation and preservation of endemic species is of particular importance to the FSM’s natural heritage and globally significant.  The marine and terrestrial significance are the foundation of the country’s long term economic self-sufficiency as articulated in its National Biodiversity Strategic Plan (NBSAP) and subsequently its Strategic Development Plan 2004-2026 (SDP). Maintaining the habitats and ecosystems that nurture this diversity is crucial to  sustaining the country’s rich ethnobiological traditions while improving Micronesians’ quality of life since sixty percent (60%) of its population is dependent on subsistence livelihoods (ADB, 2004).  Further inventory and monitoring of the FSM terrestrial and marine biodiversities are integral and priority to a thorough understanding and appreciation of the island’s biodiversity. The spread of invasive species is a continual threat due to increased movement of people and machinery between the islands, and needs to be carefully monitored and controlled.  

Ownership of land and aquatic areas varies between States. In Kosrae and Pohnpei, land is both privately and State owned, while aquatic areas are managed by the State as public trusts. In Chuuk, most land and aquatic areas are privately owned and acquired through inheritance, gift or, recently, by purchase. In Yap, almost all land and aquatic areas are owned or managed by individual estates and usage is subject to traditional control. In all States, land cannot be sold to non-citizens of the FSM, thus these land and aquatic ownership patterns greatly influence the strategies and actions required to sustainably manage the biodiversity of the nation.  The responsibility for environmental issues is shared between the FSM National Government and the individual FSM State governments. The sharing of responsibility has at times resulted in legislation that appears duplicated at the State and National levels. It has also resulted in gaps in legislation and areas in which the location of responsibility between the State and National Governments has been less than clear.  Each State has made efforts to control development and manage natural resources through the creation of land use plans, coastal zone plans, legislation and regulations.  The National Government provides guidance and technical assistance to the States when needed and requested on matters related to planning, economic development, natural resources, fisheries, and the environment. The Federated States of Micronesia Protected Areas Network (FSM-PAN) Project has been developed to address the Convention on Biological Programme of Work on Protected Areas in which the project’s four outcomes set the foundation of establishing a protected areas network to address the above mentioned natural resource management issues in a systematic framework. 
For the implementation of the PoWPA, the FSM considers a priority to concentrate on the four areas of POWPA, namely (1) policy and standards’ issues to achieve the set protected area targets, (2) comprehensive ecological and capacity PA system gap assessment, (3) capacity building, and (4) financial sustainability as translated in the four project outcomes.

I.1.A
Rationale and objective of the country project
At the Eighth Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) held in March 2006 in Curitiba, Brazil, the leaders of the five political entities of Micronesia (Republic of Palau, Federated States of Micronesia, Republic of the Marshall Islands, Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and Guam) announced to the international community the Micronesia Challenge (MC) in order to:

· Sustain their unique island biodiversity;

· Ensure a healthy future for their island people; 

· Protect their unique island cultures; 

· Guard their pristine island environments, the foundations of their future development; 

· Sustain the livelihoods of their island communities; and 

· Contribute to global and national targets set out in the Millennium Development Goals, the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation for the World Summit on Sustainable Development, the Mauritius Strategy for Small Island Developing States, the U.S. Coral Reef Task Force National Plan of Action and the relevant Programmes of Work of the Convention on Biological Diversity; agreeing to undertake an expanded commitment to preserve their marine and terrestrial environments through: “effectively conserving at least 30% of the near-shore marine and 20% of the terrestrial resources across Micronesia by 2020.”

The MC is a political framework and promotional tool under which the FSM can leverage the resources we need to fully establish and sustainably finance our protected areas network.

In preparation for the MC Action Planning Meeting in December 2006, the FSM convened a session on the MC at their 1st Environment Conference from 9-12 October, 2006.  During that session participants discussed key issues, such as their current status of near-shore marine and terrestrial conservation efforts, appropriate local conservation targets for meeting the goals and intent of the MC, and suggested benchmarks for measuring success to propose to the broader group. This fed into the five MC Entities 3-year Work Plans at the December 2006 Action Planning Meeting.
The objectives of the FSM PAN are to establish a systematic network to protect, conserve and sustainably manage the full and functional representation of the FSM's marine, freshwater, and terrestrial ecosystems under a policy/institutional framework and to be financially aligned to and sustained through the Micronesia Challenge Framework/Endowment to achieve the strategic environmental goals/themes/targets – National Strategic Action Plan (NBSAP), A Blueprint for Conserving the Biodiversity of the FSM (Blueprint), Strategic Development Plan 2004 – 2023 (SDP) and MC Action Plan.

Given the above agreements and commitments, the FSM considers a priority to concentrate on the four areas of PoWPA, namely (1) legal and policy issues to achieve the set targets, (2) comprehensive ecological and capacity PA system gap assessment, (3) capacity building, and (4) financial sustainability as translated in the four project outcomes.  This proposal would be one of the lead-ins and ground-laying preparation in advance of a larger GEF project to support the MC and further advance the PoWPA at the regional/international level.
I.1.B
Expected outcomes, indicators, risks and mitigation measures

	Expected outcomes
	Indicators
	Risk associated with attaining the indicator (high, medium, or low)
	Risk mitigation measures

	1. Have 4 states develop and adopt national standards and criteria for PA planning and management to achieve the goals of the MC
	1.1  Systematic network to protect, conserve, sustainably and effectively manage the full and functional representation of the FSM's marine, freshwater, and terrestrial ecosystems under a comprehensive FSM-PAN framework is developed by 2008
	Medium
	By signing the NISP, key government agencies and NGOs have committed to establishing a PAN 

	
	1.2 FSM-PAN Framework is institutionalized by 2008
	Medium
	Through initial priority settings of the NISP and TNC Early Action Grant Deliverables, gaps are addressed to support PAN

	
	1.3 FSM-PAN guidelines for the selection, establishment and management of protected/conservation areas are aligned to the MC Framework to achieve the 30% marine and 20% terrestrial targets by 2009
	Medium
	The developed MC Action Plan provides sub-regional standards to guide establish and manage PAN

	
	1.4 Three out of four states will adopt and implement the FSM-PAN guidelines by 2010
	Medium
	The NBSAP and SDP guides the States on the priorities of establishing PAN

	2. Completing a FSM-PAN comprehensive gap analysis
	2.1  FSM Environment Sector Policy, Legislative and Institutional Reform Assessment recommendations incorporated into the FSM-PAN Framework by 2008
	Medium
	By signing the NISP key government agencies and NGOs have committed to establishing a PAN

	
	2.2  Rapid Ecological Assessments of the 4 States will enhance the FSM Ecoregional Blueprint Plan Areas of Biological Significance and provide more guidance to the FSM-PAN Framework by 2009
	Medium
	Having existing funding ( TNC Early Action Grant, Packard Foundation and NOAA Insular Office) will leverage additional funding

	
	2.3 National capacity self-assessment (NCSA) Biodiversity Thematic Area recommendations will be incorporated to FSM-PAN Framework by 2009
	Medium
	FSM NCSA recommendations will provide guidance in PAN management

	3. Capacity building plan developed and ground set for its implementation 
	3.1. FSM-PAN community-level public awareness campaign and linkage to the MC Framework developed and executed by 2008
	Medium
	By signing the NISP key government agencies and NGOs have committed to establishing a PAN

	
	3.2. At least 4 FSM Young Champions will be mentored to build their capacities in championing the MC and FSM-PAN by 2008
	
	

	
	3.3. A national seminar will be conducted to present the updated Ecoregional maps and reports by December 2009.
	Medium
	Having existing funding ( TNC Early Action Grant, Packard Foundation and NOAA Insular Office) will leverage additional funding

	
	3.4. 50% of government and NGO conservation area managers will be trained in, adopt, and apply conservation area planning methods for their specific sites by 2009 
	Medium
	High level of communication between learning network and regular information exchanges regarding lessons learned, methods, etc.

	
	3.5. Build the capacity of at least 1 central and outlying local communities in each State through their involvement in the PA management by 2009
	Medium
	By signing the NISP key government agencies and NGOs have committed to establishing a PAN

	
	3.6. 10 key NISP Signatories are supported in learning networks to strategically enhance capacity to implement the MC up to 2010.
	Medium
	High level of communication between learning network and regular information exchanges regarding lessons learned, methods, etc.

	4. Ground laid for financial sustainability of the protected areas systems in the 4 States and supported by FSM National Government
	4.1. A list of key strategies for potential revenue streams to fill in gaps within the FSM-PAN Sustainable Finance Plan by 2008
	Medium
	By signing the NISP key government agencies and NGOs have committed to establishing a PAN

	
	4.2. FSM-PAN Sustainable Finance Plan is endorsed by 5 governments within the federation and executed by 2009
	Medium
	President’s Sustainable Development Council is a multi-sectoral and linked to the 4 States Resource Management Committees and provides the mechanism to sustainable finance and manage PAN

	
	4.3. Long-term FSM-PAN fundraising strategies for operational expenses and MC Endowment developed and executed by 2010
	Medium
	MC Framework and Support Teams provides the means to sustainable finance PAN


Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting

In December 2004, the Federated States of Micronesia Department of Economic Affairs (FSM-DEA) signed a National Implementation Support Partnership (NISP) agreement with a number of regional, national and local partners pledging to collaborate and support the implementation of the Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA) that was adopted at the seventh meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP-7) to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. The National and State Governments, as the legal stewards of public areas on behalf of the nation’s people, will take a lead role in the development and management of the proposed protected areas network.  The NISP provides an overarching framework for establishing a national protected areas network (PAN) in the FSM.  Further details on the NISP and analysis of PoWPA and national protected area priorities, is presented in Annex III.1. The current proposal addresses some of the key actions agreed for the PoWPA within the NISP partnership. 
Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
	Activities
	2008
	2009

	1.1 Setting up 4 working groups in each state with the objective to “translate” the sub-regional standards into national standards for planning and management of protected areas. Development of clear tasks and distribution of responsibilities in the working group.
	(
	

	1.2 Have the 4 studies presented, discussed, fine-tuned during a regional 3-day workshop, that will result in (1) setting up the institutional platform for FSM-PAN, and tailoring a common strategy on how by moving in parallel each of the 4 states will contribute to the Micronesia Challenge 30% marine and 20% terrestrial objectives.
	(
	

	1.3  Initiating the procedure for official adopting of the standards by state authorities in each state
	
	(

	2.1 Desk study and stocktaking of all current studies that may be relevant for the Ecological Gap Analysis (including NCSA, Blueprint, FSM Environment Sector Study, TNC supported project). Set aside those parts of the FSM and those biodiversity components for which substantial data has already been collected and does not need an immediate update. Identify regions of FSM and biodiversity components for which yet more has to be collected/analyzed to make the Gap Analysis completed. 
	(
	(

	2.2 Put the map of the CURRENT protected areas onto the map of occurrence of key components of biodiversity. Identify the gaps – the areas which need to be protected areas, but currently are not protected. Identify how closing these gaps would be able to contribute to the MC 30% marine and 20% terrestrial targets. 
	(
	(

	2.3 For key identified in protected areas that need to be developed in the next 4 years - develop detailed recommendations (preliminary boundaries of new areas especially in marine areas, time-table for their designation, work scope in terms of research and administrative resources that have to be put into their designation). 
	
	(

	2.4 Summarize the results of action 2.2 into a report and have it discussed in a wider workshop with 4 states government ministries, science and NGOs.
	
	(

	3.1.  Finalize a 3-year protected areas capacity building plan for FSM-PAN
	(
	

	3.2. Concentrate on implementation of the key capacity building measures:

- Community level awareness raising campaign

- training for 4 young champions

- training in each state of at least 50% of central level government employees, in protected area management effectiveness, conservation measures, financial mechanisms. 

- workshops in 1 central and 3 outlaying local communities on involvement of local communities in protected area management and conservation

- support 10 key NISP signatories to participate in knowledge sharing
	(
	(

	4.1 For the key items from developed FSM-PAN Sustainable Finance Plan – develop the details: draft state regulations or amended text of other legal acts to allow more financial freedom to protected areas, to allow mutually beneficial financial interaction between local communities and protected areas, to allow for higher government budget allocations.
	(
	(

	4.2 Present the FSM-PAN Sustainable Financial Plan in a joint FSM workshop with governments and local communities. Discuss it and after that – have it adopted by the government, with commitments to put in reality the menu of recommendations developed and agreed during the consultations. 
	
	(


Section I.4
Project description
I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system
Traditional, social and cultural institutions are still very strong in Micronesia. Micronesian society is based on the extended family, which is responsible for the family welfare, especially in relation to customary family land. Ownership of land and aquatic areas varies between States. In Kosrae and Pohnpei, land is both privately and State owned, while all aquatic areas and some land areas are managed by the State as public trusts. In Chuuk, most land and aquatic areas are privately owned and acquired through inheritance, gift or, recently, by purchase. In Yap, almost all land and aquatic areas are owned or managed by individual estates and usage is subject to traditional control. In all States, land cannot be sold to non-citizens of the FSM. The indigenous population is Micronesian with most of the people residing on the main islands of the State capitals.

All waters located within twelve nautical miles (22.2 kilometers) of land, falls under the jurisdiction of the respective State governments, and in this zone all forms of foreign commercial fishing are excluded. These inshore resources are managed, conserved and developed by the respective State governments in association with resource owners. This includes all coral reefs and associated lagoonal and coastal ecosystems (territorial sea).  Each of the four FSM States, Chuuk, Kosrae, Pohnpei and Yap (see map link), is in various stages of developing protected areas networks. Pohnpei is the furthest along with 11 legal marine sanctuaries and a central Watershed Forest Reserve. Historically, there has been little national involvement in protected area establishment and management.  However, the establishment of a Protected Areas Network is a high priority under the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) completed in 2002.  The NBSAP sets a clear conservation objective under the major theme of ecosystem management:

"A full representation of the FSM's marine, freshwater, and terrestrial ecosystems are protected, conserved, and sustainably managed, including selected areas designated for total protection"

Ten other biodiversity strategic themes were also developed in the NBSAP:

2. Species Management.

3. Genetic Resources Use.

4. Agrobiodiversity.

5. Ecological Sustainable Industry Development.

6. Biosecurity.

7. Waste Management.

8. Human Resources & Institutional Development.

9. Resource Owners.

10. Mainstreaming Biodiversity.

11. Financial Resources.
Each State developed a BSAP that specifies their targets under the overarching NBSAP which were incorporated into the long-term Environment Strategic Planning Matrix under the multi-sectoral FSM SDP.

The decentralized political situation in the FSM and the prevalence of private and/or traditional control of lands and waters throughout the nation necessitates broad public consultations to build public understanding of and will toward the importance of conservation and the role of protected areas. In addition, many of the nation’s areas of biodiversity significance are remote and isolated, requiring a significant management role by local communities and land-owners. It is envisioned that most protected areas will be initiated at the community level, where they will be well-supported locally and address local resource over-exploitation concerns. Involving as many stakeholders as possible in the development of the national protected areas network will ensure eventual success.

Current policy and legislation, both at the State and National level, are inadequate to support the development of a national protected areas network. The nation’s decentralized political system will require the development of a unique legal and policy framework, conceivably consisting of National legislation mirrored by legislation in each of the four States. In addition, current government institutions lack the capacity and, in some cases, the authority to develop and enforce a protected areas network. Most of the FSM’s existing PAs use a combination of traditional and legislative controls. This dual authority approach has been quite successful, and it is locally perceived to be an effective way of establishing protected areas. The development of a national protected areas network offers a major opportunity to provide a framework for the FSM’s national and state governments to collaborate on the dual objectives of protecting the country’s terrestrial and marine biodiversity and assisting with local management of natural resources through establishing an interconnected network of protected areas.

IUCN defines a protected area as:

An area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effective means.
To date, the FSM recognizes the State endorsed PA categories/types:

	PA category/type
	Quantity
	Surface area, hectares
	Corresponding IUCN category
	Management authority

	Watershed/Upland Forest Reserve
	2
	5,880
	VI
	State Managed

	Hunting Reserve
	2
	28.7
	IB
	State Managed/Municipal Ordinance

	Marine Sanctuaries
	12
	9158
	IV & VI
	Co-managed

	Underwater Monument
	1
	6000

	II & III
	Multi-use and co-managed

	Biosphere Reserve
	1
	1772
	V & VI
	State Resolution

	Local Marine Managed Areas
	2
	38130
	VI
	Co-managed

	Park
	1
	6
	
	Municipal Ordinance

	Marine Protected Area
	1
	720
	VI
	Co-managed

	TOTAL
	22
	61,694.7
	
	


I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas

Threat 1.
Conversion and Degradation of Habitat and Ecosystems:

· Inappropriate Farming Practices (e.g. Extensive Burning & Wildfires).

· Agricultural Degradation, Soil Degradation, Deforestation and Development.

· Inappropriate and Indiscriminate use of Fertilizers and Pesticides.

· Degradation of Freshwater Resources, Water Sheds/Catchments and Associated Ecosystems.

· Degradation and Deforestation of Coastal & Mangrove Forests from inappropriate and greatly

· Increased Marine & Coastal Development.

· Ship Groundings.

· Increasing Populations and Urbanization.

· Increased and poorly planned Infrastructure Development (e.g. roads).
Threat 2.
Over Exploitation and Unsustainable Harvesting Methods and Practices:
· Destruction of Coral Reefs and Associated Ecological Communities (e.g. coral extraction, reef anchors).

· Over Exploitation of Marine Organisms (e.g. reef fish, sea cucumbers, giant clams) including Unregulated Exportation and Utilization for Social Functions.

· Overexploitation and inappropriate Development of Coastal & Marine Ecosystems (including Mangrove Forests).

· Over Exploitation of Forest Resources.

· Destructive and Unsustainable Fishing Methods – e.g. dynamite, chlorine, fish poisoning plant (Derris elliptica), small mesh gillnets.

· Marine Sand Mining, Dredging Operations, Causeway and Sea Wall Construction.

· Over Exploitation of Fish Aggregation Spawning Sites.

· Illegal Bio-Prospecting of Genetic Resources.

· Loss of Traditional Ethnobiological Knowledge.

· Illegal Offshore and Inshore Fishing.
Threat 3.
Waste Management:
· Terrestrial and Aquatic Pollution (e.g. oil spills, coastal waste dumpsites).

· Solid Waste Collection and Disposal.

· Hazardous Waste Usage and Disposal.

· Sewage Collection, Treatment and Disposal.

· Disposal of Heavy Equipment (e.g. cars).
Threat 4. 
Invasive Organisms and Pests:
· Introduction of Pests and Diseases.

· Direct Negative Impacts on Native Species and Terrestrial and Aquatic Habitats by Alien Invasive Species (e.g. Mikania micrantha, toad (Bufo marinus), rats and Feral Animals (e.g. pigs, wild cats).
I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations preventing the existing PA system from achieving the targets of the CBD PoWPA

Barrier 1.
Rapidly increasing populations especially in urban centers are leading to more consumptive lifestyles putting pressure on natural resource exploitation/extraction
Barrier 2.
Inadequate scientific baseline biological information on the status of biodiversity limits management scheme with respect to monitoring and adaptive management
Barrier 3.
Insufficient biodiversity legislation hinders enforcement and compliance.
Barrier 4.
Insufficient skilled/trained human resources impede the sustainability of natural resource management
Barrier 5.
Inadequate awareness leads to the disconnects the linkages and distorts the balance between environment, economics and sustainable development 
Barrier 6.
Insufficient and unsustainable funding does not sustain the management of conservation activities 
I.4.D
Project outcomes and activities, and PoWPA Activities related to outcomes

	PoWPA activities to be addressed
	Project outcomes that correspond to PoWPA activities
	Activities per each outcome

	Activity 4.1.2 Develop and implement an efficient, long-term monitoring system of the outcomes being achieved through protected area systems in relation to the goals and targets of this work programmer.

Activity 4.2.1 Develop and adopt appropriate methods, standards, criteria and indicators for evaluating the effectiveness of protected area management and governance, and set up a related database, taking into account the IUCN-WCPA framework for evaluating management effectiveness, and other relevant methodologies, which should be adapted to local conditions
	1. Have 4 states develop and adopt national standards and criteria for PA planning and management to achieve the goals of the MC
	1.1 Setting up 4 working groups in each state with the objective to “translate” the sub-regional standards such as the Micronesia Challenge into national standards for planning and management of protected areas. Development of clear tasks and distribution of responsibilities in the working group by end of 2008

	
	
	1.2 Have the 4 studies presented, discussed, fine-tuned during a regional 3-day workshop, that will result in (1) setting up the institutional platform for FSM-PAN, and tailoring a common strategy on how by moving in parallel each of the 4 states will contribute to the Micronesia Challenge 30% marine and 20% terrestrial objectives by 2008

	
	
	1.3 Initiating the procedure for official adopting of the standards by state authorities in each state by 2009

	Activity 1.1.5 Complete protected area system gap analyses at national and regional levels based on the requirements for representative systems of protected areas that adequately conserve terrestrial, marine and inland water biodiversity and ecosystems. National plans should also be developed to provide interim measures to protect highly threatened or highly valued areas wherever this is necessary.
	2. Completing a FSM-PAN comprehensive gap analysis
	2.1 Desk study and stocktaking of all current studies that may be relevant for the Ecological Gap Analysis (including NCSA, Blueprint, FSM Environment Sector Study, TNC supported project). Set aside those parts of the FSM and those biodiversity components for which substantial data has already been collected and does not need an immediate update. Identify regions of FSM and biodiversity components for which yet more has to be collected/analyzed to make the Gap Analysis completed by 2010

	
	
	2.2 Put the map of the CURRENT protected areas onto the map of occurrence of key components of biodiversity. Identify the gaps – the areas which need to be protected areas, but currently are not protected. Identify how closing these gaps would be able to contribute to the MC 30% marine and 20% terrestrial targets by 2009

	
	
	2.3 For key identified in protected areas that need to be developed in the next 4 years - develop detailed recommendations (preliminary boundaries of new areas especially in marine areas, time-table for their designation, work scope in terms of research and administrative resources that have to be put into their designation) by 2009

	
	
	2.4 Summarize the results of action 2.2 into a report and have it discussed in a wider workshop with 4 states government ministries, science and NGOs by 2010

	Activity 3.2.1 Complete national protected-area capacity needs assessments, and establish capacity-building programmes on the basis of these assessments including the creation of curricula, resources and programmes for the sustained delivery of protected areas management training.
	3. Capacity building plan developed and ground set for its implementation
	3.1.  Finalize a 3-year protected areas capacity building plan for FSM-PAN by 2008

	
	
	3.2. Concentrate on implementation of the key capacity building measures:

- Community level awareness raising campaign by 2008

- training for 4 FSM young champions by 2008

- training in each state of at least 50% of central level government employees, in protected area management effectiveness, conservation measures, financial mechanisms by 2009 

- workshops in 1 central and 3 outlaying local communities on involvement of local communities in protected area management and conservation by 2009

- support 10 key NISP signatories to participate in knowledge sharing for 3 years

	Activity 3.4.1 Conduct a national-level study of the effectiveness in using existing financial resources and of financial needs related to the national system of protected areas and identify options for meeting these needs through a mixture of national and international resources and taking into account the whole range of possible funding instruments, such as public funding, debt for nature swaps, elimination of perverse incentives and subsidies, private funding, taxes and fees for ecological services.
	4. Ground laid for financial sustainability of the protected areas systems in the 4 States and supported by FSM National Government
	4.1 Training of government officers on the introduction and use of the financial sustainability scorecard
. Initial filling out of the scorecard by the government to quantify, using the scorecard, the baseline situation with regard to the PA financial sustainability of FSM

	
	5. 
	4.2 Using the results of the scorecard, for the key items from an existing FSM-PAN Sustainable Finance Plan – develop the details: draft state regulations or amended text of other legal acts to allow more financial freedom to protected areas, to allow mutually beneficial financial interaction between local communities and protected areas, to allow for higher government budget allocations by 2009

	
	
	4.3 Present the FSM-PAN Sustainable Financial Plan in a joint FSM workshop with governments and local communities. Discuss it and after that – have it adopted by the government, with commitments to put in reality the menu of recommendations developed and agreed during the consultations by 2009


I.4.E.
Related projects and initiatives (not to be included in co-financing) 
	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which PoWPA activities are supported and how

	National Capacity Self-Assessment
	GEF
	FSM Office Environment and Emergency Management and State Focal Points
	Goal 1.1

	Micronesia Sub-regional Small Grants Programme
	GEF

$200,000
	UNDP
	Goal 1.2

	Strengthening Coral Reef Ecosystem Monitoring in the Federated States of Micronesia 

	NOAA Coral Reef Conservation Grant Program - State and Territorial Coral Reef Ecosystem Monitoring Grant

$29,010
	FSM R&D and State Marine Resource Focal Points and Partners
	Goal 1.2

	USDA Forestry Services 
	USDA Forestry Federal Grant

$423,949
	FSM R&D and State Forestry Focal Points and Partners
	A number of goals, but primarily 2.1

	Micronesia Challenge 
	Pledges

$6,000,000
	5 Micronesian Government Entities
	A number of PoWPA goals


Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	Resource Owners and Local Communities
	Project Beneficiaries and Co-implementers

	Partner NGOs
	Project Beneficiaries and Co-implementers

	State Implementing Agencies
	Project Beneficiaries and Line Agencies

	States, National Political Focal Points
	Project Management Unit and Line Agencies

	State and National Policy Makers
	Provide necessary enabling environment/support for the project outcomes

	National and Sub-regional Counterparts/Focal Points
	Provides the means for linking to sub-regional standards and knowledge sharing


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible party (ies)
	Timeframe

	1. Inception report
	Project Manager
	To be prepared one month after the money has been deposited in the project bank account

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	Project Management Team
	To be sent by the 30th of the month following the end of each calendar quarter

	3. One-page travel reports
	Project Manager
	To be sent within 10 days of the conclusion of a trip

	4. Project completion report including filling out the UNDP/GEF financial PA scorecard
	Project Manager with assistance from Global Project Coordinator
	To be sent within 30 days of the end of the month in which the last payment was made under the project


The Project Management arrangement is based on a partnership. It will be duplicated from TNC Early Action Grant on Designing a Protected Areas Network in the FSM in which the core team will include (not paid from the project management budget of the application).
Project Core Team

1. Assistant Secretary for the Resource Management and Development Division, FSM Resources & Development (R&D)
2. Program Manager, Environment and Sustainable Development Division, Office of Environment and Emergency Management
3. Micronesia Conservation Trust (MCT) Executive Director and 2006 Pew Fellow for Marine Conservation
4. TNC Micronesia Program Director
5. TNC Micronesia Marine Conservation Coordinator

6. TNC Micronesia Partnership Specialist
Project Management Team

7. Project Manager, FSM-PAN Coordinator, FSM R&D
8. Project Monitoring and Evaluation Assistant, MCT

The Project Manager will ensure cross-country coordination by liaising with the national level marine and terrestrial focal points while collaborating directly with the designated State Focal Points on the PAN design and Micronesia Challenge along with the other NISP Signatories, in particular the local conservation NGOs, who take the lead on engaging members of the community to garner support for the PAN design and the MC. 
The Project Manager will conduct progress meetings to report back to the Project Core Team and to UNDP/GEF Global project coordinator, the on status of project outcomes according to the above mentioned milestones, and then communicate the meeting outputs to the State Focal Points and other NISP Signatories while collaborating and facilitating on the activities to achieve the project outcomes.
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The UNDP/GEF Financial Scorecard will be used as a monitoring instrument for the Outcome which deals with sustainable PA financing.
Effective 12 September 2007, the FSM Public Law 15-09 amended Title 2 of the FSM Code to improve the efficiency of the Executive branch in which it identified the specific departments and other executive offices.  The Office of Environment and Emergency Management has been given the duties and responsibilities as the operational focal point to all the multi-environmental agreements whilst the Department of Resources and Development has taken the primary role in the resource development.  In light of this re-organization, this application has adapted accordingly by having representatives from the above mentioned office and department. 

Section I.7
Budget
I.7.A
Estimated project costs

	Outcome
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Have 4 states develop and adopt national standards and criteria for PA planning and management to achieve the goals of the MC
	$36,500
	$69,069
	$107,569

	2. Completing a FSM-PAN comprehensive gap analysis
	$28,500
	$150,664
	$179,164

	3. Capacity building plan developed and ground set for its implementation 
	$31,050
	$242,594
	$275,644

	4. Ground laid for financial sustainability of the protected areas systems in the 4 States and supported by FSM National Government
	$34,950
	$123,594
	$158,544

	Project management budget/costs*, (including audit[1] cost specified separately in the brackets)
	$15,000 (4,000)
	$137,519
	$152,519

	TOTAL
	$150,000
	$723,440
	$869,440


* A maximum of 10% of the funding request may be spent on project management, not taking into account audit costs.

I.7.B
Budget lines

Outcome 1:

	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	 $                17,550 
	 
	 $    17,550 

	2. International consultants
	 $                      -   
	 $                16,000 
	 $    16,000 

	3. Training
	 $                 2,975 
	 $                14,170 
	 $    17,145 

	4. Travel
	 $                15,975 
	 $                38,899 
	 $    54,874 

	TOTAL for Outcome 1
	 $                36,500 
	 $                69,069 
	 $              105,569 


Outcome 2:

	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	 $                21,450 
	 $                40,525 
	 $    61,975 

	2. International consultants
	 $                      -   
	 $                16,000 
	       

	3. Training
	 $                      -   
	 $                46,240 
	       

	4. Travel
	 $                 7,050 
	 $                47,899 
	       

	TOTAL for Outcome 2
	 $                28,500 
	 $              150,664 
	 $    61,975 


Outcome 3:

	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	 $                17,100 
	 $                40,525 
	 $    57,625 

	2. International consultants
	 $                      -   
	 $                15,000 
	 $    15,000 

	3. Training
	 $                 6,975 
	 $              148,170 
	 $  155,145 

	4. Travel
	 $                 6,975 
	 $                38,899 
	 $    45,874 

	TOTAL for Outcome 3
	 $                31,050 
	 $              242,594 
	 $              273,644 


Outcome 4:

	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	 $                13,650 
	 $                40,525 
	 $    54,175 

	2. International consultants
	 $                      -   
	 $                40,000 
	 $    40,000 

	3. Training
	 $                 5,000 
	 $                 4,170 
	 $     9,170 

	4. Travel
	 $                16,300 
	 $                38,899 
	 $    55,199 

	TOTAL for Outcome 4
	 $                34,950 
	 $              123,594 
	 $              158,544 


Project management: (maximum 10% of the total amount requested from the GEF under this application):
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants engaged in managing the project
	 $7,800 
	 $              137,519 
	 $145,319 

	2. Stationery and disposable items
	 $1,100             
	 $                      -   
	 $1,100

	3. Travel
	$1,000
	       
	 $1,000 

	4. Inception and closing workshops (two maximum)
	 $5,100 
	       
	 $5,100 

	TOTAL, before audit costs
	$15,000
	 
	$152,519

	5. Audit cost
	$4,000 
	 
	$4,000

	TOTAL project management,
 including audit
	$19,000 
	$137,519 
	$152,519


I.7.C
Co-financing (provide information on all co-finance sources directly relevant to the PoWPA activities which are the focus of this application)

	Institution
	Classification
	Type
	Amount (US$)

	
	
	
	Confirmed*
	Unconfirmed

	FSM R&D, Division of Resource Management & Development
	 Government 
	In-kind
	
	137,519

	Chuuk State Government
	 Government 
	In-kind
	146,252
	   

	Kosrae State Government
	 Government 
	In-kind
	42,266
	

	Pohnpei State Government
	 Government 
	In-kind
	136,407
	

	Yap State Government
	 Government 
	In-kind
	
	93,043

	The Nature Conservancy
	 NGO 
	In-kind
	231,000
	

	Kosrae Conservation and Safety Organization
	 NGO 
	In-kind
	20,000
	

	Conservation Society of Pohnpei
	 NGO 
	In-kind
	164,000
	

	Total co-financing
	739,925
	230,562


· Please present copies of letters of co-financing as confirmation. Please note that only confirmed co-financing is counted by ITRC at the project assessment. 

   PART II
Response to ITRC Review and comments

	Comment
	Response from project developer

	Currently large resources are being devoted to setting up PAs within Micronesia from many sources. What is not clear in the application is whether the grant has a value in itself, or it is simply extending what is currently going to happen even without these resources. In short, please clarify why this grant will make a difference.
	The grant will provide the means to enable the 4 FSM States different governance systems to continue and/or establish their PA systems to be in-line with the established national guidelines, targeted for early 2008, in light of the national and state governments’ interaction under its federation. This work is not being funded form other sources. Please note that the FSM is made up of islands spread over an ocean of over 1 million square miles and requires vast resources to enable us to make PAs truly representative of FSM biodiversity. 

	What is the guarantee that these activities will be completed on time (i.e. in two years?) Why does the proponent believes it to be realistic?
	It is possible to complete due to the FSM NISP Signatories and other key State partners to accomplish the commitments under the NISP to CBD PoWPA and linking to the Micronesia Challenge. There are sufficient human resources to achieve the activities, but financial resources are needed to enable the activities.

	Why the project does not directly reference the POWPA activities that deal with Community Conserved Areas and the full range of governance types? The description for the project makes it clear that this is a crucial focus. It is important since most of the target PAs will be in the ownership and management of private or communal land owners.
	We would like to undertake significant initial assessments first (e.g. governance, National Capacity Self-Assessment, etc) on the 4 FSM States and then later use this information to approach the issue of land ownerships at the PAs, possible submitting a Country Acton Grant application in the next round. 


   PART iii
Annexes

Annex III.1
Outcomes of the initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting

III.1.A
and III.1.B The initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting process and outcomes
Signatories to the FSM NISP include the Federated States of Micronesia National Government, the State governments (key partner agencies include the Chuuk Environmental Protection Agency, the Yap Department of Resources and Development, the Pohnpei Department of Lands and Natural Resources , and the Kosrae Island Resource Management Agency), the College of Micronesia – FSM, the Micronesia Conservation Trust,  FSM Visitors Board, The Nature Conservancy, Conservation Society of Pohnpei, Kosrae Conservation and Safety Organization, and the Yap Community Action Agency.  FSM PAN Coordinator was hired and placed within FSM R&D January 2006.  The network development will also provide a great opportunity to apply the latest marine and terrestrial protected area design criteria, planning methods, and management strategies which are currently being modeled in neighboring Palau and aligned under the Micronesia Challenge Framework.  
Designing and developing a nationwide network of protected areas is a complex, iterative process which takes place over many years. It integrates ongoing scientific research on biodiversity values, resilience and connectivity, and evolving socio-economic, cultural, political factors.  While some elements of the design process are precursors for others, many can and should be developed concurrently.  The FSM NISP partners have identified and agreed on actions to advance conservation priorities within the framework of a nationwide protected areas network. These include:

1. Hold nationwide stakeholder consultations with governments, NGOs, and community partners;

2. Identify needed policy, legislative and institutional reform to support a national protected areas network;

3. Develop national standards and criteria for PA planning and management;

4. Conduct a national gap assessment;

5. Support scientific research on biodiversity values, resilience and connectivity;

6. Assess government, NGO, and community capacity to develop and manage a national protected areas network;

7. Provide institutional and conservation planning capacity building assistance through the Micronesians in Island Conservation network, Efroymson Conservation Action Planning workshops, and conservation internships;

8. Develop a sustainable financing plan, including higher levels of overall funding and more reliable funding over time.

III.1.C
Linkage between initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes and activities proposed under this application

	Initial gap analysis result
	Which activity is it linked to in the application

	Identified gaps in terrestrial and marine biodiversity
	Outcome 1: Have 4 states develop and adopt national standards and criteria for PA planning and management to achieve the goals of the MC

	Prioritization of conservation needs
	

	Gaps in management and enforcement
	Outcome 2: Completing a FSM-PAN comprehensive gap analysis

	Establishing baseline
	

	Identifying critical constraints 
	Outcome 3: Capacity building plan developed and ground set for its implementation

	Strategically fundraising
	Outcome 4: Ground laid for financial sustainability of the protected areas systems in the 4 States and supported by FSM National Government


III.1.D
Maps, records, relevant scientific publications and additional web-links

Allen GR. 2005. Reef fishes of Pohnpei, Federated States of Micronesia. Report prepared for the Conservation Society of Pohnpei.  13pp.

Carley, K. 1999. Federated States of Micronesia Compact of Free Association Renegotiation, Implications for Conservation and Sustainable Economic Growth.

Central Intelligence Agency. 2005. The World Factbook, Federated States of Micronesia Country Information. USA. <http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/fm.html>

Chape, S., S. Blyth, L. Fish, P. Fox and M. Spalding (compilers) (2003). 2003 United Nations List of Protected Areas. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK and UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge, UK. ix + 44pp.

Commonwealth of Australia, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade. 2004. Federated States of Micronesia, Country Brief. Australia. <http://www.dfat.gov.au/geo/fsm/fsm_brief.html>

Donnegan, J.A.; Lebehn, I. 2005. Global Forest Resources Assessment 2005; Federated States of Micronesia Country Report. 043. Rome, Italy: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 19 pp. <ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/008/A0400E/A0400E00.pdf>
Government of Chuuk State. 2004. Chuuk State Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan.

Government of the Federated States of Micronesia. 2007. Federated States of Micronesia National Government Web page. <www.fsmgov.org>

________________________________________. 2005. Designing a Protected Areas Network in the Federated States of Micronesia, TNC Early Action Grant Proposal Islands Marine Window, Palikir, FSM. 

________________________________________. 2005. Federated States of Micronesia FY2004 Compact Annual Report. Palikir, FSM.

________________________________________. 2004. National Implementation Support Partnership Agreement for the Implementation of COP-7 Programme of Work on Protected Areas in the Federated States of Micronesia. Palikir, FSM.

________________________________________. 2001. The Federated States of Micronesia Preliminary Report to the Conference of the Parties of the Convention on Biological Diversity. <http://www.biodiv.org/doc/world/fm/fm-nr-01-en.doc>

________________________________________. 2004. Federated States of Micronesia’s Strategic Development Plan 2004-2026, The Next 20 Years: Achieving Economic Growth and Self-Reliance, Vol.1: Polices and Strategies for Development. Palikir, FSM.

________________________________________. 2004. Federated States of Micronesia’s Strategic Development Plan 2004-2026, The Next 20 Years: Achieving Economic Growth and Self-Reliance, Vol.2: Strategic Planning Matrices and Appendices. Palikir, FSM.

________________________________________. 2004. Federated States of Micronesia’s Strategic Development Plan 2004-2026, The Next 20 Years: Achieving Economic Growth and Self-Reliance, Vol.3: Infrastructure Development. Palikir, FSM.

________________________________________. 2002. National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan. Palikir, FSM.

________________________________________. 1998. Proposed Agriculture Policies of the Federated States of Micronesia to Increase the Contribution of Agriculture to the FSM Economy. Recommendations of the National Agricultural Policy Conference Held July 27th to 28th, 1998. Palikir, FSM.

________________________________________. 2002. Sustainable Development 1992-2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development (RIO+10) Federated States of Micronesia National Assessment Report.

<http://www.sidsnetpacific.org/WSSD%20Assessments/FSM%20WSSD%20 Report.pdf>

________________________________________. 2004. 3rd FSM Economic Summit Briefing Paper. Palikir, FSM.

________________________________________. 2004. 3rd FSM Economic Summit Proceedings March 28-April 2, 2004. Palikir, FSM.

________________________________________. Department of Economic Affairs, Division of Statistics. 2002. Federated States of Micronesia 2000 Population and Housing Census Report. Palikir, FSM, 187 pp.

Government of Kosrae State. 2004. Kosrae State Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan.

Government of Pohnpei State. 2004. Pohnpei State Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan.

Government of Yap State. 2004. Yap State Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan.

Government of Chuuk State. 2004. Yap State Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan.

Governments of CNMI, FSM, Guam, Marshalls and Palau. 2006. Micronesia Challenge Action Planning Meeting: December 4 – 7, 2006 Proceedings Report. 54 pp.
Hezel, F., E.Q.P. Petteys, and D. L. Chang. 1997. Sustainable Human Development in the Federated States of Micronesia. MicSem Article. Pohnpei, FSM. <http://www.micsem.org/pubs/articles/economic/shd/frames/shdfr.htm>

Mace, M.J. 1993. National Legislation Relevant to Biodiversity within the Federated States of Micronesia. Office of the FSM Attorney General, 10 pp.

McIntyre, M. 2002. Pacific WSSD Regional Assessment, Summary of Key Points from Synposis 2001 & National Assessment Reports 2002. SPREP Publication, 28 pp.

McKenzie, L.J. and Rasheed, M.J. (2006). Seagrasses: Pohnpei Island and And Atoll Marine Assessment: Technical report of survey conducted 26 October – 3 November 2005. (Seagrass-Watch HQ, DPI&F, Cairns). 62pp.

Pacific Basin Communications, Inc. 2002. Pacific Magazine.net, Pacific 2005: Federated States of Micronesia. Honolulu, HI, USA. <http://www.pacificislands.cc/pmalmanac/pmprofile.php?pmalmanacid=0007>

Perin, D. 1996. Economic Use of Land in the FSM, A Review and Description of Land Tenure Systems in the FSM, Working Paper No. 6, ADB TA No. 2294-FSM. Palikir, FSM.

Raynor, B., H. Copeland, K. Poiani, S. Sheppard, and W. Ostlie. 2003. A Blueprint for Conserving the Biodiversity of the Federated States of Micronesia. The Nature Conservancy. 101 pp.

SPREP. 1993. National Environmental Management Strategies (NEMS) – The Federated States of Micronesia. SPREP Publication, 154 pp.

Sweet, S. 2006. Geographic Information Science (GIS) Status Report for the Federated States of Micronesia: A Conservation Perspective. The Nature Conservancy, 24 pp.

Turak E and L DeVantier. 2005. Reef-building corals and coral communities of Pohnpei, Federated States of Micronesia: Rapid ecological assessment of biodiversity and status. Final report for the Conservation Society of Pohnpei, September 2005, 103 pp.

USA-EPA, Office of Solid Waste Management. 2002. Solid Waste Management: A Local Challenge with Global Impacts. Washington, D.C., USA, 22 pp.

USDA, Pacific Northwest Forestry Inventory and Analysis: Federated States of Micronesia Publications.  <http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/fia/publications/pislands/micronesia.shtml>

U.S. Department of State, Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs. 2004. Background Notes on Federated States of Micronesia. <http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/1839.htm>

University of Hawaii. 2004. Pacific Business Center Program, Federated States of

Micronesia, Economic Environment. Honolulu, HI, USA. <http://www.hawaii.edu/pbcp/services/servicearea/fsm.htm>

University of Texas. 2005. Perry-Castañeda Library Map Collection, Federated States of Micronesia Maps. Austin, Texas, USA.  <http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/micronesia.html> 

 UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Center, Protected Areas Database. <http//sea.unep-wcmc.org/wdbpa/> 

Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement letter

Please see attached separately.
Annex III.3
Co-financing letters

Please see attached separately.
























� Please see Section I.6. FSM Re-organization


� Please see the definition of co-financing in the Guidance Note 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/islands_oceans_poles/statesmicronesia.jpg" ��http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/islands_oceans_poles/statesmicronesia.jpg� 


� The scorecard is an instrument developed by UNDP/GEF for countries to track the financial sustainability of their PA systems. The scorecard will be made freely available to the country by the Global Project Management Unit, and some capacity building about its use will be rendered within the project.
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