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

Application for funding (Phase II)
	1. Country
	Federated States of Micronesia (FSM), Phase II

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

	3. CBD ratification date
	June 20, 1994

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	Director Andrew Yatilman

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	2.1.2 (promoting governance of PAs)

1.2.1 (integrating protected areas in wider landscape) 

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	No

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	Yes

	8. Application submission date
	May 30, 2008

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	24 months

	10. Contacts
	Contact for project substantial and financial issues

Name: Alissa R. Takesy
Title: Protected Areas Network Coordinator
Ministry: Resources and Development
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:
	100,000

	Co-financing
 total, including:
	75,000 including: 

	
Government
	-

	
NGOs
	75,000

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	175,000


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

Section I.1
Summary

I.1.A
Rationale and objective of the country project, Phase II
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 Micronesia Challenge is the FSM’s overarching instrument for implementation of the PoWPA. It is multifarious and covers all key aspects of sustainable PA management. The MC served as a basis for the initial POWPA assessment and subsequent preparation of grant requests to the Country Action Grants programme.

FSM is currently implementing Phase I of the PoWPA Country Action Grants Programme, which officially commenced in November, 2007, and focused on federation-wide gap assessment (Activity 1.1.5), protected area planning and monitoring standards (4.1.2 and 4.2.1), capacity building programme (3.2.1) and PA financial sustainability (3.4.1). The implementation of the ecological gap analysis under Phase I has prompted two important issues to be considered in more detail – namely, (1) the need to integrate community consultations into the discussions of the results of any gap analysis, and (2) the need to consider protected areas within wider productive sectors which are relevant for FSM, specifically sustainable livelihoods. This proposal for Phase II of the PoWPA Programme for FSM will build on the emerging early lessons learnt from Phase I, and initiate work to deal with the two critical issues as identified above. They fall under PoWPA Activities 2.1.2 and 1.2.1 correspondingly. As will further be indicated, the application builds on the work currently undertaken by a number of NISP partners, and it fills important gaps which would not be possible to fill otherwise. Together with the results of Phase I, 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

	Outcome I.

A community engagement mechanism integrated into the results of the ecological gap assessment
	I.a

Management plan for the Chuuk state protected areas incorporates a mechanism to engage communities in protected area activities.
I.b

Report adopted by MC on community engagement mechanisms for protected areas in FSM, based on the Chuuk trial.
	Reluctance of communities to participate in consultations on the results of ecological gap assessment. Medium risk.
The mechanism of community engagement in protected areas in Chuuk will not be replicable in other states of FSM. Medium risk.
	The key mitigation strategy to ensure the buy-in of local communities is two-fold: (1) using proper guidance (e.g. community participation right from the start to end), and (2) using proper conduit (e.g. adhering to traditional and government protocols). In terms of (1), they key guidance sources will be the WCPA IUCN Guidebook on Community PA Governance
 and secondly the proceedings of the MC Technical Working Group Meeting: 2 – 6 June 2008 will provide further guidance on the issue. The latter guidance is the indication that work will not be starting from scratch in Chuuk, rather that there is a certain level of positive buy-in into community engagement already, which needs to be practically tested by the project. For (2) the project is relying on a partnership with proactive local community organizations, such as Conservation Society of Pohnpei, which agreed to facilitate the discussions with communities and co-finance the project.

The Chuuk demonstration will generate Chuuk-specific lessons learnt indeed. However, the commonness of land-ownership and management patterns throughout FSM is a primary assumption for good replicability potential of the Chuuk demonstration. The final report will be drafted with recommendations for spreading the experience of Chuuk onto other States, and that report will engage experts/NGOs from other state, and envisage multiple consultations on the report itself to ensure its acceptability.

	Outcome II.

The SEM-Pacifica tool for land planning and monitoring refined to be applicable to the full diversity of PAs and to appropriately help plan and monitor natural resource pressures coming from economic activities, and engagement of communities in resource management.
	II.a

Evidence of testing of the improved SEM-Pacifica tool for monitoring the natural resource base and use by communities
	Insufficient time and quality of expertise required is insufficient. Medium risk
	This risk will be mitigated by the fact that economic and social data, needed for integration with protected area data, is in the process of being collected in the SEM PACIFIKA project. The project will draw on best expertise national and international to ensure good data compatibility and with PA data which is being gathered through ecological gap assessment (Phase I) and otherwise, as well as user-friendly protocols for using the monitoring process and tool to support adaptive management by resource management agencies/organizations in Yap, Chuuk, Pohnpei and Kosrae.


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
The MC is a political framework for PoWPA 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.

Section I.4
Project description
I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system
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. 

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 2.1.2

Promoting diversity of governance types (with elements of 1.1.5 ecological gap assessment)
	Outcome I.

A community engagement mechanism integrated into the results of the ecological gap assessment
	1.1 Drawing the information from the current Phase I activity on ecological gap analysis, a group of consultants will develop and implement for the Chuuk State additional/in-depth gap assessment activities, namely:

· Closer survey of marine biota, with a focus on key selected threatened species.

· Socio-economic activities on-going, especially the influence of local people on biota

· Possible management models that could engage people in protected area management activities, drawing them away from threatening types of activities. The management models will be designed taking due account of the WCPA guidebook and the proceedings of the recent MC consultations on community engagement
.

1.2 The results of the Chuuk detailed study of the above issues will be presented in a report and a series of in-depth community consultations will be organized at Chuuk, co-facilitated by the Conservation Society of Pohnpei. The objective of the community consultations will be to try to reach agreement with local communities on their engagement of management plans for protected areas in Chuuk. The consultations will take the form of the open-ended dialogue between the traditional and local governments, with the support team comprised of local experts, state and national government technical representatives and technical experts to provide advice on developing a threat-resilient network of conservation areas to protect marine and terrestrial biodiversity in Chuuk
1.3 The project team, further, will organize the process of management plan writing, will deliver the necessary technical assistance and training to enable the Chuuk communities participate in protected area management planning.

1.4 The results of the process of engagement of communities in protected area management planning will be summarized in a FSM-wide report. That report will conduct further recommendations for the proliferation of similar experience to the other protected areas in other states of FSM. The report will be presented to the MC partners. 

	Activity 1.2.1

Learning lessons on integrating PAs in wider landscapes
	Outcome II.

The SEM-Pacifica tool for land planning and monitoring refined to be applicable to the full diversity of PAs and to appropriately help plan and monitor natural resource pressures coming from economic activities, and engagement of communities in resource management.
	2.1 The team of local experts will be hired to analyze and process the data collected on the economic and social aspects of FSM sustainable livelihoods initially collected by the SEM-PACIFIKA project. Particular attention will be given to improvement of monitoring modules, such as (1) natural resource conditions and threats, (2) impacts of resource management activities, (3) community engagement in resource management decision making and implementation. The local experts will at the same time identify how that data could best be stored, updated, and used for making decisions about establishment and on-going management of protected areas. Thus, the electronic clearing house will be created, including decision-making processes/protocols. The target audience (the users) of the information are protected area officers and resource managers – people in charge of planning land use in FSM.
2.2 After this, the experts will work with resource managers and protected area officials in the Yap, Chuuk, Pohnpei and Kosrae states in order to train the officers to use it for communicating results and supporting their decision making for protected areas, fisheries and agriculture in such as way as minimal threat is delivered to biodiversity. 

2.3 Four protected areas (one in each state) will be selected for demonstration. For each such site an updated management plan will be developed using the monitoring tool and information gathered, with recommendations for fishery and agriculture in and around these protected areas. 

2.4 The lessons learnt from the above demonstration will be published in a report and presented to MC Steering Committee, Technical Working Groups and key partners.


I.4.E.
Related projects and initiatives (not to be included in co-financing)
The Phase II is based on Phase I. Thus, Outcome I of Phase II (Chuuk community engagement) is informed by the ecological gap assessment conducted within Phase I. At the same time the project is based on two important partner initiatives that run in parallel. Namely, the Secretariat of Pacific Community and Food and Agriculture Organization has over the past years run a project that collected detailed data, including analysis methodologies, for both agriculture and fish production. That data also reflects how the names economic sectors impact the local livelihoods and the social status of FSM people. Further, the SEM-Pasifika project which has finished its 2 phases just recently: provided the 18 Pacific US-Affiliated participants with background, purposes and methodological procedures of socioeconomic monitoring based on SEM-Pasifika Guidelines; built capacities of the participants to use SEM-Pasifika guidelines; and initiated socioeconomic assessment and monitoring /work plans /for 8 Pacific Island jurisdictions. What has been missing is – the integration of that data with protected area data, so that management planning of protected areas could be said to well account for the latest economic and social trends, without however relying on such that destroy biodiversity. Outcome II of the proposed Phase II application is closing that gap. Other relevant projects are described below:
	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

	Socioeconomic Monitoring in the Pacific Region (SEM-Pasifika) Training Program
	US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Secretariat of Pacific Environment Programme, TNC

$70,000


	MC Jurisdictional Trainees
	Goals 3.1 and 4.2  


Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	Resource Users and Owners and Local Communities
	Key project beneficiaries under Outcome I. Will be engaged in consultations and protected area management planning. 

	Conservation Society of Pohnei (NGO). 
	Co-financier and facilitator of community dialog under Outcome I. 

	State Implementing Agencies
	Project beneficiaries, especially under outcome II.

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

	State and National Policy Makers
	High-level participation through the MC mechanism. They will 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. 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 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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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 most of the multi-environmental agreements whilst the Department of Resources and Development has taken primary role as the CBD focal point.  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$)

	Outcome I.

A community engagement mechanism integrated into the results of the ecological gap assessment
	30,000
	40,000
	70,000

	Outcome II.

A monitoring process and tool (supports adaptive management) to ensure integration of protected areas into key economic landscapes of FSM (primarily sustainable livelihoods depending on fisheries, agriculture)
	61,000
	35,000
	96,000

	Project management budget (including audit cost specified separately in the brackets)
	7,000
(2,000)
	
	9,000

	TOTAL
	100,000
	75,000
	175,000


I.7.B
Budget lines

Outcome I. A community engagement mechanism integrated into the results of the ecological gap assessment
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	Local consultants
	
	25,000
	25,000

	Training and technical assistance to demonstration protected areas at Chuuk
	10,000
	15,000
	25,000

	Travel (for the series of workshops and consultations at Chuuk)
	20,000
	
	20,000

	TOTAL for Outcome I
	30,000
	40,000
	70,000


Outcome II. A monitoring process and tool (supports adaptive management) to ensure integration of protected areas into key economic landscapes of FSM (primarily sustainable livelihoods)
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	Local consultants
	
	20,000
	20,000

	Information clearing house and a decision making related tools
	9,000
	
	9,000

	Training (including update of 4 management plans)
	18,000
	10,000
	28,000

	Publications
	3,000
	5,000
	8,000

	Travel
	31,000
	
	31,000

	TOTAL for Outcome 2
	61,000
	35,000
	96,000


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

	Local consultants engaged in managing the project
	3,120
	
	3,120

	Stationery and disposable items
	1,500
	
	1,500

	Travel
	2,380
	
	2,380

	Audit cost
	2,000
	
	2,000

	TOTAL project management,
 including audit
	$9,000
	
	$9,000


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

	FSM Office of Environment and Emergency Management, Division of Environment
	Government
	In-kind
	
	$50,000

	Chuuk State Government
	Government 
	In-kind
	
	$58,869

	Kosrae State Government
	Government 
	In-kind
	
	$17,700

	Pohnpei State Government
	Government 
	In-kind
	
	$53,406

	Yap State Government
	Government 
	In-kind
	
	$59,502

	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
	$75,000
	

	Total co-financing
	$75,000
	$602,966


   PART II
Response to ITRC Review and comments

	Comment
	Response from project developer
	Please modify the application to incorporate your response, mark changes in yellow color, and say here at which page/paragraph the application was modified

	The indicator under outcome II: “Number of resource management agencies/organizations that work in protected areas in Yap, Chuuk, Pohnpei and Kosrae operating the tool that allows to make decisions about protected areas and sustainable livelihoods in the most optimal “win-win” situation, with minimal harm to the resource base” might be a little too ambitious, especially given your concern about having the expertise to build the tool let alone have someone instruct others on its use. I suggest reframing this to tool development rather than implementation—this would be a much easier metric to accomplish and measure. 
	We have clarified the text that this Outcome does not start from scratch. Part of the Country Action Grant is requested to improve, refine and test the tool which has largely been developed in the past months under parallel efforts. Therefore, the insufficiency of time and expertise, mentioned as a threat, refers not to the basic tool construction steps (which have largely been undertaken), but to the stages of refinement and tool testing. 

As a matter of further clarification, the Socioeconomic Monitoring in the Pacific Region (SEM-Pasifika) Training Program has developed the key modules of the tool and a guide for its use. The users of the tool are the so-called Resource Management Organizations, which exist in all jurisdictions of the FSM States. The tool was developed in multiple consultations from resource managers themselves, making sure it would be applicable to their particular site needs. But what has been missed in this process is: (i) the tool missed to be diversified and tested to account for all types of sites in all states of FSM, and (ii) the tool needs further refinement in such modules as monitoring of (1) natural resource conditions and threats, (2) impacts of resource management activities, (3) community participation in resource management decision making and implementation. 

The indicator was reformulated as: “Evidence of testing of the improved SEM-Pacifica tool for monitoring the natural resource base and use by communities”. 
	Indicator changed at p. 3

	It is good to see the clear need expressed to include governance and community engagement as a layer in the planning and assessment of conservation priorities. The proposal itself though gives the impression that this could be imposed on communities. I refer to statements like “Also to have them agree on a particular most acceptable form of co-management at those protected areas”. It does sound coercive rather than a result of consultation and agreement.  In principle, the process should be open-ended, firstly reviewing what community involvement exists and whether there are pre-existing forms of community governance of existing sites, whether these are government designated PAs or whether these are areas that communities themselves have set aside in accordance with their own customs. The most important activity in this assessment would be to recognize existing forms of PA governance and to see to what extent these can be used for the establishment of governance regimes for other PAs and for new PAs. The great concern is that imposition of an agreed governance regime e.g. for co-management, would damage existing forms of governance and thereby potentially alienate communities. Perhaps the project proponents could respond to this and indicate how the governance assessment would be undertaken to avoid this problem.
	We have edited the text to avoid the impression of coercion, which indeed was not intended at all.

As a matter of further clarification:

FSM has (and honors) pre-existing traditional conservation practices and institutional arrangements. The current constitutional governance system recognizes the pre-existing traditional governance rights. E.g. within Chuuk State there is a diversity of such, varying from island center, lagoon-based islands to outlying islands/atolls. Examples of the pre-existing governance systems at conservation areas are ‘pwau’
 and ‘mechen
’ - which are based on traditional socio-cultural norms under the traditional governance framework. The idea of the project is by no means to get rid of these and impost new governance types, rather – as indeed implied in the comment of the reviewer – first to inventorize all such areas, and secondly to initiate from the very start consultations with representatives of the traditional conservation systems to see how further threats (which have not been addressed so far) could be addressed within their governance types. Such threats include explicit increasing pressures from climate change, resource over-harvest, non-application of efficient-selective technology and land-based sources of pollution.

The consultations will take the form of the open-ended dialogue between the traditional and local governments, with the support team comprised of local experts, state and national government technical representatives and technical experts to provide advice on developing a threat-resilient network of conservation areas to protect marine and terrestrial biodiversity in Chuuk.

Thus, the idea is for the process to be most flexible to existing governance models – but at the same time to ensure that traditional sites are in-fact incorporated into the development of the resilient PA network of within Chuuk, and eventually to larger framework of the FSM Protected Areas Network.
	Activities 1.1 and 1.2 modified.

	The second Outcome is extremely vague. It is not at all clear how a monitoring process and tool would ensure the integration of PAs into key economic landscapes. Perhaps the methodology could be clarified here. What will this monitoring tool monitor. How will this influence decision making (by whom and for what?)
	The user group of the tool is the so-called Resource Management Organizations (and their resource management officers who work there) – agencies in each FSM state in charge of land use planning, existing in all jurisdictions of the FSM States. These agencies are the primary institutions in FSM which define how the economic landscape in FSM should look, and are therefore most appropriate target audience.

The idea is to provide the land planning specialists an integrated tool to plan and monitor the economic, social and natural parameters of islands at once, so that when they make decisions about land planning, the decisions are balanced. We further clarified Outcome II to explicitly say that it does not start from scratch. This Outcome of the Country Action Grant is requested to improve, refine and test the tool which has largely been developed in the past months under parallel efforts. The tool itself was developed under SEM-Pacifica project, in multiple consultations from resource managers themselves, making sure it would be applicable to their particular site situations. The key monitoring modules within the SEM-Pacifica tool, such as population characteristics, span and characteristics of economic industries and livelihoods, information on poverty, information on extent of protected areas, etc. – have largely been developed. Yet, what has been missed in this process is: (i) the tool missed to be diversified and tested to account for all types of protected areas in all states of FSM, and (ii) the tool needs further refinement in such modules as monitoring of (1) natural resource conditions and threats, (2) impacts of resource management activities, particularly in agriculture and fishery, (3) community engagement in resource management decision making and implementation. 

Thus, the project is requested to cover the two missed gaps within the SEM-Pacifica tool used by the resource planners managers. 
	Changed Outcome II statement, pp. 3 and 9. Modified activities under Outcome II. 

Activities 2.1 and 2.2. modified.

	The indicators for outcome 1 ( management plan for Chuuk state and adoption of the report by MC for replication in other areas)are very clear. However, the indicator for outcome II needs some more clarity
	Please see response to the first comment.
	


   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

	Assess government, NGO, and community capacity to develop and manage a national protected areas network;
	Outcomes I and II

	Hold nationwide stakeholder consultations with governments, NGOs, and community partners
	


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

[the same as in Phase I]
Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement letter

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

Please find attached separately.
� Please see the definition of co-financing in the Guidance Note 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.protectedareas.org/files/download/266" ��http://www.protectedareas.org/files/download/266�


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


� As a matter of further clarification: FSM has (and honors) pre-existing traditional conservation practices and institutional arrangements. The current constitutional governance system recognizes the pre-existing traditional governance rights. E.g. within Chuuk State there is a diversity of such, varying from island center, lagoon-based islands to outlying islands/atolls. Examples of the pre-existing governance systems at conservation areas are ‘pwau’� and ‘mechen�’ - which are based on traditional socio-cultural norms under the traditional governance framework. The idea of the project is by no means to get rid of these and impost new governance types, rather – as indeed implied in the comment of the reviewer – first to inventorize all such areas, and secondly to initiate from the very start consultations with representatives of the traditional conservation systems to see how further threats (which have not been addressed so far) could be addressed within their governance types. Such threats include explicit increasing pressures from climate change, resource over-harvest, non-application of efficient-selective technology and land-based sources of pollution


� Chuukese traditional land-based conservation practice


� Chuukese traditional marine-based conservation practice
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