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

Application for funding

	1. Country
	Nicaragua

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	Ministry of the Environment and Natural Resources (MARENA)

	3. CBD ratification date
	November 15th, 1995

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	Roberto Araquistain Cisneros
Vice Minister of the Environment and Natural Resources

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	Activity 1.1.5 Ecological Gap Analysis

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	No

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	No

	8. Application submission date
	May 19th, 2008

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	18 months

	10. Contacts
	Contact for project substantial issues

Name: Francisco Gadea

Title: National Patrimony General Director 

Ministry: MARENA

Phone:  (505)  2632617

Fax: (505) 2632618

E-mail: fgadea@marena.gob.ni

	
	Contact for budget issues

Name: Freddy Rivera

Title: Protected Areas Director

Ministry: MARENA

Phone: (505)  2632617

Fax: (505) 2632618

E-mail: frivera@marena.gob.ni

	11. Financing plan, in US$*

	Funding requested from GEF:
	US$ 100,000

	Co-financing
 total, including:
	US$ 257,000

	
Government
	US$ 20,000

	
Bilateral
	US$ 187,000

	
NGOs - TNC
	US$ 50,000

	
International multilateral organizations
	

	
Private Sector
	

	
Other 
	

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	U$ 357,000


* 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

Nicaragua is located in Central America and has an extension of 130,373.47 km². Its topographic and climate conditions, and geographic location, have contributed to its rich biodiversity. Recent studies have identified 6 terrestrial and 2 marine ecoregions, and 68 ecosystems, without including the marine ones. 55 out of those are terrestrial ecosystems, 2 are lakes and lagoons that represent 8% of the country’s territory. Nicaragua has important remnants of dry forests, and shares with Honduras the largest remaining area of moist tropical forest in Central America.

Information about number of species indicates that the country has a high number of flora and fauna species, hundreds of endemic, rare and endangered ones. It is important to mention, however, that there is no data available in Nicaragua for several species, regarding their distribution and the status of their populations.

Acknowledging the importance of this biological richness, the economic, social and ecological benefits generated at national and global levels, the government of Nicaragua established Cosigüina Península as the first protected area in 1958. Since then, 72 more protected areas have been created under different management categories, currently representing the National System of Protected Areas (SINAP), covering 17% of the national territory.

Despite this significant protected area increase, preliminary studies show that 16 of the 55 terrestrial ecosystems are low represented (0 - 20% protected), and some even less represented (between 0.4% and 5% of total extension), among them lowland pine forests and pine saturated savannah (Meyrat, 2001; GEO 2003). It is also recognized that marine and coastal-marine ecosystems conservation and sustainable use must be given more attention, as well as increasing research efforts in that field. Detailed studies on the level or representation, however, have been absent till now. The government of Nicaragua, with the support of the Dutch Cooperation Agency (DANIDA) and The Nature Conservancy, will develop the ecological gap assessment for the protected area system for the terrestrial and freshwater components at the national level and the Pacific marine component. However, to design an ecologically represented and efficiently managed system, it is necessary to include in the analysis the Atlantic marine component, and later integrate all results and recommendations in a single master plan that includes the strategic activities and action plan to follow, which is the main objective of this application. The project will improve the ecological representativeness of the SINAP and the consolidation of its protected areas. More specifically, to include the Atlantic marine ecosystems in the national-level ecological gap assessment and propose new protected marine and coastal areas.
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.

Strategy to improve ecological representativeness in Marine Ecosystems of SINAP designed
	a.

Marine PA site portfolio developed
b.
At least 2 new marine protected areas proposals presented  to Congress for legal declaration  

c. 
List of sites where community governance conserve areas, which can be considered for formal adoption as Indigenous or Community-Conserved Areas

d. 
Protocol of assessment of where the existing PAs are governed/could be governed as CCAs, or co-managed PAs
	Medium

Limited primary scientific coastal and marine information to design sites portfolio and new protected marine areas
Low

Low participation and public support by stakeholders to design feasible strategies to close ecological gaps
	Involve universities, research centers and scientific community in expert panels to develop basic marine and coastal studies to improve scientific knowledge 

Develop participatory workshops with communities and decision makers from the beginning of Project in order to gain ownership and support.

	Outcome II.

Results of the comprehensive ecological gap analysis integrated in a National master plan of SINAP
	e.
SINAP’s matser plan contains a clear plan for protected areas, is endorsed by government and is in the process of being endorsed by the civil society.
	Moderate-to-high
Low participation of stakeholders to design strategies and give endorsement to master plan 
Low
Limited in-country capacity to design the national master plan of Protected Area System
	Involve communities and decision makers through participatory workshops and meetings from the beginning of Project in order to gain public support and ownership 
Contract external/international consultants



Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting
The initial POWPA analysis was conducted in 2006 by the General Direction of Protected Areas (DGAP). That same year, under the leadership of the Government of Nicaragua, a National Implementation Support Partnership (NISP) Agreement was signed by The Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MARENA), Fauna and Flora International (FFI), Amigos de la Tierra, the Araucaria Program- Spanish Agency for International Cooperation (AECI) and The Nature Conservancy (TNC), to jointly carry out actions towards an effective management of the National System of Protected Areas (SINAP). These initial activities include:

1. complete an Ecological Gap Assessment of SINAP (POWPA activity 1.1.5), where special attention should be given to the freshwater and marine ecosystems

2. complete a Capacity Needs Assessment and Plan for SINAP (POWPA activity 3.2.1)
3. complete and begin to implement a Sustainable Finance Plan for SINAP (POWPA activity 3.4.1)

4. implement the management effectiveness monitoring strategy in protected areas with institutional presence (POWPA activity 4.2.1)

For further details please find Annex III.1 and documents supplied to the Global Project Management Unit separately.

Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA

In order to implement the POWPA, the NISP Alliance defined an action plan to be gradually implemented in short phases, following the same structure of the program of work. The Government of Nicaragua recognizes and understands that the POWPA is a key element aimed to establish and maintain a comprehensive, effectively managed and ecologically representative system of protected areas. MARENA has designated a National Coordinator who is in charge of implementing the program of work and coordinating the activities

The DGAP, in collaboration with the DGBRN, recently formulated the Development Strategy for the National Protected Areas System to improve the strategic planning and management of Nicaragua’s protected areas, strengthening local environmental management and promoting natural resource sustainable use within protected areas.  The strategy seeks to develop financial sustainability mechanisms to help reduce the current institutional dependence on external cooperation, while seeking for a bigger financial commitment from the Government.  This strategy also incorporates many of the activities of the PoWPA, assuring its implementation.

In order to promote political buy-in within Nicaragua, a Political Committee of key government institutions and civil society organizations, has been formed to support the adoption of the results from the different studies and other activities. This Political Committee will support and facilitate an enabling political environment to implement the Action Plan. 

On the other hand, TNC has supported the elaboration of a national-level assessment of the protected areas financial needs; existing financial resources use effectiveness, and identification of additional financial mechanisms for meeting these requirements.  In addition, the national protected-area capacity needs assessment has been completed, along with a capacity-building program proposal.

MARENA trough the updated protected areas norms, recognizes and promotes a broad set of protected area governance types related to their potential for achieving biodiversity conservation goals in accordance with the Convention, including areas conserved by indigenous and local communities and private nature reserves. 
Section I.4
Project description
I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system
	PA category/type
	Quantity
	Surface area, hectares
	Corresponding IUCN category
	Management authority

	Biological Reserve
	2
	313,980
	I. Strict nature reserve/wilderness protection area
	MARENA

	National Park
	3
	25,327
	II. National Park
	MARENA

	Historical Monument
	1
	3,750
	III. Natural monument

	MARENA

	National Monument
	3
	20,758.31
	III. Natural monument

	MARENA

	Wildlife Refuge 
	6
	95,433.25
	IV. Habitat/Species Management Area

	MARENA

	Genetic Resources Reserve 
	2
	6,226
	IV. Habitat/Species Management Area

	MARENA

	Natural Reserve
	51
	1,714,074.87
	VI Managed Resource Protected Area
	MARENA and Co-managements NGO’s

	Terrestrial and/or Marine Protected Landscape  
	2
	29,407.6014
	V. Protected Landscape/Seascape
	MARENA

	Biosphere Reserve
	2 **
	1,580,666 **
	VI. Managed Resource Protected Area
	MARENA and Indigenous Associations 

	
	72
	2,208,957.03
	18%
	


Source: MARENA/DGAP 2006

The National System of Protected Areas (SINAP) was established in 1996, under the General Law of Environment and Natural Resources, Decree Number 217. The General Direction of Protected Areas (DGAP), part of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MARENA), is the government agency in charge of the SINAP (please see http://www.marena.gob.ni/legislacion/leyes_generales.htm for further information on related laws on protected areas).

SINAP has proposed a new Law for Protected Areas in Nicaragua which will hopefully be approved within the next two years, once the analysis of the current status of SINAP’s protected areas is finalized. This analysis includes an evaluation of ecological ecosystems, a land use assessment, and an appraisal of SINAP's organizational structure, which should ensure more efficient management.

Sites of environmental and cultural importance will be identified through the gap assessments (PAs in the departments of Madriz, Esteli y Chinandega have been proposed for inclusion in the SINAP). MARENA has also presented a project to declare the Cañón de Somoto as a National Monument and to include it in the SINAP (the proposed area is 170.31 hectares). 

The DGAP is currently redefining the SINAP by identifying conservation priorities that requires, among other efforts, an analysis of the representativeness of ecologically important ecosystems which should be present in the System.
I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas
Threat 1. The greatest threat to natural resources and protected areas in the country is the uncontrolled and unregulated expansion of the agriculture and cattle frontier, which causes habitat loss, fragmentation and degradation, risking ecosystems’ ecological viability and integrity.

Threat 2. Legal and illegal forestry. New roads and opens spaces in Nicaragua provoked by lumber companies have promoted migration and new human settlements in protected areas. These new settlements, mostly for livelihood agriculture, also contribute to the expansion of the agricultural frontier and, therefore, cause habitat loss and fragmentation. 

Threat 3. Illegal fishing and trade of very valuable species, such as shrimp, lobster, snook (Centropomus spp), snapper (Lutjanus spp.), shark (Carcharhinus spp.), and exotic birds of the Psittacidae family, have reduced natural populations and endangered many of them. 

I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations preventing the existing PA system from achieving the targets of the CBD PoWPA

Barrier 1. PA prioritization in national development planning and political field

The Government assigns very little budget to SINAP despite the potential of the system to generate employment, revenues and foreign exchange through tourism and environmental services. Funding for protected areas is very small compared to health, education, and other socio-economic sectors. Nicaraguan policy-makers and the society as a whole are not aware of PA benefits and do not recognize the contribution to national economy, which is heavily dependent on ecosystem services. In addition, the legal framework is often contradictory, undermining the PA system by supporting other non-sustainable practices.
Barrier 2. Limited institutional and planning capacity
DGAP has very little financial, technical, and human resources and institutional capacity to attend all of its responsibilities. There is no institutional presence in 50 of the 72 protected areas within the system, and in the remaining areas, management planning and infrastructure exists thanks to donor-driven projects. In those areas with active management, field personnel is insufficient and often do not have the skills and abilities to efficiently perform their work. Very few protected areas have complete management plans, with weak implementation and monitoring. At the central level, yearly operational plans do not follow a strategic long-term vision for the PA system, whereas at the local level, different stakeholders related to PA management, plan and operate without coordination.

Furthermore, protected areas have been designated with no previous ecosystem or cultural assessment to determine its conservation importance, without clear information on land tenure and PA delimitation. As a consequence, PA management and law enforcement is very difficult.
Barrier 3. Inadequate information support systems
DGAP has several deficiencies in the availability of systematized information for decision-making. The freshwater and marine gap analyses require field information gathering since there is very little baseline existing data for the assessments. 

There is also no reliable financial information for the PA system at the central level.  As mentioned before, very few protected areas have management plans, and therefore, very few conduct annual planning based on their management plans. Available information is inaccurate and inconsistent due to a lack of standardization in cost accounting across the system, and reporting among protected area co-managing NGOs and donor investments.
Indicators for management effectiveness in 16 PAs have been tracked by TNC over the last 5 years as part of a management monitoring system. The system, however, does not include indicators for management efficiency at the system-level.
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 1.1.5. Ecological gap analysis


	Outcome I.

Strategy to improve ecological representativeness in Marine Ecosystems of SINAP designed
	1.1 Definition of conservation elements and threats for marine ecosystems that will be the focus of the assessment. 
1.2 Gather and map biological and socioeconomic information for the identified conservation elements, in the field and using remote sensing techniques and GIS. Assess current governance of each existing PA to analyze chances for co-management/CCAs.
1.3 Update the distribution/occurrence data and criticality statuses for marine and coastal biodiversity. 

1.4 Development of a map/list of sites that are conserved by communities which can be officially adopted as CCAs or co-managed PAs.
1.5 Based on the above information - development of conservation layers, showing expected boundaries for marine protected areas, goals, and possible governance types for each site. 

1.6 Comparison of the projective boundaries of marine areas with the existing protected areas in order to identify gaps that need to be filled.

1.7 Assessment of costs that will be involved in setting up the new or extending marine protected areas, for each site.

1.8 Finalization of a portfolio of new marine sites or extended sites that have to be put in place.

1.9 Validation of the portfolio of new sites. This activity will include broad public consultations/workshops, including community consultations. 

1.10  Setting priorities – which sites have to be put in place first. Defining at least 2 new marine protected sites and developing further detailed technical studies necessary for gazetting, so that these can be submitted to the Congress for legal declaration.


	
	Outcome II.

Results of the comprehensive ecological gap analysis integrated in a National master plan of SINAP
	2.1 Synthesis of data from terrestrial, fresh water and marine (Pacific and Atlantic) ecological gap assessments with data on PA capacity needs and financial gaps.

2.2 A set of participatory discussions/consultations to discuss the resulting synthesis report.

2.3 Working with the team in charge of the development of National master plan of SINAP to incorporate the results of the above synthesis. 

 


I.4.E.
Related projects and initiatives (not to be included in co-financing)

Resources requested from the GEF under this project will be exclusively used for the Caribbean coastal-marine gap analysis and for a proposal to create at least two new coastal-marine protected areas. TNC will provide resources for the coastal-marine gap analysis in the Pacific Coast. Funds provided by the Embassy of Denmark will be addressed towards completing the terrestrial and freshwater ecological gap analysis. Also, the project covers the niche not addressed by any of the current or expected GEF projects.
	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which PoWPA activities are supported and how

	Strengthening and catalyzing the sustainability of Nicaragua’s protected area system
	GEF/UNDP 1,800,000
	MARENA
	Outcome 1 (PoWPA Goal 3.1) Enhanced Policy and legal framework enables improved SINAP management and finances. The scope of the Outcome includes: PA Law, deconcentrated PA management models, awareness building, regulations and bylaws (on tariffs). 

Outcome 2 (PoWPA Goal 1.4) PA management responsibilities are shared by key stakeholders. The scope of the Outcome includes: co-management involving private sector; land use planning. 

Outcome 3 (PoWPA Goals 3.4 and 3.1) Capacities for Sustainable Financing of SINAP and PAs developed. Financial strategy, revenue generation, business planning

	Corazon of the Mesoamerican Corridor (Honduras –Nicaragua)
	World Bank- GEF 6,000,000
	MARENA
	Management strengthening of Bosawas Biosphere Reserve (PoWPA Goal 1.2) and seed financial source for the National Environmental Fund (PoWPA Goal 3.4)

	ARAUCARIA Program
	AECI/SPAIN 2,100,000
	MARENA
	Management of natural resources in the Southeast Biosphere Reserve (Goals 1.4 and 1.5)

	PINCHA
	CARE

5,000,000
	MARENA
	Watershed management in the north of the country (Goals 1.4 and 1.5)


Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	Indigenous and local communities, local NGOs and private stakeholders
	Participation in the Local Committees of Protected Areas.

Participants of consultations on both project Outcomes.

	Universities
	Technical Committee of the NISP Agreement

	Government Agencies
	Political and technical committee of the NISP Agreement.

	· Universidad Centroamericana, UCA

· Universidad Nacional Agraria, UNA 

· Universidad Nacional Autónoma de Nicaragua, UNAN, Managua y León.

· Bluefields Indian Caribean University, BICU

· Universidad de las Regiones Autónomas de la Costa Caribe de Nicaragua, URACCAN.

· Universidad Ave María Collage

· UCLA, USA

· Museo Entomológico de León

· Asociación GAIA, con la Universidad de Mariland y la UCA

· Museo Nacional de Nicaragua, Rigoberto Navarro Genie

· Amigos de la Tierra

· Flora y Fauna Internacional, FFI

· Fundación para el Desarrollo de la Costa Caribe Nicaragüense, FADCANIC

· Centro de Derecho Ambiental y promoción para el Desarrollo, CEDAPRODE 

· Fundación de Río San Juan, FUNDAR

· Fundación Esperanza verde, FUNDEVERDE

· Asociación Rural para África y América Latina, ACRA 

· The Nature Conservancy, TNC 

· American Museum of Natural History

· Museum of Zoology of the University of Kansas 

· Universidad de California

· Field Museum of Chicago

· British Museum of Natural History 

· Museo de Antropología de Sarckemberg/Alemania 

· Saint Louis Zoo, USA
	National Committee of Protected Areas.

Technical Committee of the NISP Agreement


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

Day-to-day supervision of the project will be carried out by MARENA and TNC, with close coordination with the NISP Political Committee. MARENA DGAP will monitor overall grant progress and provide periodically financial reports and narrative progress report. Brief progress reports should also be produced every tree months and presented to the Ministry of MARENA.

Every six months, the NISP Political Committee will carry out a periodical review. In particular, this review would analyze: a) status of the participation of key actors; b) political commitment of public agencies involved in the process and adoption of the results; c) status of POWPA promotion and dissemination activities and results; d) status of the budgets, matching funds, additional financial needs, etc; and, e) discussions of the lessons learned during the process.

As a basis for reporting, the NISP Alliance will use the following information for each activity:

1. Implementation of activities.

2. Match for each activity from each partner during the process.

3. Outputs and outcomes with anticipated delivery date.
4. Broad timeline for activities.
	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible party (ies)
	Timeframe

	1. Inception report
	MARENA
	One month following receipt of first project disbursement

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	MARENA
	The 30th day of each calendar quarter, i.e. March 30, June 30, September 30 and December 30.

	3. Project completion report
	MARENA
	Within 30 days of the end of the month in which last project disbursement has been received


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

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

	Outcome I.

Strategy to improve ecological representativeness in Marine Ecosystems of SINAP designed
	70,000.00
	222,000.00
	292,000.00

	Outcome II.

Results of the comprehensive ecological gap analysis integrated in a National master plan of SINAP
	15,000.00
	25,000.00
	40,000.00

	Project management budget/costs*, (including audit
 cost specified separately in the brackets)
	10,000.00

(5,000.00)
	10,000.00
	20,000.00

(5,000.00)


* 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 I. Strategy to improve ecological representativeness in Marine Ecosystems of SINAP designed
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	48,000.00
	137,000.00
	185,000.00

	2. International consultants
	     
	50,000.00
	50,000.00

	3. Training
	8,000.00
	15,000.00
	23,000.00

	4. Travel
	14,000
	20,000.00
	34,000.00

	TOTAL for Outcome 1
	70,000.00
	222,000.00
	292,000.00


Outcome II. Results of the comprehensive ecological gap analysis integrated in a National master plan of SINAP
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	9,000.00
	10,000.00
	19,000.00

	2. Training
	4,000.00
	5,000.00
	9,000.00

	3. Travel
	2,000.00
	     
	     

	TOTAL for Outcome 2
	15,000.00
	15,000.00
	30,000.00


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

	1. Local consultants engaged in managing the project
	10,000.00
	
	10,000.00

	4. Travel
	     
	20,000.00
	20,000.00

	TOTAL, before audit costs
	
	
	

	6. Audit cost
	5,000.00
	
	5,000

	TOTAL project management,
 including audit
	15,000.00
	20,000.00
	35,000.00


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

	DANIDA
	Bi-lateral Organization
	Cash
	187,000.00
	     

	TNC
	NGO
	Cash
	50,000.00
	     

	MARENA
	Government
	In-kind
	20,000.00
	     

	Total co-financing
	257,000.00
	


   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 “SINAP’s mater plan contains a clear plan for protected areas, and is endorsed by civil society and government” seems a little difficult to accomplish. Endorsed by civil society and government seem like a high rather than low risk, even if you engage stakeholders.
	We agree that the statement of the indicator may sound ambitious. However, the Government is committed to setting this indicator; we agree, however, that the risk of having it fully endorsed may need to be requalified as moderate-to-high. We would like to state that while it may be difficult to have a final endorsement from the civil society, we believe the plan will be “under NGO endorsement procedure” at least (and we have modified the indicator accordingly). Please note, that in Nicaragua, the Government is enjoying good cooperation and mutual understanding with NGOs, so we do not believe the risk should be qualified as high. 
	Page 3,outcome II indicator “e”

	The project indicates that communities will be involved through participatory workshops from the start, and that this would mitigate any risk of communities not endorsing the outcomes.  Given that on e of the indicators is community endorsement, would it not be advisable to include a governance assessment as one of the explicit activities in the ecological gap analysis?  Perhaps this has already been taken on board in the project design, but at least:

(i) there should be an assessment of where existing forms of community governance conserve areas that are also priorities and could be designated as Indigenous or Community-Conserved Areas

(ii) there should be an assessment of where the existing PAs are governed/could be governed as CCAs, or co-managed PAs.

I am not suggesting that this should distort the ecological gap analysis but setting priorities in conjunction with communities can only augur well for implementation and is an explicit risk of this project.
	Indeed, despite the shortage of grant funds, the idea of community consultations for consideration of appropriate PA governance forms has been envisaged in the project activities as it is very relevant to MARENA. Now the activities do have the governance assessment (and a corresponding indicator in Table I.1.B), with focus on areas currently not protected formally but conserved by locals, and with the second focus to find out if appropriate PAs could be lenient to co-management or full indigenous management. We also include the governance assessment in the marine gap analysis, in the Miskito cays, and we will consider various forms of inclusion of indigenous and communities for any new marine protected areas.          
	Page 3, outcome I Page 3, new indicators c and d

Changes to Activities /  new activities 1.2, 1.4, 1.5


  PART iii
Annexes

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

Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting process

The initial POWPA analysis was conducted in 2006 by the General Direction of Protected Areas (DGAP).  That same year, under the leadership of the Government of Nicaragua, a National Implementation Support Partnership (NISP) Agreement was signed by The Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MARENA), Fauna and Flora International (FFI), Amigos de la Tierra, the Araucaria Program- Spanish Agency for International Cooperation (AECI) and The Nature Conservancy (TNC), to jointly carry out actions towards an effective management of the National System of Protected Areas (SINAP).
The NISP agreement is attached separately.
III.1.B

Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes

The initial activities prioritized under the NISP agreement are:

1. complete an Ecological Gap Assessment of SINAP (POWPA activity 1.1.5), where special attention should be given to the freshwater and marine ecosystems

2. complete a Capacity Needs Assessment and Plan for SINAP (POWPA activity 3.2.1)

3. complete and begin to implement a Sustainable Finance Plan for SINAP (POWPA activity 3.4.1)

4. implement the management effectiveness monitoring strategy in protected areas with institutional presence (POWPA activity 4.2.1)

5. strengthen local experiences that support involvement of local communities and stakeholders in PA management (POWPA activity 3.1.6)

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

	Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting result
	Which activity is it linked to in the application

	POWPA activity 1.1.5: Complete an Ecological Gap Assessment of SINAP, where special attention should be given to the freshwater and marine ecosystems.
	Outcome I.

Strategy to improve ecological representativeness in Marine Ecosystems of SINAP designed

	
	Outcome II.

Results of the comprehensive ecological gap analysis integrated in a National master plan of SINAP


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

1. NISP Memorandum of Understanding (attached separately)
2. Development Strategy for the National Protected Areas System (attached separately)
Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement letter

Attached separately.
Annex III.3
Co-financing letters

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


� Please note that a financial audit is necessary for every project annually.
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