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

Application for funding

SAMOA (Phase 1)

	1. Country
	SAMOA

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES and ENVIRONMENT (MNRE)

	3. CBD ratification date
	February 1994

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	YES, 15 September 2007

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	Activity 1.1.5 Ecological PAS gap analysis.

Activity 3.2.1 Capacity building.

	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	YES

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	YES

	8. Application submission date
	7-9-007

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	24 months

	10. Contacts
	Contact for project substantial issues

Name: Tu’u’u Dr. Ieti Taule’alo

Title: Chief Executive Officer (CEO)
Ministry: MNRE

Phone: +(685) 30963 Fax: +(685) 23176

E-mail: tuuu.ieti@samoa.ws

	
	Contact for budget issues

Name: Ailepata Manila

Title: Accountant-Corporate Services

Ministry: MNRE

Phone: 25857 Fax: +(685) 23176

E-mail: ailepata.manila@mnre.gov.ws

	11. Financing plan, in US$

	Funding requested from GEF:
	$150,000

	Co-financing total, including:
	$USD185,000 (USD 65,000) confirmed

	
Government (MNRE)
	$USD65,000
i.e. Survey & Mapping Division - $20,000, Division of Environment and Conservation - $25,000, Forestry Division- $20,000

	
Bilateral (JICA)
	$USD90,000

	
NGOs (SPBD, WIBF, CBOs)
	$USD20,000

	
Private Sector 
	$USD10,000

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	$USD335,000


acronyms

ADB

Asian Development Bank

AusAID
Australian Assistance with International Development

CBO

Community-Based Organization

CCA

Community Conservation Area

CIA

Conservation Incentive Agreement

DBS

Development Bank of Samoa 

DEC

Division of Environment and Conservation 

FD

Forestry Division 
GCC

Global Climate Change

GEF

Global Environment Facility

GOS

Government of Samoa

GTS

Gafatiataulima (Sustainability) Trust of Samoa

JICA

Japanese International Cooperation Agency

MAF

Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries

MESC

Ministry of Education, Sports and Culture

METI

Matuaileoo Environment Trust Inc.

MNRE

Ministry of Environment and Conservation

MPA

Marine Protected Area 

MSP

Medium Size Project

MWC&SD
Ministry of Women, Community & Social Development

NGO

Non-Government Organization

NP

National Park

NUS

National University of Samoa

PA

Protected Area

PAM 

Protected Area Management

PAS

Protected Area System

PICTs

Pacific Island Countries and Territories

PoWPA
Programme of Works for Protected Areas

SBCIs 

Sustainable Biodiversity Conservation Indicators

SFIs 

Sustainable Forestry Indicators

SPBD

South Pacific Business Development

SPREP

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme

STIs 

Sustainable Tourism Indicators

UH

University of Hawaii

USP

University of South Pacific

WIBF

Women In Business Foundation

WSSD

World Summit on Sustainable Development
   PART I
APPLICATION

Section I.1
Summary

I.1.A
Rationale and objective of the country project

Samoa is an independent small island developing state (SIDS) located in the South Pacific region. The country is geologically young and thus its biodiversity is not highly diverse. Nevertheless, isolation of the Samoan islands contributes to a very high species endemism of over 30%, with especially rare and endemic flora and fauna.  The vegetation in Samoa is divided into five categories: littoral, wetland, rainforest, volcanic scrub and disturbed vegetation. Samoa is home to approximately 540 native flowering plant species and another 230 native fern and “fern ally” species.  About one third of the native flowering plants are endemic to Samoa, i.e., they are found no where else on Earth. A further 500 or so species of plants have been introduced to the islands. There are 13 mammal species, 56 bird species, and 17 reptile species. No detailed studies of native freshwater fish have been conducted, but 991 marine fish species have been recorded. Little is known about terrestrial invertebrates, however, 21 species of butterflies, 20 species of land snails, and 59 species of ant have been found in Samoa. Threats to Samoa’s biodiversity include increasing forest clearance, agricultural expansion, bushfires, marine pollution, over-exploitation of marine resources, natural and manmade disasters, and negative impacts of global warming (see the Threats Section below for more information). Rural economic hardship is exacerbating conservation efforts: there is an urgent need to address this under-pinning economic issue and hence engaging organizations like the Development Bank of Samoa (DBS) and the South Pacific Business Development (SPBD) is essential.
There are now 13 declared protected areas (PAs) in Samoa, 3 of which are Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), covering 28,000 ha and 10,000 ha, respectively. Samoa aims to increase its protected areas coverage from 15% to 30% with the recent addition of 14,000 hectares of national parklands (NPs) on Savaii Island. On the background of these intentions, the protected area system (PAS) in Samoa continue to suffer from a number of barriers, the key barriers being: 

(i) Biodiversity of Samoa remains poorly understood; protected areas cannot, therefore, be clearly identified or expanded or even managed without proper knowledge of the biological components within,

(ii) unresolved conflict between customary land ownership and government land ownership, with conservation goals remaining poorly understood by both parties,

(iii) poor capacity to do conservation research and conservation governance, with conservation management still low to non-existent in some areas. Poor capacity of village councils to control or be engaged in protected area management (PAM) persists until today. 

Unlike the specific donor-driven projects in the past, the rationale of this PoWPA two-phase grant request is to have a holistic approach to tackling the three most important barriers of the Protected Areas System (PAS) in Samoa. The first phase will concentrate on barriers (i) and (iii) above, while the second phase will be dedicated to testing models of conflict-resolution between land owners and biodiversity. The two phases, implemented back-to-back, will enable Samoa to remove the identified barriers, and through this, come closer to successful implementation of the relevant Goals of the PoWPA. This application concentrates ONLY on the first phase.
I.1.B
Expected outcomes, indicators, risks and mitigation measures

The project is designed as a two-phase approach. In the first phase (Phase 1), the project will concentrate on the barriers of scientific knowledge and capacity development. In parallel, a second-phase (Phase 2) proposal will be finalized, for the second round of the UNDP/GEF Country Action Grants Program. As more knowledge and capacity is gained from the Phase 1, the Phase 2 will be focusing on the critical issue of the conflicts between customary land ownership, government land ownership and conservation objectives, exacerbated by too few (as yet, untapped) rural economic development opportunities. The Table below, for the purposes of this application, operates with Expected Outcomes only for Phase 1.
	Expected outcomes
	Indicators
	Risk associated with attaining the indicator (high, medium, or low)
	Risk mitigation measures

	Outcome 1.
Comprehensive all-inclusive ecological and PA gap assessment.
	By month 13: (a) a detailed scientific report on density, distribution and trends of the key elements of Samoa’s flora and fauna, (b) a map of the distribution of the key elements of  Samoa’s flora and fauna, (c) a proposal based on (a) and (b) for the expansion of protected areas in Samoa so that the 30% objective can be met, and the main biodiversity components are included within PAS, (d) confirmation of participatory discussions (at least for 7 key conservation islands of the country) to present the results of the study,  the projective map for the PAS development, and discuss it with local communities, (e) sign of approval of the projective PAS development map by the MNRE. 
	Quality of implementation of the fauna and flora survey by MNRE staff – LOW

Forestry Division mapping and GIS staff to prepare for survey work and finalize maps – LOW

Little collaboration at local level with opposition of customary land owners – MEDIUM
Lack of central government commitment – LOW
Insufficient emphasis given to threatened and invasive species (additional $41,000 required to complete this vital work for Phase 1) – HIGH

Non-sustainable practices being funded by SPBD and DBS – LOW
	Participatory discussion process well managed.
Engagement of the high levels of government.

Discussion with local population of the economic recovery packages already approved by SPBD and DBS.

Reference of the project to the environmental Code of Practice for SPBD and DBS drafted and adopted.

Threatened and Invasive Plant Species Proposal already prepared and presented to potential donors. Project leaders already identified with appropriate training of MNRE staff – Prof Art Whistler (USP/UH)

These risks will be further accounted for in the Phase 2 proposal. 

	Outcome 2. 
A training center and a set of in-the-field training curricula
	By month 20: certificate issued to 20 students, 10 village council leaders, 10 central government workers, 20 SPBD Womens’ Chapters - on successful completion of training and courses in (i) valuable flora and fauna identification, (ii) park management, (iii) reconciliation of sustainable livelihoods with conservation (SPBD & DBS), and (iv) adoption of economic development skills with SPBD & DBS.

An agreement with an NGO or other partner signed that will ensure sustainability of the training courses and center at the end of the project (METI).
	Difficulties to find partners to host the training center and courses, and reaching agreement to sustain the courses on the regular basis upon the end of the project – was HIGH but now LOW in that METI employs 2 teachers to implement such extension trainings in conservation and sustainability.
SPBD and DBS to embrace ESD (Education for Sustainable Development) as proposed by SPREP in its programmes – MEDIUM

NUS Faculty of Education trains trainee teachers in Samoa and yet offers no ESD courses in its curricula – was HIGH but now MEDIUM
	Early identification of a shortlist of possible partners now includes DBS, SPBD, NUS and METI, with assistance from WIBF.
SPREP to be invited to include their ESD skills and personnel in this PoWPA Project.

METI to include PoWPA Project in their Life Skills training Sessions


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

Emergence of the UNDP/GEF Country Action Programme enabled Samoa to have a systemic analysis of the prospects for its PAS development. Samoa undertook a brief Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting exercise and is conducting two workshops in late September 2007 with the funds from the Initial PoWPA Analysis. The brief analysis confirmed the main barriers preventing Samoa from strengthening its PAS, and mandated the government to request assistance to tackle those identified barriers, focusing on PoWPA Activities 1.1.5 (Gap Assessment), 3.2.1 (Training and capacity building), as well as 2.1.2 (Indigenous people integration). The details of the PoWPA analysis exercise are provided in Annex I.

Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
As such, Samoa does not have a formal action plan to implement the PoWPA. The 2010 biodiversity target and the PoWPA elements are covered through one-time projects and programmes. Thus, during 2000-2005 an additional National Park was created (Lake Lanoto’o) together with a series of small town reserves (PoWPA Goal 1.1). Over 60 locally managed village fisheries reserves are in place around the country (the same Goal). Restoration of two offshore islands is ongoing within the Aleipata District Marine Protected Area as part of its management plan (Goal 1.2). This Marine Protected Area project includes key turtle nesting areas as well as one of the key sites for the ground dove (a set of PoWPA goals).  A proposal is being developed for a GEF Medium-sized project to conserve a very large area of threatened lowland and upland forests on Savaii (a set of PoWPA goals). Mangrove conservation is one of the agreed objectives in the Safata Marine Protected Area Management Plan 2002-06. A project proposal is being submitted to Japan for work on mangroves and seagrass ecosystems. In addition, an MSP Project for GEF has been prepared to restore the mangroves of Vaiusu Bay recently damaged by dumpsites, land reclamation, pollution from storm drains and rivers, as well as global climate change.
This two-Phase project presents a unique opportunity to tackle those goals and activities of the PoWPA, which while being a priority both for the country and the international community, have remained unattended so far due to lack of resources and capacities.

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

	Mt Vaea Botanical Reserve and Palolo Deep Marine Reserve
	2
	52 and 22
	IV
	MNRE/DEC

	National Parks (Lake Lanoto’o, O le Pupu Pue, Mauga Salafai, Lata and Falelima/Asau)
	5
	201, 4,892, 5,974, 3,200, 2,100 
	II
	MNRE/DEC

	Nature Reserves (Cape Puava, Tusitala Historic)
	2
	404
	IV
	MNRE/Community

	Other areas (the World Database on Protected Areas says Samoa has 24 “other (fisheries) protected areas” : now increased to 40 http://www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa/
	60
	400-500
	IV
	MAF/Communities

	Community Conservation Areas

e.g. Tafua Rainforest Preserve and Falealupo Rainforest Preserve
	2
	Approx 2500
	IV
	Village Fono with assistance from NGOs

	Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)
	2
	11,361
	IV
	MNRE/Communities

	Recreational Reserves
	12
	20
	III
	MNRE/DEC


I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas

There are numerous threats to protected areas in Samoa and these are described briefly below:
Threat 1.
Invasive species, both plant and animals, introduced as well as native, are causing havoc in Samoa’s terrestrial and/or marine ecosystems. Further studies/activities need to be conducted to address this problem by identifying invasive species, assessing their impacts and implementing restorative measures. Funding for eradicating invasive avian species in Samoa has just been secured by MNRE from GOS. One cane toad has just been identified in Samoa last month by Quarantine Division. SPREP have a regional invasive species plan under formulation, but this needs urgent funding. Lists of Threatened Species in Samoa need to be compiled, especially in light of all the current impacts from invasive species.
Threat 2.
Marine pollution and over-exploitation of marine resources have severely depleted marine biodiversity in Samoa. MNRE has applied for an International Waters Project partially to address surface run-off from urban areas into the nearby Vaiusu Mangrove Conservation Area. MAF have also targeted off-shore fisheries practices to help take pressure off the over-fished in-shore fisheries, damaged also by fish poisons, dynamiting, coral disturbances by local villagers, siltation and global warming (coral bleaching – past 10 years has seen the worst record of coral bleaching in the Pacific according to USP specialist, Dr. Leon Zann). Local NGOs are involved with coral gardening and inshore fisheries management practices. MNRE DEC and FD are actively involved in addressing such impacts on marine environments.
Threat 3.
Natural disasters and global warming, including cyclones, are continuing to have serious negative impacts on both marine and terrestrial ecosystems. The Pacific is facing rising sea levels, warming of oceans, possible increased severity and frequency of cyclones/storms, tsunami, earthquakes, underwater landslides, volcanoes and bushfires, all impacting biodiversity adversely. MNRE has taken measures to apply for global climate change adaptation and mitigation projects with the main intent on protecting biodiversity (including human beings). In addition, related man-made disasters also need to be addressed including deforestation, upper atmospheric pollution with local precipitation, toxic chemicals in the food-chains, nuclear testing impacts, poor urban planning, etc. The MNRE has upgraded its Meteorological Division, its Planning and Urban Management Division, its Renewable Energy Division, etc. in response to such threats.
Threat 4.
Non-sustainable forest clearance by customary landowners is continuing, and combined with storm damage and agriculture expansion into native forests by local farmers, is all severely depleting Samoa’s biodiversity. Samoa has had the highest annual deforestation rate amongst all PICTs at 3% pa, with less than 40% native forest cover remaining (with less than 0.5% original closed forest remaining). Whilst wholesale commercial logging has ceased, primarily foreign-owned, local commercial logging interests are continuing to take their toll. MNRE is designing new economic options to non-sustainable logging and combining this effort with a major national agro-forestry project with AusAID (2008-2013).
Threat 5.
As Samoa’s closed forests are removed, and as the forest canopy is lost, drying of the understorey is inevitable, especially in low rainfall areas or during times of drought. Accidental bushfires have been devastating to local villagers in the past, and with global warming, the fire risks may increase. MNRE has taken a broad-brush holistic approach to managing biodiversity conservation in Samoa by concurrently addressing all the major threats mentioned above, including bushfires, and many of them closely linked with each other.
I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations preventing the existing PA system from achieving the targets of the CBD PoWPA

Barrier 1.
Biodiversity of Samoa remains least known; protected areas can not be clearly established and managed without proper knowledge of the biological elements they are created for. Whilst some preliminary fauna and flora surveys have been completed, more in-depth surveys need to be completed, especially within the new PAS. Invasive species need to be identified and managed, threatened species need to be identified and addressed, and a programme of long-term monitoring of these parameters implemented. However, resources and capabilities are still limited.
Barrier 2.
Unresolved conflict between customary land ownership, government land ownership and conservation goals is still a major barrier to biodiversity conservation. However, the management of National Parks by the GOS will set the example, help provide the resources to nearby customary landowners, and build capacity as environmental and economic trainings are completed. Less conflict can be expected as further economic development is assured.
Barrier 3.
Capacity to do conservation research, conservation governance and conservation management is low to non-existent. Poor capacity of village councils to be engaged in protected area management is compounded by financial hardship and insufficient training. Insufficient management plans for PAS are in place.
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

	Outcome 1. A comprehensive gap assessment
	Activity 1.1.5 Protected area ecological gap analysis
	1.1. Field data gathering, especially focusing on valuable flora and fauna. Updating of available desk records. 

1.2.  Processing and systemizing data received from field research and desk review, into a country-wide report on the abundance, density, and distribution of key (threatened and endemic) elements of the biodiversity of Samoa. 

1.3. Development of a detailed map of the key elements of biodiversity of Samoa.

1.4. On that basis – development of the projective map for the protected area system up through 2012, with the objective to (i) cover all elements of biodiversity identified in the previous points, and (ii) meet the 30% PA system coverage established by the Government in partnership with communities.

1.5. A series of workshops (at least 3) to present the findings, the map and discuss it at the local level.

1.6. Adoption of the Biodiversity Gap Assessment report and protected area projective map by the Government.  

1.7. Publication of results and sharing them across the Pacific region to establish linkages with neighbouring Pacific Island Countries and Territories (PICTs). 

	Outcome 2. Environmental Training Center and relevant curricula and courses offered to all stakeholders

	Activity 3.2.1 Capacity building, sustainability training and relevant curricula with ESD emphasis, mainstreaming of environmental issues into the development framework
	2.1 Whilst the major host institution for the trainings is MNRE, SPBD, METI and WIBF will collectively play a major role in this new economic development/conservation paradigm. Working with the host institution to develop an annual or biannual training curriculum for each target audience – women, students, government officials, NGOs, landowners, community based organizations, private sector, etc.

2.2 Infrastructure Workshop—This would be a two-week, field-oriented workshop for a select group of students (governmental and non-governmental individuals with some biological background), who would learn the basics of the identification of plants, herbarium methodology (for preserving voucher specimens needed for research), the main principles of plant and animal ecology, and the flora and fauna of Samoa.  The second component of the biodiversity education plan (see below) would utilize field-oriented trainees to do surveys and botanical/fauna collecting, and the third and fourth components would be to utilize the knowledge of all of the local trainees as teachers (train the trainers).

2.3 Education Workshops—With the cadre of people trained during the infrastructure workshop and subsequent fieldwork, biodiversity and ecology workshops will be arranged for biology students in university and upper college classes, for employees of the Forestry Division, Division of Environment and Conservation, Education Department (especially those developing curricula - MESC), other government employees not included in the infrastructure workshop, interested legislators, village chiefs, traditional healers (taulesea) and media personnel.  With these community leaders, educators, field workers, and legislators exposed to environmental issues and the imperiled biodiversity of Samoa, other locally run workshops can be planned and curricula developed for the schools (MESC).  The public can also get involved with the help of the media personnel who have taken a workshop, especially in the area of rural economic development. 

2.4 Ensuring sustainability of the annual/biannual training courses workshops: finding a partner, such as METI and GTS, which would agree to sustain these workshops/trainings on a regular basis and maintain an Environmental Training Centre. SPBD has already planned environmental training as a prerequisite for micro-finance loans, working solely with rural women’s groups as their sole target group. Signing a Memorandum of Agreement with this partner (copy of the SPBD Environmental Policy has been drafted – August 2007, and WIBF are also currently partnering with MNRE/FD on agro-forestry projects). 

	During the Phase I stage, and using its results as they become available, a proposal will be developed for the second Phase II


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

The MNRE realizes the importance of defining and monitoring sustainability indicators, including them in these indicators (SFIs) in the new National Forest Policy for Sustainable Development and the Strategy for the Conservation of Biological Diversity as highlighted in Activities 1.1.1, 4.1.2 and 4.2.1. Little to no indicator research is being conducted holistically in Samoa to help bring about sustainability, despite previous sustainable tourism indicator (STI) initiatives within Samoa’s tourism sector (SPREP, Indicator Handbook, 2002).
The GOS aims to increase the capacity of environmental NGOs, and two such NGOs which have never been involved in such conservation agreements (namely WIBF and SPBD) have possibly done more to promote economic sustainability within these conservation villages than the main environmental NGOs which were supposedly dedicated to biodiversity conservation. SPBD’s micro-credit financing scheme has been highly successful with over 3000 new businesses formed for village women, and WIBF has promoted traditional practices and organic farming with the creation of overseas markets for these new commercial products. One can only make the assumption, prior to completing the IPoWPAA&PS analysis, that neither WIBF nor SPBD see themselves as catalysts to attaining sustainable biodiversity conservation and yet they are.

	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which PoWPA activities are supported and how

	Micro-financing in Samoa
	SPBD - $SAT10,000
	SPBD
	1.2.1, 1.1.4, 2.1.2

3.1.5, 3.1.6, 3.2.1

	Organic Farming, business development for women
	WIBF - $SAT10,000
	WIBF
	1.2.1, 1.1.4, 2.1.2

3.1.5, 3.1.6, 3.2.1


Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

This is a major public relations exercise over the next few months to bring all stakeholders together to discuss PoWPA, agree on a joint management strategy for biodiversity conservation and protected area management, especially PAs involving both government land (NPs) and customary-owned conservation areas (CCAs). The GOS remains the spearhead for these major initiatives, but there is an active roles that two other groups (1) NGOs, and (2) local communities, play in the process. There role is important already in the stage of ecological PA gap analysis, and certainly they will be a target group in the Activity 3.2.1 training programme. Without the cooperation of all stakeholders, including the Village Councils of Chiefs, little progress would be made in any on-the-ground activities related to implementation of the PoWPA. In addition, cooperation is also required between all the neighbouring villages if true sustainability can be acquired in terms of biodiversity conservation and the attainment of sustainable economic livelihoods. 

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	GOS, MNRE, DEC, FD
	Project management

	Neighbouring villages, village chiefs
	Public awareness and training for CBOs (community-based organizations)
Provision of local consultants, advisors, staff

	NGOs
	Micro-financing, training, curricula design, business development

	SPREP
	Pilot project for PICTs


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

Overall project implementation will be managed by the Ministry of Natural Resources Environment (MNRE). The Ministry will establish a Project Implementation Unit (PIU) under its supervision, but no project funds will be used to pay salaries to the Government officials. The PIU will manage the project activities through sub-contracting experts and also partner organizations. International consultants will be identified jointly by the project office with the global project office (Bratislava), to help implement both Outcomes. All expected outcomes of the project will be monitored by the PIU and MNRE.

In the second year of the project, a 3-day evaluation mission will be undertaken to Samoa, to assess project progress (conducting meetings with project partners, and possibly having site visits to protected areas), and report back, on an independent basis, to the Project Implementation Unit. USD 3,000 has been allocated for the international fee and travel (in lump sum) in the project budget (International Consultants). The consultant will be selected based on UNDP/UNOPS procedures.

The following table describes specific M&E activities.

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

	1. Inception report
	MNRE
	Week 4

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	MNRE
	Weeks 13, 26, 39, 52, 65, 78 and  91

	3. One-page travel reports
	MNRE
	Weeks 26, 52, 78 and 104

	4. Evaluation mission
	MNRE jointly with Global Project Coordinator
	Second year.

	5. Project completion report
	MNRE
	Week 104


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

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

	1. Gap Assessment
	70,000
	90,000 
	160,000

	2. Training Curriculum and Center establishment
	65,000
	80,000
	145,000

	Project management budget/costs*, (including audit
 cost specified separately in the brackets)
	15,000 (2,000)
	15,000
	30,000


* 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: Gap Assessment

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

	1. Local consultants
	20,000
	30,000
	50,000

	2. International experts and travel
	3,000
	
	3,000

	3. Training
	42,000
	55,000
	97,000

	4. Travel
	5,000
	5,000
	10,000

	TOTAL for Outcome 1
	70,000
	90,000
	160,000


Outcome 2: Training center and courses

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

	1. Local consultants 
	20,000
	30,000
	50,000

	2. Training
	40,000
	45,000
	85,000

	3. Travel
	5,000
	5,000
	10,000

	TOTAL for Outcome 2
	65,000
	80,000
	145,000


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
	6,000
	6,000
	12,000

	2. Stationery and disposable items
	3,000
	3,000
	6,000

	3. Travel
	1,500
	1,500
	3,000

	4. Inception and closing workshops (two maximum)
	2,500
	2,500
	5,000

	TOTAL, before audit costs
	13,000
	
	

	5. Audit cost
	2,000
	2000
	4,000

	TOTAL project management,
 including audit
	15,000
	15,000
	30,000


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

	MNRE, DBS
	In-kind
	Project management and Training
	65,000
	

	JICA
	Country project
	NP Management Plans
	
	90,000

	NGOs (SPBD, METI)
	In-kind
	Micro-financing and Training
	
	20,000

	Private Sector
	In-kind
	Business support and training
	
	10,000

	Total co-financing
	65,000
	120,000


· See the letter of endorsement and co-financing in the attachment.
PART ii
Response to ITRC comments

	Comment
	Response

	Please explain better why the applicant believes that field oriented workshops for select group of students and education workshops will be able to significantly address the issue of capacity building.
	The target group of ‘students’ here in this PoWPA Project is the resource owners, so training workshops in forest management, agroforestry, biodiversity conservation and sustainable development will take place in the field, on-site, within villages. Fortunately, as also explained below, a lead microfinancing NGO targets rural women, already creating 3000 new businesses: this approach needs to be replicated in key conservation villages, meeting key PoWPA Activities for economic development. Establishing “Village Forest Councils”, all fully trained on-site by project personnel from within the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE), as well as international consultants working on parallel projects, means that the capacity development within these key villages is raised significantly.

Simultaneously, Samoa has been funded $USD32,000 over the next 4 years as part of the GPAS Country Support Programme for capacity building for GEF-related functions.

Samoa is constantly creating a more enabling development environment and cross-fertilization between PoWPA activities and GPAS-funded project activities will provide the education, training and capacity building required at all levels across all sectors.

	Lack of international expertise for such complicated activities as ecological gap assessment is troubling, and has to be well justified. Gap analysis process could benefit from NGOs expertise. Perhaps Conservation International could be a good partner in this area, as they have an office in the country, as well as other local NGOs.
	Fortunately, MNRE has relied heavily in the past on Conservation International (CI) consultants (Francois Martel, Sue Miller and James Atherton) assisting with Marine Protected Area Management, GIS (Geographic Information System) Mapping for SamFRIS (Samoa Forest Resource Information System), Species Recovery Programmes and Invasive Species Programmes.

A meeting with MNRE CEO and CI (Francois Martel, 17-10-2007) confirmed ongoing involvement with CI on both the PoWPA and GPAS Biodiversity Conservation Project, with further possible international consultancy assistance via the Critical Ecosystems Partnership Fund Programme. Ongoing gap analysis processes will be required, as will longitudinal monitoring of sustainable forestry indicators, and CI has offered to assist.

	Outcome 2 (training): Has the institutional home for the training center/course been already identified? Where will it be based? If not, what is the short list of institutions in Samoa that can host it?
	MNRE CEO, Dr. Taulealo, has agreed to the newly located MNRE Resource Centre, Level 3 Development Bank of Samoa, as the institutional home for  the PoWPA project outputs, in close collaboration with relevant Secretariat for the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP) ESD (Education for Sustainable Development) project activities and applications. 

	Outcome 2 (training): Is there a draft curriculum which the applicant has in mind – that would further be elaborated in the project? Or will the project start to develop the curriculum from scratch. 
	ESD has already inputted in Samoa into the MESC’s (Ministry of Education, Sports and Culture) curricula, with an ESD Framework being signed in September 2006 by the Minister of Education. However, there are informal education curricula components that the PoWPA Project will embrace with SPBD (South Pacific Business Development – a local microfinancing NGO and www.kiva.org microfinancing partner) that will be further elaborated on in the PoWPA Project. In addition, www.neweconomics.org takes a different approach to development and conservation, focusing on (i) environmental foot-printing, (ii) longevity and (iii) cultural integrity. Including this emphasis in the curriculum is considered essential, especially alongside (i) the SPBD Environmental Policy and business trainings, (ii) the 5-Year G-PAS Sustainable Forest Management Project and trainings, and (iii) the 10-Year AusAID Agroforestry Project and practical trainings.
ESD Officer, Tamara Logan, has agreed to assist with the development of this pertinent curriculum, in close cooperation with relevant CI consultants (Francois Martel and James Atherton) with assistance from UNDP/UNEP as our GEF Implementing Agencies/Partners for GPAS.


   PART iii
Annexes

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

The initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting process 
Emergence of the UNDP/GEF Country Action Programme enabled Samoa to have a systemic analysis of the prospects for its PAS development. Samoa undertook a brief Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting exercise and is conducting two workshops in late September 2007 with the funds from the Initial PoWPA Analysis. The brief analysis confirmed the main barriers preventing Samoa from strengthening its PAS, and mandated the government to request assistance to tackle those identified barriers, focusing on PoWPA Activities 1.1.5 (Gap Assessment), 3.2.1 (Training and capacity building), as well as 2.1.2 (Indigenous people integration). The workshops will serve the purpose of (1) in-depth presentation and analysis of PoWPA and its links to the on-going protected area planning, and (2) detailed planning for the implementation of the two phases of the UNDP/GEF supported projects. The workshops are held on 25-26th and 28-29th September on Upolu Island (including 4 off-shore islands within the Aleipata MPA and Apolima Island and Manono Island) and on Savaii Island, respectively. These workshops are attended by all village representatives who are currently involved in the on-going management of existing MPAs (20 villages) and Village Fisheries Reserves (estimated 40-50 villages), establishment of new 3 new NPs on Savaii Island (13 villages) as well as villages currently managing existing CCAs (12 villages). The agenda consists of three blocks: (i) presentation of the PoWPA by GEF Consultant Dr. Steve Brown, (ii) presentations by governments, NGOs and UNDP on the current programs and plans in the area of protected areas, and their relevance to PoWPA, and (iii) plans to implement the UNDP/GEF Country Action project, in two phases. 
The workshop participants are expected to have a good discussion of the PoWPA and the UNDP/GEF project opportunities, comparing them to the existing PAS problems. Improving PAM was the focus and all participants were cognizant of the many barriers to conservation and attaining sustainability in Samoa.
III.1.B

Initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes

It is evident from the workshop preparation process that all stakeholders, including Government, are making strong commitments to further encourage Samoa to have an on-going systemic analyses of potential improvements in the prospects for better PAS development. The workshops, are focusing on PoWPA Activities 1.1.5 (Gap Assessment), 3.2.1 (Training and Capacity Building), as well as 2.1.2 (Indigenous People Integration). The outcome of the Initial PoWPA is expected to be a detailed set of comments/recommendations for the implementation of the UNDP/GEF Country Action projects in Samoa.
III.1.C
Linkage between initial PoWPA analysis and priority setting outcomes and activities proposed under this application

Is expected by late September 2007. 
III.1.D
Maps, records, relevant scientific publications and 
additional web-links

Attached separately.
Letters of endorsement and co-financing are available separately.
� Further details on Outcome 2 are provided in the Part II Response to ITRC comments


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