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Full Size Project (FSP)

Terms of Reference for a Monitoring & Evaluation Specialist 

1.  Introduction

This consultancy focuses on the third component of the “Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems Project,” the aim of which is to establish a robust, transparent, user friendly, and cost-effective monitoring and evaluation plan to determine the status of and trends in the protected area systems of participating OECS member states which can serve as a decision support tool for natural resource managers and policymakers.  The plan will integrate management effectiveness as well as biophysical and socio-economic information from the entire protected area network for the Eastern Caribbean and its various management institutions into one regional information system. (Please refer to the Project Appraisal Document in Annex A for a more detailed treatment of the Component and the project generally).

In designing an information system to house and analyze the data necessary for the effective management of MPAs, the type of data collected needs to be determined foremost. A preliminary report by Mr. John Waugh entitled “Report on Monitoring and Evaluation Options for the Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems for the OECS Project” prepared during the project’s preparation phase assesses conservation evaluation and management effectiveness approaches, identifies which are in use in the Eastern Caribbean, identifies gaps in data collection, and recommends a realistic[footnoteRef:1] core set of data and indicators to assess the effectiveness of site-based conservation interventions.  Mr. Waugh’s report is attached hereto as Annex B.  Mr. Waugh’s report lays out a set of recommendations for designing and implementing an effective M&E system which includes  (i) using a core set of management indicators from OPAAL (Annex C); (ii) using an expanded set of indicators which take into account drivers of change, species representation and distribution, ecological vulnerability and the social context. These include coral reef and coastal zone management indicators (Annex 3 of the report); and (iii) options for an updatable, interactive information management system to house all this data.    [1:  The report interprets “realistic” as taking into account budget constraints and limits in technical capacity common to protected areas and of particular concern in the Eastern Caribbean.] 


2. Consultancy Objectives

The objectives of this consultancy are:

Objective 1: Develop and reach a consensus on a set of biophysical and socio-economic indicators that will be used to monitor the status of and trends in the marine protected area systems in the region.  
Objective 2: Draft TOR to TNC and World Bank and selected PA managers for how plan can be demonstrated in one location. 
Objective 3: Prepare a written “Eco-Regional Monitoring M&E Plan” which documents Object 1 and provides critical feasibility lessons from outcomes of Objective 2.  Further details are described in “Scope of Work” below.  

3. Scope of Work – Activities 

To accomplish the above-referenced objectives, the consultant will work in coordination with TNC, the World Bank, and stakeholders in each of the five participating countries to complete the following tasks:

Task 1 - Work plan

· Develop a work plan to be reviewed and approved by TNC on how the objectives of the consultancy will be accomplished. 

Task 2: Background Research

· Quickly, but thoroughly review and assess existing measures of indicators that have been collected or monitoring plans that exist and have existed which could compliment this project.
a. Review and consider a set of background documents to the project, including the project’s document (PAD) and Mr. Waugh’s report.
b. investigate recent changes in the state of monitoring and evaluation to include, for example, a review of other monitoring projects and protocols being implemented or utilized in the region, an assessment of their respective pros and cons and opportunities for collaboration, a recommendation or ranking of the best protocol(s) or partnership opportunities, and any other relevant suggestions as appropriate.  E.g, as mentioned above, CERMES at UWI has employed Socioeconomic Monitoring techniques modified for the Caribbean that follow the SocMon Framework.
c. Determine if sources of secondary data have the scope and frequency of collection to be adequate for the purposes of this project.  This includes whether past SocMon efforts can be built upon or if other socioeconomic monitoring is occurring and what biophysical data is being monitored.  
d. Identify any gaps in data that should be filled by primary data collection and if so, how this gap can be filled simply and at minimal cost, particularly Marine Protected Area (MPA) data.

Task 3

· Conduct in-country consultations with experts/data collection communities in each participating country to assess your findings and vet your preliminary recommendations.  

Task 4

Develop a draft M&E Plan for the Project which is a comprehensive assessment of what indicators are to be used, why, and how this data is to be obtained, converted and displayed for decision support.  The Plan should:

· Focus on the choices for key indicators and why. The assessment should include discussions related to availability and completeness of data, relevancy of data, compatibility of data with the monitoring system, level of effort, etc  
· Include a comparative analysis of the estimated costs of data collection of biophysical and socio-economic monitoring under various monitoring protocols, as well as the costs associated with the expected set of indicators to be adopted by the Project, giving due regard to the availability of equipment and expertise.  Besides biophysical and socio-economic data, other dimensions such as governance and cultural aspects should be included, as these may influence the ecological and social outcomes.
· Assess the sustainability of the Plan.  Discuss how the data would be maintained and updated, the roles and responsibilities for collection and other tasks associated with maintaining the plan (institutions, university, individuals, government, etc) and how often.
· Assess the level of effort (labor, cost, time) required to obtain the databases, update them, and convert them into a format to go into the monitoring system. Where data has to be collected, assess the level of effort needed to do so.
· Include a list of key persons/government staff in participating countries with responsibility for MPA monitoring and data management (who could be invited to participate in workshops).
· Contain a well-researched list of possible partner agencies, research institutions, and/or donors working regionally to monitor protected area and ensure sustainability of monitoring efforts over the long term. (e.g. the Caribbean Sea Commission, Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem Project, Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, Global Parks, Future of Reefs in a Changing Environment (FORCE), the University of the West Indies, the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (specifically the Biodiversity and Protected Area Management (BioPAMA) project), CaribSave, the World Bank (specifically its GeoNode Project), The Nature Conservancy, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) 
· Contains a draft budget under the Plan in light of constraints. 
· Contains an assessment of a possible pilot country to demonstrate how the M&E Plan and data collection system could be implemented, as well as draft Terms of Reference for a consultancy to conduct demonstration activities.  
· Contains an assessment of capacity to maintain and manage the database as well as the cost of training in relationship to database input, management, etc if required
· Collaborate with the “platform” consultant to ensure an understanding of how indicator data is to be collected, inputted and displayed by the system.

Task 5 

· Conduct a small in-country working session to give feedback on the approach and build consensus.

Participants will discuss options and approaches, and receive stakeholder feedback and input on the various approaches, specifically looking at the context for the country and which approaches may or may not work.  Participants would complete a “decision document” – designed by the consultant – identifying the decisions to be taken at the regional workshop with respect to the indicators to be tracked, for example, and who in country would need to authorize decisions, etc.

Task 6:  Attend and lead the discussions on an eco-regional workshop

Eco-Regional Workshop Activities

The aim of the workshop is to reach a consensus on a set of core indicators which will result in a common dataset useful for eco-regional assessments.  These will ultimately populate the data management framework developed by the project.

· Work with TNC to organize and develop the program/agenda and list of presenters and participants for an Eco-Regional Monitoring workshop.

· Play a lead role, along with The Conservancy, in facilitating an eco-regional monitoring workshop. During the workshop, the consultant will make presentations and hold discussions detailing his or her draft M&E  plan and providing background information on how it fits with work already undertaken and other regional and national MPA monitoring and data management initiatives.  He or she, along with the Conservancy and other partners, will also lead or participate in focused discussions of the suggested set of indicators, their rationales, and how the collection of the indicators can presented and consumed by decision makers, in order to help stakeholders to reach a consensus on a limited set of core indicators which will result in a common dataset useful for eco-regional assessments.  

· Prepare a brief workshop report summarizing outcomes of discussions.
	
Task 7: Post-Workshop Activities

· Integrate feedback from workshop into M&E plan, as needed.

· Finalize estimate of costs of data collection for of biophysical and socio-economic monitoring in consideration of final core set of indicators, the availability of equipment and expertise, and compatibility with existing monitoring systems. 

· Within 30 days, submit a final version of the M&E plan, which includes but is not limited to the best way to monitor trends in biophysical and socio-economic conditions in MPAs using the chosen indicators, and an indicative budget for the actions identified.

· Conduct final in-country consultations to explain to in-country partners the outcomes of the eco-regional monitoring workshop and to identify the next steps for in-country implementation.







4.  Reports and Deliverables

The contractor is expected to make periodic reports to TNC. Reports should be concise and limited to significant issues related to the scope of work.  Deliverables expected from the consultant include:  

	

	Deliverables
	Due Date on or before

	1
	A detailed work plan for contract activities and deliverables, containing a concise annotated outline, description of approach (methodology), timeline, and budget for materials.   
	Month 1 

	2
	Decisions Document (for use in National Consultations, described above).  
	Month 2 

	3
	Conduct first series of in-country consultations (one per participating country), payment will issue after the last of the five consultations.
	Month 2 

	4
	A draft M&E plan (described above)
	Month 3

	5
	PowerPoint and printed materials for use at the Eco-regional Monitoring Workshop / presentation at workshop
	Month 3 / 4

	6
	Workshop Report
	Month 4 

	7
	Conduct second series of in-country consultations, payment will issue after last of the five consultations.
	Month 5 

	8
	A final version of the M&E plan integrating feedback from the workshop
	End of Month 6



 (All the outputs shall be submitted as electronic documents in MS Word and as hard copies to The Nature Conservancy)




5. Qualifications
a) An in-depth knowledge of social science and biological research methods including experiment design, biological data collection, data analysis and interpretation, presentation, statistical and research theory and techniques, and population measurement techniques, as acquired through at least five years of post-qualification experience. 
b) A basic knowledge of data platforms and an in depth knowledge of data input requirements
c) A demonstrated ability to work with diverse stakeholders in collaborative data collection.
d) A Master’s degree with relevant work experience of 8 or more years or a Ph.D in a relevant area (relevant areas will include social science and/or biological sciences  with in depth experience working in the natural/social science/environment arena). 
e) An in-depth knowledge of ecosystem management, particularly data acquisition and use of indicators, both biophysical and socioeconomic.
f) Ability to develop methods of data collection, interpret data and analyze environmental information to apply solutions, guidelines and policy to field problems. 
g) An ability to effectively interact and communicate with government officials, regional, intergovernmental organizations, and the multi-lateral donor community in the Eastern Caribbean.
h) Excellent organizational, written, and verbal communication skills in English.
i) Ability to work independently and be a team player.
j) Ability to communicate on a regular basis via email and phone.
k) This recruitment is open to regional and international consultants.

6. Length of Contract

The duties of the role will take between six and eight months to complete. 

Individuals interested in providing the services described above should send letters of interest and curricula vitae to The Nature Conservancy (rbovino@tnc.org).

Annex A – Project Appraisal Document


Annex B – Report on Monitoring and Evaluation Options 





Annex C – MPA Management Effectiveness Monitoring Scorecard
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Bank for approval, and if applicable, 
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out in accordance with such 
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Throughout lifetime of the 
Project. 
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A. STRATEGIC CONTEXT AND RATIONALE 


1. Country and sector issues 


Country issues: 
1. The Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) consists of six independent states 
within the wider Caribbean. The OECS countries are among the top five global biodiversity hot 
spots in the world due to their marine and coastal ecosystems. The environmental services 
provided by these ecosystems contribute to the economy of the OECS countries and the region, 
especially the tourism and agriculture sectors.  


2. The macroeconomic performance of the OECS member countries deteriorated in the late 
1990s and early 2000s, following strong economic growth in the 1980s and early 1990s.  During 
2002-2006, due to the resurgence in tourism and an emphasis on private sector development and 
economic diversification, economic growth resumed and the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 
expanded steadily. Between 2003 and 2007, tourism was the largest contributor to growth in the 
OECS, followed by the financial sector and construction, much of which are tourism-related. 


3. The tourism sector depends heavily on the services provided by the environment and natural 
resource base. Revenues from tourism contribute to more than 23 percent of GDP for the OECS 
as a whole (over 2006-07), ranging from 33 percent in Antigua and Barbuda to 18 percent in 
Grenada.  


Sector Issues: 
4. The OECS countries have unique flora and fauna of global significance, including 51 
regionally endemic vertebrate species (34 of which are unique to just one island), 31 threatened 
floral species (23 of which are endemic), 250 species of reef fish, and over 50 species of coral. In 
addition to exhibiting differing degrees of endemism, the islands of the region provide habitat 
and nesting sites for non-endemic migratory marine animals, turtles, and avian species.   


5. The Eastern Caribbean region was classified as a unique marine eco-region of the tropical 
northwestern Atlantic and ranked as the highest priority region, in terms of conservation status 
(most threatened), according to World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and The Nature Conservancy 
(TNC) studies. The principal ecosystems of the OECS are dry and humid tropical forests, 
wetlands and tidal flats, sandy and rocky beaches, coral reefs, seagrass beds, mangroves, 
offshore islets, as well extensive karst and volcanic areas with their distinct biodiversity 
associations. Reef, seagrass, and mangrove systems are recognized as among the most 
productive in the world. 


6. However, these marine and coastal resources are overexploited and underprotected, 
threatening the long-term economic well being of the countries. Key threats to the region’s 
ecosystems include overexploitation of their resource base, loss of natural habitats, changes in 
water quality and quantity, and climate change. The sources of these threats include increases in 
exotic invasive species, poorly planned and regulated coastal development (and associated land-
based point source pollution, sedimentation, habitat destruction and impacts of increased human 
activities such as the development of tourist resorts), dumping of solid and liquid waste from 
cruise ships/hotels/resorts, and unsustainable extraction of natural resources (mainly from 
overfishing in marine ecosystems and sand harvesting for construction). Under these current 
trends, an estimated US$350-870 million will be lost annually between 2015 and 2050, as seen 







 2


by declining fish stocks, reduction in tourism demand, and loss of shoreline protection associated 
with coral reef degradation across the Caribbean.1 


7. To address these threats, the Governments of the participating OECS countries have devised 
programs and policies for the conservation and sustainable use of their natural resources. They 
are party to the following international and regional treaties: the Convention on Biological 
Diversity, the Cartagena Convention for the Protection and Development of the Marine 
Environment in the Wider Caribbean Region, and the St. George’s Declaration of Principles for 
Environmental Sustainability. Each participating country has key legislation in place to protect 
its natural resources. They have also prepared a National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan 
and have recognized the importance of Protected Areas (PAs) as a means to conserve 
biodiversity in their countries. In 2008, along with other countries in the region and their 
international partners, the OECS countries launched the Caribbean Challenge which has an 
ambitious goal of legally protecting 20% of near shore areas by 2020, via expansion and 
improved management effectiveness of MPA networks. For the five Project Participating 
Countries2, it would translate into approximately 270,000 hectares. As of June 2010, legally 
designated MPAs in the five Participating Countries covered approximately 62,000 hectares.  


8.  In its 11th meeting of the Cartagena Convention in October 2010 in Montego Bay, Jamaica, 
the parties to the Convention discussed the importance of the Caribbean Challenge and expressed 
their desire to work closely with the Challenge. The parties to the Convention requested its 
Secretariat to examine and establish the appropriate coordination mechanisms with the 
Caribbean Challenge. 


9. Despite significant progress and strong Government commitments, key gaps still remain in 
the conservation of these critical marine and coastal areas due to:  


• Lack of reliable and consistent sources of funding: Due to budgetary limitations, available 
Government funding for natural resource conservation in the Eastern Caribbean (EC) does not 
fulfill even minimum needs, especially for PAs.3 This has compelled EC countries to depend 
on short-term financing from international donors.  


• Lack of functioning and well-defined legal and institutional frameworks: The policy and 
legal frameworks for PA management in Participating Countries are fragmented and driven by 
sectoral policies and priorities. They have different levels of PA policies and varying degrees 
of ownership and use of existing policies. Most laws, particularly those dealing with forestry, 
are outdated. The institutional framework within each country is characterized by a multitude 
of agencies with overlapping mandates.  


• Overexploitation of natural resources: Selective harvesting of certain commercially 
valuable species has a major impact on ecosystem integrity. For example, fishing down the 
food chain, beginning with the over-harvest of predatory fish and then the larger herbivores, 
has altered marine community structure, reducing the diversity and redundancy of the reef fish 
community and, importantly, the number of grazers on the reef able to control algal growth 
and help maintain a healthy ratio of coral cover on the reefs. Selective harvesting of big fish 


                                                 
1 Burke, L. and Maidens, J. 2004. Reefs at Risk in the Caribbean. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.   
2 The Project Participating Countries are – Antigua and Barbuda, Grenada, St. Lucia, St. Kitts and Nevis, and St. 


Vincent and the Grenadines. Dominica may join during the implementation of the project.  
3 Recently completed studies, Sustainable Finance Plans for National Systems of PAs, estimate a current financing 


gap of about US$1.7 million in Grenada and of US$1 million in St. Vincent and the Grenadines, growing to about 
US$3 million in 2020 in both countries. 
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also reduces overall fisheries productivity. Reefs with low coral to algal cover ratios are less 
likely to recover from disturbance events (such as hurricanes and coral bleaching) and more 
likely to shift permanently into a new equilibrium (a phase shift) dominated by algae. The 
ecosystem services of such algae-dominated reefs are greatly reduced and unlikely to support 
tourism, with accompanying declines in fisheries yields and coastal protection.  


• Lack of coordination among Participating Countries: The Treaty of Basseterre, which 
established the OECS in 1981, provides an opportunity for Participating Countries to 
coordinate, harmonize, and pursue joint policies in tourism and marine resources, but it has 
not been translated into an effective policy and coordination mechanism in these sectors. 
Although there has been some progress in harmonizing fisheries management policies as well 
as planning and development control, there is fierce competition among countries for tourism 
revenues, often at the expense of the long-term sustainability of the industry. Competition 
between countries is also exacerbated by inconsistencies in national sectoral policies, which is 
usually the result of short-term production targets in the tourism and fishing industries.  


• Limited institutional capacity: Environmental, conservation, and PA management 
responsibilities are spread among a multitude of agencies in the Participating Countries 
creating capacity gaps, in particular a lack of trained professionals. Low capacity often 
frustrates conservation efforts even when funding is available. 


• Climate change impacts: Observed and predicted increases in sea level and sea surface 
temperature place pressure on the Caribbean Small Island Developing States (SIDS). The 
region is already experiencing a surge in hurricane frequency and intensity, shifting weather 
patterns, coral bleaching, ocean acidification as a result of increased marine absorption of 
atmospheric CO2, and coastal flooding due to sea level rise and loss of protective natural 
barriers. These changes are exacerbating impacts from local human pressures on coastal and 
marine environments, further accelerating the loss of critical habitats such as coral reefs, 
mangroves, and seagrass beds, which, in turn, contributes to coastal erosion and the loss of 
beaches, a major tourism draw. 
  


10. The Project would address some of these gaps by: (i) establishing financing mechanisms to 
sustainably fund PAs in the Participating Countries for the long term; (ii) promoting 
collaboration among Governments, communities, NGOs, and the private sector to facilitate 
marine and coastal conservation; (iii) consolidating and strengthening MPA networks; and (iv) 
supporting deployment of a regional monitoring and information network. The Project would 
support the Participating Countries in establishing a regional endowment trust fund, the 
Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF), national level revolving trust funds (NPATFs), and 
gazetting over 100,000 hectares of near shore and shelf marine habitat thus contributing to the 
participating Governments’ ambitious goal of legally protecting 20% of near shore areas by 
2020. The Project would also complement the ongoing GEF financed OECS Protected Areas and 
Associated Livelihoods Project (OPAAL - P073267) and the Implementation of Adaptation 
Measures in Coastal Zones in the Caribbean Project (SPACC - P090731), which are addressing 
policy, legal, and institutional reforms for PA management, strengthening PA management and 
adaptation capacities, and raising awareness at the national level.  


11. The Project is part of a larger program aimed at improving the management effectiveness and 
sustainable financing for the Caribbean which includes the Eastern Caribbean countries, the 
Bahamas, the Dominican Republic, and Jamaica. The overall program, known as the Caribbean 
Challenge has already attracted tens of millions of dollars of donor support (see Annex 6). 
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12. TNC is the Recipient of the Project funds for the benefit of Antigua and Barbuda, Grenada, 
Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, collectively referred as 
“Participating Countries”. 


2. Rationale for Bank involvement 
 


13. The World Bank has been actively supporting the Caribbean countries in their conservation 
agenda, in understanding the impacts of climate change, and in devising adaptation measures. 
The Bank’s partnership with multi-country initiatives in the Caribbean, its global experience in 
setting up long-term financing mechanisms for biodiversity conservation, and its experience in 
helping Governments devise and implement policy, regulatory and institutional reforms for 
establishing financing instruments make it uniquely able to support the Caribbean countries in 
preparing and implementing the Project. As an Implementing Agency of the Global Environment 
Facility (GEF), the Bank is committed to helping countries to conserve globally significant 
biodiversity and critical habitats. 


3. Higher level objectives to which the project contributes 
 


14. The Project is consistent with the World Bank Group’s Regional Partnership Strategy 2010-
2014 (Report No. 53762-LAC) discussed by the Executive Directors on June 8, 2010. The 
proposed Project contributes to Results Area Three (Strengthening Climate Resilience) within 
Pillar one - Building Resilience.   


15. In keeping with the GEF-4 strategic objectives, the Project would primarily address the 
Biodiversity Focal Area Strategy, while specific activities would also address the Focal Area 
Strategy for International Waters and the GEF-4 concern for climate change adaptation 
measures. The Project targets the Biodiversity Strategic Program 1 (“Sustainable Financing of 
Protected Area Systems and the National Level”) by seeking to increase sustainable funding of 
PA networks at the national level via a regional endowment fund and national protected area 
trust funds. Increasing representation of effectively managed MPAs in PA systems targets the 
Biodiversity Strategic Program 2 (“Increasing Representation of Effectively Managed Marine 
Protected Areas in Protected Area Systems”) and would be a priority of the Project. 


16. The Project would also contribute to the International Waters Strategic Program 1 
(“Restoring and Sustaining Coastal and Marine Fish Stocks and Associated Biological 
Diversity”) through the development of effective policy measures for fishery management and 
the controlling and monitoring of effluents. Finally, the Project would contribute to the GEF-4 
climate change adaptation strategies by supporting pilot and demonstration sub-projects for 
climate change adaptation activities as part of the Project activities.  


B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


1. Lending instrument 
 


17. The instrument would be a GEF Grant. 


2. Project Development Objective and Key Indicators  
 


18. The Project objective is to contribute to enhancing the long-term sustainability of Protected 
Area networks in the Participating Countries by: (i) establishing sustainable financing 
mechanisms; (ii) strengthening of the Marine Protected Area networks; and (iii) deploying a 
regional monitoring and information system for the Protected Area networks.  


19. Key indicators for achievement of the Project objective include:  
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• The Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF) is operational with a Board, a Secretariat, an asset 
manager, a work program, and has an endowment of at least US$15 million for 
Participating Countries to generate income for PAs management; 


• The national protected area trust funds (NPATFs) are able to provide at least US$1.5 
million per year in total to the Participating Countries; 


• At least five new MPAs are gazetted to increase the total area under MPA management and 
the representativeness and resilience of the MPA network(s) in the region;  


• At least two demonstration sites are established to generate useful MPA management 
information and lessons for other Participating Countries and for increased dissemination to 
MPA managers in the Caribbean region; and  


• A region-wide, open access, web-based monitoring system for effective PA management is 
operational and the outputs are available to natural resources managers at national and 
regional levels. 


 


3. Components of the Project 
 


20. The Project would have four components. 


Project Component Cost 


Components 


GEF Financing  Others Total 


(US$) % (US$) % (US$) 


Component 1 - Establishment of sustainable financing 
mechanisms 7,600,000 87% 8,171,000 81% 15,771,000 


Component 2 - Strengthening and phased expansion of 
Marine Protected Area Networks 250,000 3% 558,000 5% 808,000 


Component 3 - Deployment of a regional monitoring and 
information system  340,000 4% 232,000 2% 572,000 


Component 4 - Project management and M&E 560,000 6% 1,161,000 12% 1,721,000 


Total: 8,750,000 100 10,122,000 100 18,872,000 
 


Component 1 – Establishment of sustainable financing mechanisms (US$15.77 million 


including US$7.6 million from GEF) 


21. The aims of this component would be to: (i) facilitate the establishment and capitalization of 
a regional biodiversity fund (the Caribbean Biodiversity Fund - CBF), including provision of 
technical advisory services to establish the CBF as a charitable organization, and carrying out of 
the initial capitalization of the CBF so as to generate sufficient income to finance sustainable 
management activities in the PAs of Project Participating Countries through the corresponding 
National Protected Area Trust Fund (NPATF); and (ii) facilitate the Participating Countries to 
establish the respective NPATF, and facilitate the design and implementation of a capitalization 
strategy with a communication plan to generate additional financing to augment the CBF’s initial 
capitalization, all through the provision of technical advisory services. CTFs are not intended to 
completely fill the financing gaps of PAs in Participating Countries. Rather, the CTFs would 
complement other funding sources. Although CTFs cannot provide very large flows of funding, 
they can provide a small assured long term funding stream. 
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Sub-component 1A – Establishment and capitalization of a Regional Fund 


22. This sub-component would facilitate the establishment and capitalization of the Caribbean 


Biodiversity Fund with resources from the GEF, KfW, and TNC.  


i. Establishment of the Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF). This activity would finance 
technical advisory services to establish the CBF as a United Kingdom based charitable 
organization. The CBF would be established with a Board of Directors (“Board”) and a 
Secretary to the Board. The Board would be responsible for ensuring that the CBF’s 
policy as envisaged in the Articles of Association is adhered to.  It would be responsible 
for finalizing and implementing the investment strategy and providing guidelines 
consistent with the Articles of Association and the CBF Operational Manual. It is also 
responsible for hiring an Asset Manager to invest the pooled endowment allocations of 
the participating Caribbean countries through an open and transparent competitive 
process, based on agreed criteria.  


ii. Initial Capitalization of the CBF: The CBF would be composed of five individual sub-
accounts (one for each participating OECS country) of US$2.94 million each with 
US$1.44 million from the GEF and the remainder from KfW and TNC4. These sub-
accounts would be invested jointly. Initial sources of funds would include donations from 
the GEF, KfW, TNC, and others. Endowment returns would be monitored closely to 
ensure that each sub-account is credited for its share, and is disbursed directly into its 
respective NPATF on an annual basis based on agreed performance targets and co-
financing from the Government and other sources.  


Sub-component 1B – Establishment and strengthening of a policy, legal, and institutional 


framework for generating additional financing for PAs 


23. This sub-component would facilitate each participating country to establish NPATFs through 
a legislative process along with sustainable financing mechanisms to fund the NPATFs.  
Furthermore, this sub-component would support the development of robust capitalization and 
communication strategies for attracting additional funds to increase the CBF capital from other 
sources including bi-lateral donors, multi-lateral donors, participating Governments, private 
sector, NGOs, foundations, and individuals. 


i. Establishment of NPATFs: The NPATFs would finance sustainable management 
activities in PAs including critical marine ecosystems. In addition to the investment 
income accruing from the CBF, diverse sources of funds could be channeled through the 
NPATFs such as fees from tourism development projects, international tourist fees, water 
service fees, private donations, PA entrance fees, and other payments for environmental 
services (PES), as determined by each country. The resources that would flow from the 
CBF to NPATFs during the life of the Project would help reduce the expected PA 
financing gap in Participating Countries. Each NPATF would be managed by an 
independent majority non-government Board. The proposed Project would provide 
technical support under this activity to help Participating Countries set up the NPATFs.  


                                                 
4 The CBF would have eight sub-accounts – one for each of the five Participating Countries of the Eastern 
Caribbean under this project; and one each for the Bahamas, Dominican Republic, and Jamaica being supported by 
separate projects financed through UNDP and UNEP. 
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The aim of this activity would be to assist Participating Countries in generating additional 
financing for their PAs, which would be channeled through their NPATFs. The activities 
envisaged under this activity could include:  


� Technical assistance and studies to support targeted efforts to develop new financing 
mechanisms for PAs, such as PES, dedicated user fees, and taxes;  


� Technical assistance and studies to demonstrate tourists’ willingness to pay to support 
national PA systems;  


� Technical assistance to carry out economic evaluations of natural resource services to 
accurately demonstrate the value that PAs and healthy ecosystems provide to local 
and national economies; and  


� Establish, strengthen, and consolidate a policy, regulatory, and institutional 
framework across the Participating Countries so as to harmonize activities for 
sustainable PA financing. 


ii. Capitalization Strategy. Initial capital used in order to create the CBF would not 
generate sufficient resources to fill the PA financing gap in Participating Countries. To 
reduce the financing gap, additional capital would need to be raised by the CBF. 
Therefore, a capitalization strategy would be prepared under this activity to augment the 
initial capital of the CBF. The strategy would have a strong communication and outreach 
program. The proposed Project would provide consultant and non-consulting services 
under this activity to prepare the Capitalization Strategy, and the communication and 
outreach program.  


Component 2 – Strengthening and phased expansion of Marine Protected Area Networks 


(US$0.81 million including US$0.25 million from GEF)  


24. The aims of this component would be to: (i) expand the system of MPAs, through the 
designation of new MPAs; and (ii) establish demonstration sites in Participating Countries to 
showcase best practices in the management of MPAs, through the acquisition of goods, provision 
of technical advisory services and works. The component would support a phased expansion of 
existing regional MPA networks by obtaining endorsement in Participating Countries for 
inclusion of new high priority sites that would contribute to the overall representativeness and 
resilience of MPA networks in the Eastern Caribbean. The expansion of MPA networks to 
ensure that they include all priority ecosystems would be an important objective, but the 
implementation of this expansion would depend on, among other things, the availability of funds 
from NPATFs. The Project would kick start the expansion process by gazetting at least five new 
high priority MPAs which would lead to the legal establishment of the MPAs as funds come 
online from the NPATFs in each participating country. 


Sub-component 2A – Expansion of the system of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) 


25. The sub-component aims to designate and obtain Government endorsement and gazette new 
MPAs in Participating Countries. An act of parliament would be needed in order to designate 
each MPA. Designation of these new MPAs would be based on a set of agreed criteria, which 
includes bio-geographic representativeness, system resilience, political will, stakeholder buy-in, 
and feasibility and contribution to the overall regional network of MPAs. The proposed Project 
would finance consulting services and consultation workshops. 
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Sub-component 2B – Establishment of demonstration sites to showcase best practices in 


MPA management 


26. Based on a set of selection criteria that was agreed upon by the Participating Countries for 
the selection of demonstration sites, prioritization of all potential sites was carried out. Further 
site level assessments would be carried out during Project year one on the top two prioritized 
sites – West Coast Marine Management Area in St. Lucia and Clarke’s Court/Woburn in 
Grenada – in which a suite of activities to enhance management effectiveness and address key 
gaps in the regional network of MPAs would be supported by the Project funds. These sites were 
prioritized from a list of potential sites that each country submitted. The Project aims to use these 
sites as “models” to spark more interest and financial support for other MPAs in the region. 
Specific activities to be financed under the Project would be selected based on stakeholder 
consultations and further analysis of site specific requirements during Project implementation. 
Some of the potential demonstration activities to be financed by consulting services, goods 
and/or works for the two demonstration sites would include: (i) development of managed dive 
sites with moorings, markers and signage; (ii) development of managed snorkel trails with 
moorings, markers and signage; (iii) multiple use zoning and demarcation activities; (iv) 
education and outreach programs; (v) capacity building at the community level for ecotourism; 
(vi) incentives for fostering partnerships with research institutions; and (vii) Sustainable 
Development Action Plans (SDAPs), as needed (see Annex 10, Appendix 2 for further details). 


Component 3 – Deployment of a regional monitoring and information system (US$0.57 


million, including US$0.34 million from GEF) 


27. The aims of this component would be to: (i) facilitate eco-regional and management 
effectiveness monitoring including regular observation of data collection on biophysical and 
social economic indicators within the PA network, and assess management effectiveness, 
through the provision of technical advisory services; (ii) establish an electronic database for an 
eco-regional environmental information system, including, a web-based system to house, analyze 
and make data accessible to key stakeholders, through the provision of technical advisory 
services; and (iii) facilitate dissemination and learning networks to encourage sharing of the 
results of the monitoring and evaluation system and accessibility of data to respective policy 
makers. The Project would finance consulting services, equipment, and training.  


Sub-component 3A—Eco-regional and management effectiveness monitoring  


28. Regional monitoring would be comprised of two parts. The first part would consist of regular 
observations and data collection on biophysical and socioeconomic indicators within the 
protected area network. Such information is essential to understand status and trends in key 
elements of the larger social-ecological system that comprise the PA network. A core set of 
biophysical and socio-economic indicators would be expected to be adopted as part of the 
Project. As noted above (2A), these would include monitoring of the resilience of the system to a 
disturbance event, that is, the ability of the system to recover following an acute shock (e.g., 
bleaching associated with an El Nino episode or a hurricane), which are occurring more 
frequently in the Caribbean in the context of climate change. 


29. The second part—assessing management effectiveness—would go well beyond the tracking 
of ecological and social indicators. There are many dimensions to management effectiveness, 
including governance and cultural context which can influence ecological and social outcomes 
and other PA management goals. Although it is usually beyond the capacity of most PAs to 
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monitor the full range of variables that may be involved, the M&E system would adopt a core set 
of indicators based on the ongoing Bank-GEF supported OECS Protected Areas and Associated 
Livelihoods Project (OPAAL - P073267) tool for M&E for low-cost, simple monitoring of 
management effectiveness.   


Sub-component 3B – Electronic database for an eco-regional environmental information 


system  


30. The sub-component supported activities would involve setting up a web-based system to 
house the data, analyze it, and make it accessible to key stakeholders in the region and beyond. 
The Project would partner with existing systems such as Building the Inter-American 
Biodiversity Information Network (IABIN - P077187) or the DataBasin decision support tool to 
develop the transparent, user-friendly informatics infrastructure necessary for long-term 
ecological monitoring and assessment. These systems could be configured to incorporate 
socioeconomic indicators and budgetary data. The system would provide the foundation for cost-
effective periodic ecoregional status assessments for the operational area of the Project to assess 
conservation outputs and outcomes, as well act as a repository for data collected in M&E from 
Project sites. 


Sub-component 3C – Dissemination and learning networks 


31. The results of the M&E system (including management effectiveness, the state of the eco-
region or PA network, assessment of future threats and scenarios based on likely trajectories) 
need to be accessible to decision makers. The data would be translated into reports and other 
useful media for natural resource managers at the site level as well as nationally, and regionally 
for the Participating Countries and civil society. These data and reports are critical building 
blocks needed to identify appropriate actions to be implemented for strengthening management 
effectiveness. Based on the assessment of status and trends in key aspects of the PA systems and 
regional network, the effectiveness of management interventions to achieve objectives at various 
levels could be determined and adaptive management could be applied by policymakers at the 
site level as well as at the PA network level.  


Component 4 – Project management and coordination (US$1.72 million, including US$0.56 


million from GEF) 


32. The aim of this component would be to carry out the coordination and supervision of the 
Project at the regional and participating country levels, including managerial, financial and 
technical coordination of Project activities, reporting and training of staff, through the provision 
of technical advisory services, training, goods and operating costs. This component would focus 
on project and program management mechanisms including M&E and implementation plans. 
The component would support new and existing institutional entities and mechanisms at the 
regional and national level for overall Project coordination and supervision and would help 
strengthen the effectiveness and quality of Project operations. In addition, a strong M&E 
mechanism would be in place to measure performance at various Project milestones.  


33. The component would finance costs for personnel, staff training, and equipment to carry out 
managerial, financial, and technical coordination through TNC staff and national level staff 
assigned to Project implementation, including a program coordinator. A more detailed 
description of functions, responsibilities, and associated procedures is found in Annex 6, the 
Project implementation plan, and the Operations Manual. 
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4. Lessons learned and reflected in the project design 
 


34. The Project design has been enriched with lessons learned from a number of projects 
supported by the Bank and the GEF that have shared the goal of long-term financing of PAs. 
Lessons are also drawn from publications including, “The IPG [Interagency Planning Group on 
Environmental Funds] Handbook on Environmental Funds,” GEF’s, “Experience with 
Conservation Trust Funds,” and a review by the Conservation Finance Alliance, “Rapid Review 
of Conservation Trust Funds.” Some of the lessons include: 


• Participatory consultation processes during preparation are fundamental for the success 
of the project: The success of project implementation depends on ownership by key 
stakeholders in the design phase of the project. The consultation process should involve 
not only Government representatives but also communities, NGOs, academics, and others 
who are likely to be affected by project activities. The design of the Project included 
several regional level consultations as well as in- country consultations to design and/or 
validate the Project. 


• Biodiversity conservation is complex but project design can be simplified to fit local 
capacities: Biodiversity conservation measures are complex especially in transboundary 
areas, which require coordination among regional countries and dedicated resources. 
However, project design can be simplified with phased interventions. The Project is 
incorporating these lessons by creating a conservation trust fund where most of the 
Project resources are budgeted. Furthermore, the Project design includes demonstration 
activities to be implemented in the first three years to ensure that lessons would be 
generated for design and implementation of activities to be financed through the proceeds 
from the conservation trust funds when they become available in Project year 3 or 4. 


• Successful conservation trust funds consist of private organizations with mixed boards: 
The success of conservation trust funds established as an endowment depends on their 
governance structure and legal status. To ensure continuity when Governments change, 
well-functioning conservation trust funds are established as private organizations with 
majority non-government boards.  The Project has adopted this lesson in the design of the 
CBF. 


• Staggered rotation of the board allows for new ideas and institutional continuity: The 
importance of bringing fresh ideas to the governance of the conservation trust fund while 
ensuring that drastic change would not affect the institutional integrity of the fund is vital 
both for success and attracting additional resources to capitalize the fund. The Project has 
incorporated this into its design. Furthermore, the Board would have representation from 
national level PAs from Participating Countries to generate synergy between the CBF and 
NPATFs. This would ensure country ownership of the CBF. 


• The number of board members should be relatively small for effective operation of the 
fund: For effectiveness and decision making processes, the board of the fund would be 
relatively small without compromising representativeness. The Project design envisages 
representatives from Participating Countries with a staggered rotation to ensure that the 
board is relatively small for effective functioning. 


• A robust M&E system is critical for assessing the project impacts and attracting 
additional capital to the endowment fund: The credibility of conservation funds relies not 
only on fiduciary management and monitoring, but also on quantification of the 
conservation benefits through the proceeds of the funds. Therefore, M&E would be an 
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integral part of Project design. It would include the establishment of a baseline, and the 
socioeconomic and environmental impacts of the Project. 


 


5. Alternatives considered and reasons for rejection 
 
 


35. Sinking Fund: One of the alternatives considered for the Project was to create a sinking fund 
to provide resources for short-term demands of the conservation of critical ecosystems in the 
region. Indeed, the opportunity cost of keeping a large sum of resources as an endowment to 
generate a small investment income could be considered rather high. Nevertheless, a sinking 
fund alternative was rejected as: (i) the lack of long-term predictable sources of financing has 
negatively affected past investments in conservation due to the short duration of the financing; 
(ii) Governments priorities have shifted away from conservation; and (iii) the Project 
incorporates sinking fund principles in the NPATF at the national level while maintaining an 
endowment at the regional level. 


36. Country level endowment: An alternative considered was to create five separate endowments 
at the national level to have country ownership and simplicity in Project execution.  This 
alternative was rejected because of: (i) the high transaction cost of managing five separate 
endowment funds; and (ii) the small likelihood of attracting additional donor resources for the 
capitalization of the country endowments. Furthermore, country level endowments reduce 
opportunities to harmonize policies and programs within the region, and thus, minimize the 
collective bargaining power the region as a whole would have with donors, in particular with the 
tourism industries which can play one island over another. 


37. No endowment: An alternative to the Project was to have conservation activities at the 
selected PAs in each participating country. One of the benefits of this alternative is that the 
resources available are relatively large and therefore the Project coverage would be much bigger.  
This alternative was rejected because the lack of predictable sources of financing beyond the life 
of the Project would jeopardize the sustainability of planned interventions. 


C.   IMPLEMENTATION 


1. Partnership arrangements (if applicable) 
 


38. The Project would be a part of the Caribbean Challenge (see Annex 6). It would be 
implemented by The Nature Conservancy (TNC) for the benefit of Antigua and Barbuda, 
Grenada, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, in close 
coordination with the OECS Secretariat, the German Development Bank (Kreditanstalt für 
Wiederaufbau  - KfW), United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP) who are all contributing to the Caribbean Challenge 
(described below). TNC and KfW are providing funds to capitalize the CBF, which would 
together match the GEF contribution to the CBF for the benefit of the Participating Countries. 
TNC would additionally provide technical assistance as part of its contribution to the Project to 
establish the CBF and NPATFs. The OECS Secretariat would play an advisory role to TNC 
during Project execution and enhance the synergy with other regional projects that it is currently 
managing and/or preparing. The implementation of the Project would be coordinated with other 
parallel projects in the region. In particular in the Bahamas where the parallel project is being 
implemented by the UNEP, and in the Dominican Republic and Jamaica where parallel project is 
being implemented by the UNDP. The partnership arrangement is further strengthened by 
regular meetings of the CBF Board in which each Participating Country plus the three countries 
would have representation and the Caribbean Challenge steering committee. 
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2. Institutional and implementation arrangements 


39. This GEF Grant would be part of the Caribbean Challenge, a broad umbrella program aimed 
at strengthening national PA systems, expanding the coverage of MPAs and establishing a 
Caribbean-wide conservation trust fund to ensure long-term financial sustainability of these 
efforts.  Hence, the institutional arrangements for this Project are designed to be consistent with 
these other initiatives, particularly with regard to the establishment and management of the CBF, 
which would support activities in all Participating Countries. The CBF would be expected to be 
established in Project year 1 as part of component 1.  


40. The Grant Recipient would be TNC which would sign subsidiary agreements with the CBF, 
and cooperation agreements with the OECS Secretariat and National Implementing Entities 
(NIE).  The CBF would be established as an independent legal entity incorporated in the United 
Kingdom as a charitable not-for-profit organization. The CBF would be managed by an 
independent Board of Directors.  The Board, consisting of one representative from each of the 
eight countries plus KfW and TNC, would be the decision making body for the CBF. As 
NPATFs are created, members of the Board appointed by the NPATFs would replace the 
original members appointed by the donors and/or countries, except in the case of the Board 
member from TNC. The representative from KfW would remain a member of the Board for up 
to five years after the CBF’s establishment. The CBF Board would be supported by a Secretary 
with support staff to handle daily activities. The Board would hire an asset manager to manage 
the CBF capital.  


41. A Grant Agreement would be signed between the World Bank and TNC as the Recipient of 
the GEF Grant. Once the CBF is established, a subsidiary agreement, consistent with the Project 
Grant Agreement, would be signed between TNC and the CBF for the transfer and use of GEF 
Grant proceeds. These agreements would assign responsibility for reporting, financial 
management and procurement. 


42. TNC would be responsible for overall Project management, monitoring, coordination, and 
reporting to the World Bank. Each component would have specific benchmarks against which 
TNC would monitor, evaluate, and report on their progress. TNC would be responsible and 
accountable for achieving the activities of the Project component(s) in collaboration with in-
country NIE as determined by the local institutional arrangement, and with relevant regional 
agencies.  TNC would provide consolidated audited financial statements for the Project.   


43. National Level Institutional Arrangements:  Participating countries would each designate a 
National Implementing Entity (NIE) responsible for coordinating Project implementation in the 
respective country such that the Project objectives are successfully met.   


3. Monitoring and evaluation of outcomes/results 
 


44. M&E of Project outcomes/results (both intermediate and end of the Project) would be 
coordinated by TNC. Trained staff from specialized agencies, academic institutions, and/or 
NGOs would be contracted for the collection and analysis of field data, while TNC would 
archive and distribute relevant and timely information to assist in effective decision making for 
Project management. 


45. M&E of Project performance would be conducted at two levels: (i) overall impact 
monitoring; and (ii) Project implementation. TNC at the regional level and NIE at the national 
level would be responsible for overall Project monitoring. TNC would aggregate M&E inputs for 
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Project level decision making and reporting. The baseline and impact evaluation studies would 
be contracted out, and TNC would be in charge of coordination and technical supervision of the 
studies in consultation with the NIE. TNC would provide overall Project oversight including 
financial and procurement oversight, and World Bank staff and consultants would conduct 
periodic supervision missions. This Project level M&E is distinct from the monitoring of PAs 
within the Caribbean regional network along biophysical, social and governance dimensions to 
determine if management is effectively delivering on objectives. The latter would be covered 
under Component 3 (see Annex 4). 


4. Sustainability and Replicability 
 


46. Institutional Sustainability: Financial and institutional frameworks are essential for the long-
term conservation of critical ecosystems. The Project is providing these frameworks by 
establishing a regional institution, the CBF, and national institutions, the NPATFs. With the 
governance structure proposed and supported by the Project under component 1, the CBF and the 
NPATFs would be expected to provide much needed institutional and financial sustainability. 
Furthermore, TNC would continue its collaboration with the OECS Secretariat with whom TNC 
has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to cooperate and collaborate. The experience 
gained through the OPAAL project (P073267) under implementation, augmented by capacity 
strengthening through training and other activities under the proposed Project would further 
boost the institutional sustainability of the proposed CBF beyond the life of this Project. 


47. Financial Sustainability: Most of the Project resources would be capitalized as an endowment 
to provide long-term predictable financing for the Participating Countries to carry out 
conservation measures. The economic analysis for this Project assumes a seven percent return 
(based on three year average returns on similar CTFs) that would generate approximately 
US$0.25 million in year 5. Even at a more conservative 5 percent payout rate, the NPATFs 
would receive approximately US$0.17 million per year5. To contribute to financial sustainability, 
the Project design ensures that the returns from the investment income from the endowment 
would not only finance conservation activities in the country, but also replenish the endowment 
in case of inflation in order to avoid depreciation in the value of the endowment.  


48. Replicability: The replicability potential of the Project at the regional and global level is 
significant as the Project is one of the few in the world that would be supporting the creation of a 
regional conservation trust fund for the benefit of several small island developing nations. In 
addition, the Project design has a replicability principle as explained under component 2. The 
demonstration sites under component 2 would draw lessons for the design of activities to be 
financed from the proceeds of the financial mechanisms envisaged under component 1. The 
Project would draw lessons for replicating the success of demonstration activities within both the 
countries and the region.  


                                                 
5 This estimate is based on a review of a number of Conservation Trust Funds (CTFs). CTFs have historically had 


attractive rates of return, and although current rates of return are low, the appropriate standard is to look at 
plausible long-term rates, as the CTF is intended to operate indefinitely. 
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5. Critical risks and possible controversial aspects 
 


Risk factors 


 


Description of risk 


Ratinga 


of risk 


 


Mitigation measures 


Ratinga of 


residual 


risk 


Technical/ 
design 


• Multiple trust funds with 
limited initial capital may 
generate inadequate investment 
income to provide resources for 
a large number of PAs.  
 


• Countries may not be able to 
generate matching co-financing 
to access CBF resources. 


S 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
S 


 


•  Mitigation measures include (i) adopting a 
conservative rate of return on investments; 
(ii) including only the number of PAs that the 
trust fund can support; and (iii) developing 
and implementing an effective trust fund 
capitalization strategy. 


 


• Mitigation measures include (i) carrying out 
studies to assess willingness to pay; (ii) 
providing technical assistance to prepare 
draft legislation; (iii) supporting stakeholder 
consultations; and (iv) carrying out 
awareness raising activities. 


M 
 
 
 
 
 
 


M 


Implementatio
n capacity and 
sustainability 


• Slow creation of NPATF 
creates bottleneck in Project 
implementation. 
 


• Implementation arrangement 
may slow Project activities due 
to a multitude of actors 
including the CBF Board and 
Secretariat, TNC, Project 
Steering Committee, NIEs, and 
NPATFs.  
 


• Although TNC has global 
expertise in the conservation 
arena, it does not have an office 
based in the Eastern Caribbean, 
thus creating implementation 
and sustainability risk. 


 


S 
 
 
 


M 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


S 


• Mitigation measure would provide technical 
assistance to prepare draft legislations and 
operating rules of NPATF. 


• Mitigation measures include defining roles 
and responsibilities for each agency 
supported by: (i) legal agreements and 
MOUs; and (ii) providing technical 
assistance to strengthen capacities at various 
levels of Project implementation. 


• Mitigation measures include enhancing 
partnership arrangement between TNC and 
other stakeholders including the OECS 
Secretariat, CBF, NPATFs and NIE. The 
partnership arrangements would be 
formalized through subsidiary and 
cooperation agreements with defined roles 
and responsibilities. Furthermore, the Project 
would contract an in-country project 
coordinator for each participating country. 


M 
 
 
 


L 
 
 
 
 
 
 


M 
 
 
 
 


Financial 
management 


• Relatively large size of the 
Grant, type of lending 
instrument, number of 
implementing and sub-
implementing entities, and 
multi-donor characteristic of the 
Project may create issues in 
financial management and 
reporting requirements. 


M • The implementing entity already has its 
financial procedures sufficiently documented. 
These would be continually monitored and 
improved when necessary. The Bank would 
also maintain close financial management 
supervision.  


L 


Procurement • Since the majority of the 
Project resources are held at the 
CBF and the procurement 
responsibilities from the 
proceeds of the CBF are at the 
NPATFs in each country, there 
may be an uneven level of 
procurement capacity. 


H 
 
 
 
 
 


 


• Mitigation measures include: (i) the 
operational manual for the CBF and by-laws 
and other operating rules of the NPATFs 
would reflect procurement responsibilities 
that are consistent with Bank requirements; 
and (ii) detailed procurement arrangements 
under the CBF have been prepared and added 
to the OM subject to the Bank’s approval. 


M 
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Risk factors 


 


Description of risk 


Ratinga 


of risk 


 


Mitigation measures 


Ratinga of 


residual 


risk 


Social and 
environmental 
safeguards  


• TNC and the NPATFs may not 
have sufficient capacity to 
implement the Bank’s social 
and environmental safeguard 
policies. 
 


S • TNC as a conservation organization has the 
mandate to ensure environmental 
sustainability. Furthermore, the Project has 
specific activities to ensure social safeguards. 
The Project would mitigate this risk in 
particular to the NPATFs as the OM for the 
Project and the CBF detail the Bank’s 
safeguard requirements.  In addition, the 
safeguard requirements and capacity would 
be reviewed during Project supervision. 


M 


Other (e.g. 
Project specific 
corruption 
risks, country 
ownership of 
Project, cost 
escalation, 
prevalence of 
failures in 
similar 
projects, 
adverse 
external 
developments 
affecting 
costs/benefits 
of the Project ) 


• Insufficient country ownership 
of- and political commitment 
to- the Project. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


• Countries fail to harmonize 
their policy and programs, thus 
losing their collective 
bargaining power with tourism 
industries.  


 


S 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 


 
S 


• A Steering Committee with designated 
representatives from each participating 
country would provide guidance for the 
design and implementation of the Project; 


• Special attention would have to be given to 
ensure country representation is adequately 
reflected in the execution of the Project; 


• Task team would pay special attention during 
Project preparation and supervision to ensure 
field visits are carried out in more than one 
participating country each year. 


• The establishment of the CBF provides an 
opportunity for harmonizing policies in the 
region. It would provide a strong collective 
bargaining power with tourism industries.  
Furthermore, the Project would have a 
communication and outreach strategy to 
reach out to consumers and the public at 
large. 


M 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


M 


IV.  Overall Risk (including Reputational Risks) M 


a Rating of risks on a four-point scale – High, Substantial, Moderate, Low - according to the likelihood of occurrence and 
magnitude of potential adverse impact. 


 


6. Loan/credit conditions and covenants 


49. Prior to declaring the Project effectiveness: 


• Evidence satisfactory to the World Bank has been furnished to the World Bank that the 
execution and delivery of the GEF Grant Agreement along with legal opinion(s) on 
behalf of TNC has been duly authorized or ratified. 


50. Prior to release of GEF funds for Sub-component 1A (Caribbean Biodiversity Fund): 


• The CBF is legally established and fully operational, all in a manner acceptable to the 
World Bank; 


• A Subsidiary Agreement has been executed on behalf of TNC and the CBF, and an 
opinion or opinions satisfactory to the World Bank of counsel acceptable to the World 
Bank, has been furnished to the World Bank showing the following matter, namely that, 
the Subsidiary Agreement has been duly authorized or ratified by, and executed and 
delivered on behalf of TNC and the CBF and is legally binding upon TNC and the CBF 
in accordance with its terms; 
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• A technical and fiduciary (i.e. procurement and financial management) assessment of the 
CBF has been carried out in a manner acceptable to the World Bank which shall certify, 
inter alia, that the board and/or management of the CBF (or CBF comparable organ(s)) 
are composed of professionals who have qualifications and experience satisfactory to the 
World Bank and have the capacity to exercise satisfactory control over the use of funds; 


• Co-financing Agreements for the financing of Component 1A(ii) of the Project have been 
executed and delivered and all conditions precedent to the effectiveness of each such Co-
financing Agreement have been fulfilled; and 


• The respective Co-financiers have each provided a schedule for the proposed 
disbursement installments under the respective contributions in intervals and amounts 
acceptable to the World Bank. 


51. Dated Covenants: 


• No later than  three months after the Effective Date, TNC shall enter into an agreement 
(the Cooperation Agreement) with Organisation of the Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) 
under terms and conditions acceptable to the World Bank, including the OECS’ 
responsibility to provide assistance to TNC under the Project; and 


• No later than January 31, 2016, Participating Countries shall establish: (i) a National 
Protected Area Trust Fund; and (ii) a sustainable mechanism, acceptable to the World 
Bank, for mobilizing new sources of financing, including a modality for payments for 
ecosystems services, user-fee and levies, budget allocations or donations. 


 


D. APPRAISAL SUMMARY 


1. Economic and financial analyses 
 


52. Two recent assessments conducted with support from TNC and USAID’s Parks in Peril 
Program show that there are substantial gaps between PA financing requirements and funding 
availability in EC countries. To help meet the PA financing gaps in Participating Countries, the 
Project would establish a regional conservation trust fund (the CBF), which would have a legal 
agreement with the NPATFs. The CBF would serve as an endowment fund, in which individual 
sub-accounts for each country would be invested jointly (thus gaining economies of scale in 
investment and reducing management costs). Each national sub-account would initially be 
capitalized with a US$1.44 million grant from GEF, a US$0.9 million grant from KfW, and 
US$0.6 million from TNC, for a total of US$2.94 million. The CBF would pay out to the 
NPATFs annually a rate of 5 percent, retaining and reinvesting any earnings above this rate to 
guard against inflation, based on the previous 3 years’ average monthly value on the endowment 
(to smooth out variations in returns and help plan expenditures). The NPATFs would have to 
generate an equivalent amount, approximately US$150,000 per year, from other sources to be 
eligible to receive the CBF payouts beginning in Project year 4.  


53. The economies of all of the participating EC countries are heavily dependent on tourism, 
which is attracted primarily by their superb natural beauty—particularly the marine and coastal 
environment. Revenues from tourism contribute more than 23 percent of GDP for the OECS as a 
whole (over 2006-07), ranging from 33 percent in Antigua and Barbuda to 18 percent in Grenada 
(see Annex 1). Protecting the natural environment thus represents an important investment. A 
full economic analysis of the likely Project benefits would require data that are not available, 
showing how additional financing would help improve, or prevent the degradation of various 
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environmental services provided by PAs, and how the change in the level of these services, in 
turn, affects wellbeing directly and indirectly. Such a task is difficult enough with targeted 
projects, but becomes infeasible given the wide range of activities the Project would support 
directly (through Component 2) and indirectly (through the additional financing made possible 
by Component 1) in the Participating Countries.  


2. Technical 


54. Effective conservation of critical ecosystems, in particular coastal and marine ecosystems, 
requires a network of PAs with sufficient coverage for species to have mobility within and 
between critical habitats. For the conservation efforts to have impacts, a number of conditions 
have to be in place including long-term predictable sources of financing to cover operating costs 
of the PAs, stakeholder and community participation and ownership in the conservation 
activities, and information about threats and opportunities for decision makers and communities 
to devise adaptable conservation measures. 


55. The Project adopts these principles in the design. The Project proposes to establish long-term 
financing mechanisms in Participating Countries rather than rely on resources from donors and 
national budgetary processes that have short time horizons and are unpredictable for long-term 
conservation planning. 


3. Fiduciary 
 


56. Financial Management Risk. The objectives of the Project’s financial management system 
are fivefold: (i) to ensure that funds are used only for their intended purposes in an efficient and 
economical way while implementing agreed activities; (ii) to enable the preparation of accurate 
and timely financial reports; (iii) to ensure that funds are properly managed and flow smoothly, 
adequately, regularly, and predictably to implementing entities; (iv) to enable Project 
management to monitor the efficient implementation of the Project; and (v) to safeguard the 
Project assets and resources. The key risks that management of the implementing entities may 
face in achieving these objectives relate to staffing, ensuring effective supervision and 
coordination of arrangements for the accountability of Project finances, and compliance with 
established internal control procedures.  


57. TNC has sufficient capacity to mitigate these risks. The Chief Finance and Administrative 
Officer (CFAO) oversees four departments: Internal Audit, Finance, Human Resources and 
Information Technology. The CFAO is a professionally qualified accountant with substantial 
experience. There is adequate segregation of duties. In addition, there is sufficient oversight of 
the financial management environment provided by the Board principally through the Finance 
and Audit Committees. As such, the overall risk for financial management is “Low”.  


58. The CBF would be established using capital provided under the Project and contributions 
from other donors. An assessment of the financial management arrangements of the CBF would 
be undertaken at the time of establishment of the instruments, governance and management 
structures. 


59. Procurement Risk. Procurement activities would be carried out by The Natural 
Conservancy (TNC), which is also co-financing the Project. Project execution activities would be 
carried out by a small project management team within TNC’s Caribbean Program. The certified 
Contract Specialist (who is responsible for procurement) in TNC, who has prior experience in 
managing and/or implementing World Bank financed activities and other donor funded projects 
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would be assigned to work on this Project. TNC, by implementing the GEF project preparation 
grant (PPG) has gained experience in Bank’s procurement requirements. 


60. An assessment of the capacity of TNC to implement procurement actions for the GEF project 
preparation grant was carried out by the Bank in August 2009 and the update was carried out 
during the Project appraisal. The key issues and risks concerning procurement for 
implementation of the Project have been identified in the Procurement Capacity Assessment 
report and action plans for improvement agreed in Annex 8, which includes that TNC should 
have a designated procurement staff with necessary supporting and monitoring system for the 
TNC’s project coordination team. The overall Project risk after mitigation is “Moderate”.  


4. Social
6
 


 


61. Poverty levels in the OECS persist at unacceptably high rates coupled with ongoing 
structural inequalities in the areas of education, health, and employment opportunities. As the 
agricultural and manufacturing sectors have declined, tourism is of increasing importance 
throughout the region. Tourism is a priority sector targeted for further development throughout 
the region, often with significant reliance and effects on natural resources. Vulnerable 
populations, including the poor, are prone to using available land and marine areas for 
subsistence; in many cases, this leads to environmental degradation because of inappropriate 
practices particularly in PAs. 


62. While the Project is expected to catalyze positive social outcomes, for example, related to the 
improvement of natural resource and environmental conditions and potential economic benefits 
to local populations from improved tourism and other economic opportunities, it is recognized 
that there may be some potential nonphysical (economic) displacement issues associated with 
possible restrictions on resource use in and access to core areas of PAs to be supported by the 
Project. As such, the Project triggers the Bank's Operational Safeguard Policy 4.12, Involuntary 
Resettlement, and a Process Framework was prepared, consulted and publicly disseminated (see 
Annex 10, Appendix 2). Consultations were carried out in two regional workshops held in 
February and September 2010, and in-country consultations with a wide cross-section of 
stakeholders in the five Participating Countries were carried out between April and May 2010. 
The Process Framework has been disclosed in the countries and in the Bank’s website on 
November 15, 2010. While the proposed PAs to be supported either directly by the Project or 
under the conservation trust fund have yet to be fully determined, no physical involuntary 
resettlement or relocation is expected.   
 


5. Environment 
 


63. This Project would be expected to facilitate the expansion of the PA network in the OECS 
region and create the enabling conditions for more effective management of PAs through 
sustainable financing and the establishment of effective management systems, including 
demonstrations of good management practices in PAs to conserve the natural integrity and 
biodiversity of the Participating Countries of the Eastern Caribbean. This would be done while 
providing opportunities for income generation for communities in and around the PAs. These 
would be achieved through a range of activities, which include direct investments in the 
sustainable use and conservation of coastal and marine resources; the restoration of sensitive 
ecosystems such as sand dunes, mangroves, beach zones which have been degraded; and 


                                                 
6 This section is based on the social assessment carried out during preparation, dated November 15, 2010. 
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environmental guidelines for tourism operations related to diving, snorkeling, non-motorized 
sports, as well as for small infrastructure works (such as visitor center and boardwalk). 


64. Possible adverse impacts may be related to the implementation of the demonstration 
activities such as damage to coral and reef systems from mismanaged activities; disturbances to 
bird, mammal, and fish species from poor tourism practices; noise, dust and air pollution from 
small infrastructure works (such as a visitor center and boardwalk); and other education and 
research-related activities. In any case, environmental impacts are expected to be localized and 
preventable through responsive mitigation measures. Given that PAs to be supported under the 
Project and associated activities have yet to be specified, an environmental management 
framework (EMF) (see Annex 10, Appendix 1) has been developed to screen for potential 
environmental impacts and specify existing and additional mitigation measures to address these 
potential impacts. The Project EMF addresses the potential negative impacts that would need to 
be identified in the environmental analysis of potential demonstration activities and proposes 
associated mitigation procedures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate these impacts. This 
framework, as well as detailed screening procedures, has been incorporated into the Project 
Operational Manual. The EMF has been disclosed in the countries and in the Bank’s website on 
November 15, 2010. 


6. Safeguard policies 
 


Safeguard Policies Triggered by the Project Yes No 


Environmental Assessment (OP/BP 4.01) [X] [  ] 
Natural Habitats (OP/BP 4.04) [X] [  ] 
Forests (OP/BP 4.36) [X] [  ] 
Pest Management (OP 4.09) [  ] [X] 
Physical Cultural Resources (OP 4.11) [X] [  ] 
Involuntary Resettlement (OP/BP 4.12) [X] [  ] 
Indigenous Peoples (OP 4.10) [  ] [X] 
Safety of Dams (OP/BP 4.37) [  ] [X] 
Projects on International Waterways (OP/BP/GP 7.50) [  ] [X] 
Projects in Disputed Areas (OP/BP/GP 7.60) [  ] [X] 


 


65. The expected Environmental Category is B, given the potential for small-scale, localized 
impacts associated with PA investments. See Annex 10 for further details on safeguards. 
 


7. Policy Exceptions and Readiness 
 


66. The Project meets the regional criteria for implementation readiness. The fiduciary 
arrangements are in place. Key Project staff and consultants can be quickly mobilized upon 
Project start up. Adequate M&E capacity is available. The Environmental and Social Analysis 
along with the Environmental Management Framework and the Process Framework were 
disclosed in the countries on November 15, 2010, and are available at the Bank website. 
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Annex 1: Country and Sector or Program Background 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
A. Country and sector issues 


Country issues: 
1. The Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) consists of six independent states7 
within the wider Caribbean. It was formed in 1981 in an attempt to overcome some of the 
political and economic limitations derived from the countries’ small physical size and 
populations. With the objective of integrating regional policies, the member states of OECS 
strive for: a comprehensive approach to economic and functional cooperation (foreign policy, 
defense and security) as set out in the Treaty of Basseterre (1981); a common currency and 
central bank (the Eastern Caribbean Central Bank, ECCB); an integrated legal system; collective 
regulation of banking and securities, telecommunications and civil aviation; and coordinated 
approaches to tackling critical sectors such as education, health, agriculture, tourism, export 
development, and the environment and maritime matters. 


2. The OECS countries are heavily dependent and vulnerable to events affecting tourism, 
agriculture, and offshore banking and construction. The macroeconomic performance of the 
OECS member countries deteriorated in the late 1990s and early 2000s, following a strong 
economic growth in the 1980s and early 1990s. During 2002-2006 due to resurgence in tourism 
and an emphasis on private sector development and economic diversification, the Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP) grew steadily. Between 2003 and 2007, tourism was the largest 
contributor to growth in the OECS, followed by the financial sector and construction, much of 
which are tourism-related. Agriculture, due to continued erosion of agricultural lands and 
damage from natural disasters, contributed only marginally to growth. However, the 
improvement in GDP growth performance during the 2000s varied substantially by country.  
While Antigua and Barbuda grew at an average of 6.1 percent per year (2001-2008), Dominica 
grew at a mere 0.8 percent per year, with the other OECS countries falling in between.   


3. The food and energy price hikes in 2007 and early 2008 and the global financial crisis in late 
2008 severely affected the economies of the OECS. The GDP growth in the OECS region started 
to decelerate in 2007 and declined to below 2 percent in 2008. A slowdown in global economic 
activity combined with higher fuel prices, reduced the contribution of the tourism sector to 
growth from 1.5 percentage points in 2007 to -0.1 percentage points in 2008. Similarly, as the 
impacts of the global financial crisis affected regional financial institutions, the contribution of 
the banking and insurance sector to growth declined as well. These impacts, combined with a 
drying up of Foreign Direct Investment inflows which until recently had comfortably financed 
the majority of the large current account deficit, led to a significant contraction of economic 
activity in the OECS (See Table A1.1).  


4. The prospects of recovery growth for the OECS in the medium-term depend to a large extent 
on the resurgence of tourism revenues. Revenues from tourism contribute to more than 23 
percent of GDP for the OECS as a whole (over 2006-07), ranging from 33 percent in Antigua 
and Barbuda to 18 percent in Grenada. Although some OECS countries have done better than 


                                                 
7 The independent states of the OECS are Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, 


and St. Vincent and the Grenadines.  
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others, available statistics indicate that both stay-over and cruise ship arrivals contracted by 0.7 
and 2.5 percent, respectively in 2008. In the first eight months of 2009 some signs of recovery 
have emerged, with the OECS stop-over arrivals declining by 11.5 percent (year-on-year), but 
cruise ship arrivals increasing by over 22 percent (year-on-year). Tourism forecasts indicate that 
demand for stop-over visits to the Caribbean from Canada and Europe are likely to continue 
declining in 2010, but visits from the United States—which accounted for one-third of total 
arrivals in 2009 (year-to-date)—are likely to increase by approximately one percent over 2009. 


Table A1.1:  OECS Main Economic Indicators, 2008 


 


Antigua 
&  
Barbuda 


Dominica Grenada St. Kitts & 
Nevis 


St. Lucia St. Vincent & 
the  
Grenadines 


Area (sq km) 442 750 345 269 616 388 


Population (persons) 85,536 73,193 105,552 49,190 169,960 109,117 


GDP (US$ millions) 1,225 364 638 540 1,011 594 


GDP per capita, PPP 21,323 8,696 8,541 16,160 9,907 9,155 


Real GDP growth 2.8 3.2 2.2 3.2 0.7 0.9 


CPI inflation (%, end of period) 2.3 1.9 5.2 7.6 3.8 8.7 


Primary balance (% GDP) -3.2 1 -3 5.3 0.2 1.2 


Overall balance (% GDP) -7.7 -0.8 -5.1 -3.5 -3.3 -1.7 


Public sector debt (US$ millions) 1,136 298 652 959 709 401 


Public sector debt (% GDP) 92.7 81.8 102.2 177.6 70.1 67.5 


Current account balance (% GDP) -34.8 -32.3 -40.4 -28.5 -34.5 -33.7 


Source: World Bank, IMF       
 


5. Growth in the OECS is expected to recover slowly over the near- to medium-term. For four 
of the six members of the OECS—Antigua and Barbuda, Grenada, St. Kitts and Nevis, and St. 
Lucia—growth is not expected to turn positive until 2011. Over the medium-term, growth is 
likely to continue to recover, reaching an average of around 4 percent by 2014. 


Sector Issues: 
6. Tourism is the key economic sector for the development of the Small Island Developing 
States (SIDS) of the Eastern Caribbean (EC). It is also the source of livelihood for a significant 
proportion of their population. In 2008, 2.7 million international tourists visited these island 
states, of which 65% arrived via cruise ships (Table A1.2). As tourism-based economies, these 
SIDS depend directly on maintaining the natural aesthetic beauty, health, and services provided 
by their marine and terrestrial ecosystems. 
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Table A1.2: Number of International Visitors in participating OECS Countries 


International Visitors8 (2008) 


Antigua and 


Barbuda 
Grenada St Kitts St Lucia 


St Vincent and 


the Grenadines 


Cruise International Visitors (000s) 444 263 219 632 218 


Same Day International Visitors (000s)   6 4 9 9 


Overnight International Visitors (000s) 290 128 124 297 93 


Total International Visitors (000s) 734 398 346 937 320 


Average trip travel spend (US$) 506 292 328 346 402 
Source: World Travel & Tourism Council.  
 


7. The OECS countries are among the top five global biodiversity hot spots in the world. They 
boast unique flora and fauna that have global significance, including 51 regionally endemic 
vertebrate species (34 of which are unique to just one island), 31 threatened floral species (23 of 
which are endemic), 250 species of reef fish, and over 50 species of coral. In addition to 
exhibiting differing degrees of endemism, the islands of the region also provide habitat and 
nesting sites for non-endemic migratory marine animals, turtles, and avian species.  
  
8. The Eastern Caribbean region was classified as a unique marine eco-region of the tropical 
northwestern Atlantic province and ranked as the highest priority within the province, in terms of 
its conservation status (most threatened) according to WWF and TNC studies. The principal 
ecosystems are dry and humid tropical forests, wetlands and tidal flats, sandy and rocky beaches, 
coral reefs, seagrass beds, mangroves, offshore islets, as well extensive karst and volcanic areas 
with their distinct biodiversity associations. The reef, seagrass, and mangrove systems of this 
area are recognized as among the most productive in the world. 
 
9. The Region also serves as an important link in the seasonal migrations of many birds. In the 
autumn months, a wide range of thrushes, vireos, cuckoos and warblers migrate through the 
Eastern Caribbean in large numbers. One species, the Blackpoll Warbler is unique in that the 
total population is believed to use the area for stop-over sites during autumn. The Region also 
contains significant breeding sites for approximately 25 species of seabirds, many of which are 
endemic species or sub-species. Islands in the Eastern Caribbean archipelago are also important 
for marine turtles, which move from summer to winter nesting and feeding grounds. This 
includes such rare fauna as the green turtle (Chelonia mydus), hawksbill turtle (Eretmochelys 
imbricate), leather back turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), and the wood tortoise (Geochelone 
carbonaria)9. 
 
10. However, these marine and coastal resources are overexploited and underprotected, 
threatening the long-term economic wellbeing of the countries. Key threats to the region’s 
ecosystems include overexploitation of their resource base, loss of natural habitats, changes in 
water quality and quantity, and climate change. The sources of these threats include increases in 
exotic invasive species, poorly planned and regulated coastal development (and associated land-
based point source pollution, sedimentation, habitat destruction and impacts of increased human 


                                                 
8 Cruise international visitors mean international cruise passengers staying more than one night in a specific 


destination or region; same day international visitors mean international visitors who do not spend over night in a 
specific destination or region, e.g., transit passengers; overnight international visitors mean none-cruise visitors 
who stay more than one night in a specific destination or region; and Average trip travel spend means average 
expenditure by visitors. 


9 Kelleher, G., et. al., 1996. A Global Representative System of Marine Protected Areas, Volume 1 l, (CNPPA, 
Switzerland).   
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activities such as the development of tourist resorts), dumping of solid and liquid waste from 
cruise ships/hotels/resorts, unsustainable extraction of natural resources (mainly from overfishing 
in marine ecosystems and sand harvesting for construction) and growing CO2 emissions and 
atmospheric concentrations. Under current trends an estimated US$350-870 million will be lost 
annually between 2015 and 2050 as seen by declining fish stocks, reduction in tourism demand, 
and loss of shoreline protection associated with coral reef degradation across the Caribbean10. 


11. To address these threats, the Governments of the Participating Countries have devised 
programs and policies for the conservation and sustainable use of their resources. Internationally, 
they have committed to the Convention on Biological Diversity, and regionally they have 
committed to the Cartagena Convention and the St. George’s Declaration of Principles for 
Environmental Sustainability in 2001. Each participating country has in place key legislation to 
protect their natural resources. They have also prepared a National Biodiversity Strategy and 
Action Plan (NBSAP) and have recognized the importance of Protected Areas (PAs) as a means 
to conserve biodiversity in their countries. In 2008, along with other countries in the region and 
their international partners, the OECS countries launched the Caribbean Challenge which has an 
ambitious goal of legally protecting 20% of near shore areas by 2020, via expansion and 
improved management effectiveness of marine protected area networks. For the five 
Participating Countries, it would translate into approximately 270,000 ha. As of June 2010, 
legally designated MPAs in the Participating Countries covered approximately 62,000 ha. 


12. In its 11th meeting of Cartagena Convention in October 2010 in Montego Bay, Jamaica, the 
parties to the Convention discussed about the importance of the Caribbean Challenge and 
expressed their desire to work closely with the Challenge. The parties to the Convention 
requested its Secretariat to examine and establish the appropriate coordination mechanisms with 
the Caribbean Challenge. 


13. Several projects and activities aiming to conserve the region’s key ecosystems are being 
implemented, including the GEF/UNDP supported Sustainable Management of the Shared 
Marine Resources of the Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem and Adjacent Regions Project 
(CLME), the GEF/UNEP supported Integrating Watershed and Coastal Area Management 
Project (IWCAM), GEF/IDB supported Testing a Prototype Caribbean Regional Fund for 
Wastewater Management (CReW) project, and the GEF/World Bank supported OECS Protected 
Areas and Associated Sustainable Livelihoods Project (OPAAL) and Implementation of Pilot 
Adaptation Measures in coastal areas of Dominica, St. Lucia and St. Vincent & the Grenadines 
(SPACC).  


14. Despite significant progress and strong Government commitments, key gaps still remain in 
the conservation of these critical marine and coastal areas due to:  


• Lack of reliable and consistent sources of funding: Because of budgetary limitations, 
available Government funding for natural resource conservation in the EC does not fulfill even 


                                                 
10 Burke, L. and Maidens, J. 2004. Reefs at Risk in the Caribbean. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.   
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minimum needs, especially in marine PAs.11 This has compelled countries to depend on short-
term financing from foreign donors.  


• Lack of functioning and well-defined legal and institutional frameworks: The policy and 
legal frameworks for PA management in Participating Countries are fragmented, and driven 
by sectoral policies and priorities. They have different levels of PA policies and varying 
degrees of ownership and use of existing policies. Most laws, particularly those dealing with 
forestry, are outdated. The institutional framework within each country is inefficient due to a 
multitude of agencies with overlapping mandates.  


• Overexploitation of natural resources: Selective harvesting of certain commercially 
valuable species has a major impact on ecosystem integrity. For example, fishing down the 
food chain, beginning with the over-harvest of predatory fish and then the larger herbivores 
has altered marine community structure, reducing the diversity and redundancy of the reef fish 
community and, importantly, the number of grazers on the reef able to control algal growth 
and help maintain a healthy ratio of coral cover on the reefs. Selective harvesting of big fish 
also reduces overall fisheries productivity. Reefs with low coral to algal cover ratios are less 
likely to recover from disturbance events (such as hurricanes and coral bleaching) and more 
likely to shift permanently into a new equilibrium (a phase shift) dominated by algae. The 
ecosystem services of such algae-dominated reefs are greatly reduced and unlikely to support 
tourism, with accompanying declines in fisheries yields and coastal protection.  


• Lack of coordination among Participating Countries: The Treaty of Basseterre, which 
established the OECS, provides an opportunity for Participating Countries to coordinate, 
harmonize, and pursue joint policies in tourism and marine resources, but it has not been 
translated into an effective policy and coordination mechanism. Although there has been some 
progress in harmonizing fisheries management policies as well as planning and development 
control, there is fierce competition among countries for tourism revenues, often at the expense 
of long-term sustainability of the industry. Competition between countries is also exacerbated 
by inconsistencies in national sectoral policies, which is usually the result of short-term 
production targets in the tourism and fisheries industries.  


• Limited institutional capacity: Environmental, conservation, and PA management 
responsibilities are spread among a multitude of agencies in the Participating Countries, 
creating capacity gaps – in particular a lack of sufficient trained professionals. Low capacity 
often frustrates conservation efforts even when funding is available. 


• Climate change impacts: Observed and predicted increases in sea level and sea surface 
temperatures, ocean acidification and UV light exposure to marine organisms place pressure 
on the Caribbean SIDS. The region is already experiencing a surge in hurricane frequency and 
intensity, shifting weather patterns, coral bleaching, ocean acidification as a result of increased 
marine absorption of atmospheric CO2, and coastal flooding due to sea level rise and loss of 
protective natural barriers. These changes are exacerbating impacts from local human 
pressures on coastal and marine environments, further accelerating the loss of critical habitats 
such as coral reefs, mangroves, and seagrass beds, which, in turn, contributes to coastal 
erosion and the loss of beaches, a major tourism draw. 
  


                                                 
11 Recently completed studies, Sustainable Finance Plans for National Systems of PAs, estimate a current financing 


gap of about US$1.7 million in Grenada and of US$1 million in St. Vincent and the Grenadines, growing to about 
US$3 million in 2020 in both countries. 
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15. The Project would address some of these gaps by: (i) establishing a system of long-term 
financing mechanisms to sustainably fund PAs in Participating Countries; (ii) promoting 
collaboration among Governments, communities, NGOs, and the private sector to facilitate 
marine and coastal conservation; (iii) consolidating and strengthen MPA networks; and (iv) 
supporting deployment of a regional monitoring system and information network. The Project 
would support the Participating Countries in establishing a regional endowment trust fund, the 
Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF), national level revolving trust funds, and gazetting over 
100,000 hectares of near shore and shelf marine habitat thus contributing to the participating 
Governments’ ambitious goal of legally protecting 20% of near shore areas by 2020. The Project 
would also complement the ongoing OPAAL (P073267) and SPACC (P090731) projects, which 
are addressing policy, legal, and institutional reforms for PA management, strengthening PA 
management and adaptation capacities, and raising awareness at the national level. 


B. Rationale for Bank involvement 


 
16. The World Bank has been actively supporting the Caribbean countries in their conservation 
agenda, in understanding the impact of climate change and in devising adaptation measures. The 
Bank’s partnership with regional Governments, its global experience in setting up of long-term 
financing mechanisms for biodiversity conservation, and its experience in helping Governments 
devise and implement policy, regulatory and institutional reforms for establishing financing 
instruments make it uniquely able to support regional Governments in preparing and 
implementing the Project. As an Implementing Agency of the Global Environment Facility 
(GEF), the Bank is committed to helping countries to conserve globally significant biodiversity 
and critical habitats. 


17. The Project is consistent with the World Bank Group’s Regional Partnership Strategy 2010-
2014 (Report No. 53762-LAC) discussed by the Executive Directors on June 8, 2010. The 
proposed Project contributes to Results Area Three (Strengthening Climate Resilience) within 
Pillar one - Building Resilience. 


18. The Project is also consistent with GEF strategies and policies. It contributes to the GEF’s 
biodiversity focal area strategic programs (BD-SP): (i) BD-SP1 – “Sustainable Financing of 
Protected Area Systems at the National Level; and (ii) BD-SP2 – “Increasing Representation of 
Effectively Managed Marine Protected Areas.” 


C. Higher level objectives to which the project contributes 


19. The OECS countries committed on a regional level to the Cartagena Convention and the St. 
George’s Declaration of Principles for Environmental Sustainability in 2001. The Cartagena 
Convention provides the legal framework for cooperative regional and national actions in the 
wider Caribbean region. St. George’s Declaration of Principles for Environmental Sustainability 
recognizes that within the OECS environmentally sustainable development is essential for the 
creation of jobs, a stable society, a healthy economy and the natural systems on which this 
depends. This Project directly promotes these regional initiatives.  
 
20. In keeping with the GEF-4, the Project would primarily address the Biodiversity Focal Area 
Strategy, while specific activities would also address the Focal Area Strategy for International 
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Waters and the GEF-4 concern for climate change adaptation measures. The Project targets the 
Biodiversity Strategic Program 1 (“Sustainable Financing of Protected Area Systems and the 
National Level”) by seeking to increase sustainable funding of PA networks at the national level 
via a regional endowment fund and national NPATFs. Increasing representation of effectively 
managed MPAs into PA systems targets the Biodiversity Strategic Program 2 (“Increasing 
Representation of Effectively Managed Marine Protected Areas in Protected Area Systems”) and 
would be the priority of the Project. Finally, the Project would address the GEF-IV concern with 
climate change adaptation strategies by supporting pilot and demonstration sub-projects for 
climate change adaptation activities as part of Project activities12.  


 


 


 


 


 


                                                 
12 The pilot and demonstration sub-projects to be supported fall under the strategy described as a part of the GEF-4 


Strategic Pilot on Adaptation. However, the project has not requested funds from SPA.  
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Annex 2: Major Related Projects Financed by the Bank and/or other Agencies 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 


Project Name 


Amount 


(US$ 


millions) 


Main Sector Issues Addressed 


Latest 


IP 


Rating 


Latest 


DO 


Rating 


OECS Protected 


Areas and 


Associated 


Livelihoods 


Project (P073267) 


$7.57M (of 


which 


$3.7M is 


GEF) 


(Active) 


To contribute to the conservation of biodiversity of global 


importance in the Participating Countries of the 


Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) by 


removing barriers to the effective management of PAs, and 


increasing the involvement of civil society and the private 


sector in the planning, management and sustainable use of 


these areas. 


MS S 


OECS Disaster 
Vulnerability 
Reduction Project 
(P117871) 


$55.12M (of 


which 


$20.9M is 


IDA and 


$30.2 is 


CIF) 


(Active) 


To decrease the vulnerability of people and national 
economies in the Eastern Caribbean, to climate change and 
natural hazards. The development objectives are to: (i) 
Improve the integration of disaster vulnerability reduction 
and climate resilience in national development strategies and 
management of public infrastructure; and (ii) Reduce the risk 
of loss of human life due to natural hazard induced structural 
failure of critical public infrastructure. 


  


OECS-


Catastrophe 


Insurance 


(P094539) 


$14.2M 


(IDA) 


(Active) 


To reduce the participating OECS Governments’ financial 


vulnerability to natural disasters through insurance coverage 


against earthquakes and hurricanes. This will be achieved 


through the establishment of the Caribbean Catastrophe Risk 


Insurance Facility (CCRIF) and the financing of catastrophe 


insurance coverage from the Facility. 


S MS 


Implementation of 


Adaptation 


Measures in 


Coastal Zones 


$5.44M (of 


which 


$2.1M is 


GEF) 


To support efforts by Dominica, Saint Lucia, and St. Vincent 


and the Grenadines to implement specific (integrated) pilot 


adaptation measures addressing primarily, the impacts of 


climate change on their natural resource base, focused on 


biodiversity and land degradation along coastal and near-


coastal areas. Reducing these impacts will primarily result in 


protection of biodiversity and prevention of land degradation 


but will also induce economic benefits in the tourism, 


fisheries, agriculture and forestry sectors, help maintain the 


resource base upon which these economic activities rely and 


promote climate resilient sustainable development. 


MS MS 


LC Disaster 


Management 


Project II 


(P086469/P11170


8) 


$12.9M (of 


which $10.5 


is 


IBRD/IDA) 


(Active) 


 


To further strengthen (i) infrastructure against the impact of 


adverse natural events (hurricanes, flooding, etc.) through 


the implementation of physical mitigation measures; (ii) the 


response capacity in case of adverse natural event 


(hurricane, flooding, etc) through capacity building, 


equipment purchase and investment in emergency 


infrastructure; and (iii) the institutional capacity of the 


various ministries and agencies dealing with disaster 


management through the provision of adequate facilities, 


critical equipment, technical assistance and training. 


S S 
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Projects financed by Other Agencies:  


Project Name 
Amount (US$ 


millions) 
Main Sector Issues Addressed Agency 


Testing a Prototype 


Caribbean Regional 


Fund for Wastewater 


Management (CReW) 


US$271.9M (of 


which $20M is 


GEF and $127M 


IADB) 


(Pipeline) 


In the context of the Cartagena Convention and its 


Protocol on Marine Pollution from Land-based 


Sources and Activities, the objective of the Project 


is to pilot revolving financing mechanisms and 


their related wastewater management reforms that 


can be subsequently established as feasible 


instruments to provide sustainable financing for 


the implementation of environmentally sound and 


cost-effective wastewater management measures. 


  


IADB/UNEP/


GEF 


Regional Project for 


Implementing National 


Biosafety Frameworks 


in the Caribbean Sub-


region - under the GEF 


Biosafety Program 


US$7.2M (of 


which $6M is 


GEF) (Pipeline) 


 


The objective is to support each country to have in 


place an effective operable, transparent and 


sustainable national biosafety framework which 


responds to national and regional needs, delivers 


global benefits and is compliant with the 


Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.  


 


UNEP/GEF 


Sustainable 


Management of the 


Shared Marine 


Resources of the 


Caribbean Large 


Marine Ecosystem 


(CLME) and Adjacent 


Regions 


US$56.1M (of 


which $7M is 


GEF) 


(Active) 


The objectives of the Project are: (i) to identify, 


analyze and agree upon major transboundary 


issues, root causes and actions required to achieve 


sustainable management of the shared living 


marine resources in the Caribbean Sea LME; (ii) 


to improve the shared knowledge base so that 


sustainable use and management of transboundary 


living marine resources will be possible; (iii)To 


implement legal, policy and institutional (SAP) 


reforms regionally and nationally to achieve 


sustainable transboundary living marine resource 


management; and (iv) to develop an institutional 


and procedural approach to LME level monitoring, 


evaluation and reporting for management decision 


making. 


 


UNDP/GEF 


Integrating Watershed 


and Coastal Area 


Management 


(IWCAM) in the Small 


Island Developing 


States of the Caribbean 


 


US$112.3M (of 


which $13m is 


GEF) (Active) 


The overall objective of the Project is to assist 


Participating Countries in improving their 


watershed and coastal zone management practices 


in support of sustainable development. The 


objective will be achieved through demonstration, 


capture and transfer of best practices; development 


of IWCAM process, stress reduction and 


environmental status indicators framework; policy, 


legislative and institutional reform for IWCAM; 


and regional and national capacity building and 


sustainability for IWCAM.  


 


UNDP/UNEP/


GEF 
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Building a Sustainable 


National Marine 


Protected Area 


Network in the 


Bahamas 


US$9M 


(Active) 


To expand protected area coverage of globally 


significant marine biodiversity and increase the 


management effectiveness of the national marine 


protected area network across the Bahamian 


archipelago through the establishment of 


sustainable financing mechanism. 


 


UNEP/GEF/ 


KfW/TNC 


Re-engineering the 


National Protected 


Area System in Order 


to Achieve Financial 


Sustainability in 


Dominican Republic 


 


US$11.5M 


(Active) 


The Project objective is to enhance the 


sustainability and conservation effectiveness of the 


national protected area system of Dominican 


Republic and its contribution to national 


sustainable development. The Project will support 


the reengineering of the NPAS through two 


complementary approaches: one to enhance the 


national system's position as an integral 


component of national development and increase 


the participation of the productive sectors and the 


broader society; and two to increase efficiencies 


within the NPAS and its constituent PAs thus 


enhancing its overall sustainability. 


 


UNDP/GEF/ 


KfW/TNC 


Strengthening the 


Operational and 


Financial 


Sustainability of the 


National Protected 


Area System 


 


US$10.5M 


(Active) 


To consolidate the operational and financial 


sustainability of Jamaica’s National System of 


Protected Areas through the establishment of 


sustainable financing mechanisms.  


UNDP/GEF/ 


KfW/TNC 
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Annex 3: Results Framework and Monitoring 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 


 


PDO Project Outcome Indicators Use of Project Outcome 


Information 
The Global 
Environment 
Objective of the 
Project is to 
contribute to 
enhancing the long-
term sustainability of 
PA networks in the 
Participating 
Countries by (i) 
establishing 
sustainable financing 
mechanisms; (ii) 
strengthening of the 
MPA networks; and 
(iii) deploying a 
regional monitoring 
and information 
system for the 
Protected Area 
networks. 
 
 


Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF) is operational 
with a Board, a Secretariat, an asset manager, a work 
program and has an endowment of US$15 million 
for the Participating Countries to generate income for 
PAs management; 
 


The national level trust funds (NPATFs) provide at 
least US$1.5 million per year in total for the 
Participating Countries; 
 


At least five new MPAs are gazetted to increase the 
total area under MPA management, and the 
representativeness and resilience of the MPA 
network(s) in the region; 
 


At least two demonstration sites generate useful 
MPA management information and lessons for other 
Project Participating Countries and for increased 
dissemination to MPA managers in the Caribbean 
region; and 
 


A region-wide, open access, web-based monitoring 
system for effective PA management is operational 
and the outputs are available to natural resources 
managers at the national and regional levels. 


PY1 – PY3: Gauge overall 
operation of the CBF and NPATFs; 
 


PY2 – PY3: Assess the capacity of 
executing agencies at regional and 
national level to effectively 
implement Project activities;   
 


PY3 – PY4: Assess the resource 
availability for the effective 
management of MPAs; 
 


PY3 – PY4: Determine if the 
capitalization strategy is adequate 
and robust to increase the trust 
fund capital; 
 


PY3 – PY5: Determine if the 
resources from CBF and NPATFs 
are providing additional resources 
for effective PA management; 
 


PY3 – PY5: Determine the quality 
and use of information system by 
the relevant stakeholders. 
  


Intermediate 


Outcomes 
Intermediate Outcome Indicators Use of Intermediate Outcome 


Monitoring 
 


Improving the 
management 
effectiveness of 
protected area by 
establishing 
sustainable financing 
mechanisms 
 


 


The CBF is established with a governance structure 
and operating rules;  
 


The CBF is generating investment income for 
disbursement to NPATFs; 
 


Sustainable financing mechanisms provide resources 
for long term management and use of PAs in each 
participating country (measured with financial 
scorecard); 
 


National sustainable financing plans and strategies 
completed in all Participating Countries, and adopted 
by at least four Governments and being 
implemented; and 
 


Each participating country adopted/implemented 
financing mechanisms to generate new and 
additional resources to at least match the investment 
income from the endowment fund for the country.  
 


 


PY1 – PY3: Determine if the 
overall operation of the CBF is 
effective and adjust its operational 
manual as appropriate; 
 


PY2 – PY4: Assess pace of 
country’s NPATF establishment 
process and augment the capacity if 
needed;   
 


PY3 – PY4: Assess resources 
generated from the financial 
mechanisms are meeting the targets 
and adjust assumptions and 
operation as needed; 
 


PY4 – PY5: Low level of 
additional resources may flag 
either poor performance or failure 
in assumption. 


MPA network is 
strengthened (and 
poised for expansion) 


At least five new MPAs which contribute to 
biogeographic representativeness and network 
resilience are gazetted and baseline data using the 
GEF Tracking Tool for management effectiveness 


PY2 – PY3: Assess if the resources 
available are sufficient to carry out 
the activities and amend as 
appropriate; 
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are collected for each new MPA; 
 


Demonstration of good management practices for 
MPA are implemented in at least two MPAs; 
 


Lessons learned from the two demonstration sites are 
disseminated through workshops, publications and 
websites among the MPA managers and policy 
makers in the Project Participating Countries and 
more broadly in the region; and 
 


Replication plans for scaling up of good practices 
from the demonstration sites are developed in the 
Participating Countries. 
 


 
PY2 – PY3: Assess pace of PA 
systems plan adoption by the 
participating Governments.  


 
 


A regional 
monitoring and 
information system 
for protected area 
networks in the 
OECS is operational 
and available for 
decision making 
 


Relevant biodiversity; ecological, economic, and 
social indicators for effective management of PA 
network in the Participating Countries are identified 
and begin to be monitored; 
 


A standardized, web-based information system for 
housing the data collected is established and made 
accessible to users in the region through  an 
electronic portal; and 
 
 


Natural resource managers and other key 
stakeholders apply the regional monitoring and 
information system outputs to the management of PA 
network. 
 


PY1 – PY2: Assess if the resources 
available is sufficient for deploying 
the system and amended as 
appropriate; 
 
PY3 – PY4: Assess if the report 
generated provide information 
useful to decision makers.  


 


Project management 
and coordination 
mechanisms are 
operating to carry out 
Project activities and 
reporting 
 


Project staff, including at the national and regional 
levels, are in place and functioning at all times 
during the Project with sufficient capacity to carry 
out all Project activities; and 
 


Quarterly operational and financial status reports 
prepared and submitted to the Bank. 
 


PY1-PY5: Annually assess 
functioning of human resources in 
implementing Project activities and 
make necessary adjustment; 
 


PY1-PY5: Reports are satisfactory 
to the Bank; 
 


PY1-PY5: Annual Implementation 
Plan and Project Implementation 
Plan developed and are satisfactory 
to the Bank. 
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Arrangements for results monitoring 
 
1. Monitoring and evaluation would be conducted at two levels: (i) overall impact 
monitoring, and (ii) Project implementation. TNC would be responsible for overall Project 
monitoring, including the activities financed through the proceeds of the CBF and NPATF. TNC 
would aggregate M&E inputs for Project-level decision making and reporting. The baseline and 
impact evaluation studies would be contracted out, and TNC would be in charge of coordination 
and technical supervision of the studies. TNC would provide overall Project oversight including 
financial and procurement oversight, and World Bank would conduct periodic supervision 
missions. 
 
2. A Project M&E system and methodology would be adapted to function within the 
existing M&E system managed by TNC. This adapted Project M&E system would be put in 
place to track Project implementation and progress in attaining results.  
 
3. The monitoring and evaluation process under the M&E system would function as a 
mechanism for assessing Project impacts and as a daily management tool. The M&E system 
would support the Project supervision process by ensuring that baseline and follow-up data for 
the key performance indicators are collected and made available on an on-going basis and at 
strategic times including Project start-up, mid-term review and at the end of the Project.  


 


4. Institutional issues: M&E of Project outcomes/results (both intermediate and end of 
Project) would be coordinated by TNC. Trained staff from specialized agencies, academic 
institutions, and/or NGOs would be contracted to collect and analyze field data, while TNC 
would archive and distribute relevant and timely information to assist in effective decision 
making for Project management.  


 
5. TNC would monitor financial and procurement management for the Project as a whole. 
Financial information on inputs, outputs, budgeting, treasury, accounting, and audits would be 
monitored. The Project would send to the Bank quarterly financial management and procurement 
reports. Monitoring and processing of procurement of services and goods would be carried out 
by TNC. The annual planning processes would be monitored with specific indicators on planning 
performance defined in the Results Framework. The physical implementation of the Project 
would be monitored based on the specific outputs and monitoring indicators for the Project 
components as defined in the Results Framework. Information from the monitoring system 
would be analyzed by TNC and disseminated to appropriate stakeholders. TNC would provide 
the Bank with progress reports every quarter.  


 


6. Data collection: TNC would coordinate the collection of component results indicators. 
Within some of these results indicators are embedded the results of additional data collection and 
monitoring, for example the ecoregional monitoring framework, management effectiveness, etc. 


 


7. Semi-annual and Mid-Term Reviews: The World Bank would carry out semiannual 
supervision of the Project progress in coordination with partner agencies and TNC. TNC would 
be responsible to conduct a Mid-Term Review (MTR) of Project execution with Bank 
supervision. The MTR would be conducted no later than three years after of the first 
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disbursement. The review would focus on: (i) progress in achieving Project outcomes, (ii) 
institutional arrangements for Project implementation, (iii) Project Operational Manual, (iv) 
effectiveness and suitability of the monitoring system, and (v) review of both the Project 
implementation plan and the Project Operations Manual. As part of the MTR, TNC would also 
prepare reports on key elements of the Project. 


 


8. Final Evaluation. A final evaluation would be conducted in the last semester of Project 
execution. The key objectives of the final evaluation would be to: (i) assess attainment of the 
expected Project results, (ii) use the results to design a strategy for replication in future projects, 
and (iii) design a strategy for further capitalization of the CBF.   
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Arrangements for results monitoring 
  Target Values Data Collection and Reporting 


Project Outcome 


Indicators  


Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 YR4 YR5 Frequency 


and 


Reports 


Data 


Collection 


Instruments 


Responsibility 


for Data 


Collection 


1. Caribbean Biodiversity 
Fund (CBF) is operational 
with a Board, a Secretariat, 
an asset manager, a work 
program and has an 
endowment of US$15 
million for Participating 
Countries to generate 
income for PAs management  
 


0 
(CBF is yet 


to be 
established) 


The CBF 
established along 
with its 
governance 
structure 
 


Operating rules 
and operational 
manual agreed 
on 
 


Asset manager in 
place 
 


At least 50% 
of the total 
capital is 
disbursed in 
the CBF 


 
 


Resources from 
the CBF is 
transferred to at 
least 2 NPATFs 


 


Resources 
from CBF is 
transferred to 
at least 4 
NPATFs 


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
CBF/national  
reports  


 
CBF, TNC 


2. The national level trust 
funds (NPATFs) provide at 
least US$1.5 million per 
year in total for the 
Participating Countries 


 
0 


(NPATFs are 
yet to be 


established) 


Financial 
mechanisms to 
be adopted at the 
national level are 
agreed at the 
ministerial level 
in at least two 
countries 


Financial 
mechanisms 
approved by 
at least two 
participating 
country  
Governments 


 
 


Financial 
mechanisms 
approved by at 
least another 
two 
participating 
country  
Governments 
 


Financial 
mechanisms 
provide 
resources to 
the NPATFs 


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
CBF/national  
reports  


 
CBF, National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


3. At least five new MPAs 
are gazetted to increase the 
total area under MPA 
management, and the 
representativeness and 
resilience of the MPA 
network(s) in the region 
 


0 
(New MPAs 
as a result of 


Project 
interventions 
are yet to be 
established) 


  At least two 
new MPAs 
are gazetted  


 At least 
additional 
three new 
MPAs are 
gazetted 
 


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
CBF/national  
reports  


 
CBF, National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


4. At least two 
demonstration sites generate 
useful MPA management 
information and lessons for 
other Project Participating 
Countries and for increased 
dissemination to MPA 
managers in the Caribbean 
region  


0 
(Site 


interventions  
are yet to be 


implemented) 


Two 
demonstration 
sites and 
activities to be 
implemented in 
these sites are 
agreed on. 


  Lessons from 
these sites are 
shared with 
other PA 
managers 
through 
website, 
publications, 
study tours to 
these sites 
and/or 


 Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
reports by 
OECS 
Secretariat , 
TNC and 
national 
Governments  


 
National 
Government 
teams, TNC 
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  Target Values Data Collection and Reporting 


Project Outcome 


Indicators  


Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 YR4 YR5 Frequency 


and 


Reports 


Data 


Collection 


Instruments 


Responsibility 


for Data 


Collection 


workshops 


5. A region-wide, open 
access, web-based 
monitoring system for 
effective PA management is 
operational and the outputs 
are available to natural 
resources managers at the 
national and regional levels 
 


Various 
databases 


exist but not 
a single one 


with all 
relevant 


indicators 


Consensus 
reached on a 
core set of 
biophysical and 
socio-economic 
indicators and 
who would be 
collecting them 
and maintaining 
them in the web-
based 
information 
system. 


Partnership 
agreement 
reached with 
existing 
systems such 
as IABIN or 
the DataBasin 
to develop 
informatics 
infrastructure 


 User friendly 
PA data and 
reports are 
available for 
natural resource 
managers. 


 Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
reports by 
OECS 
Secretariat, 
TNC and 
national 
Governments  


 
National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


Intermediate Outcome 


Indicators  


         


1.1 The CBF is established 
with a governance structure 
and operating rules 


0 
(CBF is yet 


to be 
established) 


CBF established 
along with a 
Secretariat, an 
Asset Manager 
and operating 
rules and by-
laws.  
 


 
 


   Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
CBF reports  


 
CBF, TNC,  


1.2 The CBF is generating 
investment income for 
disbursement to NPATFs 


0 
(There is no 
investment 


income from 
CBF) 


 The CBF 
capital is 
invested 
following 
approved CBF 
Investment 
Plan 


Investment 
income from 
the  CBF 
capital is 
available for 
disbursement 


Investment 
income from 
the CBF capital 
is available for 
disbursement 


Investment 
income from 
the CBF 
capital is 
available for 
disbursement 


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


CBF reports   
CBF, TNC,  


1.3 Sustainable financing 
mechanisms provide 
resources for long term 
management and use of PAs 
in each participating country 
(measured with financial 
scorecard) 


0 
(NPATFs are 


yet to be 
established) 


Countries 
finalize legal 
instruments to 
establish 
NPATFs; 
 


Countries carry 
out studies to 
determine 
revenue streams 
to fund NPATFs. 


NPATFs 
established in 
at least 2 
countries 
 
 


New revenue 
/financing is 
generated for 
disbursing 
investment 
proceeds 
from the 
CBF to at 
least two 
countries 


NPATFs 
established in 
at least 2 
additional 
countries 
 
 


At least four 
NPATFs 
receive 
US$1.5 
million 
annually  


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
CBF/national  
reports  


 
CBF, National 
Government 
teams, TNC 







 36


  Target Values Data Collection and Reporting 


Project Outcome 


Indicators  


Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 YR4 YR5 Frequency 


and 


Reports 


Data 


Collection 


Instruments 


Responsibility 


for Data 


Collection 


1.4 National sustainable 
financing plans and 
strategies completed in all 
Participating Countries, and 
adopted by at least four 
Governments and being 
implemented 


2 
(Two 


sustainable 
financing 


plans 
prepared) 


 


Sustainable 
financing plans 
and strategy 
studies carried 
out at least in 
two countries 
 


 Sustainable 
financing 
plans and 
strategy 
adopted by at 
least two 
countries 
 


Sustainable 
financing plans 
and strategy 
adopted by at 
least two 
additional 
countries 
 


 Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
CBF/national  
reports  


 
CBF, National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


1.5 Each participating 
country 
adopted/implemented 
financing mechanisms to 
generate new and additional 
resources to at least match 
the investment income from 
the endowment fund for the 
country 


0 
(No new 
financing 


mechanisms 
exist) 


 
 


 


 


  Financial 
mechanisms 
provide new 
and additional 
resources to 
match the CBF 
investment 
income to at 
least 2 of the  
countries 


Financial 
mechanisms 
provide new 
and additional 
resources to 
match the 
CBF 
investment 
income to at 
least 
additional 2 of 
the countries  


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
CBF/national  
reports  


 
CBF, National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


2.1 At least five new MPAs 
which contribute to 
biogeographic 
representativeness and 
network resilience are 
gazetted and baseline data 
using the GEF Tracking 
Tool for management 
effectiveness are collected 
for each new MPA 


0 
(New MPAs 


under the 
Project is not 


yet 
established) 


  At least two 
new MPAs 
are gazette 
with the 
baseline data 
collected 
using GEF 
Tracking 
Tool 


 At least 
additional 
three new 
MPAs are 
gazette with 
the baseline 
data collected 
using GEF 
Tracking Tool 


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey/ 
national  
reports  


National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


2.2 Demonstration of good 
management practices for 
MPA are implemented in at 
least two MPAs 


0 
(Site 


interventions  
are yet to be 


implemented) 


 Eligible 
activities are 
implemented 
in at least one 
MPA 


Eligible 
activities are 
implemented 
in at least 
one 
additional 
MPA 


  Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey 
/national  
reports  


National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


2.3 Lessons learned from the 
two demonstration sites are 
disseminated through 


0 
(Site 


interventions  


   Lessons are 
drawn for 
replication 


Lessons are 
widely shared 
within the 


Annual, 
MTR and 
EOP 


Survey 
/national  
reports  


National 
Government 
teams, TNC 
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  Target Values Data Collection and Reporting 


Project Outcome 


Indicators  


Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 YR4 YR5 Frequency 


and 


Reports 


Data 


Collection 


Instruments 


Responsibility 


for Data 


Collection 


workshops, publications and 
websites among the MPA 
managers and policy makers 
in the Project Participating 
Countries and more broadly 
in the region 


are yet to be 
implemented) 


region reports;  


2.4 Replication plans for 
scaling up of good practices 
from the demonstration sites 
are developed in the 
Participating Countries 


0 
(No 


replication 
plan has been 


developed) 


   Lessons are 
drawn for 
replication 


Replication 
plan 
developed. 


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
reports by 
OECS 
Secretariat, 
TNC and 
national 
Governments  


 
National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


3.1 Relevant biodiversity; 
ecological, economic, and 
social indicators for 
effective management of PA 
network in the Participating 
Countries are identified and 
begin to be monitored 


0 
(various 


indicators 
exist in 


different 
databases but 


not 
consistently 
monitored) 


 Consensus 
reached on a 
core set of 
biophysical 
and socio-
economic 
indicators. 


Data is 
generated 


Regional 
monitoring and 
information 
system is 
operational 


 Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
reports by 
OECS 
Secretariat, 
TNC and 
national 
Governments  


 
National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


3.2 A standardized, web-
based information system 
for housing the data 
collected is established and 
made accessible to users in 
the region through  an 
electronic portal 


Various 
databases 


exist but not 
a single one 


with all 
relevant 


indicators 


  Database 
structure 
agreed 


Databases 
created in at 
least 50% of 
the 
Participating 
Countries 


Databases 
created in all  
of the 
Participating 
Countries and 
is accessible 
to users 


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
reports by 
OECS 
Secretariat, 
TNC and 
national 
Governments  


 
National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


3.3 Natural resource 
managers and other key 
stakeholders apply the 
regional monitoring and 
information system outputs 
to the management of PA 
network 


0 
(The regional 
monitoring 


system 
outputs are 
yet to be 


generated) 


    User friendly 
PA data and 
reports are 
available for 
decision 
makers. 


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Survey and 
reports by 
OECS 
Secretariat, 
TNC and 
national 
Governments  


 
National 
Government 
teams, TNC 


4.1 Project staff, including at 
the national and regional 
levels, are in place and 
functioning at all times 


Regional 
level 


personnel 
exist with 


Key personnel 
hired to carry out 
the Project 
activities at the 


All personnel 
are hired to 
carry out 
Project 


All personnel 
are hired to 
carry out 
Project 


All personnel 
are hired to 
carry out 
Project 


All personnel 
are hired to 
carry out 
Project 


Quarterly 
and 
Annual 
reports;  


Reports by 
OECS 
Secretariat, 
TNC and 


National 
Government 
teams, TNC 
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  Target Values Data Collection and Reporting 


Project Outcome 


Indicators  


Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 YR4 YR5 Frequency 


and 


Reports 


Data 


Collection 


Instruments 


Responsibility 


for Data 


Collection 


during the Project with 
sufficient capacity to carry 
out all Project activities 


sufficient 
capacity but 


capacity 
needs to be 


strengthened 
at the 


national level 


regional level activities at 
regional and 
national level 


activities at 
regional and 
national level 


activities at 
regional and 
national level 


activities at 
regional and 
national level 


national 
Governments  


4.2 Quarterly operational 
and financial status reports 
prepared and submitted to 
the Bank 


0 
(Status 


reports are 
yet to be 
prepared) 


Operational and 
financial reports 
submitted to the 
Bank 


Operational 
and financial 
reports 
submitted to 
the Bank 


Operational 
and financial 
reports 
submitted to 
the Bank 


Operational and 
financial 
reports 
submitted to 
the Bank 


Operational 
and financial 
reports 
submitted to 
the Bank 


Quarterly 
reports;  


Reports by 
OECS 
Secretariat, 
TNC and 
national 
Governments  


National 
Government 
teams, TNC 
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Annex 4: Detailed Project Description 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 


1. To address the Eastern Caribbean’s (EC) resource degradation threats and 
management challenges, particularly the lack of sustainable conservation funding, the 
Project aims to: (i) establish a system of long-term financing mechanisms to sustainably 
fund PAs in the Participating Countries; (ii) promote collaboration among Governments, 
communities, NGOs, and the private sector of the Participating Countries in order to 
facilitate marine and coastal conservation; and (iii) support efforts to harmonize policy, 
legal, and institutional frameworks among the five participating EC states.  


2. One of the key objectives of the Project is to contribute to enhancing the long-term 
sustainability of PA networks in the EC sub-region by establishing sustainable financing 
mechanisms. The Project is expected to be implemented over five years. Its total cost is 
estimated to be US$18.872 million, with the GEF providing US$8.75 million and other 
sources including participating Governments, OECS Secretariat, Kreditanstalt für 
Wiederaufbau (KfW) – the German Development Bank, and The Nature Conservancy 
(TNC) providing US$10.122 million. 


3. The Project would consist of four components and related activities. The first 
component, to which the bulk of Project resources would be dedicated, would support the 
establishment of sustainable financing mechanisms for PAs in the Participating 
Countries. Lack of reliable and steady sources of funding has been a significant obstacle 
to conservation in all Participating Countries. The Project would help to alleviate this 
problem by combining donor funding and efforts to generate additional local financing. 
The second component would support the consolidation, enhanced representativeness and 
resilience, and phased expansion of MPA networks. The third component would support 
the deployment of a regional monitoring system and information network. The fourth 
component would undertake Project management and coordination. Table A4-1 
summarizes the estimated cost of each component and their financing sources. 


Table A4.1: Estimated Project costs and financing sources 


Project Component Cost 


Components 


GEF Financing  Others Total 


(US$) % (US$) % (US$) 


Component 1 - Establishment of sustainable financing 
mechanisms 7,600,000 


87
% 8,171,000 81% 


15,771,00
0 


Component 2 - Strengthening and phased expansion of 
Marine Protected Area Networks 250,000 3% 558,000 5% 808,000 


Component 3 - Deployment of a regional monitoring and 
information system  340,000 4% 232,000 2% 572,000 


Component 4 - Project management and M&E 560,000 6% 1,161,000 12% 1,721,000 


Total: 8,750,000 100 10,122,000 100 18,872,000 
 


Component 1 – Establishment of sustainable financing mechanisms (US$15.771 


million including US$7.6 million from GEF) 
4. PAs in the OECS have suffered from both insufficient and irregular funding. Because 
of budgetary limitations, available Government funding for natural resource conservation 
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in the EC does not even fulfill minimum needs, especially in MPAs. This has compelled 
countries to depend on short-term financing from foreign donors. An important lesson of 
previous conservation efforts is that long-term financing is a prerequisite for effective PA 
management. Effective PA management requires operating costs to be funded regularly 
regardless of shifting Government priorities and political change.  
5. The aims of this component would be to: (i) facilitate the establishment and 
capitalization of a regional biodiversity fund (the Caribbean Biodiversity Fund - CBF), 
including provision of technical advisory services to establish the CBF as a charitable 
organization, and carrying out of the initial capitalization of the CBF so as to generate 
sufficient income to finance sustainable management activities in the PAs of Project 
Participating Countries through the corresponding National Protected Area Trust Fund 
(NPATF); and (ii) facilitate the Participating Countries to establish the respective 
NPATF, and facilitate the design and implementation of a capitalization strategy with a 
communication plan to generate additional financing to augment the CBF’s initial 
capitalization, all through the provision of technical advisory services.  


Sub-component 1A – Establishment and capitalization of a regional fund 


6. Conservation Trust Funds (CTFs) have proven to be an effective component of PA 
financing. CTFs are not intended to completely fill the financing gaps of PAs in 
Participating Countries. Rather, the CTFs would complement other funding sources. 
Although CTFs cannot provide very large flows of funding, they provide a small assured 
long term funding stream.  


7. The primary activities to be financed under this sub-component include: (i) 
establishment of the Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF) including the development of 
Bylaws and an Operations Manual for the CBF; and (ii) capitalization of the CBF with a 
minimum of US$2.94 million in the sub-account of each participating OECS country. 


i. Establishment of the CBF: This activity would finance legal and administrative 
fees to establish the CBF as a United Kingdom based charitable organization. The 
CBF would be established with a Board of Directors (“Board”) and a Secretariat 
to the Board. The Board would be responsible for ensuring that the CBF’s policy 
as envisaged in the Articles of Association is adhered to. It would be responsible 
for finalizing and implementing the investment strategy and providing guidelines 
consistent with the Articles of Association and the CBF Operational Manual. It 
would also be responsible for hiring an Asset Manager to invest the pooled 
endowment allocations of the Participating Countries through an open, 
transparent, and competitive process, based on stated and agreed criteria.  


ii. Initial Capitalization of the CBF: The CBF would be composed of five 
individual sub-accounts (one for each participating country) of no less than 
US$2.94 million each13. These sub-accounts would be invested jointly. Initial 
sources of funds would include donations from the GEF, KfW, and TNC, as well 
as other financiers. Endowment returns would be monitored closely to ensure that 
each sub-account is credited for its share, and is disbursed directly into the 


                                                 
13 The CBF would have eight sub-accounts – one for each of the five Participating Countries of the Eastern 
Caribbean under this project; and one each for the Bahamas, Dominican Republic, and Jamaica being 
supported by separate projects financed through UNDP and UNEP. 
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respective NPATF on an annual basis based on agreed performance targets and 
co-financing from the Government and other sources. The structure and operation 
of the CBF and the NPATFs are described in detail in Annex 16. As detailed in 
that Annex, the design of the CBF and the NPATFs incorporates important 
lessons and guidance drawn from worldwide experience. As the donations that 
would provide the initial capitalization for the CBF are intended to stimulate 
countries to generate additional financing for PAs, NPATFs would be contingent 
on such additional financing.  


Sub-component 1B – Establishment and strengthening of a policy, legal, and 


institutional framework for generating additional financing for PAs 


8. The resources that would flow from the CBF to NPATFs during the life of the Project 
would help reduce the expected PA financing gap in Participating Countries. The aim of 
this component is to assist Participating Countries generating additional financing for 
their PAs, which would be channeled through their NPATFs.  


9. The primary activities envisaged under this sub-component include: (i) support in 
establishing NPATFs with sustainable financing mechanisms; and (ii) development of a 
capitalization strategy. 


i. NPATFs: The NPATFs would be designed to finance sustainable management 
activities in PAs and critical marine ecosystems. In addition to the investment 
income accruing from the regional endowment fund, diverse sources of funds 
could be channeled through the NPATFs such as fees from tourism development 
projects, international tourist fees, water services fees, private donations, PA 
entrance fees, and other payments for environmental services, as determined by 
each country. Each NPATF would be managed by a Board independent of the 
respective national Government. The primary activities to be financed by the 
Project in support of the creation of the NPATFs include:  


� Support in setting up of NPATFs in the Participating Countries, according to 
their own national priorities and pace of implementation, including 
development of policies and regulations and establishment of appropriate 
governance structures. In particular, the Project could: (i) provide technical 
assistance and studies to support targeted efforts to develop new financing 
mechanisms for PAs, such as PES, dedicated user fees, and taxes;  (ii) provide 
technical assistance and studies to demonstrate tourists’ willingness to pay to 
support national PA systems, and carry out economic evaluations of natural 
resource services to accurately demonstrate the value that PAs and healthy 
ecosystems provide to local and national economies; and (iii) support in 
establishing, strengthening, and consolidating a policy, regulatory, and 
institutional framework across the Participating Countries so as to harmonize 
activities for sustainable PA financing;    


� Support for reducing administrative costs of the NPATFs during their first two 
years of operation. 


ii. Capitalization Strategy: The initial capital financed by the Project in the CBF 
would not generate sufficient resources to fill the PA financing gap in the 
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countries. To reduce the financing gap, additional capital has to be raised by the 
CBF. Therefore, a capitalization strategy would be prepared under this activity to 
increase the initial capital of the CBF. The strategy would have a strong 
communication and outreach program. The proposed Project would provide 
consultant and non-consulting services under this activity to prepare the strategy 
and the communication and outreach program. 


Component 2 – Strengthening and phased expansion of Marine Protected Areas 


Networks (US$0.808 million including US$0.25 million from GEF) 


10. The aims of this component would be to: (i) expand the system of MPAs, through the 
designation of new MPAs; and (ii) establish demonstration sites in Participating 
Countries to showcase best practices in the management of MPAs, through the 
acquisition of goods, provision of technical advisory services and works. The component 
objective would be achieved through the acquisition of goods, provision of technical 
advisory services and works. The component would support a phased expansion of 
existing regional MPA networks by obtaining endorsement in Participating Countries for 
inclusion of new high priority sites which contribute to the overall representativeness and 
resilience of MPA networks in the OECS. The implementation of the expansion of MPA 
networks would depend on the availability of resources from NPATFs. The Project 
would kick start the expansion process by supporting the gazetting of at least five new 
high priority MPAs. This is expected to lead to the legal establishment of the MPAs as 
funds come online from the NPATF of each country. The identification of new sites for 
official designation as MPAs in the network would be based on criteria related to, among 
other things, biogeographic representativeness, resilience to climate change and other 
disturbance events, governance and social and economic benefits, recently completed 
Protected Area Systems Plans of the Participating Countries, and agreements by the 
countries during Project preparation. 


11. While it is impossible to prevent climate change impacts on coastal and marine 
ecosystems, there are management interventions that can be introduced to mitigate the 
effects of climate change on these ecosystems. Resilience to climate change and other 
disturbance events involves both resistance to the impact (i.e., a system’s innate tolerance 
of a stressor or disturbance event) as well as its ability to recover from a disturbance or 
shock. There is an emerging science on the design of MPA networks in tropical marine 
environments and the management of human activities within these MPAs to increase 
overall resilience to climate change which involves including sites in the MPA network 
that have demonstrated consistent resistance to coral bleaching or rapid recovery from a 
bleaching event or hurricane. These sites could potentially serve as source reefs for future 
recruitment—recolonization—by juvenile corals to reefs downstream within the network. 
Recent research describing these findings, with support from the WB/GEF Coral Reef 
Targeted Research project, is now in press. Adding new MPAs to the system, which 
incorporate such bleaching resistant sites would, in theory, increase the overall resilience 
of the MPA network(s) in the region. 


Sub-component 2A – Expansion of the system of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)  


12. With the limited budget for this activity, the objective of this component would be to 
designate and obtain Government endorsement (gazetting) of five new MPAs. This 
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would be based on a set of agreed criteria which include bio-geographic 
representativeness, political will and stakeholder buy-in, feasibility and contribution to 
the overall regional network of MPAs. Box A4-1 includes characteristics of 
representativeness and resilience which can be used to assess the extent to which the 
existing network of MPAs incorporates these qualities, and what elements will need to be 
added in the selection of new MPAs to make the overall network more robust with 
respect to these qualities. 


13. Some of the participant countries have already developed a PA systems plans which 
have been endorsed by the Governments, in particular, Grenada and St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines. Other countries including St. Lucia, and Saint Kitts and Nevis, have 
developed these plans but have not gone through the Government’s approval process, yet. 
These systems plans have identified new MPAs which are priorities for the Governments. 
As part of the Project activities, creation of a new MPA would include:  


i. Establishment of the exact boundaries of the area;  
ii. The gazetting process including participatory stakeholder consultations; and 


iii. In those cases where new MPAs have recently been gazetted, physical 
demarcation of the boundaries and other means of enhancing enforcement. 
  


Box A4-1: Some Indicators of Representativeness and Resilience in MPA Networks 


 


 


Sub-component 2B—Establishment of demonstration sites to showcase good 


practice in MPA management 


Biogeographic Representativeness (of Ecoregional Characteristics): 


• Ecosystem/habitat representation  


• Critical species representation (keystone, migratory, endemic) 
o Populations 
o Critical habitat 


• Physical coastal/marine attributes (e.g., promontories, atolls, rookeries) 
o Current systems or other characteristic oceanography (e.g., upwelling) 


 


Some Attributes of Resilient MPA Networks  


• Connectivity (via circulation and ocean currents) 


• High biodiversity 


• Redundancy in key guilds or regulator groups (food web redundancy) 


• Resistance to stress (includes species or biological communities resistant to stress, e.g., heat 
tolerance, high fecundity, or disease resistant)  or rapid recovery rates 


• Upstream of hurricane belt 


• Ecological processes are included (e.g., dispersal, recruitment, food webs, migration, 
breeding, nutrient cycling) 
 


Note:   Measuring resilience can only occur after a system has been challenged by a disturbance event.  Under 
the Ecological Monitoring component (3), managers could compare how sites within the MPA network as a 
whole fare vs. sites in unprotected areas in response to disturbance events (e.g., following a bleaching event, 


hurricane, or disease outbreak, or in the wake of chronic stress from increasing population pressure). 
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14. At least two demonstration sites are preliminarily identified to showcase best practice 
in various aspects of MPA management. Demonstration activities would be drawn from a 
suite of potential activities identified during preparation. These range from sustainable 
use to research to partnership programs (see below). A set of selection criteria was agreed 
on by the Participating Countries for the selection of demonstration sites.  Each country 
submitted a proposal for one or more sites for selection along with the rationale for their 
inclusion as demonstration sites. The submissions were reviewed based on the criteria 
and all sites were prioritized. Further site level assessments would be carried out during 
Project year one on the top two prioritized sites for support under the Project. The 
remaining sites in the pool would be cued for future funding as the revenues from the 
CBF and NPATFs increase. This Project aims to use these sites as “models” to spark 
more interest and financial support into the OECS region for other MPAs. 


Demonstration sites 


15. Suggestions for demonstration site activities were canvassed during Project 
preparation and in-country stakeholder consultations. This list was then analyzed with 
regards to a limited budget and they were grouped to meet the aims of the demonstration 
activities to enhance management effectiveness. Activities that have revenue generation 
potential were given higher priority. Specific activities would be selected based on 
stakeholder consultations and further analysis of site specific requirements during Project 
implementation. The two demonstration sites that have been preliminarily prioritized to 
be financed by the Project are: West Coast Marine Management Area in St. Lucia and 
Clark’s Court/Woburn in Grenada. Some of the potential demonstration activities to be 
financed by consulting services, goods and/or works for the two potential demonstration 
sites include:  


• Develop managed dive sites with moorings, markers, and signage;  


• Develop managed snorkel trails with moorings, markers, and signage;  


• Multiple use zoning and demarcation activities;  


• Education and outreach programs;  


• Capacity building at the community level for ecotourism;  


• Incentives for fostering partnerships with research institutions; and 


• Sustainable Development Action Plans (SDAPs), as needed (see Annex 10, 
Appendix 2 for further details).  
 


16. As a result of conservation measures to enhance management effectiveness of PAs it 
may be necessary that persons or communities change some ongoing negative practices, 
such as limiting or restricting or prohibiting use of certain areas or resources. This could 
potentially affect the livelihoods of some of the resource users. The proposed Project 
would address this potential issue by implementing SDAPs, which would harmonize 
social strategy with conservation practices to offer sustainable alternatives to damaging 
practices. SDAPs would be prepared and reviewed yearly in accordance with the Process 
Framework that is consistent with the Bank's Operational Policy 4.12, Involuntary 
Resettlement. Accordingly, the PAs annual programs would allocate resources to 
implement SDAP activities. 
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Component 3 – Deployment of a regional monitoring and information system network 


(US$0.572 million, including US$0.34 million from the GEF) 


17. This component aims to: (i) facilitate eco-regional and management effectiveness 
monitoring including regular observation of data collection on biophysical and social 
economic indicators within the PA network, and assess management effectiveness, 
through the provision of technical advisory services; (ii) establish an electronic database 
for an eco-regional environmental information system, including, a web-based system to 
house, analyze and make data accessible to key stakeholders, through the provision of 
technical advisory services; and (iii) facilitate dissemination and learning networks to 
encourage sharing of the results of the monitoring and evaluation system and accessibility 
of data to respective policy makers. Although the emphasis of this component would be 
on coastal and MPA networks, the methods and indicators developed would be highly 
relevant to terrestrial PAs. The systems would include a monitoring system and an 
information management component for the storage and analysis of data, and associated 
training as needed. The proposed Project would finance consulting services, equipments, 
and training.  


Sub-component 3A—Management Effectiveness Monitoring and Eco-regional 


Monitoring 


18. Regional monitoring would comprise two parts. One consists of regular observations 
and data collecting on biophysical and socioeconomic indicators within the PA network. 
Such information is essential to understand status and trends in key elements of the larger 
social-ecological system. A core set of biophysical and socio-economic indicators would 
be expected to be adopted as part of the Project, drawing from a background survey 
carried out during preparation, and other resources suggested by participants. Consensus 
of a limited set of core indicators would result in a common dataset useful for ecoregional 
assessments, and a shared experience within the region to provide the foundation for 
monitoring capacity.  


19. Partners to assist PA managers in monitoring core sites would be identified to ensure 
sustainability of monitoring efforts over the long-term. Through judicious selection of 
socioeconomic and bio-geophysical data, PA managers can not only determine status and 
trends in biodiversity in the ecoregion, but changes in the socio-economic conditions of 
communities adjacent to the PAs, which may be the result of conservation efforts 
generated through protection. Ideally, monitoring activities would enable key 
stakeholders to distinguish between change that is the result of external drivers and 
conservation outcomes that are linked to management efforts.  


20. The second objective of monitoring—assessing management effectiveness—goes 
well beyond the tracking of ecological and social indicators. There are many dimensions 
to management effectiveness, including governance and cultural contexts, which can 
influence ecological and social outcomes and other PA management goals. These 
dimensions have been documented in a number of PA management effectiveness guides 
and tracking tools (e.g., Stolton et al 2003, Staub and Hatziolos 2004, Pomeroy et al 
2004,  Hockings et al 2006, etc.) and include such aspects as stakeholders participation in 
management planning and implementation; legal status and enforcement; and 
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identification of external threats. Although it is usually beyond the capacity of most PAs 
to monitor the full range of variables that may be involved, the M&E system would adopt 
a core set of indicators based on the ongoing Bank-GEF supported OECS Protected 
Areas and Associated Livelihoods Project’s (OPAAL) tool for M&E for low-cost simple 
monitoring of management effectiveness.   


Sub-component 3B—Electronic Database for an Eco-Regional Environmental 


Information System  


21. Sub-component 3B involves setting up a web-based system to house the data from 
each country, analyze it, and make it accessible through an electronic portal to key 
stakeholders in the region and beyond. The Project would partner with existing systems 
such as Bank-GEF supported Building the Inter-American Biodiversity Information 
Network (IABIN) or the DataBasin decision support tool to develop transparent, user-
friendly informatics infrastructure necessary for long-term ecological monitoring and 
assessment. These systems could be configured to incorporate socioeconomic and 
governance indicators along with budgetary data. The web-based system could be 
developed at a low cost relative to the development of a stand-alone system for data 
collection and analysis. It would provide the foundation for cost-effective, periodic 
ecoregional status assessments for the operational area of the Project to assess 
conservation outputs and outcomes, as well as act as a repository for data collected in 
M&E from Project sites. Periodic reports would be easily generated from the database for 
use by natural resource managers.  


Sub-component 3C - Dissemination and Learning Networks 


22. The results of the M&E System (including management effectiveness, the state of the 
eco-region or PAs network, assessment of future threats and futures scenarios based on 
likely trajectories) need to be accessible to decision makers. The data would be translated 
into reports and other media useful reports for natural resources managers at the site level 
as well as nationally and regionally for the Participating Countries and civil society. 
Based on the assessment of status and trends over time in key aspects of the PA systems 
and regional networks, the effectiveness of management interventions to achieve 
objectives at various levels can be determined and adaptive management can be applied.  


Component 4 – Project management and coordination (US$1.721 million, including 


US$0.56 million from the GEF) 


23. The aim of this component would be to carry out the coordination and supervision of 
the Project at the regional and participating country levels, including managerial, 
financial and technical coordination of Project activities, reporting and training of staff, 
through the provision of operating costs. This component focuses on Project and program 
management mechanisms including M&E and implementation plans. The component 
would support new and existing institutional entities and mechanisms at the regional and 
national level for overall Project coordination and supervision and would help strengthen 
the effectiveness and quality of Project operations. In addition, a strong M&E mechanism 
would be in place to measure performance at various Project milestones.  
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24. The component would finance costs for personnel, staff training, and equipment to 
carry out managerial, financial, and technical coordination through TNC staff and 
national level staff assigned to Project implementation, including a program coordinator. 
A more detailed description of functions, responsibilities, and associated procedures are 
found in Annex 6, the Project implementation plan, and the Operations Manual. 







 48


Annex 5: Project Costs 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 


Project Cost By Component and/or Activity 
Local 


US $million 
Foreign 


US $million 
Total 


US $million 
1. Establishment of sustainable financing 


mechanisms 
15.771  


15.771 


 
2. Strengthening and phased expansion of Marine 


Protected Areas Networks 
0.808 


 
0.808 


 
3. Deployment of regional monitoring and 


information system network 
0.572 


 
0.572 


 
4. Project management and coordination  


1.721 
 


1.721 


    
Total Baseline Cost 18.872  18.872 


Physical Contingencies    
Price Contingencies    


Total Project Costs 18.872  18.872 
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Annex 6: Implementation Arrangements 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 


1. The Project would contribute to a larger program aimed at improving the 
management effectiveness and sustainable financing for the Caribbean which includes the 
Eastern Caribbean countries, the Bahamas, the Dominican Republic, and Jamaica. The 
overall program, known as the Caribbean Challenge is spearheaded by The Nature 
Conservancy (TNC) in partnership with the participating country Governments and 
donors, including Global Environment Facility (GEF), the German Development Bank 
(KfW), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the United Nations 
Environment Programme (UNEP), and the World Bank. Because this Project would be 
part of the Caribbean Challenge (see Figure 6.1), the institutional arrangements for the 
regional trust fund must be consistent with stakeholder requirements and preferences 
from all Participating Countries.   


Figure 6.1: Caribbean Challenge 


 
 


2. The main institutions involved in the implementation of the Project include TNC and 
the Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF) at the regional level, and a National 
Implementing Entity (NIE) and the Protected Areas Trust Funds (NPATFs) at the 
national level (see Figure 6.2). Detailed descriptions of each of these institutions and their 
respective roles and responsibilities have been provided in the Project Operations 
Manual. The Operations Manual details the rules and regulations for implementing each 
component and the responsibilities of each entity including planning, monitoring, 
evaluation, environment and social safeguards reviews, reporting, communication, human 
resources management, risk management, coordination, financial management and 
procurement. A summary of these is provided below: 


Caribbean Challenge
Lunched by the Bahamas, Dominican Republic, Grenada, 


Jamaica, and St. Vincent & the Grenadines in 2008, and 


expected to be joined by other countries in the region*


OECS Project
(Partnership between 


OECS countries & 


TNC/GEF/KfW/WB 


Bahamas Project
(Partnership between 


the Bahamas & 


TNC/GEF/KfW/UNEP


Dominican 


Republic Project
(Partnership between 


Dominican Republic & 


TNC/GEF/KfW/UNDP


Jamaica Project
(Partnership between 


Jamaica & 


TNC/GEF/KfW/UNDP


*Other partners are expected to join the program including the Cartagena Convention for the 


Protection and Development of the Marine Environment in the Wider Caribbean Region. 
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Main Responsible Institutions: 


3. TNC: On behalf of the Participating Countries of the Eastern Caribbean, the 
Recipient of the Grant would be TNC. It would execute the Project under the guidance of 
the Project Steering Committee (PSC) similar to that of the ongoing OECS Protected 
Areas and Associated Livelihoods (OPAAL) Project which is executed by the OECS 
Secretariat. TNC is an international, nonprofit organization established under the laws of 
the District of Columbia in the United States in 1951. It is governed by a Board of 
Directors (or Board of Governors) and regulated by a set of bylaws as amended and 
restated on January 19, 2007. TNC is a tax-exempt organization under Section 501(c)(3) 
of the United States Internal Revenue Code of 1954. TNC’s mission is to preserve 
diverse plants, animals, and natural communities by protecting the lands and waters 
needed to survive.  


4. The OECS Secretariat: The OECS Secretariat is a not-for-profit inter-Governmental 
organization of the member States of the Eastern Caribbean established under the Treaty 
of Basseterre on June 18, 1981. It enjoys tax-exempt status relating to its member 
countries (all countries participating in the Project are OECS member countries). The 
OECS Secretariat would play an advisory role to TNC in the execution of the Project. To 
strengthen synergies between the Project and other OECS Secretariat implemented 
activities in the region, TNC and the OECS Secretariat would have annual coordinated 
work planning meetings. The advisory role of the OECS Secretariat, including 
cooperation between the two entities, would be defined in a legal agreement between 
TNC and the OECS Secretariat. The OECS Secretariat would also be a member of the 
PSC.  


Figure 6.2: Implementation Arrangement 


 


5. Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF):  CBF would be established as an independent 
entity – a not-for-profit company limited by guarantee incorporated in the United 


Project Steering Committee
(Participating countries, OECS Secretariat and TNC)


CBF
(Independent 
Legal Entity)


TNCWorld 
Bank


NPATFsNIEs


“Vertical” 
Agreement


Cooperation 
Agreement


OECS Secretariat


Grant 
Agreement


Subsidiary 
Agreement


Cooperation 
Agreement







 51


Kingdom (UK). The structure articulated in the Memorandum of Association and Articles 
of Association would name the donors or a subset thereof as the original members of the 
CBF. The CBF would be governed by a Board of Directors that would make decisions 
regarding the CBF's policies, investments, and disbursements of investment income in 
accordance with practices and procedures in the United Kingdom. The CBF would be 
supported by a Secretariat with a Secretary to the Board as well as fiduciary and support 
staff. The CBF Board would select an international asset manager to invest the pooled 
endowment allocations of the Participating Countries through an open and transparent 
competitive process. 


6. NPATF: Each participating country would establish via legislation a legally 
autonomous NPATF which would channel financing from domestic sources—which 
could include dedicated user fees and taxes, PES, Government budget allocations, and 
donations as country conditions dictate—and revenues from the CBF, and use them for 
PA conservation. Each NPATF would have its own board, which would approve an 
annual work plan to spend the available resources generated through CBF for their 
respective country. To ensure consistency with the CBF’s funding objectives, this annual 
work plan would be submitted to the CBF as a condition of disbursement. The CBF 
Board would limit its review to ensuring that the use of funds transferred by the CBF is 
consistent with the criteria described in the CBF Operations Manual, and not used to pay 
for, among other things, the operating or administrative expenses of Government 
ministries, salaries for officers or staff of NGOs, and/or natural resource extraction. The 
NPATF would be managed by an independent Board supported by a secretary, which 
would make all decisions regarding the NPATF’s policies and annual work program, and 
would report to the CBF. NPATFs would disburse the CBF investment proceeds and 
resources generated by national mechanisms at the national level. 


7. National Implementing Entity (NIE):  At the national level, Participating Countries 
would designate an NIE responsible for coordinating Project implementation in the 
respective country such that the objectives of each component of the Project are 
successfully met. During the life of the Project, the NIE would be invited to sit as an 
observer to the Board of its country’s NPATFs. The NIE would report to relevant 
Government ministries and to TNC. TNC would sign a legal agreement with each NIE 
that defines respective roles and reporting arrangements. The structures of each NIE is 
defined by the respective participating country and explained in the Project Operations 
Manual:     


• Antigua and Barbuda: The Environment Division within the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Lands, Housing and the Environment would serve as the NIE. Day-
to-day Project coordination would be carried out by a national project coordinator 
under the guidance of a national coordination committee (NCC). The members of 
the NCC would include representatives from the Environment Division, Fisheries, 
the Ministry of Finance, the National Park Authority, Barbuda Council, Legal 
Affairs, Protected Area Managers, non-governmental organizations and the 
private sector.  
 


• Grenada: The Department of Fisheries & Forestry within the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forestry & Fisheries would serve as the NIE. Day-to-day project 
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coordination would be carried out by a national project coordinator under the 
guidance of a national coordination committee with representatives from the 
Department of Fisheries, the Department of Forestry, and the Ministry of Finance. 


  


• Saint Kitts and Nevis: The Ministry of Sustainable Development would serve as 
the NIE. An inter-agency coordination committee – the Marine Protected Areas 
Advisory Committee (MPAAC) – would provide overall guidance to the national 
project coordinator responsible for day-to-day coordination of Project activities.  
MPAAC would be chaired by the Director of the Physical Planning Department 
and would have three sub-committees: (i) Sustainable Finance sub-committee 
which would be co-chaired by the St. Kitts Department of Finance and Nevis 
Department of Finance; (ii) Monitoring and Information Network sub-committee 
which would be co-chaired by the St. Kitts Department of Marine Resources and 
Nevis Department of Fisheries; and (iii) MPAs sub-committee which would be 
co-chaired by the St. Kitts Department of Physical Planning & Environment and 
Nevis Department of Physical Planning, Natural Resources and Environment.  


  


• Saint Lucia: The Fisheries Department within the Ministry of Agriculture, Lands, 
Forestry and Fisheries would serve as the NIE. A sub-committee chaired by the 
Ministry of Finance would provide guidance and oversee the overall 
implementation of component 1. Day-to-day Project coordination would be 
carried out by a national project coordinator under the guidance of a national 
project steering committee with representatives from the Sustainable 
Development and Environmental Section, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Lands, Forestry and Fisheries, Coastal Zone Management 
Committee, St. Lucia National Trust, Soufriere Marine Management Area, Dive 
Associations, and St. Lucia Hotel & Tourism Association. 


 


• St. Vincent and the Grenadines: The National Parks, Rivers and Beaches 
Authority would serve as the NIE. Day-to-day Project coordination would be 
carried out by a national project coordinator under the guidance of a national trust 
fund implementation coordination committee. The national trust fund 
implementation coordination committee would have representatives from: (i) 
Government agencies including the Tobago Cays Marine Park, the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, and the Ministry of Finance; (ii) the private 
sector including the Hotel and Tourism Association, Chamber of Industries and 
Commerce and other businesses; and (iii) NGOs including the National Trust and 
Community Tourism Association.  
  


Roles and Responsibilities 


TNC: 


8. TNC would be the Recipient of the Grant and execute the Project. From the legal 
perspective, the Project Grant Agreement would be signed between the Bank and TNC.  
The Project would be executed by a small project management team within TNC’s 
Caribbean Program. It would be responsible for overall Project management, monitoring, 
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coordination, and reporting to the World Bank. Each component would have specific 
benchmarks against which TNC would monitor, evaluate, and report progress. The team 
would be responsible and accountable for achieving Project objective in collaboration 
with in-country NIEs as determined by each participating country and with relevant 
regional agencies. 


9. Institutional arrangements related to the flow of funds, financial management and 
reporting, procurement, and M&E are described in Annex 7 and Annex 8. 


10. A Project Steering Committee (PSC) would be established to assist TNC with advice 
and guidance with regards to Project implementation and to ensure member country 
participation. The composition and functions of the PSC would be as follows: 


• Composition: The PSC would consist of two representatives from each 
participating country: the permanent secretary of the agency identified as the NIE 
or delegate, and the permanent secretary of the Ministry of Finance or delegate.  
Representatives of TNC, KfW, and the OECS Secretariat would serve in observer 
capacities. 


• Terms of Appointment: Each representative to the PSC would serve for a 
minimum of two years. 


• Meetings: The PSC would meet twice in the first year and annually thereafter.  
For the purpose of transacting business at such meetings, at least one member 
from 3 of the 5 Participating Countries of the PSC would constitute a quorum.  
TNC would serve the secretariat function for all PSC meetings. 


• Chair: Chairpersonship of the PSC would rotate between the representatives of 
the Participating Countries.  TNC would act as technical secretariat to the PSC. 
TNC would convene meetings, prepare the agenda, and provide the necessary 
supporting materials in consultation with the OECS Secretariat and the NIEs. 


• Functions: The PSC would provide policy guidance, review implementation 
progress and work programs, and evaluate Project results.  Specifically, the PSC 
would, inter alia, (i) review and advise TNC on Project implementation; (ii) 
provide TNC with policy guidance and share experiences on issues related to the 
Project; (iii) review and make recommendations on relevant Annual Work Plans; 
and (iv) evaluate Project results. 
 


TNC and CBF: 


11. Once the CBF is established, a separate subsidiary agreement, consistent with the 
Project Grant Agreement, would be signed between TNC and the CBF for the transfer 
and use of GEF Grant proceeds. 


TNC and NIE: 


12. TNC would sign a cooperation agreement with each NIE. The NIE would report to 
both the lead Government ministry/unit and TNC for Project implementation, and would 
provide periodic reports on activities undertaken with Project funds. 
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TNC and the OECS Secretariat: 


13. TNC would sign a cooperation agreement with the OECS Secretariat. The 
cooperation agreement would define the role of the OECS Secretariat as an advisor to the 
Project, and make arrangements for annual work program coordination and PSC 
meetings. It would further define TNC’s role including sending invitations to the OECS 
Secretariat to participate in the Project supervision meetings.   


Structure and Responsibilities of the CBF  


14. The CBF Board of Directors (Board): Several approaches could satisfy both the 
Caribbean Governments’ request to be represented on the Board, and the donors’ request 
for the Board to have a non-government majority with a smaller Board. These options 
would be discussed during the first of year of Project implementation in order to adopt 
the best possible option. Regardless of its composition, the members of the Board from 
the eight participating Caribbean countries (i.e., five Participating Countries in this 
Project and three other countries in the region being supported by other projects) must 
also be serving as members of the board of their country’s NPATF, in order to ensure 
close links and share information and experiences between the regional level CBF and 
the NPATFs. 


15. The CBF Board would decide on an investment strategy and guidelines which would 
set limits on the percentages of the CBF’s assets that could be invested in certain asset 
categories, or that could be invested in any particular country, currency, sector, or 
company, etc., and would prohibit specified types of investments. It would also establish 
procedures to be followed in case of sudden market changes, financial crises, or high 
inflation. The asset manager would be obligated to follow the CBF’s investment policies 
and guidelines, and provide detailed written financial reports to the CBF Board (or to an 
Investment Sub-Committee of the CBF Board) on either a monthly or quarterly basis, and 
subsequently make any adjustments that may be requested. The Board would also 
approve the disbursement of the investment proceeds from CBF to each NPATF based on 
guidelines defined in the Operations Manual of the CBF. 


16. The CBF Board would select an international asset manager to invest the pooled 
endowment allocations of the Participating Countries through an open, transparent, 
competitive process based on clearly stated criteria similar to the procedures and criteria 
for selecting asset managers used in the cases of more than 20 other CTFs that have been 
supported by GEF grants.  


17. The asset manager would periodically distribute the endowment’s investment 
earnings to the CBF account according to an agreed schedule and terms, while following 
policies and instructions of the CBF with respect to periodic reinvestment of a percentage 
of the endowment’s assets.  


18. The CBF Board would be supported by a small Secretariat for the day-to-day 
activities of the CBF.  


19. Composition and powers of the CBF Board: The CBF would be governed by an 
independent Board of Directors that would make decisions regarding the CBF’s policies, 
investments, and disbursements of investment income in accordance with Articles of 
Association. The Board would consist of two of the initial donor directors (from TNC 
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and KfW) plus a director from each established NPATF. Each member of the Board of 
Directors representing the established NPATF must be an individual who would also 
serve as a member of the Board of Directors of the NPATF in order to ensure close links, 
shared information, and experiences between the regional-level CBF and the NPATFs.  
For those countries that have not yet established a conforming NPATF, the country 
would nominate a non-voting observer to sit on the CBF Board of Directors until such 
time that the country’s NPATF has been established. As NPATFs are created, each 
NPATF’s Board of Directors would appoint a permanent CBF Director to replace the 
non-voting observer appointed by the country. The representative from KfW would 
remain a member of the Board of Directors for up to five years after the CBF’s 
establishment. A majority of the Directors must be non-government. Therefore, as the 
NPATFs nominate their CBF Director, NPATFs would be given guidance by the CBF as 
to whether the nominee can be a Government representative or must be a non-
government representative to keep the required balance. Thereafter, Directors nominated 
by a NPATF would alternate between a Governmental and non-governmental 
representative. As soon as possible after the creation of the CBF, the Board of Directors 
would adopt the draft CBF Bylaws and CBF Operations Manual.  


20. Management and administration of the CBF: The CBF would have bylaws and 
operational guidelines that specify the details of how members of the CBF’s Board would 
be selected, their terms and conditions of office, and their duties, responsibilities and 
qualifications. The bylaws would also specify the CBF Board rules for voting and 
quorum, against conflicts of interest, on reimbursement of members’ expenses among 
other details relating to the operation of the Board, the Secretariat and the CBF. 


Structure and Responsibilities of the NPATFs 


21. Each of the five Participating Countries (plus the other three regional countries 
working with UNDP and UNEP through separate projects) would establish a new legally 
independent NPATF which would be financed from a variety of sources, such as PES, 
dedicated user fees and taxes, Government budget allocations, and private donations for 
PAs. A country’s NPATF would also receive revenues from its sub-account in the CBF. 
Each NPATF would be managed by a Board independent of the respective national 
Government (see Annex 16).  


22. The primary activities to be financed by the Project in support of the creation of the  
NPATFs would include: 


• Financing for the establishment of NPATFs in each participating OECS country, 
according to their own national priorities and pace of implementation, including 
development of policies and regulations and establishment of appropriate 
governance structures; and 


• Support to the administrative costs of the NPATFs during their first two years of 
operation. 
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Annex 7: Financial Management and Disbursement Arrangements 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 


Introduction 


1. This section summarizes the results of the assessment of the proposed financial 
management arrangements of the proposed Project.  


Organizational and Institutional Arrangements 


2. TNC would be responsible for maintaining adequate financial management 
arrangements. TNC is an international charitable organization with net assets of around 
US$5 billion and total revenues of around US$1 billion annually. TNC has a strong 
governance and accountability tradition, and its Board of Directors and management 
place great emphasis on governance and accountability issues. Its financial statements, 
audited by a member of the “big four” accounting firms, are accessible on the TNC 
website. TNC established a Governance Advisory Panel of independent, outside experts 
to make recommendations to the Board of Directors regarding standards of best practices 
for governance. Since the panel released its final report in March 2004, TNC has 
implemented virtually all of the recommendations contained in the report. These unique 
features contribute to a strong financial management environment for the implementation 
of the proposed Project.  


3. TNC has a long experience with managing grants provided by donors. These 
include grants from the World Bank for the Mainstreaming Environmental Flows in 
Water Resources Investments (P100447) and for the Reducing Emissions from 
Deforestation and Degradation (REDD) in Indonesia (P108452). 


4. The Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF) would be established using capital 
provided under the Project and contributions from other donors. An assessment of the 
financial management arrangements of the CBF would be undertaken at the time of 
establishment of the instruments, and governance and management structures. 


Objectives for Financial and Risk Assessment  


5. The objectives of the Project’s financial management system are: to ensure that 
funds are used only for their intended purposes in an efficient and economical way while 
implementing agreed activities; to enable the preparation of accurate and timely financial 
reports; to ensure that funds are properly managed and flow smoothly, adequately, 
regularly and predictably to implementing agencies; to enable Project management to 
monitor the efficient implementation of the Project; and to safeguard the Project assets 
and resources. 


6. Furthermore, the following are necessary features of the Project’s financial 
management system:  


• The implementing agencies should have an adequate number and mix of skilled 
and experienced staff;  
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• The internal control system should ensure the conduct of an orderly and efficient 
payment and procurement process, and proper recording and safeguarding of 
assets and resources;  


• The accounting system should support the Project’s requests for funding and meet 
its reporting obligations to fund providers;  


• The system should be capable of providing financial data to measure performance 
when linked to the output of the Project; and  


• An independent, qualified auditor should be appointed to review the Project’s 
financial statements and internal controls. 
 


7. The key risks that management of the implementing agencies may face in 
achieving these objectives relate to ensuring effective supervision and coordination of 
arrangements for the accountability of Project finances, and compliance with established 
internal control procedures. In order to mitigate these, TNC has a strong internal control 
system that is properly documented. In addition, overall oversight arrangements for the 
Project would ensure strong coordination of Project activities through the involvement of 
the OECS Secretariat. TNC would retain ultimate responsibility for FM arrangements, 
ensuring proper oversight of the activities undertaken by the NIEs. 


8. The following risks, together with the mitigating measures adopted to address 
them are indicated in the table below. 


 Risk 


Assessment 
Risk Mitigations measures Residual 


Risk 
Inherent Risk 
Country Level. Quality of 
PFM institutions, standard of 
financial accounting, reporting 
and auditing, quality of FM 
profession 


L The PEFA for the OECS Countries conducted in 2007 revealed 
a fairly strong PFM environment with few areas for 
improvement. The Bank continues to support the 
implementation of this action plan through institutional 
development grants. 


L 


Entity level. Independence of 
entity’s management, 
appropriateness of the 
organizational structure, 
impact of civil service rules, 
experience in implementation 


M TNC has significant experience and a robust governance 
structure that provides for strong oversight of its resources. 


L 


Project level. Relative size of 
the Bank loan, type of lending 
instrument, number of 
implementing and sub-
implementing entities, multi-
donor etc. 


M The nature of the Project activities does not raise any particular 
risks.  Implementing agency already has its financial procedures 
sufficiently documented. These would be continually monitored 
and improved where necessary. The Bank would also maintain 
close financial management supervision.  


L 


Overall Rating Inherent Risk M  L 
Control Risk 
Budget L The costs and financing estimates for the Project would be 


developed and IUFRs will adequately facilitate their monitoring.  
L 


Accounting L The Project’s transactions will be recorded and maintained in 
the accounting records of the implementing agencies in 
accordance with satisfactory accounting policies and procedures.   


L 
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 Risk 


Assessment 
Risk Mitigations measures Residual 


Risk 
Internal Controls M The implementing agencies will ensure a sound internal control 


system, and internal audits will be carried out regularly. Audit 
TORs will include the monitoring of these internal controls and 
the Bank will help to ensure proper follow up of issues 
identified periodically.  


L 


Funds Flow M The flow of funds mechanism is well defined and 
responsibilities for managing bank accounts are clear. 


L 


Financial Reporting M The format and content of all the IUFRs are agreed. Timely 
submission of the IUFRs by the implementing agencies would 
be monitored. The FA would also have the responsibility to 
prepare consolidated financial reports. 


L 


Auditing M Audit TORs would be drawn up to ensure that the audit is 
carried out in a timely manner. Responsibility for the follow up 
of audit findings and recommendations would be clearly 
demarcated. 


M 


Overall Control Risk M  L 
Residual Risk Rating L 


Risk Rating – H (High Risk), S (Substantial Risk), M (Moderate Risk), L (Low Risk) 
 


9. Strengths  


• TNC governance structure 


• Experience with implementing donor funded projects 
 


10. Weaknesses 


• Involvement of NIEs in the implementation of some activities 
 


Planning and Budgeting  


11. A Project budget has been drawn up and included in the Project Appraisal 
Document. Project annual budgets would be drawn from the disbursement schedule. The 
annual budget would be prepared based on the policy guidelines issued by implementing 
agencies.  


Staffing 


12. TNC has a strong organizational structure and accounting function. The Chief 
Finance and Administrative Officer (CFAO) oversees four departments: internal audit, 
finance, human resources, and information technology. The CFAO is a professionally 
qualified accountant with substantial experience. In addition, there is sufficient oversight 
of the FM environment provided by the Board principally through the Finance and Audit 
Committees. 


Internal Controls and Procedures 


13. TNC has strong internal control procedures which are amply documented in their 
respective financial management manuals. 


Flow of Funds 


14. The proceeds of the GEF Grant may be disbursed using the following 
disbursement methods: reimbursement, advances, direct payment, and special 
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commitment. The minimum application size is US$500,000 equivalent. Funds for the 
capitalization of the CBF (component 1A) would be disbursed directly by the World 
Bank into the CBF account. Funds for the other components would be disbursed 
primarily by advances to the designated account. 


Bank accounts:  


15. TNC would maintain a pooled designated account in Bank of America, which 
would be denominated in US dollars. The ceiling of this designated account would be 
variable. This designated account would be used for non-CBF activities. 


16. A separate account would be established for the CBF. The account signatories 
would be determined in accordance with standing regulations of the respective 
organizations.   


Disbursements to TNC: 


17. Proceeds of the Grant would be disbursed on a report basis (Interim Unaudited 
Financial Reports - IUFRs) via advances to the designated account. An advance would be 
made into the designated account at Project effectiveness. The advance would cover 
Project expenditures for 6 months as indicated in the six-month cash flow forecast. After 
every subsequent quarter, TNC would submit IUFRs, which would include a cash flow 
forecast for the following 6 month period and documentation of the use of previous 
advances. The cash requested at the reporting date would be the amount required for the 
forecasted period as shown in the approved IUFRs less the balance in the designated 
account at the end of the quarter. Subsequent disbursements of the funds would follow 
the same procedure.  


Disbursements to the CBF: 


18.  Disbursements for the capitalization of the CBF would be made directly to the 
CBF’s bank account via the Direct Payment method. It is expected that the capital 
contribution to the CBF will be made in three installments. The first of these 
disbursements would be made after the Bank has obtained satisfactory evidence of the 
establishment of the instruments of the CBF, including its governance arrangements and 
the institutionalization of its management structure. The evidence of co-financing will 
need to be made prior to each of the disbursements. 


Additional disbursement options: 


19. The flow of funds for the Project is indicated in the figure 7.1 below: 
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Figure7.1: Funds flow mechanism 


 
Key – Explanation of Flows 
Flow A - GEF Funds to TNC for activities implemented by these agencies 
Flow B - Capitalization of the CBF with funds from the World Bank and other donors 
Flow C - Capitalization of the CBF with funds from TNC 
Flow D - CBF funds NPATFs with annual endowment returns 
Flow E -  Government contributions and funds from diverse sources including user fees into 


NPATFs 
 


Accounting Systems and Procedures 


Financial Management Manual 


20. TNC has prepared an Operations Manual that documents the accounting systems, 
policies, and procedures to be employed in accounting and managing for Project funds. 
The Operations Manual would be used by: (i) the World Bank to assess the acceptability 
of the Project accounting, reporting and control systems; (ii) TNC staff as a reference 
manual; and (iii) auditors to assess Project accounting systems and controls and in 
designing specific Project audit procedures.  
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21. Specific procedures are documented for each significant accounting function. 
They are written to depict document and transaction flows, the appropriate filing of 
Project documents, management approvals and organizational duties and responsibilities. 
The accounting system consists of the methods and records established to identify, 
assemble, analyze, classify, record and report the transactions of a project, and to 
maintain accountability for the related assets and liabilities. The following aspects are 
covered in the Financial Management Manual: Flow of Funds; Financial and Accounting 
Policies for the Project; Accounting System (including centers for maintenance of 
accounting records, Chart of Accounts, formats of books and records, accounting and 
financial procedures); Authorization procedures for transactions; Budgeting System; 
Financial Forecasting System; Procurement And Contract Administration Monitoring 
System; Financial Reporting (including formats of reports, linkages with Chart of 
Accounts and procedures for reviewing financial information); Auditing Arrangements; 
and Human Resource Aspects. 


22. In addition, the Operations Manual documents the arrangements that have been 
made for recording Project impacts, outcomes, outputs, and inputs that are required to 
assess progress toward the achievement of Project objectives. It also documents the 
procedures undertaken for the replenishment of the designated account. 


Accounting System  


23. TNC maintains its books of accounts through a computerized accounting system 
utilizing Oracle. TNC keeps adequate records of financial transactions, including funds 
received and paid, and balances of funds. It uses a fundraising management system to 
keep track of donor information, produce reports, perform analysis, and track the use of 
grant funds. The records include funds received and paid, and of the balances of funds. 


24. A chart of accounts is the main tool through which accounting transactions would 
be recorded in such a manner as to facilitate the monitoring of the use of funds and the 
preparation of the financial reports and statements. The existing charts of accounts for 
TNC would be amended to enable data to be captured and classified by budget heads, 
Project components, expenditure categories, and disbursement categories.  


Financial Reporting 


25. Interim Unaudited Financial Reports (IUFRs) would be prepared for the Project 
on a quarterly basis. TNC would have the responsibility of preparing these IUFRs using 
records. The financial reports would be designed to provide quality and timely 
information to Project management, implementing agencies, and various stakeholders on 
Project performance. 


26. The reports include financial statements (e.g. sources and application of funds, 
expenditures classified by Project components, disbursement categories, expenditure 
types and implementing agencies, and comparisons with budgets). Indicative formats of 
these statements would be developed in accordance with World Bank requirements and 
would be agreed during negotiations.  
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27. TNC produces monthly financial reports consisting of: i) a statement of financial 
position; ii) an income statement; iii) an operating statement; and iv) key financial 
performance benchmarks. Interim reports for the Grant would be prepared every quarter 
and would indicate the sources and uses of funds on an actual and cumulative basis. TNC 
would also prepare IUFRs that would be used to support requests for the disbursement of 
funds for the activities it implements. 


28. Financial reporting arrangements for the CBF would be assessed once it is 
established. It is expected that the CBF would prepare reports that appropriately indicate 
its transactions. 


29. TNC’s financial statements would include appropriate disclosures in respect to 
Project related activities. In particular, they would disclose by way of a note, supporting 
schedules or statements, and sufficient information on the sources and uses of funds 
associated with the Project. 


Audit Arrangements 


Internal Auditing: 


30. The Internal Audit Unit of TNC provides independent, objective assurance and 
consulting services that are designed to add value and improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the operations within TNC by bringing a systematic and disciplined 
approach to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of risk management, control and 
governance processes. The Internal Audit Unit would revise its work program to 
incorporate internal audit activities related to the Project. The Unit would also conduct an 
in-depth review of transactions financed under this Project. Such a review would cover a 
period of two years. TNC would submit a report of the review to the Bank in a format to 
be agreed on before negotiations. 


External Auditing:  


31. TNC prepares its financial statements on an annual basis. These are audited by an 
international firm of accountants that meets the World Bank’s requirements in terms of 
independence, qualifications, and experience. These arrangements are considered 
sufficiently adequate to provide the Bank with assurance on the use of Project funds. No 
separate audit opinion would thus be required for Bank financed activities. The audited 
financial statements together with the auditor’s report and a copy of the management 
letter covering identified internal control and accounting system weaknesses would be 
submitted to the World Bank within six months after the end of each fiscal year. The 
Bank would have the option of requesting a separate audit of the financial statements 
relating specifically to the Project. The legal agreement contains a provision to this effect. 


Implementation of Audit Recommendations: 


32. The responsibility for ensuring the proper follow up on audit issues and 
recommendations would lie with audit committees. 
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Financial Management Action Plan  


Issue Remedial Action Recommended Due Date
14
 


Documentation of accounting 
procedures and internal controls 


Preparation of operations manual Grant Effectiveness 


 


Conclusion of the Assessment 


33. The financial management arrangements for the Project satisfy the Bank’s 
minimum requirements under OP/BP10.02 and are adequate to provide, with reasonable 
assurance, accurate and timely information on the status of the Project required by the 
World Bank. Actions intended to further strengthen the Project’s financial management 
system are outlined in the Financial Management Action Plan above. 


                                                 
14 It is not a legal condition of effectiveness but rather an indictive timeline.  
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Annex 8: Procurement Arrangements 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
A. General  


1. Procurement for the Project would be carried out in accordance with the World 
Bank’s "Guidelines: Procurement Under IBRD Loans and IDA Credits" dated May 2004, 
revised October 2006 and May 2010; and "Guidelines: Selection and Employment of 
Consultants by World Bank Borrowers" dated May 2004, revised October 2006 and May 
2010 and the provisions stipulated in the legal agreements. The various items under 
different expenditure categories are described in general below. For each contract to be 
financed by the Loan/Credit, the different procurement methods or consultant selection 
methods, the need for pre-qualification, estimated costs, prior review requirements, and 
time frame are agreed on between the Borrower and the Bank in the Procurement Plan. 
The Procurement Plan would be updated at least annually or as required to reflect the 
actual Project implementation needs and improvements in institutional capacity.  
 
2. Procurement of Works: Works procured under the Project could include yatch 
mooring, dive sites, snorkeling trail, boardwalk and other visitor facilities. The 
procurement would be done using the Bank’s Standard Bidding Documents (SBD) for all 
International Competitive Bidding and National SBD agreed with or satisfactory to the 
Bank.  
 
3. Procurement of Goods: Goods procured under this Project would include low value 
items such as office equipment and supplies for the CBF and NPATF.The procurement 
would be done using the Bank’s SBD for all ICB and National SBD and Shopping 
(Request for Quotations) documents agreed with or satisfactory to the Bank. 
 


4. Procurement of non-consulting services (NCS): NCS procured under this Project 
would include a meeting venue, printing documents, etc. for helping countries establish 
NPATFs. The procurement would be done using the Bank’s SBD for all ICB and 
National SBD and Shopping (Request for Quotations) documents agreed with or 
satisfactory to the Bank. 
 
5. Selection of Consultants: Consulting services would be required for establishing and 
strengthening of policy, legal, and institutional frameworks for sustainable financing 
mechanisms including those at the regional level (i.e., CBF) and at the national level (i.e., 
NPATF), expansion and enhancement of MPAs management and development of 
regional monitoring and information system. Short lists of consultants for services 
estimated to cost less than US$100,000 equivalent per contract may be composed entirely 
of national consultants in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 2.7 of the 
Consultant Guidelines. 
 
6. Operating Costs: These would include equipment, rental of office space, utilities, 
office supplies, and miscellaneous expenses. These would be procured following 
procedures acceptable to the Bank and outlined in the Operations Manual. 
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7. Others: For Component 1, the CBF does not finance activities that are subject to the 
Procurement Guidelines.  The proceeds from the investment income of the CBF would be 
disbursed to the NPATFs based on the CBF Operations Manual and the vertical 
agreement between the CBF and NPATFs, which would specify procurement and anti-
corruption guidelines for the sub-projects. NPATFs would disburse funds based on 
approved proposals submitted by local Government agencies and NGOs. These are 
considered demand driven sub-projects, which would need to follow paragraph 3.17 of 
the Bank’s Procurement Guidelines. 
 


8. The procurement procedures and SBDs to be used for each procurement method, as 
well as model contracts for goods procured are presented in the Project Operations 
Manual. 
 


B. Assessment of the agency’s capacity to implement procurement 
 


9. Procurement activities would be carried out by TNC, which is also co-financing the 
Project. Project execution activities would be carried out by a small project management 
team within TNC’s Caribbean Program. The Contract Specialist (who is responsible for 
procurement and is certified by TNC’s legal department), who has prior experience in 
managing and/or implementing World Bank financed activities and other donor-funded 
projects, would be assigned to work on this Project. TNC, by implementing the GEF 
project preparation grant (PPG) on behalf of the participating Government and co-
financing the preparatory work has gained some experience with the Bank’s procurement 
practice. An assessment of the capacity of TNC to implement procurement actions for the 
implementation of the GEF PPG was carried out by the Bank in August 2009. An update 
of the assessment of the procurement capacity of TNC to implement procurement actions 
was carried out by the Bank during appraisal. An action plan with the recommendations 
below was agreed: 


(a) Agreeing with the World Bank on the initial summary procurement plan at Project 
negotiation and update it annually or as needed;  
(b) Submission to the World Bank of a revised chapter on procurement in the 
Operations Manual, updating the procedures and responsibilities as well as flow of 
documentation;  
(c) TNC should have a designated procurement staff with a necessary supporting and 
monitoring system for the TNC’s project coordination team; and  
(d) Training in procurement to be provided by the World Bank to the procurement 
and other staff in TNC by Project launch. 
 


10. The key issues and risks concerning procurement for implementation of the Project in 
Participating Countries have been identified with action plans agreed. The overall Project 
risk after mitigation is “Moderate”. 
 


C. Procurement Plan 


11.  The procurement plan for implementation of the Project was agreed upon between 
the Recipient and the Bank on June 29, 2011 and a summary of the plan is included 
below in Table 8.1. The plan would be updated annually. The recommended thresholds 
for the use of the procurement methods specified in the financing agreement are 
identified in Table 8.2 as the basis for the agreed procurement plan. Supervision of 
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procurement would be carried out through prior review supplemented by supervision 
missions with post review at least once a year. 


Table 8.1: Summary Procurement Plan (2011 – 2012)  
Contract Type Description of Contract Estimated 


Cost 


(US$) 


Procurement 


Method 


Review 


by Bank 


(Prior / 


Post) 


Estimated 


date of 


award 


COMPONENT 


1 


Finance Mechanisms 


(US$) 


    


Consulting 


services 


Technical assistance (TA) to 
develop sustainable finance 
mechanisms ($20K contract per 
country) 


$100,000  CQS Prior Sep.2012 


Consulting 


services 


TA for establishment of NPATFs 
such as local council, strategic 
planning for board ($10K contract 
per country) 


$50,000  CQS Post Sep. 2012 


Goods NPATF start-up costs ($15K per 
country) 


$75,000  Shopping Prior Sep. 2011 


Consulting 


Services 


TA sustainable finance plans ($15K 
per country) 


$75,000  CQS Post Sep. 2012 


Non-Consulting 


services 


Meetings, consultations, workshops 
for developing sustainable finance 
plans ($11K per country), public 
relations, outreach and 
communications costs ($2K per 
year) 


$65,000  Shopping Post Sep. 2012 


Consulting 


Services 


TA Capitalization strategy  $10,000  CQS Prior Sep. 2011 


Expenses Travel for implementation of 
sustainable financing mechanisms  


$10,000  NA Post Sep. 2011 


 Total Component 1 GEF $385,000     


COMPONENT 2 MPA Expansion     


Goods Supplies & equipment for Project 
demonstration sites ($11K for each 
of the 2 sites) 


$22,000  shopping Post Sep. 2011 


Consulting 


Services 


TA to implement the activities in the 
2 demonstration sites ($11K per 
contract per country) 


$22,000  CQS Post Sep. 2011 


 Total Component 2 GEF $44,000     


COMPONENT 3 Regional Monitoring & Information Network   


Non-Consulting 


services (multi 


packages) 


M&E national and regional 
workshops  


$50,000  Shopping Post Sep. 2011 


Consulting 


Services 


TA M&E ($10K contract per 
country) 


$50,000  CQS Prior Sep. 2011 


Non-Consulting 


services 


Eco-regional monitoring workshops   $25,000  shopping Post Sep. 2012 


Consulting 


Services 


TA Eco-regional monitoring  $20,000  CQS Prior Sep. 2012 


Non-Consulting 


services 


Data base costs to develop dedicated 
portal  


$50,000  shopping Prior Sep. 2012 
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Goods Supplies & equipment for eco-
regional monitoring  


$20,000  shopping Post Sep. 2012 


 Total Component 3 GEF $215,000     


COMPONENT 4 Project Management     


Goods Office and other supplies for Project 
management  


$10,000  shopping Post Sep. 2011 


Expenses Travel for steering committee 
members  


$20,000  NA Prior Sep. 2011 


Consulting 


Services 


M&E audits $40,000  CQS Prior Sep. 2011 


Consulting 


Services 


 Project coordinator consultants 
($22K contract for each country, 
includes travel and training for the 
first two years) 


$220,000  CQS Prior Sep. 2011 


 Total Component 4 GEF $290,000     
 


Table 8.2: Thresholds for Procurement Methods and Prior Review 
 


Expenditure 


 Category 


Contract Value 


(Threshold) 


US $ thousands 


Procurement 


Method 


Contracts Subject to  


Prior Review  


    


1. Works >1,500 ICB All 


 150-1,500 NCB The first contract 


 <150 Shopping None 


 Regardless of value Direct Contracting All 


2. Goods >150 ICB All 


 25-150 NCB The first contract 


 <25 Shopping None 


 Regardless of value Direct Contracting All 


3.Consulting  


    Services 


   


-3.A Firms ≥100 QCBS,QBS,FBS, LCS All 


 <100 QCBS,QBS,FBS,LCS, and 
CQS 


First contract of each 
method 


 Regardless of value Single Source All 


-3.B Individuals Regardless of value Comparison of 3 CVs in 
accordance with Chapter V 
of the Guidelines 


The first two contracts 


Note: - ICB = International Competitive Bidding  
- NCB = National Competitive Bidding 
- QCBS = Quality- and Cost-Based Selection  
- QBS = Quality-Based Selection  
- FBS = Fixed Budget Selection  
- LCS = Least-Cost Selection 
- CQS = Selection Based on Consultants' Qualifications  
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Annex 9: Economic and Financial Analysis 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
1. This annex conducts an economic and financial analysis of the Project activities. 
The first section examines the contribution that the trust fund mechanisms established 
under component 1 could make to meet the PA financing needs of Participating 
Countries. The second section discusses the most promising options that Participating 
Countries have to generate additional PA financing internally to complement financing 
received from the CBF through the NPATFs. The third section discusses the potential 
economic benefits of Project activities. 


Meeting protected area financing needs in the Eastern Caribbean 


2. PA financing gaps. Two recent assessments conducted with the support of TNC 
and USAID’s Parks in Peril Program show that there are substantial gaps between PA 
financing requirements and funding availability in EC countries: 


(a) In Grenada, a needs assessment conducted in 2005 showed that the PA system 
needed EC$7.9 million per year. However, expenditures were only approximately 
EC$3.3 million (of which 40 percent was from external donors, mostly for capital 
expenditures), leaving a gap of EC$4.6 million per year (US$1.7 million). 


(b) In St. Vincent and the Grenadines the funding needs of the PA system were 
estimated to be EC$6.8 million in 2007, while expenditures averaged 
approximately EC$4.1 million, creating a funding gap of EC$2.7 million (US$1.0 
million). 


(c) Although comparable recent estimates are not available for the other Participating 
Countries, they are believed to be of similar magnitude. 


3. Importance of PA financing. As a result of lack of sufficient funding, many PAs 
are little more than ‘paper parks’ (Brandon and others, 1998; Bruner and others, 2001, 
2004). While limited funding is not the only cause of poor PA performance, it often plays 
a critical role; sufficient financing does not guarantee effective management, but 
insufficient financing precludes effective management.15  


4. Conservation Trust Funds. To help meet the PA financing gaps in Participating 
Countries, the Project would establish a joint conservation trust fund, the Caribbean 
Biodiversity Fund (CBF), and individual NPATFs. The CBF would serve as an 
endowment fund, in which individual sub-accounts for each country would be invested 
jointly (thus gaining economies of scale in investment and reducing management costs). 
Each national sub-account would initially be capitalized with a US$1.44 million grant 
from GEF, US$0.9 million grant from KfW, and a US$0.6 million from TNC, for a total 
of US$2.94 million. The CBF would pay out to the NPATFs annually at a rate of 5 
percent, retaining and reinvesting any earnings above this rate to guard against inflation, 
based on the previous 3 years’ average monthly value of the endowment (to smooth out 


                                                 
15 Bruner and others (2004:1119), for example, state that, “while funding is only one of several basic needs 


for creating functional protected-area systems, inadequate financial support plays a central role in the loss 
and degradation of important natural resources, as it limits both the management effectiveness of 
established protected areas and the coverage of protected area systems.” 







 


variations in returns and help plan expenditures). NPATFs would have to generate an 
equivalent amount to the CBF payout, indicating a 1:1 matching between NPATF and 
CBF to be eligible to receive CBF payouts. 


5. Contribution by the CBF and NPATFs. 


CBF would receive US$2.94 million per country by year 4 of the 
percent return17 (net of CBF management fees); this would generate approximately 
US$0.25 million in year 5. At a 5 percent payout rate, the national NPATFs would 
receive about US$0.17 million. The minimum additional funding that the NPATFs would 
need to generate internally would double this amount for a total of US$0.33 million. 
Subtracting the 15 percent NPATF management fee
million available for spending on PAs. This additional financing would reduce Grenada’s 
estimated financing gap by about 15 percent and that of St. Vincent and the Grenadines 
by about 28 percent. As addi
retained and capitalized, the amount of additional annual financing available would 
increase. Retaining a portion of returns, by itself, would result in additional financing 
increasing to about US$0.41 million in year 10


financing would likely be somewhat eroded by inflation). 


Figure A9-1: Evolution of national accounts in the CBF and net additional financing 


6. Figure A9-1 shows how the
available for spending on PAs would evolve over the first ten years, under a range of 
assumptions about rate of return. Thus the CBF and 
funding levels, would provide a sizeable c


                                                
16 It is assumed that US$1.44 million of the GEF grant, the entire US$0.9 million of the KfW grant, and 


US$0.15 million of the TNC grant are received in the first year, with 
contributions from TNC, and matching GEF contributions, being received in each of the yea


17 A survey of 18 CTFs in the Americas and Africa carried out in 2008 found that they had an average rate 
of return (weighted by funds under management) of just over 10 percent a year over the period 2003
with the best performer achieving just o
economic conditions, Colombia’s 
average return of 9.4 percent a year since its establishment in June 2007.


18 CTFs typically have administrative costs of 10
start-up period (Spergel and Taïeb, 2008).
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variations in returns and help plan expenditures). NPATFs would have to generate an 
equivalent amount to the CBF payout, indicating a 1:1 matching between NPATF and 
CBF to be eligible to receive CBF payouts.  


ribution by the CBF and NPATFs. At its minimal level of financing, the 
CBF would receive US$2.94 million per country by year 4 of the Project.16 Assuming a 7 


(net of CBF management fees); this would generate approximately 
year 5. At a 5 percent payout rate, the national NPATFs would 


receive about US$0.17 million. The minimum additional funding that the NPATFs would 
need to generate internally would double this amount for a total of US$0.33 million. 


t NPATF management fee18, there would then be 
available for spending on PAs. This additional financing would reduce Grenada’s 


estimated financing gap by about 15 percent and that of St. Vincent and the Grenadines 
by about 28 percent. As additional funding is attracted to the CBF and/or revenues are 
retained and capitalized, the amount of additional annual financing available would 
increase. Retaining a portion of returns, by itself, would result in additional financing 


0.41 million in year 10 (in nominal terms; the real value of this 
financing would likely be somewhat eroded by inflation).  


1: Evolution of national accounts in the CBF and net additional financing 


available for PAs 


  


1 shows how the endowment amount and net additional financing 
available for spending on PAs would evolve over the first ten years, under a range of 
assumptions about rate of return. Thus the CBF and NPATFs, even at their minimal 
funding levels, would provide a sizeable contribution to filling the financing gaps of the 


         
llion of the GEF grant, the entire US$0.9 million of the KfW grant, and 


US$0.15 million of the TNC grant are received in the first year, with an additional US$0.15 
contributions from TNC, and matching GEF contributions, being received in each of the yea
A survey of 18 CTFs in the Americas and Africa carried out in 2008 found that they had an average rate 
of return (weighted by funds under management) of just over 10 percent a year over the period 2003
with the best performer achieving just over 14 percent returns (Saccardi, 2008). Even under difficult 
economic conditions, Colombia’s Fondo para la Biodiversidad y las Áreas Protegidas
average return of 9.4 percent a year since its establishment in June 2007. 


ministrative costs of 10-20 percent once established; costs are higher during the 
up period (Spergel and Taïeb, 2008). 


variations in returns and help plan expenditures). NPATFs would have to generate an 
equivalent amount to the CBF payout, indicating a 1:1 matching between NPATF and 


At its minimal level of financing, the 
Assuming a 7 


(net of CBF management fees); this would generate approximately 
year 5. At a 5 percent payout rate, the national NPATFs would 


receive about US$0.17 million. The minimum additional funding that the NPATFs would 
need to generate internally would double this amount for a total of US$0.33 million. 


, there would then be US$0.28 


available for spending on PAs. This additional financing would reduce Grenada’s 
estimated financing gap by about 15 percent and that of St. Vincent and the Grenadines 


tional funding is attracted to the CBF and/or revenues are 
retained and capitalized, the amount of additional annual financing available would 
increase. Retaining a portion of returns, by itself, would result in additional financing 


(in nominal terms; the real value of this 


1: Evolution of national accounts in the CBF and net additional financing 


 


endowment amount and net additional financing 
available for spending on PAs would evolve over the first ten years, under a range of 


NPATFs, even at their minimal 
ontribution to filling the financing gaps of the 


llion of the GEF grant, the entire US$0.9 million of the KfW grant, and 
additional US$0.15 in 


contributions from TNC, and matching GEF contributions, being received in each of the years 2-4. 
A survey of 18 CTFs in the Americas and Africa carried out in 2008 found that they had an average rate 
of return (weighted by funds under management) of just over 10 percent a year over the period 2003-06, 


ver 14 percent returns (Saccardi, 2008). Even under difficult 
Fondo para la Biodiversidad y las Áreas Protegidas achieved an 


20 percent once established; costs are higher during the 
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EC’s PAs. However, unless and until the endowment funds are increased, they would not 
by themselves completely solve the problem.19 Even partially reducing the financing gap 
is important, however, particularly if, as in this case, the additional financing is assured 
and not subject to the annual vagaries of Government budget processes or donor 
financing.  


7. Growth of CTFs. Many conservation trust funds, once established, have proven 
to be quite effective at attracting additional funding. Peru’s PROFONANPE, for example, 
was established with a US$5.2 million “seed” contribution from the GEF in 1995. By 
2009, the endowment had increased to US$29 million, while other funds brought 
PROFONANPE’s portfolio to US$113.5 million.  


Generating additional financing for PAs 


8. Participating countries have a number of options to generate additional financing 
for their PA systems. Table A9-1 identifies those which have been identified as most 
promising in a series of stakeholder workshops held in each participating country in May 
2010. The three mechanisms that appear to be most politically feasible20 and to have the 
greatest revenue-raising potential, in most of the five participating EC countries, are:  


• Levying an additional airport departure fee that would be earmarked for a 
country’s NPATF (similar to Belize’s US$3.75/person “Conservation Fee”);  


• Levying fees on water consumers (perhaps with exemptions for certain types of 
water users) that would be earmarked for a country’s NPATF (similar to examples 
of this in Ecuador, Colombia, Costa Rica, and Guatemala); and  


• Collecting fees from scuba divers, as is done in islands like Bonaire21 and Saba.  


9. Component 1.2 of the Project would assist Participating Countries in developing 
the mechanisms that are most appropriate to their particular conditions, both directly (by 
providing technical assistance to mechanism development) and indirectly (by generating 


                                                 
19 An endowment of about US$10 million, and matching revenue from domestic sources, would be needed 


to fully fill a financing gap like that of St. Vincent and the Grenadines, while about US$15 million would 
be needed to fully fill a financing gap such as that of Grenada. 


20 Cruise ship passenger fees are an obvious potential source of financing. Even a US$1 fee per cruise ship 
passenger would generate an estimated US$0.5 million annually in Antigua and Barbuda, US$0.2 million 
in Grenada, US$0.5 million in St. Lucia, US$0.07 million in St. Vincent and the Grenadines, and US$0.2 
million in St. Kitts and Nevis (based on 2006 passenger numbers)—enough for all but one country to 
meet their NPATF matching financing requirements. However, raising cruise ship passenger fees is not 
thought to be politically feasible in most countries at this time. Three previous efforts by groups of 
Caribbean countries to raise these fees on a coordinated basis have failed, as each time the cruise ship 
companies succeeded in convincing certain countries’ Governments to “defect” from the group by a 
combination of economic inducements and threats. Conditions may change in the future, however, with 
cruise lines becoming more aware of environmental stewardship issues. 


21 The Bonaire National Marine Park, for example, has been fully self-funded since 1992 thanks to a US$10 
user fee in the form of an annual scuba diving tag (Parsons and Thur, 2008). It is worth noting that this 
fee is substantially less than the US$27 (in 1991 dollars) willingness to pay estimated for this same park 
by Dixon and others (1993); see also the results cited below from the study by Parsons and Thur (2008). 
For the Caribbean as a whole, it has been estimated that a diver fee of US$25 would cover almost 80 
percent of the PA financing gap (Green and Donnelly, 2003), but with important variations within the 
region. 
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data on PA benefits that would demonstrate the benefits of conservation, and by helping 
to improve the policy, regulatory, and institutional framework).  


Table A9-1: Promising mechanisms to generate additional financing for PAs 


Mechanism Grenada 


St. Vincent 
& 


Grenadines 
St. Kitts 
& Nevis St. Lucia 


Antigua & 
Barbuda 


Cruise ship passenger fee yes yes no no no 


Airline passenger fee yes yes no no no 


Water user fee yes yes yes yes no 


Dive fee yes yes yes yes yes 


Mooring or boat fee yes yes ? yes yes 


Hotel tax for conservation ? yes yes yes no 


‘Right of way’ fees for 
pipelines, transmission lines, 
and towers inside PAs 


yes yes yes yes yes 


Fees for offshore oil & gas  yes n/a n/a n/a n/a 


Quarrying/sand-mining fees  ? yes yes yes yes 


Logging/timber fees yes ? ? yes no 


New PA entry fees yes yes no yes yes 


PA concession fees ? yes ? yes Yes 


Fees for special events in PAs ? ? yes yes Yes 


Development tax or fee ? ? yes ? No 


Corporate sponsorships  ? ? yes yes Yes 


Lottery tax ? ? yes yes Yes 


Notes: • “Yes” does not imply endorsement of a particular mechanism by Governments or other 
stakeholders; it only indicates that most local stakeholders consider the mechanism potentially 


viable and that it should be seriously considered and analyzed further. 


• “No” indicates that local stakeholders consider that the mechanism would be either legally or 


politically impossible, or that it would generate little revenue. 


 
10. Unfortunately, data are insufficient at present to estimate the potential revenue 
impact of each mechanism.22 Most countries only have data on total visitors arriving by 
air or by cruise ship, for example; few track visitors to PAs (except in those few cases 
where entry fees are already charged), scuba divers, or sport fishers. A few examples 
illustrate the potential revenues that might be generated: 


• An increase in Grenada’s airport departure fee of US$1.50 per passenger, would 
generate about US$150,000/year – enough to meet Grenada’s matching funds 
requirement; 


• In St. Lucia, a water surcharge of EC$.50/month (EC$6/year; or about US$2.20) 
per household would generate about US$100,000/year. 


                                                 
22 A few examples where data are available n additional fee of US$1.50 per passenger, for example, would 


generate sufficient revenues to meet Grenada’s matching funds requirement; 
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Benefits of improved PA financing in the EC 


11. The economies of all of the participating EC countries are heavily dependent on 
tourism, which is attracted primarily by their superb natural environment—particularly 
their marine and coastal environment. Revenues from tourism contribute to more than 23 
percent of GDP for the OECS as a whole (over 2006-07), ranging from 33 percent in 
Antigua and Barbuda to 18 percent in Grenada (see Annex 1). Protecting the natural 
environment thus represents an important investment.  


12. A full economic analysis of the likely Project benefits would require data that are 
not available, showing how additional financing would help improve, or prevent the 
degradation of, various environmental services provided by PAs, and how the change in 
the level of these services, in turn, affects wellbeing directly and indirectly. Such a task is 
difficult enough with very targeted projects, but becomes infeasible given the wide range 
of activities the Project would support directly (through Component 2) and indirectly 
(through the additional financing made possible by Component 1) in each of the five 
Participating Countries. Moreover, the specific activities that would be financed are not 
yet known, as they would be selected based on work programs prepared by the NPATFs. 
Below is a summary of the results of various valuation studies that have been undertaken 
in Caribbean countries.23 


13. Current benefits of marine and coastal ecosystems. A variety of studies have 
shown that coastal and marine ecosystems generate high levels of benefits. The annual 
net benefits provided by coral reefs in the Caribbean, for example, have been estimated at 
between US$3.1 billion and US$4.6 billion, about two thirds of which is due to dive 
tourism, one fifth to coastal protection, and one tenth to fisheries (Burke and Maidens, 
2004).24 Coral reefs were estimated to contribute US$92 million a year to St. Lucia 
(Burke and others, 2008) and US$47 million a year to the Turks and Caicos Islands 
(Carleton and Lawrence, 2005). Such estimates indicate how valuable the ecosystems 
concerned are, but they do not indicate how the level of benefits would change should 
degradation continue, or how they would be affected by conservation efforts. One 
important result of these broad benefits estimates is that the bulk of benefits are generated 
by tourism and recreational use, with fisheries and coastal protection benefits being much 
smaller.  


14. Effects of ecosystem degradation on tourism. Several studies have shown that 
degradation of the ecosystems used by tourists in the Caribbean would result in reduced 


                                                 
23 Very few studies of the benefits of marine and coastal ecosystems have been conducted within the five 


Participating Countries. We draw, therefore, from studies conducted in similar environments elsewhere. 
Although there are some differences in the composition of visitors across the Participating Countries and 
the rest of the Caribbean, they all draw from substantially the same potential pool of visitors, primarily in 
North America and Europe. As such, we consider all studies conducted within the Caribbean to be 
potentially useful. Studies of the benefits provided by MPAs in other regions also provide insights, but 
are less directly relevant. World Resource Institute (2008) is a useful compilation of such studies. All 
results cited should be considered solely as illustrative of the magnitude of benefits that might be 
generated. Direct comparison of results across sites, even within the Caribbean, is difficult not only 
because of differences across sites but also because of important methodological differences in the 
studies. 


24 All values are given as stated in the studies, without adjusting for intervening inflation. 







 73


tourist willingness to pay (WTP) for access to these ecosystems, and that conversely 
tourists would be willing to pay to help conserve and improve ecosystems. A study of 
tourists and local inhabitants in Curacao and Jamaica (Spash, 2000) found mean WTP of 
about US$25/year to help improve conditions in a currently partly degraded MPA and 
avoid further degradation. A study of divers in Bonaire National Marine Park (Parsons 
and Thur, 2008) found that welfare loss among US-based divers would be substantial. 
Degradation of the park from its current excellent condition to merely ‘good’ conditions 
would result in an average annual welfare loss of about US$45 per person, while 
degradation to ‘medium’ quality would result in a loss of US$143 per person, and a 
degradation to ‘poor’ quality would result in a loss of US$193 per person (averages over 
several models). As Bonaire is considered one of the world’s best diving sites, these 
results are not directly transferable to other sites even in nearby Caribbean countries. 
However, they indicate how steeply welfare can decline when ecosystems are degraded. 
An analysis of snorkelers on Tobago also found that most respondents were WTP more to 
visit beaches with higher environmental quality (Beharry-Borga and Scarpa, 2010). 


15. Willingness to pay entry fees. Also relevant are numerous studies showing that 
divers and other MPA users would be willing to pay reasonable fees for access. As early 
as 1993, a study had indicated that WTP for diving in Bonaire National Marine Park was 
as high as US$27 (in 1991 dollars, equivalent to about US$42 in 2010) (Dixon and 
others, 1993). Studies elsewhere in the world have found WTPs of about US$40 in the 
Philippines (Tongson and Dygico, 2004) and US$20 in the Seychelles (Mathieu and 
others, 2003). That these results are not solely hypothetical is shown by the experience of 
the Tubbataha Reefs National Marine Park in the Philippines, where the WTP study was 
used as the basis for instituting a user fee of US$25 for locals and US$50 for foreigners, 
generating sufficient funding in the first two years to cover 28 percent of the park’s 
annual recurring costs.25 Degradation could also lead divers to opt for other destinations 
entirely. This would have a significant impact on tourism revenues, as divers tend to 
spend almost twice as much more as the average visitor to the Caribbean (Burke and 
Maidens, 2004). 


16. Fisheries benefits. Overfishing and degradation of coastal and marine areas can 
reduce fish stocks. Reef degradation Caribbean-wide is estimated to reduce fish catches 
by 30-45 percent (Burke and Maidens, 2004), for example. MPAs that limit access by 
fishers to fish spawning and breeding grounds can in theory actually increase fish 
landings overall, by increasing the supply of fish in adjacent areas.26 As fisheries in the 
Participating Countries tend to be small and artisanal, the overall benefit is unlikely to be 
large, but is important for local food security.  


 


                                                 
25 User fees can also be used as a tool to regulate access, thus preventing damage to MPAs through overuse. 
26 See Alban and others (2008) for a review on the literature on this issue. 
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Annex 10: Safeguard Policy Issues 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 


A. Environmental Issues 


1. With a rich endowment of biodiversity, and large number of endemic vertebrate 
and floral species, the Eastern Caribbean (EC) region ranks in the top five global 
biodiversity hot spots in the world. In addition to exhibiting differing degrees of 
endemism, these island states also provide habitat and nesting sites for non-endemic, 
migratory marine animals, turtles and avian species. Despite the Caribbean’s large 
endowment of biodiversity-rich ecosystems, there is growing evidence of degradation of 
these fragile ecosystems, particularly associated with poorly-planned coastal 
development, population growth, tourism, pollution, rapid expansion of coastal 
developments, and the introduction of exotic species. This is resulting in the degradation 
of ecosystems such as beaches, coral reefs, wetlands, tropical forests, and seagrass beds, 
which in turn impacts the region’s biodiversity. 


2. This Project represents an important step towards addressing the aforementioned 
issues by supporting the improvement of management effectiveness of protected area 
networks across the EC through the establishment of sustainable financing mechanisms. 
Included within this Project is the identification of two demonstration sites in which a 
suite of activities to enhance management effectiveness and address key gaps in the 
regional network of MPAs would be supported by Project funds. These sites would serve 
as “models” to spark more interest and financial support into the EC for other MPAs. 


3. While the Project is expected to have a significantly positive environmental 
outcome by contributing to the sustainable financing and management of PAs, it may 
support small-scale investments relating to the activities in the demonstration sites. Since 
the exact location and/or nature of potential small investments to be financed under this 
Project have not yet been determined, it was determined that the Environmental 
Assessment for this Project would comprise of an environmental analysis of potential 
Project-financed activities and an environmental management framework (Appendix 1 to 
this Annex) that identifies potential environmental impacts and related mitigation plans. 


 


B. Social Issues 


 


4. The social assessment27 summarizes key social issues. The region28 has been 
experiencing downward economic trends during the past two decades characterized by 
annual growth rates averaging 4.5 percent. The economies of the region are in transition, 
and their vulnerability is characterized by declining agriculture and agricultural exports, 
changes in commodity agreements for agricultural exports, problems in attaining greater 
export diversification, transportation problems, and human resource development 
challenges. Poverty levels in the EC persist at unacceptably high rates coupled with on-
going structural inequalities in the areas of education, health, and employment 
opportunities. 


                                                 
27 This section is based on the social assessment carried out during preparation, dated November 15, 2010. 
28 With the exception of Montserrat and Anguilla. 
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5. Agriculture and manufacturing have declined; tourism is of increasing importance 
throughout the region. Tourism is a priority sector targeted for further development 
throughout the region often with significant reliance on as well as impact to natural 
resources.  The size of the EC and their related ecosystems create substantial risks for 
local habitats and the species they feed and shelter which are under increasing pressure 
from a variety of human uses, especially development-related activities. The lack of 
connectivity between economy and environment, the ecological fragility of the islands, 
and the vulnerability to natural disasters requires the EC to maximize sustainable 
development initiatives and investment opportunities in order to maintain their natural 
resource base. Vulnerable populations including the poor are prone to using available 
land and marine areas for subsistence; in many cases this leads to environmental 
degradation because of poor or inappropriate practices particularly in PAs.  


6. While the Project is expected to have positive social outcomes relating to 
improved natural resource and environmental conditions and potential economic benefits 
to local populations from improved tourism and other economic opportunities, it is 
recognized that there may be some potential nonphysical (economic) displacement issues 
associated with possible restrictions on resource use in and access to core areas of PAs to 
be supported by the Project. As such, the Project triggers the Bank's Operational 
Safeguard Policy 4.12, Involuntary Resettlement, and a Process Framework to mitigate 
potential adverse economic impacts from the creation or consolidation of PAs was 
prepared and consulted. While the proposed PAs to be supported either directly by the 
Project or under the conservation trust fund have yet to be fully determined, no physical 
involuntary resettlement or relocation is expected.   


7. The draft Process Framework was discussed in two regional workshops held in 
February and September of 2010 and in-country consultations with a wide cross-section 
of stakeholders in the five Participating Countries between April and May of 2010. 
Stakeholders invited included representatives of Government agencies, nongovernmental 
organizations, private sector groups, fishermen, dive operators, tour operators, and local 
associations, among others. The Process Framework is summarized in Appendix 2 to this 
Annex. 


 


C. Borrower’s Institutional Capacity for Safeguard Policies 


 
8. TNC would be the Recipient of the Grant and executing the Project, and 
therefore, would be responsible for ensuring that social and environmental safeguards are 
applied during Project implementation. This would be done by building environmental 
and social safeguards into annual work plans, reviewing safeguard instruments when they 
are produced, and monitoring compliance with these safeguards. 


9. TNC has adequate safeguards capacity and familiarity with the Bank’s safeguard 
policies. It has demonstrated its ability to perform this function more recently during the 
implementation of the PPG. TNC builds environmental and social safeguards into the 
design and implementation of projects that they carry out. Therefore, TNC has the ability 
to implement and report on social and environmental safeguards.  
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10. In each country, the relevant Directorates use best practices which include 
environmental and social safeguards, in carrying out the design implementation and 
management of the PAs. 


11.  Environmental and social safeguards have been incorporated in the Operations 
Manual of the Project, and the Operations Manual for the endowment fund.  
 


 D. Compliance with Safeguard Policies 
 


12. The Project is designed to comply fully with World Bank safeguard policies, as 
indicated below. 


Safeguard Policies Triggered by the Project Yes No 
Environmental Assessment (OP/BP 4.01) [X] [  ] 
Natural Habitats (OP/BP 4.04) [X] [  ] 
Forests (OP/BP 4.36) [X] [  ] 
Pest Management (OP 4.09) [  ] [X] 
Physical Cultural Resources (OP 4.11) [X] [  ] 
Involuntary Resettlement (OP/BP 4.12) [X] [  ] 
Indigenous Peoples (OP 4.10) [  ] [X] 
Safety of Dams (OP/BP 4.37) [  ] [X] 
Projects on International Waterways (OP/BP/GP 7.50) [  ] [X] 
Projects in Disputed Areas (OP/BP/GP 7.60) [  ] [X] 
Piloting the Use of Borrower Systems to Address Environmental and 
Social Safeguard Issues in Bank-Supported Projects (OP/BP 4.00)  


[  ] [X] 


 


• OP/BP 4.01 – Environmental Assessment. This Project is classified as Category 
B, as the potential adverse environmental impacts on human populations or 
environmentally important areas are site-specific, reversible, and can be readily 
mitigated. Since the exact location and/or nature of potential small investments to 
be financed under this Project have not yet been determined, an Environmental 
Analysis and an Environmental Management Framework (EMF found in 
Appendix 1 to this Annex) have been prepared to conform to Bank safeguard 
policies. Accompanying screening procedures have been developed and included 
in the Operations Manual to ensure that these investments would be subject to an 
individual Environmental Assessment screening to avoid adverse impacts on the 
local environment, and appropriate mitigation measures would be included in 
their designs. 


 


• OP/BP 4.04 – Natural Habitats. This Project would not support or lead to the 
conversion of natural habitats. In fact, it would help rehabilitate, restore, and 
protect degraded coastal and marine ecosystems, which are important to preserve 
local biodiversity and the quality of water resources. Instead, the Project would 
support natural habitat conservation including activities aimed at the restoration of 
sand dunes, mangroves, and beach zones, and environmental guidelines to better 
manage tourism operations. The EMF explicitly forbids any Project activities in 
areas supporting critical natural habitats or inducing significant conversion or 
degradation of critical natural habitats. 
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• OP/BP 4.36 - Forests.  This Project would not lead to the destruction of forests or 
forest ecosystems, and in fact would help to protect ecosystems such as 
mangroves through appropriate conservation and restoration measures. Similar to 
the natural habitats, the EMF explicitly forbids any Project activities in areas 
supporting destruction or conversion of forests or forest ecosystems. However, 
due to the presence of mangrove forests at potential sites, this safeguard is 
triggered as a precaution. 


 


• OP/BP 4.11 - Physical Cultural Resources. The Project is not expected to have 
negative impacts on cultural property including: movable or immovable objects, 
sites, structures, groups of structures or natural features or landscapes with 
archeological, paleontological, historical, architectural, religious, aesthetic or 
other cultural significance. However, “chance findings” during implementation 
activities could be possible. The EMF includes a framework for screening Project 
activities in relation to potential negative impacts to cultural property. The EMF 
sets forth that “chance find” procedures be included in any sub-project involving 
works, as well as in the Operational Manual, in order to comply with this 
safeguard. 


 


• OP/BP 4.12 - Involuntary Resettlement. The client has prepared a Process 
Framework designed to mitigate potential adverse economic impacts from the 
creation or consolidation of PAs. The Process Framework was drafted in 
consultation in two regional workshops held in February and September of 2010, 
and in-country consultations with a wide cross-section of stakeholders in the five 
Participating Countries between April and May 2010.  The Process Framework 
has been included in the Operations Manual. It was publicly disseminated on 
November 15, 2010. The summary of the Process Framework for this Project is in 
Appendix 2 to this Annex.   
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Annex 10, Appendix 1 


Summary of Environmental Assessment and Environmental Management 


Framework 


 


Overview  


 
1. The objective of the Project to contribute to enhancing the long-term 
sustainability of PA networks in the Participating Countries by (i) establishing 
sustainable financing mechanisms; (ii) strengthening of the MPA networks; and (iii) 
deploying a regional monitoring and information system for the Protected Area networks. 
Of the four components, component 2 aims to consolidate and strengthen the 
management effectiveness of existing PAs, especially in coastal and marine ecosystems, 
including through activities in two demonstration sites across the participating EC 
countries.  


2. Environmental considerations are incorporated into key aspects of the Project: the 
development objective, targeted area, eligibility criteria for beneficiaries, the type of 
investments to be financed, and implementation tools. While the Project is expected to 
produce positive environmental impacts, some activities supported under this component 
could generate small negative impacts. Accordingly, the Project design includes an 
environmental management framework to monitor and mitigate potential small-scale 
negative environmental impacts during implementation. 


3. Potential Demonstration Sites and Activities: During Project preparation, all 
potential demonstration sites were identified and prioritized and at least two 
demonstration sites were preliminarily identified. At these demonstration sites a suite of 
activities to enhance management effectiveness and address key gaps in the regional 
network of MPAs would be supported by Project funds. Suggestions for demonstration 
site activities during Project preparation and from the in-country stakeholder 
consultations included the following: development of managed sites for diving, 
snorkeling, non-motorized sports; restoration activities for sand dunes, beaches, 
mangroves; tourism activities relating to watching sea turtles, marine mammals, birds; 
small infrastructure (e.g. visitor centre, boardwalk); and scientific research, education, 
and outreach programs.  


 


Positive Environmental Impacts  


 


4. This Project is expected to generate significant positive environmental benefits 
through the establishment of effective management systems to conserve the natural 
integrity and biodiversity of the Participating Countries, while providing opportunities for 
income generation for communities in and around the PAs. These objectives would be 
achieved through a range of activities, which include direct investments in the sustainable 
use and conservation of coastal and marine resources; the restoration of sensitive 
ecosystems such as sand dunes, mangroves, beach zones which have been degraded; and 
environmental guidelines for tourism operations related to diving, snorkeling, non-
motorized sports, as well as for small infrastructure works (such as a visitor center, 
boardwalk etc). 
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5. Nevertheless, given that PAs to be supported under the Project and associated 
activities have yet to be specified, an environmental management framework has been 
developed to screen for environmental impacts and specify existing and additional 
mitigation measures to address these potential impacts. This screening mechanism would 
ensure that the necessary procedures and resources are in place a priori to the final 
preparation and implementation of relevant activities and where necessary, appropriate 
mitigation and monitoring measures incorporated. 


 


Potential Adverse Environmental Impacts  


 
6. Given the PAs to be supported under this Project and the nature of potential 
investments to be financed under component 2 have not yet been determined, specific 
environmental impacts, location, and magnitude cannot be ascertained. However, given 
the types of potential activities to be supported by the Project (identified for the 
demonstration sites), they are not expected to have significant, long-term, indirect, or 
cumulative adverse impacts. Possible adverse impacts may be related to the 
implementation of the demonstration activities such as damage to coral and reef systems 
from mismanaged activities; disturbances to bird, mammal and fish species from poor 
tourism practices; noise, dust and air pollution from small infrastructure works (such as 
the visitor center and boardwalk); and other education and research-related activities. In 
any case, environmental impacts are expected to be localized and preventable through 
responsive mitigation measures. Investment proposals financed under component 2 
would go through a screening process to optimize socioeconomic and environmental 
benefits and prevent or minimize unintended negative environmental impacts, including 
those eventually associated to indirect, cumulative, or long-term effects. 


 


Environmental Management Framework (EMF)  
 
7. The Project EMF addresses the potential negative impacts identified in the 
environmental analysis of potential demonstration activities and proposes associated 
mitigation procedures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate these impacts. This framework 
has been incorporated in the Operations Manual.  


8. Screening procedures: An initial screening for potential environmental impacts 
associated with the design, construction, and use of identified demonstration activities 
using environmental guidelines and the identification of measures to mitigate the impacts 
identified, would be undertaken by Project management staff and/or through technical 
consultants, as required. An environmental assessment would be conducted as needed. 
The Operations Manual includes detailed screening criteria and procedures - including 
operating rules that would be used during Project implementation to identify and avoid or 
minimize any adverse environmental impacts.  


9. Where private entities would be responsible for specific activities financed under 
the Project (e.g. refurbishment or construction of PA infrastructure such as a visitor 
center or eco-tourism activities) relevant safeguards would be specified and become part 
of their contractual obligations. The appropriate national agencies would be responsible 
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for the inclusion of mitigation measures in contracts and enforcing compliance with 
environmental mitigation measures. 


10. Screening, evaluation, approval, and monitoring procedures have been 
incorporated into the Project design, and included in the Project Operations Manual. EMF 
cost estimates have been integrated into the overall Project budget.  


 


Public Disclosure/Dissemination  


 
11. The EA/EMF have been disclosed in-country and via the Bank’s website and 
Public Information Center on November 15, 2010. A consultation process was carried 
out, including discussions regarding the potential environmental impacts and benefits 
associated with the Project. The EA report was subjected to a virtual/internet public 
consultation process with a broad range of stakeholders. 
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Matrix of Activities, Potential Environmental Impacts, and Associated Mitigation Plans 
 


Activities Potential Environmental Impacts Associated Mitigation Plans 


Managed 
Dive Sites 
 
Managed 
Snorkeling 
Sites 


Damage to corals and reef area from 
mismanagement of dive/snorkeling 
operations, specifically from:  
 
(i) Excessive dives and damage to 


sensitive areas 


(ii) Extraction of reef materials 


(iii) Improper moorings of boats 


 
Inadequate monitoring of reef health, 
damage, invasive species, etc. 
 
Disruption to fish species from feeding 
by divers/snorkelers 
 
 


- An assessment of the reef area by a trained marine scientist/coral reef ecologist to determine 
optimal number of dive/snorkeling sites within the MPA limits within the carrying capacity of 
the site. In addition they would assess information on reef form, fish communities, reef health, 
sensitive areas, and other such reef attributes. 


- Sensitive areas (such as those recovering from recent physical damage, areas with large 
concentrations of soft corals and branching hard corals and areas with high concentrations of 
coral recruits) should be flagged as “no dive” areas or areas where only experienced divers are 
allowed to dive.  


- A dive site map created and used as part of the orientation for the divers. Consideration should 
be given to depth ranges, wave action, visibility, and currents. 


- Measures (including fines and sanctions) to stop divers/snorkelers from taking living/nonliving 
materials from the reef. Instill sense of environmental stewardship by educating divers/ 
snorkelers about collecting marine debris (such as plastic bottles, aluminum cans etc). 


- Proper moorings to prevent shifting or breaking, which may cause damage to the reef by boats 
or mooring chains/cables. Anchoring of boats at dive sites should be strictly forbidden. 
Dive/snorkeling operators informed of size/capacity of moorings. 


- Permanent transects should be used to monitor the reef. Photo/video inventories used to measure 
reef deterioration to inform dive/snorkeling operations. Dive/snorkeling operators can also do 
ongoing checks of reef health, reporting evidence of coral disease, coral bleaching, physical 
damage etc. Fish species lists can also be used (divers/snorkelers can check-off types of fish 
they see) to monitor any significant changes in the fish populations or evidence of invasive 
species. 


- Prohibit feeding of fish during dive/snorkeling operations so as to not disturb fish and marine 
mammal populations.  


- Sound environmental practices in dive shops to deal with waste management, safety, sewage 
disposal and, boat operations. 


Managed 
Non-
Motorized 
Water Sports 


- Damage to reefs from inadequate 
zoning 


- Improper storage and cleaning of 
equipment; impacts on ecosystems 


- Zones must be developed to ensure safe areas for such activities, avoiding damage to reefs and 
other sensitive areas. 


- Proper storage of water sports equipment at a specific location, not negatively impacting 
beaches or sand dunes. Cleaning of equipment, especially with soaps or oily substances should 
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Activities Potential Environmental Impacts Associated Mitigation Plans 


- Removal of shoreline vegetation not be done close to or in the water. 
- No removal of shoreline vegetation should be done to facilitate this activity (restrict access to 


shoreline). 
Sea Turtle 
Nesting 
Watching 


- Disturbance of sea turtles due to close 
proximity by tourists, noise, flash 
photography 


- Poor awareness of sea turtle 
conservation  


- Tourists kept at a “safe” distance beyond the location of the nest i.e. they should not be in the 
area between the high water mark and the location of the nest.  


- Excessive noise should be avoided; use of bright lights and flash photography should be 
discouraged. 


- Activity should be informed with lessons on sea turtle conservation. 
Turtle Nest 
Protection 


- Inadequate protection measures 
relating to turtle nesting 


- Poor public awareness of nesting 
activities 


- Trained personnel in sea turtle nesting behavior. 
- Regular beach combing to monitor nesting activity; appropriate use of GPS markers or 


landmarks, with dates to record nesting/hatching. 
- Education on turtle conservation to nearby homes, hotels, and restaurants so that they can assist 


in monitoring against poachers and animals during the incubation period. 
- Nesting area adequately protected against light (redirected, changed, or turned off), and 


roadways (a small soft barrier between the nest and roadway), especially just before the 
hatching date. 


- Use of bright lights/flash photography discouraged. Red lights can be used. 
Visitor 
Center 


- Large footprint of visitor center, 
damage to sensitive habitats 


- Improper adherence to local building 
codes; inadequate solid waste 
management system 


- The footprint of the center should be at a minimum while achieving form and function. Sight of 
the facility should avoid very sensitive habitats.  


- Visitor centers should conform to local building codes, especially as they relate to set-back 
limits from coastlines, and sewage disposal. A comprehensive solid waste management system 
should be implemented and effectively managed. 


- Alternative sources of energy should be considered, but at the very least, energy conservation 
mechanisms should be in place; green architecture should be a distinct feature of this structure. 


Boardwalk - Removal of vegetation to construct 
boardwalk 


- Damage to sand dunes from foot 
traffic 


- Use of short-lived and non-recycled 
materials; toxic weather coating 
paints 


- Minimal vegetation removal (especially in mangrove areas); utilize option to raise the 
boardwalk and meander it over and around the trees. 


- Boardwalk traversing sand dunes should be minimal and aim to reduce foot traffic over multiple 
points of the sand dunes and limiting it to the boardwalk. 


- The material used for the boardwalk should be long lasting, with consideration given to recycled 
materials. Toxic weather-coating paints must not be used. 
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Activities Potential Environmental Impacts Associated Mitigation Plans 


Artificial 
Reefs 


- Damage to nearby coral and  
ecosystem changes in patterns of 
plank tonic food supply from 
improper design/ placement of 
artificial reef structure 


- Use of improper materials to serve as 
the artificial reef structure; pollution 


- Excessive fishing at artificial reef 
sites 


- A coral reef restoration expert should design the type, number and placement of the artificial 
reefs structures; installation should not result in loss of coral from the surrounding areas, and the 
artificial structures should be anchored properly. 


- The placement of the artificial structures should not alter the water currents significantly that it 
leads to change in patterns of the plank tonic food supply. 


- Use of old ships as artificial reefs must be carefully considered, as all oils and other harmful 
agents have to be thoroughly removed from the vessel before it is sunk. 


- Measures should be put in place to prevent fishermen from exploiting these artificial reefs for 
fishing. 


Multiple-Use 
Zones 
Demarcation 


- Poor demarcation of multiple-use 
zones 


- Improper mooring of anchors and 
buoys, inadequate monitoring 


- Upon agreement on zones for various uses, a map should be prepared to guide the physical 
demarcation of the site. 


- Mooring buoys should be used; mooring anchors must be carefully placed so that they do not 
drift or drag along the sea floor causing possible damage to the reef; mooring lines should be far 
away from the reef so they do not touch the reef during heavy wave action. Moorings should be 
checked regularly to reduce the likelihood of being disconnected from the anchor and creating 
marine debris. 


Sand Dune 
Restoration 
 
 


- Inadequate information about dune/ 
beach/ mangrove characteristics 
 


- Improper restoration relating to 
vegetation; impacts on other marine 
areas 
 


- Damage to mangrove from use of 
heavy machinery 


- An assessment of the dune/beach site characteristics done prior to restoration work. Includes 
review of historical data, design of restorative profile, amount of sand required, source of sand, 
species inventory, types of vegetation needed, etc. 


- Local vegetation planted and characteristic of the sand dune/beach vegetation; no new species 
should be introduced.  


- Soft solutions (such as improving vegetation cover) explored before exploring hard 
construction-type solutions involving heavy machinery. Should not impact other adjacent 
marine areas such as seagrass beds.  


- Vegetation profile of beach should be taken into consideration, as various species have specific 
sea spray and wind tolerance regimes. 


- Hard structures must be removed from the beach, especially between the high water mark and 
the sand dunes -this would reduce the interference of sand movement.  


Beach 
Vegetation 
Restoration 
 
Mangrove 
Restoration/ 
Maintenance 


Bird 
Watching 


- Disturbance to bird species due to 
inadequate consideration of nesting/ 
mating habits; and excessive trips 


- Guides trained in best practices by an ornithologist; trips scheduled after consideration of 
species-specific mating and nesting habits (time of year, time of day, etc.), to not cause 
unnecessary disturbances. Carrying capacity calculated to ensure that minimal numbers of 
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Activities Potential Environmental Impacts Associated Mitigation Plans 


scheduled 
- Accidental transfer of invasive 


species due to negligence 
- Improper waste disposal during trips; 


oil leaks from boats 


visitors and minimal frequency of trips. 
- Care taken by the bird watchers not to transfer invasive plant/animal species from one area to 


another. 
- Trips must make allowances for restroom stops (if trips are long), and deal with all garbage 


generated on the trip. Boats must be well maintained and not leak oil. Ideally, the engines 
should be quiet, or non-motorized boats should be considered. 


Marine 
Mammal 
Watching 


- Disturbance due to inadequate 
information about species habit, 
characteristics etc. leading to 
improper guidance for organized trips  


- Injury to marine mammals from boat 
operations, including from propellers 


- An assessment of the marine mammal(s) carried out for site-specific information on species 
habit, temporal variations in movement, migratory patterns, feeding habits, social relationships, 
etc. to provide proper guidance for trips including minimal disturbance to the mammals. 


- Safe viewing distance must be established and observed at all times. Number and frequency of 
trips should be agreed by the operators (under guidance) and followed. 


- Persons should be well trained in boat handling, and propellers properly guarded to avoid injury 
especially to slow moving mammals (e.g. manatees).  


Scientific 
Research 


- Damage to species from improper 
sampling techniques; introduction of 
invasive species 


- Protection of information about 
location of rare species 


- Non-extractive and non-destructive sampling should be preferred. If any removal and relocation 
of live specimens is done, care must be taken not to introduce these species into new areas 
where they may become invasive. 


- Sensitive information discovered from scientific research, such as location of rare species, 
should be given privileged access rather than open access. 


Development 
of Alternate 
Livelihoods 


- Negative environmental impacts from 
the alternate livelihoods activities 


- The alternative livelihood developed should not have equal or greater negative environmental 
impact than the livelihood being displaced. 


- Ideally, there should be no negative environmental impact. Studies, such as those under the 
OPAAL project, should be used to guide the development of this activity. 


- Residual material from previous livelihood (such as fish pots, nets, etc.) should be disposed of 
properly, or recycled into other products. 


Education 
and Outreach 


- Misguided messages can lead to 
promotion of poor practices or non-
acceptance of best practices 


- Inaccuracy of messages 
- Increased use of paper 


- The information transferred to the audience must be carefully constructed; it must be accurate, 
unbiased and clear. Attention must be paid to highlighting sound environmental practices, 
therefore, these must be well-researched and applicable to the subject matter and the audience 


- Excessive use of paper should be discouraged; reuse and recycle paper where possible. 
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Annex 10, Appendix 2 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 


 Process Framework for Mitigating Potential Livelihood Impacts 


 


Project Summary 
 
1. The objective of the Project is to contribute to enhancing the long-term sustainability of 
PA networks in the EC sub-region by (i) establishing sustainable financing mechanisms; (ii) 
strengthening of the MPA networks; and (iii) deploying a regional monitoring and information 
system for the PA networks. The Project would consist of four components. The first component, 
to which the bulk of Project resources would be dedicated, would support the establishment of 
sustainable financing mechanisms for PAs in the Participating Countries. Lack of reliable and 
consistent sources of funding has been a significant obstacle to conservation in all Participating 
Countries. The Project would help to alleviate this problem by combining donor funding and 
efforts to generate additional financing locally. The second component would support the 
consolidation, enhanced representativeness, and resilience of MPA networks and related 
activities. The third component would support the deployment of a regional monitoring and 
information system network. The fourth component would finance Project management and 
coordination. 


 


No Physical Displacement 


 
2. During Project implementation there would be no involuntary physical displacement or 
resettlement of persons from the selected PAs being supported under the Project. No involuntary 
physical resettlement is expected for PAs to be financed from the long-term sustainable 
financing mechanism. 


 


Potential Impacts on Livelihoods and Project Strategy 


 
3. Overall, the Project is expected to contribute to positive social outcomes relating, for 
example, to improved natural resource and environmental conditions and potential economic 
benefits to local populations from tourism, local involvement in PA management as well as 
expected additional or improved opportunities from park management and nature-related 
tourism,  and other economic opportunities. 


4. However, some livelihood activities could potentially be adversely impacted in MPAs 
such as limiting the fishing areas through zoning, limiting fish catches, banning certain 
techniques, or restricting certain types of fishing. In addition for marine areas, tourism operators 
and vendors, and resource extractors and harvesters (e.g. corals, sand, cockles), among others, 
may be negatively affected. For terrestrial PAs, livelihoods that could potentially be adversely 
impacted include tourism operators and vendors, farmers, hunters, and resource extractors (e.g. 
timber, firewood, plants), among others. It should be noted that some restrictions may currently 
exist in potential PAs, but are often not regularly enforced due to lack of capacity.  
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5. Hence, due to the Project's conservation strategy it would sometimes be necessary that 
persons or communities change some ongoing negative practices, such as limiting or restricting 
or prohibiting the use of certain areas or resources. The Project would address this issue by 
implementing Sustainable Development Action Plans (SDAPs) which would harmonize social 
strategy with conservation practices to offer sustainable alternatives in substitute of damaging 
practices. SDAPs would be prepared and reviewed yearly in accordance with this Process 
Framework that is consistent with the Bank's Operational Policy 4.12, Involuntary Resettlement. 
Accordingly, PA annual programs would allocate resources to implement SDAP activities. 


 


Principles 


 
6. Minimizing Social Impact. One principle that the Project would adopt is to avoid 
negative social impacts as much as possible. Thus, the conservation strategy would take into 
account actual practices of resident and/or user communities in each PA compatible with 
conservation. Limiting access to natural resources and/or areas would be a last resort in the event 
that a specific fragile ecosystem is under threat, has limited capacity, or is particularly important 
for conservation purposes. This decision would be taken on the basis of technical and social 
analysis, and through consultations. 


7. Participation. Extent, type, and characteristics of restrictions would be discussed and 
defined through consultation with stakeholders, with an emphasis on affected persons.  
Alternatives to address possible adverse social impacts should also be reached utilizing a 
participatory approach seeking consensus. The Directorates of PAs, with the assistance of social 
promoters, would carry out these consultations to seek agreement with communities and relevant 
organizations about the scope and pace of potential restrictions or changes, as well as to seek 
agreement about impact mitigation alternatives in order to complete the SDAPs. SDAPs would 
be reviewed by the PA administrative unit, as well as the country-level and regional management 
units, to be incorporated within the overall PA conservation strategy, to agree on measures to 
enforce agreements, and resolve possible conflicts. 


8. Re-establishing Socioeconomic Conditions. The main goal of mitigation alternatives 
would be to re-establish or improve, wherever possible, previous socioeconomic conditions. As 
such, SDAPs could introduce sustainable production alternatives to replace damaging practices, 
providing training and technical assistance to accomplish this. Annual programs would allocate 
financial and technical resources to these activities.   


9. Target Population. This Process Framework would apply to those persons and 
organizations that are directly affected by restrictive measures resulting from PA management 
plans, conservation strategy, or related programs for the selected PAs. Target populations are 
comprised of those who: 


• Are subject to limitation of resources needed for their subsistence; and/or 


• Suffer negative effects on the means of subsistence or productive activities. 


10. Respect to National Laws. This Process Framework applies regardless of the absence of 
legal titles or deeds. However, it does not apply to persons who carry out activities or actions 
classified as offenses under national laws. 
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11. Respect for Cultural Diversity. The definitions of restrictions to practices in PAs would 
take into account the cultural and/or ethnic diversity of groups involved in each selected PA. 
Traditional practices would be respected and considered in PA management plans and SDAPs. 


Guidelines for Preparing Sustainable Development Action Plans (SDAPs) 


12. Under the guidance from TNC, PA Directorates, with specialized support if necessary, 
would prepare SDAPs, consistent with the above mentioned principles. The SDAP would be 
comprised of the following: 


a)  Justification.  The reasons for limiting access to and/or use of resources should be 
explained, including a description of the restricted area and/or resources to be limited. 


b)  Socioeconomic Analysis and Impact Assessment.  SDAPs should include a definition of 
the PA's zoning restrictions to identify the target population. A socioeconomic diagnosis of 
the target population would be prepared including the main economic activities, social 
characteristics, customs, behaviors and existing organizations. The diagnosis should also 
include an estimate of the possible impacts including potential economic losses, changes in 
social organizations, restrictions to traditional practices, etc. This analysis would be prepared 
using available information and/or carrying out specific studies, as needed. Impact assessment 
should include consultation with the target population and directly involved organizations. 


c)  Alternative Assessment and Agreements. Seeking mitigation alternatives would be a 
participatory effort. PA Directorates and the target population would jointly analyze feasible 
alternatives, taking into account the affected population's needs and conservation strategy 
goals to reach an agreement. This agreement should include commitments and responsibilities 
on both sides, as well as provisions to avoid other groups overlooking restrictions.  


d) Program and Budget.  SDAPs should include an implementation program and budget for 
each one of the activities included. In any given year, SDAPs should be included in each PA's 
budget within the annual Operating Plan for the Project.  


e)   SDAP Format. To facilitate the review and approval of SDAPs, it is recommended to use 
the following elements for the SDAP format: 


 
• Location and description of PA; 


• Specific locations and descriptions of resources or areas where access or use would be 
limited; 


• Reasons for access/use limitations; 


• Identification and diagnosis of target population; 


• Impact assessment of restrictions; 


• Alternatives assessment and agreed solution with stakeholders; 


• Applicable legal framework; 


• Measures to prevent access or use of restricted areas or resources by other groups; 


• Summary of the consultation process; and 


• Implementation schedule and budget. 
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Financing 


13. SDAPs would be financed from Component 2, through specific demonstration sites’ 
budgets for selected PAs.   


Institutional Arrangements 
14. TNC would be the Recipient of the Project Grant and would be responsible for ensuring 
that social and environmental safeguards are applied during Project implementation. This would 
be done by building the safeguards into annual work plans (including the provision of training 
and technical assistance for the competent completion of SDAPs), reviewing SDAPs when they 
are produced, and monitoring the implementation of the safeguards. TNC includes 
environmental and social safeguards in the design and implementation of projects that they carry 
out. Therefore, TNC has the ability to implement and report social and environmental safeguards 
into the implementation of projects. In carrying out the design implementation and management 
of the PAs, PA Directorates in each country use best practices which include environmental and 
social safeguards. 


 


Monitoring and Evaluation 


15. The Project's M&E system would include process and outcome indicators for SDAPs, 
with particular attention to monitor the re-establishment of socioeconomic conditions of target 
populations, recovery of protected resources and areas, and effectiveness of enforcing 
restrictions. 
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Annex 11: Project Preparation and Supervision 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 


 Planned Actual 


PCN review 03/26/2009 07/09/2009 
Initial PID to PIC 05/26/2009 08/04/2009 
Initial ISDS to PIC 05/26/2009 08/11/2009 
Appraisal 09/20/2010 02/16/2011 
Negotiations 10/25/2010 06/29/2011 
Board/RVP approval 12/16/2010  
Planned date of effectiveness 03/31/2010  
Planned date of mid-term review 07/16/2012  
Planned closing date 12/31/2016  


 
Key institutions responsible for preparation of the Project: The Nature Conservancy 
 
Bank staff and consultants who worked on the Project included: 


Name Title Unit 
Dinesh Aryal Sr. Operations Officer and TTL LCSEN 
Anjali Acharya Sr. Environmental Specialist LCSEN 
Enos E. Esikuri Sr. Environmental Specialist LCSEN 
Jocelyne Albert Sr. Regional Coordinator LCSSD 
Judith M. Lisansky Sr. Anthropologist LCSSO 
Marea Eleni Hatziolos Sr. Coastal and Marine Specialist EASER 
Stefano P. Pagiola Sr. Environmental Economist LCSSD 
Ashley L. Camhi Environmental Economist/Consultant     LCSSD 
Joseph Kizito Mubiru Sr. Financial Management Specialist LCSFM 
Yingwei Wu Sr. Procurement Specialist LCSPT 
Yao Wottor Sr. Procurement Specialist LCSPT 
Norma M. Rodriguez Procurement Analyst LCSPT 
Alberto Ninio Lead Counsel LEGEN 
Edith Ruguru Mwenda Sr. Counsel LEGAF 
Sophia Guerrier-Gray Paralegel LEGLA 
Miguel-Santiago Oliveira Sr. Finance Officer CTRFC 
Victor Ordonez Finance Officer CTRFC 
Gus Raposo Finance Analyst CTRFC 
Margaret Isaac Program Assistant LCSEN 
 


Bank funds expended to date on Project preparation: 
1. Bank resources: US$218,965(BBGEF) 
2. Trust funds: 
3. Total:  US$218,965 (BBGEF) 


 
Estimated Approval and Supervision costs: 


4. Remaining costs to approval: US$45,000 
5. Estimated annual supervision cost: US$60,000/year 
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Annex 12: Documents in the Project File 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 
Project Reports and Studies: 
 
1. Articles of Association of the Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (draft). Ropes & Gray, LLP. 


2. By-laws of the [COUNTRY] Protected Areas Trust (draft). Ropes & Gray, LLP. 


3. Expansion, Consolidation and Strengthening of MPA Network in the OECS (Final Report). 
Dr. Dayne Buddo. 


4. Expansion, Consolidation and Strengthening of MPA Network in the OECS – Environmental 
Management Framework (Final Report). Dr. Dayne Buddo. 


5. Memorandum of association of the Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (draft). Barry Spergel and 
Ropes & Gray, LLP. 


6. Model Protected Areas Trust Legislation. Ropes & Gray, LLP. 


7. OECS Countries Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine 
Ecosystem - Process Framework for Mitigating Potential Livelihood Impacts (Final Report). 
Dr. David Lee. 


8. OECS GEF Sustainable Finance Project Preparation summary (brochure). TNC. 


9. Report on Monitoring and Evaluation Options for the Sustainable Financing and 
Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems for the OECS Project (Final Report). 
John Waugh. 


10. Social Assessment Report (draft). Dr. David Lee. 


11. Statement of Investment Policy, Objectives and Guidelines of the Caribbean Biodiversity 
Fund (draft). Barry Spergel. 


12. Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems Project - 
Report on in-Country Stakeholder Consultation Meetings. Antigua and Barbuda. 


13. Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems Project - 
Report on in-Country Stakeholder Consultation Meetings. Grenada. 


14. Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems Project - 
Report on in-Country Stakeholder Consultation Meetings. St. Kitts and Nevis. 


15. Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems Project - 
Report on in-Country Stakeholder Consultation Meetings. St. Lucia. 
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16. Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems Project - 
Report on in-Country Stakeholder Consultation Meetings. St. Vincent and the Grenadines. 


17. Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems - Possible 
Institutional Arrangements for Full Project Implementation at the Regional Scale (draft). 
TNC and the OECS Secretariat. 


18. Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems for the 
OECS Project - First Regional Workshop report February 1-5, 2010 Jolly Beach Resort, 
Bolans, Antigua. 


19. Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems for the 
OECS Project - Second Regional Workshop report September 13-17, 2010, Flamboyant 
Hotel, Grenada. 


20. Vertical Agreement between the Caribbean Biodiversity Fund and [COUNTRY] Protected 
Areas Trust (draft). Ropes & Gray, LLP. 


 


Other Reports: 


21. Alban, F., G. Appéré, and J. Boncoeur., 2008. Economic Analysis of Marine Protected 
Areas: A Literature Review. EMPAFISH Project, Booklet No.3. Murcia: Universidad de 
Murcia. 


22. Beharry-Borga, N., and R. Scarpa. 2010. “Valuing quality changes in Caribbean coastal 
waters for heterogeneous beach visitors.” Ecological Economics, 69(5), pp.1124-1139. 


23. Brandon, K., S. Sanderson, and K. Redford. 1998. Parks in peril: People, politics, and 
protected areas. Washington: Island Press. 


24. Bruner, A., R.E. Gullison, R.E. Rice, and G.A.B. da Fonseca. 2001. “Effectiveness of parks 
in protecting tropical biodiversity.” Science, 291, pp.125–128.  


25. Bruner, A., R.E. Gullison, and A. Balmford. 2004. “Financial costs and shortfalls of 
managing and expanding protected-area systems in developing countries.” BioScience, 
54(12), pp.1119-1126.  


26. Burke, L., and J. Maidens. 2004. Reefs at Risk in the Caribbean. Washington: World 
Resources Institute.  


27. Burke, L., S. Greenhalgh, D. Prager, and E. Cooper. 2008. Coastal Capital — Economic 
Valuation of Coral Reefs in Tobago and St. Lucia. Washington: World Resources Institute.  


28. Dixon, J.A., T. van’t Hof, and L.F. Scura. 1993. “Meeting ecological and economic goals: 
Marine parks in the Caribbean.” Ambio, 22(203), pp.117-125. 
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29. Green, E. and R. Donnelly. 2003. “Recreational scuba diving in Caribbean marine protected 
areas: Do the users pay?” Ambio, 32, pp.140-144. 


30. Mathieu, L.F., I.H. Langford, and W. Kenyon. 2003. “Valuing marine parks in a developing 
county: A case study of the Seychelles.” Environment and Development Economics, 8, 
pp.373-390. 


31. Parsons, G.R., and S.M. Thur. 2008. “Valuing changes in the quality of coral reef 
ecosystems: A stated preference study of SCUBA Diving in the Bonaire National Marine 
Park.” Environment and Resource Economics, 40, pp.593-608.  


32. Saccardi, D., 2008. “Conservation Trust Fund Investment Survey.” New York: Wildlife 
Conservation Society. 


33. Spash, C.L. 2000. “Assessing the benefits of improving coral reef biodiversity: the 
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Annex 13: Statement of Loans and Credits 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 


ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA 


   Original Amount in US$ Millions   


Difference between 
expected and actual 


disbursements 


Project ID FY Purpose IBRD IDA SF GEF Cancel. Undisb. Orig. Frm. Rev’d 


           


           


  Total:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 


 
 


ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA 
STATEMENT OF IFC’s 


Held and Disbursed Portfolio 
In Millions of US Dollars 


 


  Committed Disbursed 


  IFC  IFC  


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


          


          


 Total portfolio:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 


 
 


  Approvals Pending Commitment 


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


      


      


 Total pending commitment:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 
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GRENADA 


   Original Amount in US$ Millions   


Difference between 
expected and actual 


disbursements 


Project ID FY Purpose IBRD IDA SF GEF Cancel. Undisb. Orig. Frm. Rev’d 


P095681 2009 OECS (Grenada) Skill for Inclusive Growt 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.73 0.70 0.00 


P101322 2008 GD TAC 0.00 1.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.81 0.71 0.00 


P082392 2006 GD Public Sector Modernization TAC 0.00 3.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.72 2.37 0.69 


P077759 2003 GD EDUCATION DEV (2nd APL) 4.00 5.90 0.00 0.00 1.08 0.95 -0.30 0.00 


  Total:    4.00   14.26    0.00    0.00    1.08    7.21    3.48    0.69 


 
 


GRENADA 
STATEMENT OF IFC’s 


Held and Disbursed Portfolio 
In Millions of US Dollars 


 


  Committed Disbursed 


  IFC  IFC  


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


2002 Bel Air 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 


 Total portfolio:    1.00    0.00    1.00    0.00    1.00    0.00    1.00    0.00 


 
 


  Approvals Pending Commitment 


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


      


      


 Total pending commitment:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 
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ST. KITTS AND NEVIS 


   Original Amount in US$ Millions   


Difference between 
expected and actual 


disbursements 


Project ID FY Purpose IBRD IDA SF GEF Cancel. Undisb. Orig. Frm. Rev’d 


           


           


  Total:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 


 
 


ST. KITTS AND NEVIS 
STATEMENT OF IFC’s 


Held and Disbursed Portfolio 
In Millions of US Dollars 


 


  Committed Disbursed 


  IFC  IFC  


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


          


          


 Total portfolio:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 


 
 


  Approvals Pending Commitment 


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


      


      


 Total pending commitment:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 
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ST. LUCIA 


   Original Amount in US$ Millions   


Difference between 
expected and actual 


disbursements 


Project ID FY Purpose IBRD IDA SF GEF Cancel. Undisb. Orig. Frm. Rev’d 


P125205 2011 SLU Hurricane Tomas ERL 0.00 15.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.56 0.00 0.00 


P097141 2007 OECS (St Lucia) Skills for Inclu. Growth 0.00 3.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.76 2.43 0.00 


P086469 2004 LC Disaster Management Project II 3.70 6.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.92 -2.13 0.83 


  Total:    3.70   25.30    0.00    0.00    0.00   19.24    0.30    0.83 


 
ST. LUCIA 


STATEMENT OF IFC’s 
Held and Disbursed Portfolio 


In Millions of US Dollars 
 


  Committed Disbursed 


  IFC  IFC  


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


          


          


 Total portfolio:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 


 
 


  Approvals Pending Commitment 


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


      


      


 Total pending commitment:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 
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ST. VINCENT AND THE GRENADINES:   


   Original Amount in US$ Millions   


Difference between 
expected and actual 


disbursements 


Project ID FY Purpose IBRD IDA SF GEF Cancel. Undisb. Orig. Frm. Rev’d 


P124939 2011 SVG Hurricane Tomas Emergency Recov 
Loan 


0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.25 0.00 0.00 


P086664 2004 6O: VC EDUCATION (APL3) 3.10 3.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.08 0.83 0.00 


  Total:    3.10    8.10    0.00    0.00    0.00    6.33    0.83    0.00 


 
ST. VINCENT AND THE GRENADINES 


STATEMENT OF IFC’s 
Held and Disbursed Portfolio 


In Millions of US Dollars 
 


  Committed Disbursed 


  IFC  IFC  


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


          


          


 Total portfolio:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 


 
 


  Approvals Pending Commitment 


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


      


      


 Total pending commitment:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 
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OECS REGIONAL 


   Original Amount in US$ Millions   


Difference between 
expected and actual 


disbursements 


Project ID FY Purpose IBRD IDA SF GEF Cancel. Undisb. Orig. Frm. Rev’d 


P101414 2011 6O-ECERA Eastern Carib. Engy Reg Auth. 0.00 5.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.71 0.00 0.00 


P117871 2011 Regional Disaster Vuln. Reduct. Projects 0.00 20.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.83 0.00 0.00 


P117087 2010 OECS EGRIP-SVG (APL 2) 0.00 2.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.97 -0.04 0.00 


P100635 2008 OECS E-Gov for Regional Integration 0.00 7.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.89 1.95 0.00 


P088448 2005 OECS-Telecomm & ICT Development Pro 1.36 1.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.16 0.97 0.10 


  Total:    1.36   37.37    0.00    0.00    0.00   35.56    2.88    0.10 


 
OECS COUNTRIES 


STATEMENT OF IFC’s 
Held and Disbursed Portfolio 


In Millions of US Dollars 
 


  Committed Disbursed 


  IFC  IFC  


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


          


          


 Total portfolio:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 


 
 


  Approvals Pending Commitment 


FY Approval Company Loan Equity Quasi Partic. 


      


      


 Total pending commitment:    0.00    0.00    0.00    0.00 
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Annex 14: Country at a Glance 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 


 


 Antigua and Barbuda at a glance 2/25/11


Ant igua Lat in Upper-


P OVERTY and SOC IAL and America middle-


Barbuda & Carib. income


2009


Population, mid-year (millions) 0.09 573 1,002


GNI per capita (Atlas method, US$) 12,130 6,993 7,495


GNI (Atlas method, US$ billions) 1.1 4,003 7,508


Average annual growth, 2003-09


Population (%) 1.3 1.2 0.9


Labor force (%) .. 2.2 1.7


M ost  recent  est imate ( latest  year available , 2003-09)


Poverty (% of population below national poverty line) .. .. ..


Urban population (% of total population) 30 79 75


Life expectancy at birth (years) .. 73 71


Infant mortality (per 1,000 live births) 11 19 19


Child malnutrition (% o f children under 5) .. 5 ..


Access to  an improved water source (% o f population) 91 93 95


Literacy (% o f population age 15+) 99 91 93


Gross primary enrollment  (% o f school-age population) 100 116 111


    M ale 105 118 111


    Female 96 114 110


KEY ECONOM IC  RAT IOS and LONG-TERM  TRENDS


1989 1999 2008 2009


GDP (US$ billions) 0.37 0.65 1.2 1.1


Gross capital fo rmation/GDP 41.2 45.1 79.2 75.8


Exports o f goods and services/GDP 81.0 72.5 49.1 47.5


Gross domestic savings/GDP 31.5 36.4 50.8 55.2


Gross national savings/GDP 23.1 35.9 47.0 50.6


Current account balance/GDP -21.2 -11.7 -29.4 -25.1


Interest payments/GDP .. .. .. ..


To tal debt/GDP .. .. .. ..


To tal debt service/exports .. .. .. ..


Present value of debt/GDP .. .. .. ..


Present value of debt/exports .. .. .. ..


1989-99 1999-09 2008 2009 2009-13


(average annual growth)


GDP 3.2 4.9 0.2 -8.5 ..


GDP per capita 1.1 3.4 -1.0 -9.5 ..


Exports o f goods and services 1.1 .. .. .. ..


STRUCTURE o f  the ECONOM Y


1989 1999 2008 2009


(% of GDP)


Agriculture 4.0 3.9 3.1 3.6


Industry 22.0 19.4 29.3 28.1


   M anufacturing 3.1 2.3 1.8 1.8


Services 74.0 76.7 67.6 68.4


Household final consumption expenditure 49.5 41.0 30.5 25.5


General gov't final consumption expenditure 19.0 22.5 18.8 19.4


Imports o f goods and services 90.8 81.2 77.5 68.2


1989-99 1999-09 2008 2009


(average annual growth)


Agriculture 0.9 2.4 2.7 3.6


Industry 3.0 7.9 4.9 -12.2


   M anufacturing -0.3 3.3 3.0 -12.0


Services 3.3 3.5 0.5 -4.8


Household final consumption expenditure 5.5 .. .. ..


General gov't final consumption expenditure 5.6 .. .. ..


Gross capital fo rmation 1.3 .. .. ..


Imports o f goods and services 2.2 .. .. ..


Note: 2009 data are preliminary estimates.


This table was produced from the Development Economics LDB database.


* The diamonds show four key indicators in the country (in bold) compared with its income-group average. If data are missing, the diamond will 


    be incomplete.
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Antigua and Barbuda


P R ICES and GOVERNM ENT  F INANCE


1989 1999 2008 2009


Domestic  prices


(% change)


Consumer prices .. 1.1 .. ..


Implicit GDP deflator 4.2 1.0 4.0 2.8


Government  f inance


(% of GDP, includes current grants)


Current revenue .. 19.7 22.7 19.5


Current budget balance .. -4.2 -0.9 -6.4


Overall surplus/deficit .. -6.1 -7.7 -14.3


TRADE


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Total exports (fob) .. 37 .. ..


#N/A .. 21 .. ..


#N/A .. .. .. ..


   M anufactures .. .. .. ..


Total imports (cif) .. 423 .. ..


   Food .. .. .. ..


   Fuel and energy .. .. .. ..


   Capital goods .. .. .. ..


Export price index (2000=100) .. .. .. ..


Import price index (2000=100) .. .. .. ..


Terms of trade (2000=100) .. .. .. ..


BALANCE o f  P AYM ENTS


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Exports o f goods and services 289 476 642 584


Imports o f goods and services 337 530 943 838


Resource balance -48 -54 -300 -254


Net income -44 -42 -69 -45


Net current transfers 12 20 15 15


Current account balance -79 -77 -354 -284


Financing items (net) .. 87 360 297


Changes in net reserves .. -10 -6 -13


M emo :


Reserves including go ld (US$ millions) .. 70 .. ..


Conversion rate (DEC, local/US$) 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7


EXTERNAL DEBT  and RESOURCE F LOWS


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Total debt outstanding and disbursed .. .. .. ..


    IBRD .. .. .. ..


    IDA .. .. .. ..


Total debt service .. .. .. ..


    IBRD .. .. .. ..


    IDA .. .. .. ..


Composition of net resource flows


    Official grants .. .. .. ..


    Official creditors .. .. .. ..


    Private creditors .. .. .. ..


    Foreign direct investment (net inflows) .. .. .. ..


    Portfo lio  equity (net inflows) .. .. .. ..


World Bank program


    Commitments .. .. .. ..


    Disbursements .. .. .. ..


    Principal repayments .. .. .. ..


    Net flows .. .. .. ..


    Interest payments .. .. .. ..


    Net transfers .. .. .. ..


Note: This table was produced from the Development Economics LDB database. 2/25/11
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Grenada at a glance 2/25/11


 Lat in Upper-


P OVERTY and SOC IAL  America middle-


Grenada & C arib. income


2009


Population, mid-year (millions) 0.10 573 1,002


GNI per capita (Atlas method, US$) 5,580 6,993 7,495


GNI (Atlas method, US$ billions) 0.58 4,003 7,508


Average annual growth, 2003-09


Population (%) 0.3 1.2 0.9


Labor force (%) .. 2.2 1.7


M ost  recent  es timate ( latest  year available, 2003-09)


Poverty (% of population below national poverty line) .. .. ..


Urban population (% of to tal population) 31 79 75


Life expectancy at birth (years) 75 73 71


Infant mortality (per 1,000 live births) 13 19 19


Child malnutrition (% of children under 5) .. 5 ..


Access to an improved water source (% of population) 95 93 95


Literacy (% of population age 15+) .. 91 93


Gross primary enro llment  (% of school-age population) 103 116 111


    Male 105 118 111


    Female 100 114 110


KEY ECONOM IC  RAT IOS and LONG-TERM  TRENDS


1989 1999 2008 2009


GDP (US$ billions) 0.21 0.38 0.68 0.63


Gross capital formation/GDP 34.1 39.9 28.1 23.2


Exports of goods and services/GDP 40.3 57.4 26.0 26.8


Gross domestic savings/GDP 14.0 27.2 -13.4 -6.6


Gross national savings/GDP 22.0 25.3 -16.4 -8.8


Current account balance/GDP -12.1 -12.2 -40.7 -30.4


Interest payments/GDP 0.8 1.2 1.3 1.7


Total debt/GDP 41.8 35.8 77.2 84.8


Total debt service/exports 3.5 4.8 10.3 11.3


Present value of debt/GDP .. .. .. 92.5


Present value of debt/exports .. .. .. 320.9


1989-99 1999-09 2008 2009 2009-13


(average annual growth)


GDP 2.7 2.1 0.9 -6.8 ..


GDP per capita 2.1 1.8 0.5 -7.1 ..


Exports of goods and services 5.6 .. .. .. ..


STRUCTURE o f  the ECONOM Y


1989 1999 2008 2009


(% o f GDP)


Agriculture 15.4 8.0 5.5 6.5


Industry 18.0 22.7 21.1 18.4


   M anufacturing 6.3 7.2 4.7 4.1


Services 66.6 69.2 73.4 75.1


Household final consumption expenditure 63.5 58.1 95.2 87.3


General gov't final consumption expenditure 22.4 14.7 18.2 19.3


Imports of goods and services 60.4 70.1 67.5 56.6


1989-99 1999-09 2008 2009


(average annual growth)


Agriculture -1.9 -1.7 11.1 10.4


Industry 5.2 1.8 -7.0 -17.4


   M anufacturing 5.2 -2.1 -5.0 -18.0


Services 3.3 2.7 4.4 -2.8


Household final consumption expenditure 3.0 .. .. ..


General gov't final consumption expenditure -1.4 10.9 .. ..


Gross capital formation 3.7 .. .. ..


Imports of goods and services 4.5 .. .. ..


Note: 2009 data are preliminary estimates.


This table was produced from the Development Economics LDB database.


* The diamonds show four key indicators in the country (in bo ld) compared with its income-group average. If data are missing, the diamond will 


    be incomplete.
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Grenada


P R ICES and GOVERNM ENT  F INANCE


1989 1999 2008 2009


Domest ic prices


(% change)


Consumer prices 5.5 0.6 5.2 -2.4


Implicit GDP deflator 8.9 1.2 10.2 -0.9


Government f inance


(% of GDP, includes current grants)


Current revenue .. 26.5 28.2 25.5


Current budget balance .. 4.1 5.6 0.9


Overall surplus/deficit .. -5.9 -6.1 -6.1


TRADE


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Total exports (fob) 28 36 31 ..


   Nutmeg .. 15 3 ..


   Fish .. 4 3 ..


   M anufactures .. 8 13 ..


To tal imports (cif) .. 202 363 282


   Food .. 41 76 68


   Fuel and energy .. 18 70 41


   Capital goods .. 59 77 57


Export price index (2000=100) .. 93 .. ..


Import price index (2000=100) .. 103 .. ..


Terms o f trade (2000=100) .. 90 .. ..


BALANCE o f  P AYM ENTS


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Exports of goods and services 93 223 191 173


Imports of goods and services 136 263 458 355


Resource balance -43 -40 -266 -182


Net income -9 -26 -47 -44


Net current transfers 26 19 37 35


Current account balance -26 -46 -276 -191


Financing items (net) 25 42 282 206


Changes in net reserves 1 4 -6 -15


M emo:


Reserves including go ld (US$ millions) .. 52 .. ..


Conversion rate (DEC, local/US$) 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7


EXTERNAL DEBT  and RESOURCE FLOWS


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Total debt outstanding and disbursed 89 136 524 531


    IBRD 0 0 12 11


    IDA 4 9 37 39


To tal debt service 3 12 22 20


    IBRD 0 0 2 2


    IDA 0 0 1 1


Composition of net resource flows


    Official grants 6 2 12 18


    Official credito rs 5 5 5 12


    Private creditors 0 1 0 0


    Foreign direct investment (net inflows) 10 42 142 91


    Portfo lio  equity (net inflows) 0 0 0 0


World Bank program


    Commitments 0 0 4 5


    Disbursements 1 2 3 4


    Principal repayments 0 0 2 2


    Net flows 1 2 2 2


    Interest payments 0 0 1 1


    Net transfers 1 2 1 1


Note: This table was produced from the Development Economics LDB database. 2/25/11
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 St. Kitts and Nevis at a glance 2/25/11


St. Kit ts Lat in Upper-


P OVERTY and SOC IAL and America middle-


Nev is & Carib. income


2009


Population, mid-year (millions) 0.05 573 1,002


GNI per capita (A tlas method, US$) 10,150 6,993 7,495


GNI (Atlas method, US$ billions) 0.50 4,003 7,508


Average annual growth, 2003-09


Population (%) 1.0 1.2 0.9


Labor force (%) .. 2.2 1.7


M ost recent  est imate ( latest  year available , 2003-09)


Poverty (% of population below national poverty line) .. .. ..


Urban population (% of to tal population) 32 79 75


Life expectancy at birth (years) .. 73 71


Infant mortality (per 1,000 live births) 13 19 19


Child malnutrition (% of children under 5) .. 5 ..


Access to an improved water source (% o f population) 99 93 95


Literacy (% of population age 15+) .. 91 93


Gross primary enro llment  (% of school-age population) 99 116 111


    Male 96 118 111


    Female 102 114 110


KEY ECONOM IC  RAT IOS and LONG-TERM  TRENDS


1989 1999 2008 2009


GDP (US$ billions) 0.14 0.31 0.57 0.54


Gross capital formation/GDP 58.1 35.7 40.7 39.6


Exports of goods and services/GDP 55.3 47.0 38.4 35.2


Gross domestic savings/GDP 30.1 15.7 8.2 6.1


Gross national savings/GDP 32.7 12.2 12.2 2.4


Current account balance/GDP -22.6 -21.6 -32.1 -29.2


Interest payments/GDP 0.6 2.5 2.9 2.5


Total debt/GDP 25.6 44.6 43.3 41.6


Total debt service/exports .. 11.4 17.6 6.2


Present value of debt/GDP .. .. .. 35.7


Present value of debt/exports .. .. .. 29.4


1989-99 1999-09 2008 2009 2009-13


(average annual growth)


GDP 4.4 3.1 4.6 -8.0 6.8


GDP per capita 4.7 1.8 3.8 -8.8 ..


Exports of goods and services 3.4 .. .. .. ..


STRUCTURE o f  the ECONOM Y


1989 1999 2008 2009


(% of GDP)


Agriculture 7.7 3.3 2.7 2.8


Industry 27.8 26.2 26.2 22.4


   Manufacturing 14.3 10.4 8.7 8.4


Services 64.5 70.5 71.0 74.8


Household final consumption expenditure 52.5 63.0 74.7 74.3


General gov't final consumption expenditure 17.4 21.2 17.1 19.6


Imports of goods and services 83.3 66.9 70.9 68.7


1989-99 1999-09 2008 2009


(average annual growth)


Agriculture 1.5 0.2 14.3 -6.8


Industry 4.4 0.4 2.6 -20.6


   Manufacturing 2.9 0.7 2.7 -12.0


Services 4.8 3.8 4.9 -3.5


Household final consumption expenditure 5.1 .. .. ..


General gov't final consumption expenditure 6.3 .. .. ..


Gross capital formation 1.5 .. .. ..


Imports of goods and services 2.7 .. .. ..


Note: 2009 data are preliminary estimates.


This table was produced from the Development Economics LDB database.


* The diamonds show four key indicators in the country (in bold) compared with its income-group average. If data are missing, the diamond will 


    be incomplete.
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St. Kitts and Nevis


P R ICES and GOVERNM ENT  F INANCE


1989 1999 2008 2009


Domestic prices


(% change)


Consumer prices 5.2 3.4 .. ..


Implicit GDP deflator 5.1 0.9 6.2 3.9


Government  f inance


(% of GDP, includes current grants)


Current revenue .. 30.4 35.3 35.4


Current budget balance .. 1.4 37.1 39.4


Overall surplus/deficit .. -9.0 41.1 41.2


TRADE


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Total exports (fob) .. 48 .. ..


   Sugar .. 10 .. ..


   Beverages and tobacco .. 1 .. ..


   M anufactures .. 20 .. ..


Total imports (cif) .. 154 .. ..


   Food .. 23 .. ..


   Fuel and energy .. 9 .. ..


   Capital goods .. 55 .. ..


Export price index (2000=100) .. .. .. ..


Import price index (2000=100) .. .. .. ..


Terms of trade (2000=100) .. .. .. ..


BALANCE o f P AYM ENTS


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Exports o f goods and services 81 143 227 197


Imports o f goods and services 117 204 409 362


Resource balance -36 -61 -182 -164


Net income -9 -28 -35 -33


Net current transfers 13 23 33 38


Current account balance -32 -66 -183 -159


Financing items (net) 49 63 168 107


Changes in net reserves -17 3 15 52


M emo:


Reserves including go ld (US$ millions) .. 52 .. ..


Conversion rate (DEC, local/US$) 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7


EXTERNAL DEBT  and RESOURCE FLOWS


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Total debt outstanding and disbursed 37 136 247 227


    IBRD 0 4 13 12


    IDA 0 2 1 1


Total debt service 2 17 45 41


    IBRD 0 0 3 3


    IDA 0 0 0 0


Composition of net resource flows


    Official grants 2 1 45 4


    Official creditors 7 6 -10 -12


    Private creditors 3 5 -13 -12


    Foreign direct investment (net inflows) 41 58 178 134


    Portfo lio  equity (net inflows) 0 0 0 0


World Bank program


    Commitments 0 0 0 0


    Disbursements 0 3 3 2


    Principal repayments 0 0 3 3


    Net flows 0 3 0 -1


    Interest payments 0 0 1 0


    Net transfers 0 3 -1 -1


Note: This table was produced from the Development Economics LDB database. 2/25/11
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 St. Lucia at a glance 2/25/11


 Lat in Upper-


P OVERTY and SOC IAL  America middle-


St . Lucia & Carib. income


2009


Population, mid-year (millions) 0.17 573 1,002


GNI per capita (Atlas method, US$) 5,190 6,993 7,495


GNI (Atlas method, US$ billions) 0.89 4,003 7,508


Average annual growth, 2003-09


Population (%) 1.1 1.2 0.9


Labor fo rce (%) 2.6 2.2 1.7


M ost recent est imate ( latest  year available, 2003-09)


Poverty (% o f population below national poverty line) .. .. ..


Urban population (% o f total population) 28 79 75


Life expectancy at birth (years) 73 73 71


Infant mortality (per 1,000 live births) 19 19 19


Child malnutrition (% of children under 5) .. 5 ..


Access to an improved water source (% of population) 98 93 95


Literacy (% of population age 15+) .. 91 93


Gross primary enro llment  (% of school-age population) 98 116 111


    M ale 99 118 111


    Female 97 114 110


KEY ECONOM IC  RAT IOS and LONG-TERM  TRENDS


1989 1999 2008 2009


GDP (US$ billions) 0.31 0.69 0.99 0.95


Gross capital fo rmation/GDP 34.6 26.8 26.1 23.7


Exports of goods and services/GDP 80.2 55.2 50.9 49.0


Gross domestic savings/GDP 12.7 17.6 -12.6 3.4


Gross national savings/GDP 13.5 14.8 283.5 ..


Current account balance/GDP -21.1 72.3 70.5 64.0


Interest payments/GDP 0.9 1.1 2.8 1.9


Total debt/GDP 21.1 26.6 87.9 44.0


Total debt service/exports 2.0 0.8 1.4 1.1


Present value of debt/GDP .. .. .. 36.3


Present value of debt/exports .. .. .. 8.6


1989-99 1999-09 2008 2009 2009-13


(average annual growth)


GDP 4.3 2.4 0.8 -3.8 ..


GDP per capita 2.7 1.2 -0.3 -4.9 ..


Exports of goods and services .. .. .. .. ..


STRUCTURE o f  the  ECONOM Y


1989 1999 2008 2009


(% of GDP)


Agriculture 13.3 7.3 4.8 4.9


Industry 20.5 19.4 17.9 18.2


   M anufacturing 8.3 5.4 5.9 6.4


Services 66.2 73.3 77.3 76.9


Household final consumption expenditure 69.4 64.7 93.5 74.7


General gov't final consumption expenditure 17.9 17.7 19.1 22.0


Imports of goods and services 102.1 64.3 89.7 69.3


1989-99 1999-09 2008 2009


(average annual growth)


Agriculture -3.1 -5.4 20.5 -8.1


Industry 3.4 0.1 -9.8 -3.0


   M anufacturing -0.2 3.0 -5.4 3.5


Services 4.7 2.7 2.4 -3.8


Household final consumption expenditure .. .. .. ..


General gov't final consumption expenditure .. .. .. ..


Gross capital fo rmation .. .. .. ..


Imports of goods and services .. .. .. ..


No te: 2009 data are preliminary estimates.


This table was produced from the Development Economics LDB database.


* The diamonds show four key indicato rs in the country (in bold) compared with its income-group average. If data are missing, the diamond will 


    be incomplete.
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St. Lucia


P R ICES and GOVERNM ENT  F INANCE


1989 1999 2008 2009


Domestic prices


(% change)


Consumer prices 4.1 3.5 .. ..


Implicit GDP deflator 4.3 2.9 2.1 -0.3


Government  f inance


(% of GDP, includes current grants)


Current revenue 30.5 23.3 29.7 30.5


Current budget balance 6.8 5.6 6.6 5.3


Overall surplus/deficit 0.6 -1.4 0.0 -2.5


TRADE


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Total exports (fob) 109 61 .. ..


   Bananas 58 32 .. ..


   Fruits and vegetables 1 1 .. ..


   M anufactures 36 15 .. ..


Total imports (cif) 275 355 .. ..


   Food 50 71 .. ..


   Fuel and energy 16 24 .. ..


   Capital goods 69 82 .. ..


Export price index (2000=100) 108 110 .. ..


Import price index (2000=100) 109 98 .. ..


Terms of trade (2000=100) 99 112 .. ..


BALANCE o f  P AYM ENTS


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Exports o f goods and services 250 290 491 470


Imports o f goods and services 318 303 386 377


Resource balance -68 -118 -199 -202


Net income -11 228 324 357


Net current transfers 14 1,540 2,999 ..


Current account balance -66 500 696 605


Financing items (net) 72 .. .. ..


Changes in net reserves -6 .. .. ..


M emo :


Reserves including go ld (US$ millions) 39 72 .. ..


Conversion rate (DEC, local/US$) 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7


EXTERNAL DEBT  and RESOURCE F LOWS


1989 1999 2008 2009


(US$ millions)


Total debt outstanding and disbursed 66 184 867 416


    IBRD 0 6 18 19


    IDA 0 12 49 50


Total debt service 5 18 60 44


    IBRD 0 1 3 4


    IDA 0 0 1 1


Composition of net resource flows


    Official grants 6 21 15 22


    Official creditors 12 -4 -6 -8


    Private creditors 0 10 -15 -1


    Foreign direct investment (net inflows) 27 83 161 156


    Portfo lio  equity (net inflows) 0 0 0 0


World Bank program


    Commitments 0 3 5 0


    Disbursements 0 1 6 5


    Principal repayments 0 0 3 3


    Net flows 0 1 4 1


    Interest payments 0 0 1 1


    Net transfers 0 1 2 0


Note: This table was produced from the Development Economics LDB database. 2/25/11
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Annex 15: Incremental Cost Analysis 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 


Overview 
  


1. The Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) consists of six independent 
states29 within the wider Caribbean. The OECS countries are among the top five global 
biodiversity hot spots in the world in particular due to their marine and coastal ecosystems. The 
environmental services provided by these ecosystems contribute to the economy of these 
countries and the region especially the tourism and agriculture sectors. 


2. The OECS countries possess unique flora and fauna that have global significance 
including 51 regionally endemic vertebrate species (34 of which are unique to just one island), 
31 threatened floral species (23 of which are endemic), 250 species of reef fish, and over 50 
species of coral. In addition to exhibiting differing degrees of endemism, the islands of the 
region also provide habitat and nesting sites for non-endemic migratory marine animals, turtles, 
and avian species. 


3. The Eastern Caribbean region is classified as a unique marine eco-region of the tropical 
northwestern Atlantic province and ranked as the highest priority within the province, in terms of 
its conservation status (most threatened). The principal ecosystems are dry and humid tropical 
forests, wetlands and tidal flats, sandy and rocky beaches, coral reefs, seagrass beds, mangroves, 
offshore islets, as well extensive karst and volcanic areas with their distinct biodiversity 
associations. The reef, seagrass, and mangrove systems of this area are recognized as among the 
most productive in the world. 


4. However, these marine and coastal resources are overexploited and under protected, 
threatening the long-term economic well being of the countries. Key threats to the region’s 
ecosystems include overexploitation of their resource base, loss of natural habitats, changes in 
water quality and quantity, and climate change. The sources of these threats include increases in 
exotic invasive species, poorly planned and regulated coastal development (and associated land-
based point source pollution, sedimentation, habitat destruction and impacts of increased human 
activities such as the development of tourist resorts), dumping of solid and liquid waste from 
cruise ships/hotels/resorts, and unsustainable extraction of natural resources (mainly from 
overfishing in marine ecosystems and sand harvesting for construction). Under current trends, an 
estimated US$350-870 million will be lost annually between 2015 and 2050 through declining 
fish catch, reduction in tourism demand, and loss of shoreline protection associated with coral 
reef degradation across the Caribbean. 


5. To address these threats, the Governments of the Participating Countries have devised 
programs and policies for the conservation and sustainable use of their resources. They are 
parties to the following international and regional treaties: the Convention on Biological 
Diversity, and the Cartagena Convention and the St. George’s Declaration of Principles for 
Environmental Sustainability in 2001. Each participating country has in place key legislation to 
protect their natural resources. They have also prepared a National Biodiversity Strategy and 
Action Plan and have recognized the importance of PAs as a means to conserve biodiversity in 
their countries. In 2008, along with other countries in the region and their international partners, 
the Participating Countries launched the Caribbean Challenge which has an ambitious goal of, by 


                                                 
29 The independent states of the OECS are Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, 


and St. Vincent and the Grenadines. 
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2014, legally protecting at least 3 million hectares (ha) of marine habitat and ensuring the 
effective management of at least 3.5 million ha of new and existing PAs throughout the 
Caribbean. As of June 2010, there were 103 legally designated or proposed PAs in the five 
Eastern Caribbean (EC) countries participating in the Project, covering 94,000 ha, most of which 
include coastal and marine ecosystems.  


6. Despite the significant progress and strong Government commitments, key gaps still 
remain in the conservation of these critical areas due to: i) lack of reliable and consistent sources 
of funding; ii) lack of functioning and well-defined legal and institutional frameworks; iii) 
overexploitation of natural resources; iv) lack of coordination among Participating Countries; v) 
limited institutional capacity; and vi) climate change impacts. 


7. The Project would address some of these gaps by: (i) establishing financing mechanisms 
to sustainably fund PAs in Participating Countries for the long term; (ii) promoting collaboration 
among Governments, communities, NGOs, and the private sector to facilitate marine and coastal 
conservation; (iii) consolidating and strengthening MPA networks; and (iv) supporting 
deployment of a regional monitoring system and information network. The Project would 
complement the ongoing OPAAL and SPACC projects, which are addressing policy, legal, and 
institutional reforms for PA management, building PA management and adaptation capacities, 
and raising awareness at the national level. 


 


Global Environment Objective: 
 


8. The Project Objective is to contribute to enhancing the long-term sustainability of PA 
networks in the Eastern Caribbean (EC) sub-region by (i) establishing sustainable financing 
mechanisms; (ii) strengthening of the MPA networks; and (iii) deploying a regional monitoring 
and information system for the PA networks. 


9. In keeping with the GEF-4 strategic objectives, the Project would primarily address the 
Biodiversity Focal Area Strategy, while specific activities would also address the Focal Area 
Strategy for International Waters and the GEF-4 concern for climate change adaptation 
measures. The Project targets the Biodiversity Strategic Program 1 (“Sustainable Financing of 
Protected Area Systems and the National Level”) by seeking to increase sustainable funding of 
PA networks at the national level via a regional endowment fund and national NPATFs. 
Increasing representation of effectively managed MPAs into PA systems targets the Biodiversity 
Strategic Program 2 (“Increasing Representation of Effectively Managed Marine Protected Areas 
in Protected Area Systems”) and would be the priority of the Project. 


10. The Project would also contribute to the International Waters Strategic Program 1 
(“Restoring and Sustaining Coastal and Marine Fish Stocks and Associated Biological 
Diversity”) through the development of effective policy measures for fishery management and 
the controlling and monitoring of effluents. Finally, the Project would contribute to the GEF-4 
climate change adaptation strategies by supporting pilot and demonstration sub-projects for 
climate change adaptation activities as part of Project activities. 


 


Baseline Scenario 


11. Under the Baseline Scenario, the regional Governments would implement Projects and 
activities to conserve biodiversity with specific budget and duration. There would not be any 
predictability of resources for PA management at the national level. PA managers would have to 
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limit their management time horizon according to the annual budget cycle of the Government or 
donor supported program. Furthermore, regional coordination of the Caribbean basin level 
management of protected areas would be limited or none existent as countries would continue to 
focus on short term management of PAs within their national jurisdiction. Therefore, without the 
GEF support, the sustainable financing mechanisms would not be introduced into countries nor 
would a regional endowment be established, which is expected to provide not only a predictable 
long term financing stream for PA management but also provide countries a platform for sharing 
lessons and harmonizing policies to strengthen their collective bargaining power with tourism 
industries and other users.  


12. Total expenditures under the baseline scenario during the lifetime of the Project are 
estimated at about US$8.90 million which is the cost of baseline activities explained below. 


13. The following sections provide further detail on the baseline scenario for each component 
and what global environmental benefits they would provide: 
 


Component 1 – Establishment of sustainable financing mechanisms 


14.  There would not be any activity under the Baseline Scenario that would contribute to the 
objective of this component. 
 


Component 2 – Strengthening and phased expansion of Marine Protected Areas Networks 


15. The baseline for Component 2 of this Project is US$ 6.9M. This consists of short-term 
funding from The Nature Conservancy, UNEP, and other bilateral donors. This money would be 
provided for strengthening of institutional capacity, support for implementation of PAs, marine 
zoning design and draft policy, and support for strengthening the management of MPAs. While 
this funding would be helpful to the strengthening and expansion of MPAs in the Caribbean, 
there is no sustainable financing aspect to it. It would be challenging to maintain the existence of 
the MPAs without long-term financing options. 


 


Component 3 – Deployment of a regional monitoring and information system network 


16. The baseline for Component 3 of this Project is US$ 2.0M. This consists of one-time 
funding from bilateral donors. This money would be used for supporting activities to harmonize 
environmental legislations, increase public awareness on biodiversity, and construct 
infrastructure for sites of high biodiversity significance. However, the information would be ad 
hoc and would not provide comprehensive information that could be readily used by 
policymakers in the management of PAs and the conservation of critical ecosystems. 


 


Component 4 – Project Management and Coordination 


17. There will not be any activity under the Baseline Scenario that would contribute to the 
objective of this component. 
 


GEF Alternative Scenario 
 


18. The GEF Alternative Scenario would leverage the current baseline activities and build on 
them to generate long term global environment benefits. The GEF alternative would help 
establish long term financing mechanisms to provide predictable sources of financing in their 
conservation planning and implementation of these plans. 
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19. Total expenditures under the GEF Alternative Scenario during the lifetime of the Project 
are estimated at about US$27.772 million. Therefore, the total incremental costs of this Project—
the difference between the Baseline Scenario and the GEF Alternative Scenario—are calculated 
to be US$18.872 million, of which US$8.75 million is being requested from the GEF. 


20. The following sections provide further detail on the baseline scenario for each component 
and what global environmental benefits they would provide. 


 


Component 1 – Establishment of sustainable financing mechanisms 


21.  Under the GEF Alternative Scenario, the Project would establish a sustainable financing 
mechanism for national PA systems through: (i) the formation of a regional endowment fund and 
country-specific national PA trust funds (NPATFs); and (ii) the establishment and strengthening 
of a policy, legal, and institutional framework for sustainable financing. Conservation Trust 
Funds (CTFs) have proven to be an effective instrument for PA financing. Thus, the Participating 
Countries are able to conserve some of the critical ecosystems of global significance in their 
countries for a long time. The total cost of the GEF Alternative under this component is $15.771 
million. 


 


Component 2 – Strengthening and phased expansion of MPA Networks 


22. Under the GEF Alternative Scenario, the Project would expand PA networks representing 
coastal and marine ecosystems, by supporting the gazetting of at least five new MPAs and 
establishing demonstration sites to showcase good management practices in at least two MPAs 
within the group of EC countries. The lessons from the demonstration activities are expected to 
be applied when the resources from the sustainable financing mechanisms become available.  
Therefore, the GEF Alternative would build on the activities to be financed under the Baseline 
and ensure that the sites are sustainably managed. The total cost of the GEF Alternative under 
this component is $7.708 million. 


 


Component 3 – Deployment of a regional monitoring and information system network 


23. Under the GEF Alternative Scenario, the Project would establish a robust and user-
friendly database on status and trends in the protected area systems of the EC countries, which 
can serve as a decision support tools to managers and policymakers. The Project would develop 
methods and indicators which would be highly relevant to PA management for both terrestrial 
and marine/coastal ecosystems. The systems would include both a monitoring and an 
information management component for the storage and analysis of data, and associated training 
as needed. Therefore, the GEF Alternative would build on to the baseline activities to make the 
information more systematic and comprehensive for decision makers. The total cost of the GEF 
Alternative under this component is $2.572 million. 


 


Component 4 – Project Management and Coordination 


24. Under the GEF Alternative Scenario, the Project would ensure an efficient execution of 
the Project-funded activities through administration, fiduciary monitoring and reporting, and 
coordination. The Project would support new and existing institutional entities and mechanisms 
at the regional and national level for overall Project coordination and supervision and would help 
strengthen the effectiveness and quality of Project operations. In addition, a strong M&E 
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mechanism would be in place to measure performance at various Project milestones. The total 
cost of the GEF Alternative under this component is US$1.721 million. 
 


25. The matrix below summarizes the baseline and incremental expenditures during the 
Project period. 
 


Table 15.1 


Cost 


Category 
US$ Million Domestic Benefit Global Benefit 


Component 1: Establishment of sustainable financing mechanisms 


Baseline No baseline   


With GEF 
Alternative 


US$15.771 


million 


Improved governance and allows for 
continued management and protection of 
PAs. 


Ability for long-term financing 
at the regional and country 
levels that would be sustainable 
and lead to continued 
preservation of biodiversity of 
global significance. 


Incremental 


US$15.771 


million  


Component 2: Strengthening and phased expansion of Marine Protected Areas Networks 


Baseline US$6.90 million 
Continued management of coastal and 
marine resources in PAs. 


Limited conservation of marine 
diversity. 


With GEF 
Alternative US$7.708 million 


Improved and expanded management of 
coastal and marine ecosystems. 


 
Increased representation and 
establishment of marine PAs 
supported. 


  


Incremental US$0.808 million  


Component 3: Deployment of a regional monitoring and information system network 


Baseline US$2.0 million Limited M&E at national and regional levels. Limited global benefit. 


With GEF 
Alternative US$2.572 million 


M&E system in place and operational that 
allows policy makers to better devise 
projects and activities. 


Increased capacity for 
biodiversity conservation and 
increased planning. 


  


Incremental US$0.572 million  


Component 4: Project Management and Coordination  


Baseline No baseline costs    


With GEF 
Alternative US$1.721 million 


Improved project management skills at 
national and regional levels. 


Increased capacity for effective 
facilitation of PA management 
for biodiversity conservation. 


Incremental US$1.721 million  


Total Baseline: US$8.90 million 


Total GEF Alternative: US$27.772 million 


Total Incremental Costs: US$18.872 million, of which US$8.75 is being requested from the GEF 
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Annex 16: Detailed Description of the Regional and National Trust Funds 


Sustainable Financing & Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem 
 


1. The Project would support the establishment of a regional endowment fund called the 
Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF), and five NPATFs in Antigua and Barbuda, Grenada, St. 
Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent and the Grenadines. Three other NPATFs would also 
be established through separate projects being implemented by the UNDP and UNEP for the 
Bahamas, Dominican Republic, and Jamaica. The CBF would invest the endowment and 
generate investment returns that would then be distributed to the eight NPATFs for spending on 
national conservation priorities. 


2. Both the CBF and NPATFs are examples of conservation trust funds (CTFs). CTFs are 
public-private partnerships that are legally independent of Governments and serve to provide 
additional, long-term financing for biodiversity conservation and PAs. CTFs can only be used for 
the specific purposes defined in the special legislation or the articles of incorporation (under a 
country’s existing trust and foundation law) that create them.   


3. CTFs should not replace regular Government budget funding, but are a source of 
additional funding. CTFs do not manage PAs, but make grants to public or private organizations 
that manage PAs or carry out projects to conserve biodiversity. CTFs make grants based on an 
open transparent process according to published criteria. 


4. CTFs are governed by mixed public-private boards that usually include representatives of 
national Government agencies, international donors, international and in-country NGOs, 
academic and scientific experts, financial experts or representatives of the private sector, and 
representatives of local communities or other local stakeholders. CTFs typically have an 
executive director and a small staff, and most CTFs are required to keep their administrative 
costs below 15% of their total annual budget.  


5. Since 1990, CTFs have been established in almost 60 developing countries (more than 25 
of which have been at least partly funded by grants from the GEF), and have attracted large 
amounts of co-financing from bilateral donors, international NGOs, and in-country funding 
sources (including national Government budget allocations, dedicated taxes, fees and payments 
for environmental services, and donations).  


6. CTFs have been (or are in the process of being) established in the following Caribbean 
countries: Jamaica, Bahamas, Belize, Honduras, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Netherlands Antilles, 
Suriname, Guyana, Colombia, Panama, and Mexico.  


7. There are also four existing examples of multi-country regional CTFs: the Mesoamerican 
Reef Fund (which is incorporated in the U.S. and supports MPAs in Mexico, Belize, Guatemala, 
and Honduras), the Caucasus Protected Areas Fund (which is incorporated in Germany and 
supports PAs in Armenia, Georgia, and Azerbaijan), the Eastern Carpathians Biodiversity 
Foundation (which is incorporated in Switzerland and supports PAs in Poland, Slovakia, and 
Ukraine), and the Sangha Tri-national Foundation (which is incorporated in the United Kingdom 
and supports PAs in Cameroon, Central African Republic, and Republic of Congo).  


8. CTFs are based on one or more of the following types of financial mechanisms: 
endowments (i.e., capital from donors is invested in perpetuity, and each year only the 
investment income is spent); sinking funds (i.e., capital is invested for a limited number of years, 
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and each year part of the capital is also spent); and revolving funds (i.e., a continuous stream of 
new revenues that are spent immediately rather than invested to generate future income). CTF 
Boards hire outside investment managers (based on an open, competitive bidding process) who 
must follow investment guidelines specified by the Boards. 


 


THE CARIBBEAN BIODIVERSITY FUND (CBF) 


9. The CBF that would be established by this Project would finance NPATFs in all five 
Participating Countries (Antigua and Barbuda, Grenada, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, and St. 
Vincent and the Grenadines) and three other Caribbean countries (Bahamas, Dominican 
Republic, and Jamaica). It would also be open to other Caribbean countries (such as Dominica) 
that may wish to join at a later date. 


10. A single, unified, regional CTF offers significant advantages over eight separate and 
unrelated national CTFs. In particular, a regional trust fund would have greater cost-effectiveness 
and efficiencies of scale, and lower administrative and transaction costs. Pooling the endowment 
allocations of all eight Participating Countries would result in an endowment whose initial 
capital is expected to exceed US$40 million. Such an endowment would have substantially lower 
asset management fees than a smaller fund, since top quality international asset managers charge 
asset management fees that are calculated as a sliding percentage of the total amount of assets 
being managed, with progressively lower percentages charged for investing larger asset amounts. 
A US$40 million endowment might be charged asset management fees that are as much as 50% 
lower than what a US $2.94 million endowment would be charged. Furthermore, many top 
quality international asset managers would not consider bidding to manage assets of less than 
US$10 million, while others would not implement an individually customized investment 
strategy for a smaller endowment.  


11. These financial realities are also reflected in the three main donors’ requirements and 
preferences. The CBF’s largest prospective donor, KfW, has clearly indicated that it would only 
contribute money to a single regional fund, and would not make separate grants to eight national 
institutions. The GEF and the World Bank have indicated that creating five separate endowments 
for the five small island states is not cost effective and they prefer a single endowment, and 
TNC’s reason for contributing to the Fund is to help implement its regional conservation 
strategy, known as the “Caribbean Challenge”. 


Structure of the CBF 


12. The CBF would be established as an independent legal entity incorporated under the laws 
of the United Kingdom. The CBF would be managed by a Board of Directors which would make 
all decisions regarding the CBF’s policies, investments, and disbursements of investment 
income.  The majority of the directors would not be affiliated with any Government. 


13. Once established, the initial donors (GEF, KfW, and TNC) would transfer capital to the 
new legal entity known as Caribbean Biodiversity Fund (CBF).   


14. The CBF would have its own Secretariat to manage the day-to-day operations of the 
CBF.  The Secretariat would operate from one of the eight countries participating in the CBF.  
The Secretariat would be managed by the CBF Board of Directors. The Secretariat would have 
an Executive Director, who would be hired via an open and transparent process. Financial and 
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administrative services would be outsourced to a financial services entity, which would also be 
selected via an open and transparent process. KfW has agreed to provide €100,000 towards start-
up costs of the CBF Secretariat – although none of these funds may be used for staff salaries.  
Future Secretariat expenses (and current staff salaries) would have to be covered via the CBF 
withholding a percentage of the investment returns (estimated to be somewhere between 5-10%) 
generated from the endowments.   


15. Establishing the CBF as a legally independent entity under the laws of the United 
Kingdom (UK) is politically acceptable to the participating Caribbean countries and the donors 
and is a condition of KfW’s participation. Importantly, Directors need not come from the UK, 
and the CBF need not establish or maintain an office or staff in the UK.   


16.  Another reason for establishing the CBF as a legally independent entity under the UK’s 
Companies Act and Charities Act is that the CBF would then be exempt from taxes on its 
investments in the UK and probably also exempt on taxes on its investments in all other EU 
countries (based on a recent EU High Court decision) and in the U.S. (it is anticipated the CBF 
could be recognized by the US Internal Revenue Service as having “Foreign Equivalency” to a 
U.S. tax-exempt charitable organization). The UK also has a very well established and 
predictably enforced body of law specifically for Charities, and therefore the UK has been 
chosen as the location for incorporating PA trust funds that have been supported by the GEF and 
KfW for many other countries such as Benin, Mauritania, Cote d’Ivoire, Guinea Bissau, and also 
the Sangha Tri-national Fund (for PAs in Cameroon, Central African Republic, and Republic of 
Congo).      


Investment Management  


17. The CBF Board would decide on an investment policy and guidelines, which would (for 
example) set limits on the percentages of the CBF’s assets that, could be invested in certain asset 
categories; set limits on the amounts of investments in any particular country, currency, sector, 
or company; and/or prohibit specified types of investments. It would also establish procedures to 
be followed in case of sudden market changes or crises in financial markets. The asset manager 
would be contractually obligated to follow the CBF’s investment policies and guidelines and 
would be required to provide detailed written financial reports to the CBF Board (or to an 
Investment Committee of the CBF Board) on a monthly or quarterly basis, and then to make any 
particular adjustments that may be requested.   


18. The CBF Board would select an international investment consultant to invest the pooled 
endowment allocations of the eight participating Caribbean countries through an open and 
transparent competitive process, based on clearly stated criteria, similar to the procedures and 
criteria for selecting investment consultants in the case of more than 20 other conservation trust 
funds that have been supported by GEF grants. The investment consultant would invest the 
endowment in a diversified portfolio of investment funds that specialize in different asset classes 
(such as Government Treasury bonds, high-tech stock funds, global real estate investment funds, 
etc.) and would choose the best performing fund managers for each asset class (based on criteria 
set by the CBF Board). The performance of the investment managers of each fund specializing in 
a particular asset class would be regularly reviewed by the investment consultant and discussed 
with the CBF Board or its Investment Committee, and different investment managers could be 
chosen to replace ones whose recent results are not as good as their peers.  
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Composition and Powers of the CBF Board: 


19. The CBF Board of Directors would be composed of ten members, including one Director 
selected from each of the eight participating countries’ conforming NPATFs, plus two of the 
initial international donors (KfW and TNC, but not GEF, since GEF’s policy is not to sit on the 
boards or steering committees of the CTFs that it finances). For those countries that have not yet 
established a conforming NPATF, the country would nominate a non-voting observer to sit on 
the CBF Board of Directors until such time as the country’s NPATF has been established. As 
NPATFs are created, each NPATF’s Board of Directors would appoint a permanent Director to 
replace the non-voting observer appointed by the country. All three initial international donors 
(GEF, KfW and TNC) have policies of only contributing to CTFs that are managed by boards or 
steering committees composed of a majority (at least 50%) of non-government members (which 
can include representatives of NGOs, the private sector, local communities, academic and 
scientific experts, or distinguished individuals serving in their private capacity). Therefore, at 
least four of the CBF Directors from the eight participating Caribbean countries would need to 
be non-government representatives, and the countries would need to decide on a procedure for 
rotating non-government and Government representatives on the CBF Board.   


20. In addition to appointing Directors to serve on the Board of the CBF, the donors would 
also serve as members of the CBF and retain certain rights with respect to the endowment fund, 
including the right to suspend or terminate payments of endowment funds to an NPATF under 
certain limited circumstances prescribed in the CBF Articles of Incorporation, such as 
embezzlement, fraud, or a trust’s failure to use funds for their intended purposes or failure to 
fulfill the conditions of the Project (revolving fund, work plan, etc.) 


21. The CBF Board Director from each of the eight participating Caribbean countries must 
be an individual who also serves as a member of the board of his or her country’s NPATF in 
order to ensure close links and sharing of information and experiences between the regional level 
CBF and the NPATFs.  


NPATFS 


22. Each of the eight participating countries would establish a new, legally independent 
NPATF that would be financed primarily by PES, dedicated user fees and taxes, Government 
budget allocations, and donations.  


23. If a NPATF raises more money from its in-country ‘revolving fund’ revenue sources than 
it needs or can spend in a particular year (which is conceivable but unlikely to happen), its Board 
could decide (but would not be required to) to transfer this unneeded or unspent amount to that 
country’s allocation (in effect, its sub-account) of the CBF’s endowment. This would have the 
result of increasing the amount of investment earnings that this particular NPATF would be 
entitled to receive in future years, without reducing (or adding to) the amounts that other 
participating countries’ NPATFs would receive. 


Proposed Financial Structure and Flow of Funds 


24. The CBF’s Board would need to approve the transfer of each country’s predetermined  
share of investment earnings of the CBF endowment to that particular country’s NPATF, based 
on assurances that each participating NPATF had: (i) raised its required minimum amount of co-
financing for its protected area system from other sources (starting in the third year), (ii) 
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submitted a Work Plan stating how it plans to spend its CBF funds and matching funds during 
the next year (starting in the third year), and (iii) developed a financial and technical report on 
how it spent such funds during the past year. 


25. Starting in the third year of operation of its NPATF, each of the eight participating 
countries is expected to raise an annual amount of new and additional funding for managing its 
national PAs system that would be equal to at least 5% of its allocation of the CBF’s total 
endowment. For example, the NPATFs of the two largest countries (i.e., those that receive US 
$10 million of endowment capital from donors) are expected to generate at least 
US$500,000/year from new revenue sources. Such sources could include PES, higher protected 
area entry fees, tourism taxes, levies on extractive industries such as oil and gas development, 
increased Government budget allocations for PAs, private donations for PAs, or other specific 
types of revenue sources. In the case of the smallest participating countries (those that receive 
US $2.94 million each of endowment capital from donors), the countries are expected to generate 
at least US$150,000/year from such new revenue sources.   


26. Each country’s NPATF would become eligible to draw down (i.e., receive) its pro-rata 
share of the investment earnings generated by the CBF endowment as soon as (and for as long 
as) three conditions are met: (i) it generates an annual amount of new and additional funding 
(i.e., over and above an agreed year (yet to be determined) baseline amount that would be 
calculated for each of the eight participating countries and then adjusted annually for inflation for 
managing its national PAs system that is equal to at least 5% of its country’s share of the CBF’s 
total endowment), (ii) the NPATF’s Board has approved an annual conservation work plan for 
spending its anticipated revenues from the annual endowment earnings and from the additional 
revenue sources, and (iii) a financial and technical report on how it spent such funds during the 
past year.  


27. If these three requirements are not met, or if a NPATF’s annual income from additional 
revenue sources falls below 5% of its country’s share of the CBF’s total endowment, then that 
NPATF would lose its right to draw down (i.e., receive) its country’s pro-rata share of the 
investment earnings generated by the CBF endowment until its country’s annual income from 
additional revenue sources equaling at least 5% of its country’s share of the CBF’s total 
endowment.  


28. NPATFs’ matching requirements could be waived or reduced by the CBF’s Board for up 
to two years if it determines that major events which are beyond a Government’s control (i.e., 
events of force majeure), such as hurricanes, earthquakes, global financial crises, wars and 
terrorist events, epidemics, etc., have led to a severe decline in tourism revenues or other major 
sources of revenue.  


29. If a country’s NPATF’s temporarily loses its right to draw down (i.e., receive) its pro-rata 
share of the CBF’s investment earnings, the NPATF would not lose or forfeit that amount of 
money, but the money would simply be reinvested and accumulate in that country’s sub-account 
of the CBF endowment, to be disbursed (i.e., drawn down) whenever that NPATF meets the 
preconditions noted above.   


30. By requiring each participating country’s NPATF to annually generate an amount of 
additional revenue for PAs equal to 5% of its share of the endowment capital, rather than 
requiring a 1:1 match of the amounts that the NPATF receives as its pro-rata share of the CBF 
endowment’s annual earnings, it would be easier for NPATFs to plan ahead.  This is because a 
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1:1 match would vary each year and could be hard to predict, which would increase the risk that 
a NPATF might suddenly discover that it had unintentionally and unknowingly failed to meet the 
1:1 matching requirement simply because, for example, the CBF’s endowment generated very 
high investment returns (25%) in a particularly ‘good’ year. On the other hand, since 5% is less 
than the anticipated long-term average annual rate of return from investing the CBF’s 
endowment, in most years the NPATFs would in fact be required to contribute less than a 1:1 
match. 


Management and administration of the CBF            
31. The CBF would have Bylaws and an Operations Manual that specify the details of how 
members of the CBF’s Board would be selected, their terms and conditions of office, their duties 
and responsibilities and qualifications, the rules for voting and quorum, the rules against 
conflicts of interest, the rules on reimbursement of members’ expenses, and many other details 
relating to the operation of the Board and the CBF. 


32. The CBF would have a lean administrative structure, but it would still need to employ at 
least one full time staff (an Executive Director) and maintain an office and associated expenses. 
Secretariat services could also be potentially outsourced to another existing entity in the 
Caribbean, if needed. All decisions about how to spend the CBF’s investment earnings would be 
made by the NPATFs with respect to each of their allocations of the CBF’s endowment thus 
permitting the CBF to operate with a relatively lean and efficient structure. It is the national-level 
NPATFs that would solicit and evaluate grant proposals, and then award and monitor grants for 
specific activities and specific PAs. For this reason, NPATFs would need to employ full-time 
executive directors and other staff, to maintain offices and to purchase vehicles and equipment. 


Establishment and Management of the NPATFs  
33. Each NPATF would be established by new national legislation as an independent, 
charitable, tax-exempt entity. Each NPATF would be governed by a Board of Directors that 
includes representatives from key Government agencies or ministries such as those of Finance, 
Environmental Protection, Tourism, Lands and Agriculture, and Fishing and Marine Resources, 
as well as non-government representatives (who would compose a majority of the Board 
members), such as representatives of local and international NGOs, scientific experts, financial 
experts, local community groups, and the private sector.  


34. Each NPATF Board would have the power to: 


• Make grants and financial commitments for projects and activities consistent with the 
purposes for which the NPATF was established; 


• Hire staff, including an executive director; 


• Review and approve the NPATF’s annual budget and financial reports; 


• Create representative offices and committees of the NPATF; 


• Appoint or replace auditors; 


• Decide on issues concerning the NPATF’s board members and staff, including their 
dismissal, reimbursement of expenses, and conflicts of interest;  


• Engage in strategic planning; and 


• Seek and accept donations for the NPATF, including donations whose use is 
restricted. 


35. Certain actions would require the affirmative vote of a super-majority of a NPATF’s 
Board, including: 
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• Adopting or amending the NPATF’s by-laws; 


• Authorizing the NPATF to take out or make any loan or guarantee; and 


• Dissolving the NPATF. 
 


36. Commencing in the third year after its date of legal establishment, NPATF’s annual 
administrative expenses (including staff salaries, consultant salaries, and office operating costs) 
may not exceed 15% of its total annual budget (including amounts that it receives as its pro rata 
allocation from the CBF endowment’s investment earnings). During the first two years of 
operation, NPATF’s annual administrative expenses may not exceed 25% of its total annual 
budget (including amounts that it receives as its pro rate allocation from the CBF endowment’s 
investment earnings). The higher percentage in the first two years is to allow for a NPATF’s 
start-up costs. 


37. If a NPATF is dissolved, or if its basic purpose of supporting PAs and biodiversity 
conservation is fundamentally changed, or if its Board ceases to have a non-government 
majority, then the CBF’s Board could reallocate that country’s share of the CBF endowment per 
the terms of the donor’s grant agreement with the CBF. 
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0.  Executive Summary


This report provides input into the development of component 3 of the project under development by the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States and The Nature Conservancy entitled Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems for the OECS. The objective is to recommend a core set of indicators for conservation results and an updatable, interactive information system to use in decision-making, including sustainable financing and management.  The report recommends using an existing system for monitoring of management effectiveness and for information management to provide a cost-effective mechanism for promoting both financial accountability and effective conservation.

It is important to emphasize the relevance of monitoring and information management to a sustainable finance project.  Capacity building and intitutional strengthening does not and can not take place in an information vacuum. The absence of means to measure progress toward agreed targets robs institutions and processes of important opportunities for learning, improving the odds of repeating avoidable mistakes to the detriment of the conservation enterprise.   For biodiversity conservation projects, conservation outcomes, as measured through ecological integrity and threat status are essential in determining if conservation targets are actually being met (Parrish et al 2003). Salafsky et al (2002) identify three key questions; what should our goals be, and how do we measure progress in meeting them?  How can we most effectively take action to achieve conservation? And how can we do conservation better?  A monitoring and evaluation strategy for the marine protected areas of the Eastern Caribbean can begin to answer these questions. In the course of identifying conservation outcomes, the MPAs can gradually refine their goals and objects from generic biodiversity conservation and sustainable livelihood goals to more precisely focused problem statements.


In order to evaluate conservation outcomes, conservation projects must be linked to longer term ecosystem monitoring at system levels.  Such processes are seldom factored satisfactorily into protected area management, at least in part because of the different time scales of project implementation of ecological processes.  But linking protected area management to the measurement of conservation outcomes is essential for effective resource allocation.  This report takes note of the financial and temporal constraints of the project, and recommends the use of existing tools to begin to integrate the monitoring of science and management.  


Through the course of the investigations leading to this report, considerable confusion arose concerning the use of the expression “monitor”.  At the country and management level, monitoring is generally used in the context of management effectivess.  Those involved in wider conservation strategies understand that monitoring must involve not only indicators of project implementation and protected area management, but also of ecosystem status and trends writ large.  Indicators such as species selected on the basis of management effectiveness may not be good indicators of overall ecosystem health.  And while the extant management plans for the marine protected areas of the eastern Caribbean profess biodiversity conservation as an objective, on average greater emphasis is given to measuring biodiversity at the species rather than at the ecosystem level.  New ecosystem-based regional initiatives such as the Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem program and the Caribbean Sea Commission will provide important new opportunities for the marine protected areas of the eastern Caribbean to participate in the kinds of long-term ecological monitoring that will help to determine if conservation outcomes are being met.  


This report notes the need expressed by managers for clear scientific guidance concerning the “carrying capacity” of visitors and of consumptive uses of protected area resources.  It recommends, in addition to the use of a management effectiveness evaluation framework, initial steps towards the development of a common monitoring system that can help to address carrying capacity from a biodiversity conservation perspective.


[image: image3.wmf]

1.   Introduction and background


The objective of this report is to provide an overview of the range of approaches for the evaluation of conservation effectiveness, to identify which are in use in the Eastern Caribbean, to identify gaps in data collection, and to recommend a realistic
 core set of data to assess the effectiveness of site-based conservation interventions.  This is for use in the preparation of the Project Appraisal Document for the proposed Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystem Project.


Component 4 of the Sustainable Financing and Management of Eastern Caribbean Marine Ecosystems project (hereafter “the Project”) entails the establishment of a decision-support information system that integrates the entire protected area network for the Eastern Caribbean and the various management institutions into one regional system. The component will support: (i) design of an information system that will monitor financial, biodiversity, administrative and other relevant variables important for the management of the MPA system; (ii) deployment of hardware and software; and (iii) training of appropriate staff at all levels to administer and update the system.  This report addresses components of such a system.


The evaluation of the effectiveness of conservation interventions requires assessment at several scales.  This report will describe the overall context and range of options for the monitoring and evaluation of conservation effectiveness. 


The countries that are the specific subject of the Project, and hence this report, are referred to collectively as the Eastern Carribean (even though they constitute a subset). They include:


Antigua & Barbuda


Grenada


St. Kitts & Nevis


St. Lucia


St. Vincent & the Grenadines


Problems to be addressed in the Project


The draft Project Appraisal Document cites key threats to the region’s ecosystems as: 


· Over exploitation of their resource base, 


· Loss of natural habitats, 


· Changes in water quality and quantity, 


· Climate change.


These threats result from:


· Increases in exotic invasive species, 


· Poorly planned and regulated coastal development 


· Associated land-based sources of pollution, sedimentation, 


· Habitat destruction 


· Impacts of increased human activities such as the development of tourist resorts 


· Dumping of solid and liquid waste from cruise ships/hotels/resorts, 


· Unsustainable extraction of natural resources (overfishing) 


· Sand harvesting for construction


Table 1 provides a typology of threats for the region based upon a similar table in Salafsky et al (2002).  This is drawn from a review of management plans from the region and a review of other relevant literature.  This typology of threats provides a point of departure for the assessment of threat status and ecological resiliency identified by Parish et al (2003) as the foundation for the measurement of conservation outcomes.


Target audiences for monitoring information


A common mistake in environmental informatics is neglecting to rigorously assess users and user needs. Monitoring and informatics services designed around untested assumptions about users and their data requirements are often surprised to find that their products are underutilized or misused.  It is imperative that the project undertakes a user needs assessment prior to the design and implementation of monitoring and decision support systems.  Certain assumptions have been made for this report, which must be validated. It is assumed that there are multiple layers of decision makers that have to be served by the process.  These include the stakeholders in proximity to protected areas and site managers, the national management authority and the government overall (including for reporting purposes to donors and the Convention on Biological Diversity), and the donors (both the Global Environment Facility and cosponsors for the project, and ultimately, the donors to the trust funds that are intended to support the parks over the long term.  In addition, the science community that will conduct long term ecosystem monitoring in cooperation with the protected areas and will produce ecoregional assessments have specific data requirements that are different from the others, but are essential to managing for conservation outcomes.  


At the local level, communities and site managers are served by the monitoring and evaluation of goals at the site level (part 2 of the report) plus, to some extent, the socioeconomic and ecological indicators (discussed below).


In addition to divergent needs, capacities also vary among the user groups.  At the site level the capacity to engage in monitoring through data collection and reporting, and to interpret the results of monitoring is hampered by low staffing levels, limited training opportunities, and lack of adequate equipment and mobility.   A project designed around sustainable financing of protected areas will presumably address limitations in capacity and will address this incrementally through project implementation and beyond.  It is not reasonable however to expect protected areas in the Eastern Caribbean to deploy a full suite of monitoring activities sufficient to meet the wide range of needs in the near term.  Partnerships with regional science bodies and with NGOs and the academic community can help to bridge the gap.  Nevertheless, needs will outstrip capacity, and some elements of effective monitoring will have to be deferred or provided for through a regional monitoring capacity incorporated into the project itself.  This report will describe elements of a well-developed monitoring system and will suggest some data that may be obtained through existing sources. Other data may not be readily obtainable, and its acquisition may be beyond the capacity of the protected area management authorities, at least in the near term.


Where data is collected, data quality must also be assessed.  Often, a large and well-funded protected area will include well-qualified staff scientists to coordinate research and supervise data collection.  Likewise, management systems experts will provide guidance on monitoring for management effectives and project implementation.  These skills may not be readily available to Eastern Caribbean protected areas.  Faced with this possibility, the Project has four options; to discard monitoring, to build capacity incrementally beginning with a small core set of indicators, to develop regional capacities to monitor, or to outsource monitoring to a third party, either through a contract or through some form of partnership.  Discarding monitoring, although perhaps a temptation in the short-term, is not a viable option in the long term for reasons discussed throughout this report. All the other options can be brought into play in the implementation of the project. Whether or not to develop in-house monitoring capacities at the regional level will depend upon whether or not the funding mechanism developed is an operating trust (i.e., a trust fund which spends some of its money internally to achieve its goals).  If the regional mechanism were to be an operating trust with sufficient funding and good long-term prospects, then in-house capacity to monitor conservation outcomes would be a distinct advantage and an important contribution to regional biodiversity conservation.  If not, one or more strategic partners to provide support and supervision for data collection and monitoring (both for ecosystem monitoring and management effectiveness) would be the best option.  In the absence of such arrangements, the project will need, at a minimum, to leave an established protocol for the monitoring of a very limited core set of indicators, based primarily on management effectiveness and specific natural features and uses of the individual protected areas.  Finally, creating a regional learning network to provide peer-to-peer support for the experts in the region allows the protected areas to share expertise.


Scope and scale of monitoring


Figure 1 shows the temporal and physical scales of conservation planning, excluding the socioeconomic and cultural dimensions.  Comprehensive monitoring across the spectrum represents a major undertaking.  The challenge for the Eastern Caribbean is to identify indicators that can effectively track progress in the protection of biodiversity within the capacities of the management authorities.


Increasing the scale of monitoring – e.g., the number of protected areas that can be monitored using a specific protocol, tends to decrease the scope – the range of things that can be meaningfully monitored.  This is because many aspects of conservation effectiveness are site-specific and unique.   Monitoring at site level permits a more detailed examination of the conservation inputs and outputs, producing the information necessary to calibrate an appropriate level of effort. It also provides the means to indentify in detail the specific barriers to effective conservation action.


Information can also be gained from comparing conservation sites within a region, notwithstanding the uniqueness of the individual sites. A common monitoring methodology in comparing results in a range of similar sites, helps to detect trends, isolate anomalies (such as superior or inferior results), derive lessons from the comparison, and facilitate the allocation of resources. The aggregation of information can be useful for management, in terms of understanding the level of effort and resources deployed across a system. 


Most importantly one needs to understand that conservation
 outputs (human achievement) are different from conservation outcomes (biological processes).  Biodiversity is a dynamic process that works across multiple scales.  In situ, site specific conservation planning is generally limited by scale – landscapes and ecoregions are managed – if at all – for a range of outcomes different and sometimes diametrically opposed to conservation goals.  Conservation measures are often restricted to specific sites, the boundaries of which were often not defined with ecological considerations  in mind. This is gradually changing as ecosystem-based planning and management gains traction]. Conservation outcomes are determined by the functions of systems for which managers have comparatively little control outside the confines of their units, so when protected areas are managed for biodiversity, managers assume the mantle of responsibility for things largely outside of their control.  This is overcome to some degree through the integration of protected areas into broader landscape management, and through careful protected area system design, which from a biodiversity perspective is undertaken using ecoregional status assessments involving an analysis of ecosystem processes and functions necessary  to assess presence and likely persistence of biodiversity.


Management effectiveness approaches are retrospective assessments of effort that has already taken place.  They play a very important role in correlating levels of effort and outputs.  A key limitation is a blind-spot for future threats; perfection in addressing yesterday’s threats does not guarantee capability to address those of tomorrow (though it is safe to infer that failure to address past threats bodes poorly for the outlook in addressing future threats). The capacity for adaptive management through the use of monitoring and evaluation of goals at the site level (section 2) combined with a core set of system-wide ecological indicators provide the type of resilience necessary to prevent “black swan events”
.


Assessing conservation effectiveness must therefore be divided conceptually into two components – that of management effectiveness – (the extent to which a protected area is protecting values and achieving goals and objectives - Hockings et al, 2006) – and ecological assessment.  These are combined with threat analysis to measure ecological status.  


Two scales are at play in monitoring management effectiveness; the first is the local  measure of effort in meeting specific goals identified in a management plan for the site, and the latter is an evaluation of the overall effectiveness of the management unit according to the  standards defined under national legislation, internationally agreed protocols, and best practices as defined by peer review.
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Figure 1 (after Suter, 1993)


Data for the assessment of ecoregional status, on the other hand, though it may be collected in individual sites, is generally aggregated and analyzed at an ecoregional scale. This is typically beyond the capacity of individual protected areas (and often of protected area systems), and involves sophisticated monitoring tools such as remote sensing, as well as field observations.  Ecoregional assessment measures organisms and processes according to principles of conservation biology, monitors changing relations between organisms, and models change to assess the status and trajectory of a system as a whole.  When combined with socioeconomic analysis, this approach can inform priority setting by identifying optimal conservation measures.


		TABLE 1: Typology of Threats (After Salafsky et al, 2002)



		General threats

		coral reefs

		mangroves

		seagrass beds

		sandy beaches



		Ecosystem elimination

		

		

		

		



		 -- conversion

		

		clearance for development

		

		



		 --economic development and infrastructure

		construction of jetties, seawalls

		construction of marinas, resorts, seawalls and roads

		construction of jetties, dredging

		construction of jetties, seawalls, resorts and infrastructure



		 -- resource extraction - fisheries

		selective fishing of high value species, destructive fishing 

		

		destructive fishing practices

		



		 -- resource extraction - minerals and mining

		dredging, offshore oil and gas development, sand mining, onshore quarries

		

		dredging, onshore quarries, oil and gas development

		sand mining



		 -- resource extraction - wood and wood products

		

		clearance for fuelwood, construction materials

		

		



		 -- climate change

		sea surface temp  linked to bleaching, extreme weather events, sea level rise

		extreme weather events, changes in hydrological cycle, sea level rise

		extreme weather events, sea level rise

		extreme weather events, sea level rise, temperature impacts on reproductive success (e.g. turtles)



		Ecosystem degradation

		

		

		

		



		 -- partial conversion

		dredging, dumping,  destructive fishing practices

		marina construction, resort development

		dredging, dumping

		infrastructure, seawalls, 



		 -- pollution

		land-based sources of marine pollution incl ag runoff, sewage, sedimentation, ocean dumping of sewage, oil and chemical spills, solid waste

		land-based sources of marine pollution incl ag runoff, sewage, sedimentation, ocean dumping of sewage, oil and chemical spills, solid waste

		land-based sources of marine pollution incl agricultural runoff, sewage, sedimentation, ocean dumping of sewage, oil and chemical spills, solid waste

		land-based sources of marine pollution incl ag runoff, sewage, sedimentation, ocean dumping of sewage, oil and chemical spills, solid waste



		 -- visitor impacts

		coral breakage from divers/ snorklers, sewage from cruise ships, live-aboard dive boats

		

		disturbance from watercraft

		destruction or disturbance of habitats, beach erosion, pollution, esp sewage



		ecosystem disruption

		

		

		

		



		 -- invasive species

		lionfish, invasive algal species, e.g.,  Caulerpa  spp.

		wood-boring isopods, colonization by invasive plants after extreme weather events or clearing

		invasive algal species, e.g. Caulerpa spp

		rats, invasive plants in dune systems, red palm mite



		Species decline and elimination

		

		

		

		



		 -- overexploitation

		coral collecting, live reef fish trade, turtle nest disturbance

		wood harvesting for fuel, construction

		

		turtle egg collection



		 -- physical disturbance

		impact on reefs from extreme weather events

		

		scarification of benthos in extreme weather events

		beach development impacts turtle nesting sites



		 -- pathogens

		black band disease, dark-spots disease, white band disease, white plague, white pox, yellow blotch disease

		wasting disease, e.g., Labyrinthula spp.

		fungal foliar diseases, e.g., Cytospora  rhizophorae

		





Organization of the report


This report will address monitoring and evalutation tools in sequence, beginning with site administration, expanding to address the broader discipline of management effectiveness for protected areas, and then ecoregional assessments.


Project/program management interventions: at the site project/program level the report will give a brief overview of monitoring and evaluation concepts, drawing upon current work in results-based monitoring. Results based monitoring and evaluation is predicated upon management planning.  Standardized approaches to data collection for monitoring and evaluation at the project level are inappropriate as the structure must follow the unique goals and objectives identified in planning. The report will furnish links to additional resources for monitoring and evaluation at the project/program level.


Protected area management effectiveness: several standardized approaches to measuring management effectiveness at the site level have been developed. This report reviews the approaches and discusses strengths and weaknesses of different approaches.  Recommendations are made for a hybrid scorecard-based approach to assessing management effectivess.


Ecoregional assessments:  the report reviews similar experiences in the Caribbean and elsewhere in the monitoring and assessment of coral reef ecosystems, and provides a range of indicators from which a core set appropriate to the needs and capabilities of the managers and stakeholders of the region can draw.


Definitions


Indicator: data that provide information used to infer or predict the overall condition of a system


Management effectiveness: the extent to which a protected area is protecting values and achieving goals and objectives (Hockings et al, 2006)

Monitoring and evaluation: the collection and use of information in decision-making and management.


The Protected Area Balancing Act: Determining Carrying Capacity


Managing a protected area for biodiversity is a complex process that requires knowledge concerning not only biodiversity status and trends at the levels species and ecosystem, but also of the myriad elements that can affect the biodiversity, including natural and anthropogenic processes.  A conscientious undertaking requires investments both in research and in informatics systems. Success in protected area management, it can be argued, is determined by how well managers can balance human use of a resource with all of the other factors beyond the control of management in order to maintain ecological resiliency and hence conserve biodiversity.  


A review of available marine protected area management plans for the eastern Caribbean shows that carrying capacities for these sites is not well understood, and that there are significant anthropogenic threats in each site.  


In protected area management a popular maxim is that one doesn’t manage nature, one manages people.  In the context of protected areas, carrying capacity generally refers to the threshold beyond which human impacts overwhelm ecological resilience, resulting in loss of biological diversity.  Measurements of carrying capacity involve a comparison of conservation status and trends of organisms and communities within an ecosystem with human measurements of human activities that can impact the organisms either directly or indirectly. For example, coral reefs may be impacted by extractive activities (fishing and coral collection), and by water quality. In addition, reef organisms will be impacted by climate change, a process occurring at a scale that is not directly amenable to management. Accurate calibration of human impacts and ecological processes is difficult, if even possible; allowances must be made for ecological resilience in conditions of uncertainty
. 


If carrying capacity involves the comparison of the status and trends of the ecosystem and of target or representative organisms on the one hand, and of human impacts on the other, it is also clear that the monitoring proposed for Caribbean marine protected areas is inadequate to assess carrying capacity of the sites.  Since the ability of the protected area authority to set clear and enforceable limits to human activity is a fundamental purpose of designating an area as being protected, a basic objective of monitoring is to provide the information needed to make such determinations.  Initially, this will happen as the result of best practices used elsewhere, and judicious application of the precautionary principle.  However, law and economy seek certainty, and effective long-term management will require assessments sufficient to assign carrying capacity that are legally and economically defensible.


This report will review issues and options associated with various approaches to monitoring, and address minimal requirements sufficient to understand the fundamental issue of carrying capacity.  It should be a goal of the project to ensure that each protected area has a realistic understanding of thresholds beyond which its mission of biodiversity conservation would be impaired. 


2.  Monitoring and evaluation of goals at the site level


The capacity to provide concrete evidence of progress in achieving targets is fundamental to any conservation effort.   The collection of information for use in decision-making and management is called “monitoring and evaluation”. Contemporary monitoring and evaluation (M&E) tracks effort against intended results, and identifies barriers to implementation, as well as false assumptions. M&E allows stakeholders (including donors) to learn from successes and failures, and to adapt management systems to the problems and bottlenecks encountered during implementation. M&E also helps to ensure that implementation of management plans is transparent and accountable. Properly applied, monitoring and evaluation builds capacity by creating learning opportunities and promotes continuous improvement. Examples include USAID’s MEASURE program (http://www.cpc.unc.edu/measure) and OECD’s ten steps to a results-based monitoring and evaluation system (http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/23/27/35281194.pdf).


Managers frequently make the mistake of treating M&E as an externality, a bureaucratic exercise without apparent benefit.  Often this is because M&E is required by a donor or is the result of a government policy, imposed from the top down without an appreciate of the potential for experiential learning through monitoring. Far from being added work with little benefit, well-planned M&E can result in savings in time and resources because it helps to quickly identify ineffectual efforts that would have to be redone in order to achieve results. Ultimately M&E not only saves programs from failure, but it improves their effectiveness, with potential knock-on benefits in terms of workplace morale and stakeholder and donor support.  An intuitive approach to management based upon the individual experience of the manager is a poor substitute for a deliberative process harnessing the knowledge and perspectives of all the stakeholders. 


A results-based planning framework can clearly identify the intended outcomes and resources required to achieve them.  M&E is employed to track progress towards these results.  It is based upon the idea that effective programming involves planning backward from intended results, implementing forward in incremental steps towards ultimate goals, and using indicators of success to measure progress along the way.  


Conservation objectives derive from general goals, articulated in legislation or in a management plan for the site.  An example of a conservation objective would be:


Objective: To protect or restore the riparian corridor (50 meters on each side of the stream) so that 90% of individual plants consists of native vegetation within 5 years, as verfied by plot sampling. 


In monitoring and evaluation, goals are characterized as S.M.A.R.T. (specific, measurable, attainable, relevant and time-bound).  The means of verification are explicit.  


A monitoring and evaluation framework requires:


1. A clear articulation of the expected results of effort expended. This is the most difficult aspect of the planning process; it is necessary to overcome the idea that the outputs are the result.  For example, an improved water supply could be treated as a result. But the actual desired result is not a water supply. It is what you do with the water that matters.  If the problem is low productivity due to poor health linked to contaminated water, then greater productivity is the goal.  Improved health is the objective of the project.  And the water supply is just an output, which may or may not lead to the goal of greater productivity through improved health. 


2. The means of verifying that the solution is achieving the intended results. Monitoring and evaluation helps us to understand if the proposed solutions worked, and if not, to be able to tell if there is a flaw in the execution, or if the strategy itself was flawed. Here, indicators are not the lengths of pipe or number of wells or distance to the supply or even the purity of the water, but the health of those that consume the water, as measured in the number of days of lost productivity.


3. The means of learning from what does, and what does not, work.  The power of results-based monitoring and evaluation systems lies in the ability to distill lessons from carefully documented experience, and to apply those lessons to further activities in the project and program cycle, so that participants participate in a virtuous circle doing, learning, and improving. This is real capacity-building at the project level. 


A monitoring and evaluation committee consisting of the management authority, community representatives, and implementation partners typically develops and implements a M&E plan.   An external M&E advisor is often sought for support. The major responsibilities of the M&E process may include:


· design of baseline surveys in collaboration with technical experts


· capacity building, including understanding of standards and definitions


· implementation of M&E tasks 


· overall oversight and quality control for RNSA M&E activities. 


M&E advisors work with individual partners, and collectively with the protected area management team, to build M&E into project design and implementation, and to build a culture of learning and continuous improvement into the protected area management.  The advisor works with the management team to establish and systematize the operational definitions, review existing data collection methodologies, and review the analysis of the monitoring information that is collected.


Design of M&E frameworks


A logical framework analysis, or logframe, is used to organize monitoring and evaluation information.  Logframes organize M&E as a logical stepwise process organized hierarchically with ultimate goals, specific objectives, intended outputs, and inputs.  The logframe identifies key performance indicators linked to the targets, monitoring mechanisms and means of verification, and assumptions.  Figure 2 provides an example of a M&E logframe.  For more information on programmatic monitoring and evaluation, the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) has published a well-illustrated guide to project monitoring and evaluation available online at http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/guide/index.htm.


Evaluation


The purpose of evaluation is to identify the most important lessons from the experience of implementation of plans and to specify measures to be addressed in the subsequent phases on that basis.  If the resources are available, an external consultant not identified with the outcomes can help to accelerate and intensify this learning process.


		Narrative Summary 

		Expected Results

		Performance Indicators

		Assumptions and Risks



		Project Goal Statement

		Impact


(Long-term Results)

		 

		 



		Project Purpose Statement

		Outcomes


(Medium-term Results)

		 

		 



		Project Activities


Financial Inputs 

		Outputs


(Short-term Results)

		 

		 





Figure 2: logframe (after OECS)  


Reporting


Periodic reporting to relevant authorities, stakeholders, including affected communities, and donors should be undertaken on the progress in achieving goals using the core indicators.  The protected area administrator is responsible for producing reports with assistance as appropriate from the M&E advisor.  Deliverables at the conclusion of a reporting period may include:


· An evaluation of the progress towards the core indicators and assessment of the viability of institutional arrangements such as partnerships


· Identification of key lessons from the reporting phase

· A proposed M&E plan for subsequent phases, including appropriate core indicators including units of measurement, data sources, methods and approach for data collection, resource requirements and costs, and reporting. 

3.  Monitoring and evaluation of management effectiveness


Management effectiveness is defined as the extent to which a protected area is protecting values and achieving goals and objectives (Hockings et al, 2006). For biodiversity conservation, values are understood in terms of systems and require assessment at multiple scales. Individual protected area objectives cannot be determined in the context of the site itself, because conservation planning requires comprehensive in situ protection of species and biomes in ways that minimize the risk of loss (Pressey et al, 1993, Margules and Pressey, 2000, Pressy et al 2004). Therefore, where biodiversity is concerned, the burden of management effectiveness should not, in principle, be borne exclusively by the individual sites.  


It is however an inescapable fact that many protected areas were not designed as parts of systems for the conservation of biodiversity, but for protection of other features that may or may not be relevant to biodiversity conservation.  Monitoring of management effectiveness at the site level can provide insights into the extent to which an individual protected area is context-aware, the presence or absence of knowledge of the conservation status of biota and biological systems, and the ability of the site to exert influence within the broader ecosystem.


Some characteristics or features of protected areas can be specified under international agreed standards and norms.  For example, the Operational Guidelines for the World Heritage Convention (UNESCO 2008) specifies that “All properties inscribed on the World Heritage List must have adequate long-term legislative, regulatory, institutional and/or traditional protection and management to ensure their safeguarding. This protection should include adequately delineated boundaries. Similarly States Parties should demonstrate adequate protection at the national, regional, municipal, and/or traditional level for the nominated property. They should append appropriate texts to the nomination with a clear explanation of the way this


protection operates to protect the property.”


It goes on to require legal, regulatory, or contractual measures for protection, delineation of boundaries, buffer zones, etc.  It specifies management systems:


“In recognizing the diversity mentioned above, common


elements of an effective management system could include:


a) a thorough shared understanding of the property by all stakeholders;


b) a cycle of planning, implementation, monitoring, evaluation and feedback;


c) the involvement of partners and stakeholders;


d) the allocation of necessary resources; 


e) capacity-building; and


f) an accountable, transparent description of how the management system functions.”  


There are however limitations to the extent to which a negotiated text in international law can provide adequate guidance on management effectiveness.  The identification of best practices in protected area management is best done through professional and technical processes.  The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN)’s World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA), a global network of senior protected area managers and technical experts, has developed, through a Management Effectiveness Working Group, a protocol for the assessment of management effectiveness (Hockings et al, 2006).   Figure 3 shows the World Commission on Protected Areas evaluation framework for management effectiveness.   The Worldwide Fund for Nature/World Bank Forest Partnership has also developed a Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) (Stolton et al 2007), and the Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) (Ervin, 2003). 


[image: image2.png]





Figure 3: WCPA management effectiveness framework, from Hockings et al 2006


Management effectiveness approaches


Ervin describes four basic approaches to management effectiveness (Ervin 2007):


1. In-depth evidence based evaluations, based upon key desired outcomes.  Designed for adaptive management at the site level.  Measures change over time.  Examples:  World Heritage Area Assessments.  


2. System-wide peer-based evaluations.  Participatory process for system level analysis.  Example: RAPPAM.  


3. Scorecard expert-based evaluations.  Scoring is relative to pre-defined thresholds.  Example: World Bank/WWF Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT), Parks in Peril.


4. Categorical, assumption-based evaluations.  Scoring is based upon literature, dialogue with managers.  Example:  GAP Plus.


Discussion of individual approaches


In-Depth Evidence Based Evaluations


This is the most comprehensive approach to evaluating management effectiveness. It consists in interviews with experts based upon questionnaires and measurements, and may combine elements of programatic monitoring and evaluation as described in section 2 above.  This approach is exemplified in the State of the Parks analysis conducted on the US National Park System by the National Parks Conservation Association, a US nongovernmental organization (NPCA 2005, NPCA n.d.).  High profile sites of global significance afforded special recognition such as inscription under the World Heritage Convention require this level of attention due not only to the added weight of responsibility for the site assumed by nations under international law, but also due to the attention that sites so inscribed draw, and the concomitant environmental impacts from increased visitation.  This kind of “deep dive” represents the state of the art in investigations into management effectivess. It is however time-consuming and costly to do, and therefore impractical for the purposes of developing a low-cost, high efficiency monitoring system for the Eastern Caribbbean at the present.  


The combination of programatic monitoring and evaluation reflected in section 2, scorecard-based rapid assessment as described below, and comprehensive ecoregional assessments such as are described in section 4 will produce the kind of in-depth evidence based evaluation that is optimal for a fully functional protected area as monitoring systems mature.  The establishment of a learning network for protected area monitoring as part of a larger system design linked to long-term financing of protected areas is an important step in assuring that the system develops to the point where this kind of in-depth evaluation is practical.


System-wide peer-based evaluations


This kind of rapid assessment process provides a broad overview of management. The Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) system, developed by the Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF) is the embodiment of this approach.  RAPPAM is designed to facilitate a rapid assessment of overall management effectiveness within a particular country or region (Ervin 2003).   It builds upon the iterative assessment process developed by WCPA, and uses a questionnaire to assay context, design, inputs, management processes, outputs and outcomes.  It is not intended to provide detailed site-level adaptive management, but to provide broad level comparisons among protected areas for purposes of determining relative needs and priorities of sites and overall requirements of the system. RAPPAM is not designed for landscape or seascape-level approaches in which a protected area (IUCN Category V) may consist of multiple management units, requiring indicators to measure landscape integrity (Ervin 2003).  Likewise, Category VI protected areas (managed resources) will require indicators of sustainable use that may be location-specific.  RAPPAM also assumes similarity in protected areas for the sites being compared and analyzed.  For these reasons, RAPPAM may not be, optimal for use in the Eastern Caribbean, without amendment.   


RAPPAM’s questionnaire is qualitative rather than quantitative, producing subjective responses. The quality of the results is therefore highly dependent upon the degree of knowledge and experience of the participants.  The fundamental flaw in this approach is that the results reinforce and amplify the perceptions, opinions, and prejudices of the participants, producing an echo-chamber effect that strongly reinforces the status quo. Managers frequently fail to recognize the level of risk associated with slowly developing pressures in comparison to more readily visible “acute” problems.  For example, a wildfire or law-enforcement threat may attract the majority of the management resources, while a less visible but ultimately more insidious threat such as an invasive species may be more deterimental to the management objectives.  If park science is inadequate or underrepresented, key information may not be factored into the assessment.  In all cases, an assessment is only as good as the assessors, but RAPPAM is vulnerable to exposure effect, a condition in which people tend to give greater weighting to things that they are familiar with. This can lead to confirmation bias (a condition in which people confirm their preconceptions in interpreting information and information that contradicts beliefs and prejudices), and ambiguity effects (a condition in which people tend to select those options for which the probability of a favorable outcome is known).


RAPPAM does not provide sufficient impetus or guidance for adaptive management in the face of change, and therefore is not optimal for routine monitoring of management effectiveness.  It does however ask some useful questions, which will be revisited later.


RAPPAM’s utility lies in its ability to provide input into ecoregional conservation assessments.  For example, with some modifications, RAPPAM could assemble the critical mass of experts to provide input into a climate adaptation strategy for a specific site or group of highly similar sites.  


Scorecard-based expert evaluations


The World Bank/WWF Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) (Stolton et al, 2007) is the most widely used scorecard based rapid assessment methodology for management effectiveness developed for sites.  Its aim is to provide comparison over time within a site, rather than comparison between sites within a system.  Like RAPPAM, it draws upon the WCPA framework, but deemphasizes outputs and outcomes.  It is designed to be done quickly and cheaply, with only 30 questions.  Although it can be done individually, its designers recommend that it be applied in a group setting where discussion can be stimulated, and the outcomes can benefit from a wider range of perspectives.  Like all rapid assessments, METT is inadequate by itself as a tool for adaptive management.  METT steers clear of ecological status indicators, thereby avoiding some potential pitfalls of subjective assessments.  Mackinnon and Higgins- Zogib (2006) describe it as a useful simple monitoring tool for countries where in-depth monitoring is not presently possible. Leverington et al (2008) report that METT may be better received by field staff if some site-specific questions are added to the questionnaire.  Wetland and marine versions of METT have been developed (Staub and Hatziolos 2006), and the current questionnaire includes information on international designations useful in national reporting of implementation of some multilateral environmental agreements.


Categorical, assumption-based evaluations


The Gap Analysis methodology was developed at the University of Idaho in cooperation with the US Department of the Interior.  Its goal is to “keep common species common”, through ensuring representivity of species in conservation lands.  Gap analysis is mapped base, using three basic map layers, distribution of plants, distribution of vertebrates, and land stewardship.  Land is classified as being in one of four categories, ranging from fully protected through multiple use management to private ownership (which is assumed to be unprotected).  Overlays of species distributions and land stewardship shows gaps where protection does not overlap species distribution.  The Nature Conservancy (TNC) has refined gap analysis as Gap Plus to better assess management effectiveness by capturing conservation values within the variations in land management (Supples et al, 2006).  Gap Plus innovations include recognition of the protection of biodiversity on private lands. Drawing upon the WCPA management effectiveness framework, TNC developed a common reporting framework for management status elements. Each associated indicator was accorded a value from low to very high.  TNC tested two approaches to assessment; a survey based approach and an assumption based approach.  The survey approach targeted a random sample of protected area managers to assign values to each of the expanded set of gap categories.  The assumptions based approach sought to classify categories according to potential management effectiveness based upon TNC’s understanding of conditions, activities and constraints governing management (Supples et al, 2006).  


Patterns in management effectiveness combined with the gap analysis provide useful information on system design, but is less useful for the assessment of performance at sites.  Variations on this theme linking gap analysis with management effectiveness could however produce cost-effective tools for tracking system performance in meeting biodiversity goals.  Key challenges, which will be discussed below, involve incorporating persistence indicators into the gap analysis.  


4.  Ecoregional assessments and conservation status


Management data collected at the site level can document inputs and outputs, providing means of evaluating the implementation of conservation strategies of individual protected area. Data may also be collected on the status of species and ecosystems, and on conservation threats.  Less easy to assess, and more problematic from a planning perspective, is the evaluation of conservation outcomes on the basis of site level data alone. This is because conservation outcomes, if defined in terms of biodiversity, must be understood in terms of a biogeophysical system that is complex and dynamic, occuring at multiple nested scales across large areas. Assessments of persistence of biodiversity must take into account both process and status indicators (e.g.,  trophic interactions, life history cycles and other dynamic interactions) which reflect the dynamics between organisms and their environment, or connectivity between habitats, which are essential to maintaining the functional elements of the system in question.

Long term ecological research is required to fully understand the conservation status of biodiversity.  Modeling based upon such data is required to undertake the ecological forecasting necessary for planning for biodiversity conservation.  Ideally, long-term reseach requirements are integrated into system design in order to tightly couple science and management.  This seldom is the case, and in many protected areas, including those in the Eastern Caribbean, it is not realistic to expect that protected areas can effectively undertake long-term monitoring without significant additional inputs.  


Long term monitoring of marine ecosystems and information exchange mechanisms


Monitoring and ecological forecasting provide the capacity for early detection and rapid response to biodiversity threats, including adjustments in system design. 


The logic of conservation planning is not only to ensure that all species are represented in protected areas (Margules and Pressey, 2000) but that the system minimize the probablility of loss (Pressey et al, 1993, Margules and Pressey, 2000, Pressy et al 2004).  Conserving biodiversity thus requires knowledge of the species present, not only in terms of species richness but in terms of abundance, variation, and distribution, as well as those factors that may result in the loss of biodiversity. (Millenium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005).  No individual component of the dynamic complex system that constitutes what we refer to as biodiversity is a good indicator of biodiversity overall (Millenium Ecosystem Assessment 2005).  


Ecoregional assessments are closely linked with protected area monitoring in two ways. First, fine scale data from observations and surveys, including measures of management effectiveness,  such as provided by protected area monitoring, provides important information for ongoing assessment proccesses.  Second, ecoregional assessments provide critical information for effective conservation planning at the site level, so conservation targets that guide management are shaped by the same assessments.  The process constitutes an ongoing dialogue between science and management, which, when properly used, create feedback loops leading to learning and adaptation. 


Ecoregional assessments provide the necessary context for the identification of conservation values and ecosystem functions, making it possible to identify priority natural resource management and conservation measures such as sustainable resource use plans, protected area system design, climate adaptation, and ecological restoration. The assessments also provide conservation baselines against which to gauge performance in the implementation of conservation measures.  Another function of such an assessment is to analyze threats, assess vulnerabilities, and identify conservation tradeoffs. Such an approach provides a strong scientific basis for land use decisions, including the identification of priority sites for protected areas, with clear guidance concerning conservation targets.


Resource values for assessment may include, in addition to species, other values such as recreation or ecosystem services such as water.  Threats to these values may include anthropogenic processes such as land use/land cover change resulting from development, recreational use, transportation, military use, energy production, water management, or resource extraction, biological processes such as pathogens and invasive species, physical processes such as fire and extreme weather events, and climate change as an aggregation of anthropogenic, biological, and physical processes.  Processes are often synergistic, but these synergies are often poorly understood.


5.   Approaches used in the Eastern Caribbean


Ecosystem Monitoring in the Caribbean


A systematic, broad scope and multiple scale marine protected area monitoring system provides the best way to measure biodiversity and conservation outcomes. It is useful to consider some examples. Recchia and Whiteman (2009) provide a state of the art model of such a system for the marine reserve network of the north central coast of California.  The West Indian Ocean Marine Science Association provides a functional coral reef monitoring system for that region which provides a useful model for a coral reef system.  In the Meso-American coast of the western Caribbean, the Healthy Reefs for Healthy People program provides an important example of a Caribbean coral reef monitoring network, building upon the work of the MesoAmerican Barrier Reef Network.   The Atlantic and Gulf Rapid Reef Assessment program also provides rigourous asessment methodology relevant to the Caribbean region.  Institutions and processes listed here can provide constituents of a comparable program in the Eastern Caribbean.

Healthy Reefs for Healthy People


The Healthy Reefs for Healthy People program is a consortium of sixteen local, regional and international conservation and donor organizations working to generate tools to measure the health of the Mesoamerican Reef Ecosystem. The Meso-American Reef system is the largest reef system in the western hemisphere, and is a globally important coral reef ecosystem, encompassing Caribbean coasts of Mexico, Belize, Guatemala, and Honduras.


The initiative grew out of ongoing work of the Meso-American Barrier Reef System Project, the World Bank, the World Wildlife Fund, and Perigree Environmental.  It builds upon two prior projects, the Mesoamerican Reef Alliance project of the International Coral Reef Action Network, a project funded by the United Nations Foundation and the US Agency for International Development, and the Meso-American Barrier Reef System project funded by the Global Environment Facility and implemented by the World Bank and the Central American Commission for Environment and Development.


The Healthy Reefs initiative is founded on the premise that quantitative assessments of the health of the reef ecosystem are essential to guide the sustainable development of the region. The project has developed an eco-health report card for the reefs of this four-nation area, based upon an indicator framework consisting of measures of ecosystem structure, ecosystem function, drivers of change, and social well-being.  The Healthy Reefs for Healthy People methodology and scorecard is available at www.healthyreefs.org. 


Atlantic and Gulf Rapid Reef Assessment


The Atlantic and Gulf Rapid Reef Assessment program is a cooperative monitoring program of over 100 scientists to determine the condition of the coral reefs of the Western Atlantic, including the Caribbean basin, and the Gulf of Mexico. It has developed a regional database on the condition of the corals of the Caribbean based upon data concerning reef-building corals, algae and fishes. 819 reef areas at 39 sites have been assessed.  AGRRA data constitutes a baseline for marine biodiversity conservation projects throughout the region.  AGRRA methods, field reports, and contact information are available at the AGRRA website, www.agrra.org/index.html.


IOCaribe


IOCaribe is a regional body of the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). Its purpose is to foster collaboration between governments of the region in the field of oceanography and to promote training, education and mutual assistance. IOCaribe participates in a range of monitoring programs, including the Global Ocean Observing System (GOOS), the IOC Harmful Algal Bloom monitoring system, and the Integrated Coastal Management program (ICAM).  IOCaribe also participates in capacity building for informatics in the region through the Ocean Data and Information Network for the Caribbean and South America (ODINCARSA) including the production of a Caribbean Marine Atlas (www.caribbeanmarineatlas.net).  Many of these IOCaribe products appear not to be maintained or have produced little by way of useful outputs. A current activity of potential interest is the Global Environment Facility funded Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem (CLME) project.  CLME’s aim is integrated management of shared marine resources between countries of the Caribbean LME system, including an “institutional and procedural approach to LME level monitoring, evaluation and reporting” (IOC, n.d.).  The scope of the project is highly relevant, addressing migratory species, species with transboundary dispersal as adults, species with transboundary larval dispersal, transboundary dispersal of pathogens, pollutants, and invasive species, and resources with transboundary trophic linkages.  The establishment of a monitoring framework for the ecosystem status of the Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem is one of five project components.


The CLME is implementing a Reef Fisheries and Biodiversity Demonstration Project in conjunction with the UNEP Caribbean Environment Program (see below).  This project involves two measurable and replicable demonstration marine protected area sites in Jamaica (Pedro Bank) and Colombia (San Andres Archipelago).  The CLME is also supporting the development of a monitoring system in support of regional ocean governance through the recently formed Caribbean Sea Commission under the aegis of the Association of Caribbean States.  IOCaribe’s website is http://ioc3.unesco.org/iocaribe/.  The CLME website is http://cavehill.uwi.edu/cermes/clme.html.


UNEP Caribbean Environment Program


The Caribbean Environment Program (CEP) is one of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) administered Regional Seas Programs, providing the framework for the implementation of the Cartagena Convention and its Specially Protected Areas and Wildlife (SPAW) Protocol (discussed below in section 6).  Programs of the CEP include Assessment and Management of Environmental Pollution (AMEP) (which includes a protocol on the management of land-based sources of marine pollution), SPAW, and Communication, Education, Training, and Awareness (CETA).  


CEP’s SPAW program supports implementation of relevant global conventions such as the Convention on Biological Diversity and Ramsar Convention, and cooperative programs such as the International Coral Reef Initiative (ICRI).  Of particular relevance is its role in coral reef monitoring as a regional focal point for ICRI and partner for the International Coral Reef Action Network.  It is also a sponsor of the Caribbean Marine Protected Area Managers network (CAMPAM).  The most recent available workplan on CEP’s website (2008-9) includes monitoring of regional projects to gauge their effectiveness and impact, and training of MPA staff in socio-economic monitoring. CEP/SPAW is also responsible for maintaining a data set and monitoring of sea turtles and cooperation on important bird areas. It also is tasked with identifying and filling gaps in scientific knowledge concerning threatened and endangered species. CEP/SPAW also supports sub-regional coral reef monitoring nodes in the region, including one coordinated by the CZM Center in Barbados for the Eastern Caribbean.


CARICOMP


CARICOMP was a regional scientific program to study coastal ecosystem productivity, which ceased operation around 2007. Major activities included cooperation between marine laboratories and marine protected areas to investigate and compare productivity, structure, and function of the three main coastal ecosystems in the Caribbean: mangroves, sea grasses and coral reefs, and monitoring for ecosystem change at permanent stations within each site using standard research methods to build regional capacity and share expertise. CARICOMP centralizes data at the University of West Indies Data Management Centre in Jamaica, which serves as a clearinghouse for methods and data.  CARICOMP seeks to discriminate human disturbance from natural variation in the systems it monitors.   The monitoring protocols, sites, data, and expert networks would be a key asset for further marine monitoring work in the region.


Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre


The Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre (CCCCC) is a unit of CARICOM that serves as a focal point and clearinghouse for climate change issues for CARICOM members.  CCCCC’s main activities since its inception have been the implementation of GEF projects on climate adaptation, and it has not to date engaged in long term region wide monitoring or modeling itself. However, it has developed significant partnerships on climate modeling and may serve as a useful link between regional biodiversity monitoring activities and the broader world of climate science.


Gulf and Caribbean Fisheries Institute


The Gulf and Caribbean Fisheries Institute (GCFI) is a not-profit, non-governmental network of experts working to exchange information on the use and management of marine resources in the region.  Unlike the other processes described here, the GCFI involves the private sector in addition to scientists and governmental resource managers.  The GCFI does not itself undertake monitoring but provides important opportunities to share monitoring efforts and the results of monitoring with the broader community.  The GCFI role as an integrator of information makes it a potentially useful partner for any ecosystem assessments that involve fisheries.  It also provides a neutral forum for the engagement of the fisheries sector.


The Nature Conservancy’s Ecoregional Planning Process


The Nature Conservancy has pioneered the development of use of ecoregional planning in protected area systems design, including in the Caribbean basin, in part through the USAID-funded Parks in Peril program.


 The Parks in Peril approach, strongly oriented towards biodiversity conservation, involves the following steps:


Step One: Identify and map conservation targets


Step Two: Set conservation goals


Step Three: Assess the viability of conservation targets


Step Four: Assess threats, and develop strategies for conserving the portfolio.


Step Five:  Design a portfolio -- select and design a network of conservation areas


     (TNC, 2007).


These steps are nested within 14 standards for ecoregional planning that taken together constitute a road-map for supporting, guiding and implementing an ecoregional planning framework. 


In 2007 the approach was further elaborated with the Ecoregional Status Measures methodology (Higgins et al, 2007), which combines three key measures, biodiversity status, biodiversity threats, and conservation management.  The approach identifies where biodiversity is secure and expected to persist, and organizes efforts to maintain and expand the security of biodiversity.  Effective conservation is a composite measure of confidence in biodiversity persistence.  


Monitoring data used for ecoregional status measures is organized in three tiers.  Tier 1 involves coarse-scale information, including broad assumption based assessments (q.v., Gap Plus, in Section 3 above.  Tier 2 integrates mid-scale information including system level management effectivess (q.v. RAPPAM in Section 3 above), threat analysis involving broad patterns (e.g., climate modeling, poverty mapping, land use/land cover change), and fine scale remote sensing.  Tier 3 includes fine-scale information including observational and sampling data, management effectiveness evaluations, and  other site and project level information.  Data confidence ratings are assigned to measures and indicators.  


Biodiversity status draws upon source data from ecoregional assessments undertaken by TNC and others to assess the occurrence, viability/integrity, and potential for persistence of populations indepdendent of perceived threats.  Persistence is evaluated by the viability of populations and the integrity of biological systems.  Indicators include size (abundance/density of a population or the area of a population), condition (measured in terms of age structure, species composition, ecological processes and physical/chemical factors), and landscape context (including degrees of connectivity and isolation to adjacent habitats, populations and ecological systems).   Condition indicators are usually derived from site-level monitoring and surveys.  


Conservation management status indicators include management intent, tenure, and effective management potential (based on planning, resource inputs, and governance and adminstration processes).   Site-based management effectiveness assessments provide the best data for assessing conservation management status.


Threat status is evaluated for three time frames – current impacts, near-term threats (within 10 years) and long-term threats (longer than 10 years).  Indicators of threat status are severity (irreversibility of the impact), and scope (spatial extent of the impact).  


The measures are aggregated using rules to govern whether the measures indicate effective conservation.  If all three measures are above acceptable thresholds defined in the rules, a target is considered to be under effective conservation. If two measures meet the threshold requirements, the target is considered to be a good opportunity.  If only one measure meets threshold requirements, it is considered to be a challenging situation.  If none of the measures meet the requirements, the target site is considered a very challenging opportunity.


Ecoregional assessments are combined with major habitat assessments to produce conservation goals and priorities; these are then used for conservation action planning to implement strategies to achieve the desired outcomes (Leverington et al  2008).  


Other data and assessment tools used in the region


The World Database on Protected Areas provides basic shape files, names, designations, and IUCN categories for protected areas in the five target countries.   


The Interamerican Biodiversity Information Network (IABIN) is an intergovernmental program for biodiversity informatics.  Its coverage includes the insular Caribbean. IABIN has five thematic nodes (species and speciments, ecosystems, protected areas, invasive species, and pollinators), each coordinated by a partner organization with comparative advantages in the theme (for example, the UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre, through its Brasilia office, is responsible for protected area data).  IABIN has created agreed data standards and protocols that permit the interoperability of data, and has funded extensive programs within the Americas to digitize data for incorporation within the system.  IABIN is developing a decision support tool to facilate the use of the data in conservation planning. 


The Nature Conservancy has developed a Caribbean Decision Support System (CDSS) as an aide to ecoregional assessments and protected area planning, structured to meet the reporting requirements for management under the Convention on Biological Diversity’s Program of Work on Protected Areas, with data layers for habitats/species, risks, and protected areas coverage (Huggins et al 2007). The CDSS includes a database of geospatial information layers concerning habitats, threats to habitats, and protected areas, and a suite of tools to create environmental risk surfaces that graphically convey levels of threat on a map, identify critical habitats, and support the use of site selection software (MARXAN, a site-selection algorithm tool for GIS, used to identify sites by their contribution to conservation goals identified in the process).   


The CDSS allowed local experts and the TNC support team to identify regional goals and to create a portfolio of priority areas the protection of which would implement these goals. The CDSS identified optimal portfolios including 141 priority marine conservation sites, 64 terrestrial conservation areas, and 15 clusters of freshwater priority areas.   The results are not intended to be prescriptive and variations are possible based upon different conservation parameters.  


The Nature Conservancy has also developed an Ecosystem Assessment Reporting tool (EAR), a GIS based tool to integrate data from IABIN’s protected area and ecosystem thematic networks using the TNC Ecosystem Assessment protocols.  EAR provides a potential vehicle for protected area managers to feed data into the system and array it alongside biodiversity data from multiple sources to provide a better context to management challenges.


Monitoring and Reporting Requirements Under Multilateral Environmental Agreements and Programs


Eastern Caribbean states have committed to monitoring and reporting under a number of multilateral agreements and processes. In general, these requirements have limited bearing on the information requirements for the determination of carrying capacity. Reporting on findings of ecological monitoring is however encouraged under several agreements. Annex 5 briefly describes relevant monitoring obligations of parties to a range of agreements and programs, and Annex 6 describes in greater detail guidance given under the Convention on Biological Diversity for marine protected areas.  Recommendation 3 on informatics will support a common reporting framework, and well as the framework for reporting on the St George Declaration of the OECS.


Management Effectiveness Assessments in the Eastern Caribbean


RAPPAM has been widely used as a tool for the assessment of management of protected area systems in the Caribbean region by The Nature Conservancy, with assessments undertaken in St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia,  the US Virgin Islands, the Bahamas, St Vincent and the Grenadines, Grenada and Jamaica.  These assessments represent an important snapshot of expert opinion on the state of a system, useful for the allocation of resources. The information will be more useful in determining conservation results when the changes over time resulting from decisions made on the basis of these assessments can be measured. 


The World Database on Protected Areas’ Protected Areas Management Effectiveness module shows that Parks in Peril site consolidation evaluations have been employed in St. Vincent and the Grenadines in 2003, 2004, and 2005. 


The Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, through its OECS Protected Areas and Associated Livelihoods Project (OPAAL), OPAAL has produced a monitoring and evaluations plan as part of the  project operations manual.  The plan uses a modified version of the WB/WWF alliance METT scorecard for management effectiveness.  OECS convened a workshop  on “Designing Tools for Monitoring and Evaluating the Effectiveness of Protected Areas in the OECS” in St Lucia in 2006 to review the use of the METT scorecard to measure management effectiveness in the Eastern Caribbean.  The workshop recommended some modifications to adapt the methodology to regional needs in general and the OPAAL-supported sites in particular. 


The undated OPAAL Monitoring and Evaluation Manual (OPAAL, n.d.) specifies a scorecard approach for site monitoring, based upon the World Bank/WWF METT approach (Stolton et al, 2007).  OPAAL’s methodology was designed to be inexpensive and simple to implement, in line with the constraints of the pilot sites. It augments management effectivness monitoring with quantitative and qualitative data collected by protected area staff and partners. If rigorously implemented at each site, the methodology is adequate to track changes in indicators of management effectiveness over time, while contributing data through the supplemental assessment processes to ecoregional assessments.


The OPAAL manual is silent on a key aspect of monitoring, that of who is responsible for monitoring.  Continuity in monitoring is key in order to ensure consistency when assessing change over time.  The Tobago Cays Marine Park 2007-2009 Mangement Plan (TCMP 2007) provides this guidance, which could be generalized for OPAAL and the region.  It specifies that “[E]valuations should be led by the TCMP manager, assisted by the other park staff, the members of the local park management committee . . . and external experts as required.”


The OPAAL manual correctly notes that the constraint in the region is not data collection, but management and use of the data for assessment at the site and regional level.    Recommendations, below, will address this deficit.


6.  Determining Carrying Capacities


Annex 7 summarizes information from marine protected area management plans in five eastern Caribbean states.  Most indicate the need for further work to develop carrying capacity, but do not provide detail on what would be involved.  


The fundamental function of a protected area is to limit human impact.  Annex 7 summarizes a range of impacts common to eastern Caribbean protected areas. The following is not a comprehensive treatment of human impacts but it does suggest the general outlines of a carrying capacity study.  Elements include:


Tourism Impacts.  Direct impacts of tourism may include reef damage from snorkers and divers who walk on reefs, anchor damage, and sewage discharge from vessels and hotels, among other things.  Indirect impacts include coastal development resulting in alterations in wildlife habitat, in sediment transfer and other land based sources of marine pollution, and increased demand for sea products for food and souvenirs. Tourists are sometimes implicated in the introduction of invasive species. Understanding tourism impacts involves not only measuring the number of visitors, hotel occupancy rates, dive trips etc., but also measures of changes to the resource base, e.g., through water quality and reef structure.  Managers need to know who is visiting the protected area and its environs, when and for what purposes. They need to know what the visitors take and what the visitors leave behind.  And they need to know what changes are made to the area of the protected site to accommodate the needs of visitors.  


Fisheries Impacts.  Direct impacts of fisheries may include changes in species composition and structure of communities as the result of selective pressure on species of high economic value, which include top predators, and the impacts of habitats such as reefs and seagrass beds from destructive fishing practices.  Indirect impacts may include loss of ecosystem services in the form of algal grazing, beach building, etc. as a result of changes in community structure.  Managers need to know how much fish and of what species are being taken where, when and by what means, and the implications of the take for health of the coastal and marine ecosystems of the marine protected area.  Populations of key indicator species must be monitored.


Social impacts.  The social dimensions of use and enforcement, and the social costs of decisions must be understood as well, as managers are typically charged not only with biodiversity conservation but with sustainable livelihoods and economic benefits for affected communities as well.  Benefit sharing and protection of livelihoods require that managers know who benefits from various human activities that impact the resources of the marine protected area.  Such benefits may extend beyond employment and revenues and include important ecosystem services. Managers need to know the economic dimensions of human activity involving the protected resources, including ecosystem services provided, and the distribution of benefits from such services and activities.  


Other impacts that must be monitored include infrastructure development, such as dredging for ports and marinas, and the location of utilities and logistics.  


Ideally, in the interests of efficiency and coherence, marine protected areas under the project will adopt a common set of indicators for monitoring and a common informatics system for managing information.  A common framework will improve opportunities for collective learning because of the use of common points of reference.  A single training standard a single informatics system can be used, and analysis of relative progress can be based upon standardized measurement.  This is not to say that all monitoring must be uniform; some sites will have unique species, biomes, or processes that must be monitored for the internal logical of the individual site management.   But a core set should be possible.


7. Recommendations

Criteria for an effective monitoring and evaluation system


The recommendations for a monitoring and evaluation system for protected areas in the Eastern Caribbean below will take into account the following attributes:


It should be evidence-based, objective and as quantifiable as possible.


It should address information requirements for the establishment of human impact thresholds (carrying capacity). 


It should provide accountability to donors for investments in protected areas. Effective management of PAs is hampered by  the  lack  of  financial resources. However, adequate funding must be understood, especially in financially constrained times, to be contingent upon effective use.  Monitoring and evaluation provide the best means to communicate results to donors. Donors should have access to data showing progress over time in achieving management effectiveness, and to the extent possible conservation outcomes.  


It should be affordable and simple to implement, consistent with capacity constraints of protected areas in general and those of the Eastern Caribbean in particular
.


It should demonstrate the contributions of protected areas to the implementation of key multilateral environment agreements, including the Convention on Biological Diversity, the SPAW Protocol to the Cartagena Convention, and where applicable, the Ramsar and World Heritage Conventions.  


It should contribute, to the extent possible, to ecological assessments necessary to conclusively demonstrate conservation outcomes.  


It should be transparent, and the results should be available for decision-making at national and regional levels.


It should contribute to adaptive management by creating information feedback loops.


It should draw upon key stakeholders for inputs, as well as managers and science partners, in a consistent and transparent way.


Recommendation 1. Core Set of Management Indicators


Annex 2 contains a core set of indicators is adapted from OPAAL’s, itself an adaptation of the World Bank/WWF METT methodology (and the MPA Tracking Tool derived from the terrestrial version, viz. Staub and Hatziolos, 2004).  It is organized around measures to secure institutional, ecological, economic, and social integrity of the protected areas, and annotative as to whether it addresses context, planning, inputs, or processes as described in the WCPA management effectiveness framework above. Outputs and outcomes belong to a second tier of monitoring and evaluation that has yet to be developed and will be discussed in Section C below.


The OPAAL questionnnaire is preceded by a data sheet recording basic facts about the site – name, location, area etc.  This sheet is attached as annex 1.


The questionnaire should be completed biannually through a workshop involving the head of the protected area unit and key staff, representatives of science partners and key stakeholders (business users of the site, communities in and around the site, indigenous/traditional culture users of the site, local authorities, NGOs).  Discussion should be recorded and a narrative report included with the questionnaire.  


The survey includes questions about specific documentation (e.g., management plans).  A field should be included to indicate a URL where the documentation can be accessed; alternatively, documentation can be included with the returned report.


Section D below will discuss data management issues, including long term arrangements for submission of questionnaires.


Scoring the indicators


To be  considered effectively managed, a site should score above the recommended threshold in all four categories (institutional, ecological, economic, and social integrity).  


Table 2: Recommended thresholds for effective management 

		Institutional integrity


12 questions


25 points (max 36)

		Ecological integrity


7 questions


15 points (max 21)



		Economic integrity


6 questions


13 points (max 18)

		Social integrity


4 questions


9 points (max 12)ƒ





Any site scoring below the threshold for any of the four categories should be considered to be challenged, and sites scoring below the threshold for two or more indicators should be considered to be at high risk. A radar, or spider, graph would be a simple way to view four axes simultaneously with normalized scores. In the example below a perfect score is 1. 
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                 Figure 4: sample radar chart 

Funding for high risk sites should be performance based subject to external technical assistance and oversight. Such external support could come from national, regional, or international institutions.  


Recommendation: That the project adopt a core set of indicators based upon the OPAAL Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines for low-cost simple monitoring of management effectiveness.


Note on costs:  assessing protected area management effectiveness would require an annual workshop of experts and stakeholders in each protected area, and an additional day for preparation of a narrative report to accompany the scorecard.  This could be expected to involve 5-10 person/days per year for the protected area management authority, plus between USD 500-1000 for the meeting expenses at each site.


Tabulation and layout of an annual report of the system by the OECS or other regional coordinating body should require between 10-15 person/days.  Production costs including staff time would range between USD 5,000-10,000.


Recommendation 2:  Process for the Establishment of an Expanded Set of Indicators


In addition to assessing management effectiveness, effective protected area system monitoring  must also take into account drivers of change, species representation and distribution, ecological vulnerability, and social context, in order to better evaluate future distributions and vulnerabilities, including the determination of human carrying capacity.  Maintaining a desired level of representation in the face of climate change becomes a measure of protected area system effectiveness (Hannah et al, 2005). 


There are obvious constraints in the capacity of small island developing states in the Eastern Caribbean to undertake sophisticated and expensive ecological monitoring and modeling, yet it is critically important to evaluate conservation outcomes in order to guide the most effective use of conservation investments.  Benefits may accrue to even modest monitoring by park staff in terms of conferring “ownership” of the monitoring process. 


System design and protected area planning is best done with full stakeholder participation. Likewise, a good practice in the design of monitoring is to involve stakeholders – not only the management authority, but resource users.  The choice of indicators should also take into acount local features, local capacity, and local needs.  At the same time, the benefit of having a common monitoring framework for an ecoregion is the ability to more effectively assess biodiversity status and trends.


Rather than present a fixed set of indicators for use in monitoring conservation status without the benefit of regional consultation, Annex 3 summarizes coral reef and coastal zone management indicators from several monitoring programs, color coded according to degree of difficulty, expense, or expertise required. Managers and experts involved in design of the MPA system for the region, together with representatives of stakeholder groups including communities adjacent to the protected areas, resource extraction communities, the tourism community, NGOs, users of traditional knowledge and other interested parties could meet to select a core set of indicators, using the annex as a starting point, and develop a monitoring program consistent with capacities and needs. A plan for expanding monitoring can then be developed and implemented as capacity grows and resources flow through the project.  It is in the interests of the Eastern Caribbean to coordinate biodiversity monitoring using common indicators and methods, ideally under the oversight of a single responsible entity.


Three elements must be in place in order to undertake an assessment:


1. An informatics system to manage data. This is discussed in Recommendation 4 below.  


2. Science partners. Experiences with ecosystem monitoring indicate where sites collaborate with a university the results are more likely to be published (and therefore used) (personal communication, Joe Fargione, lead scientist, TNC North American Region).  


3. A process for assembling experts periodically (preferably every five years) to review monitoring data and revise ecoregional status assessments.  The latter is ideally done under the auspices of an intergovernmental program such as IOC’s IOCaribe, UNEP’s regional coordinating unit, the Convention on Biological Diversity, or perhaps OECS itself.  


Recommendation:  That the project implementers convene a meeting to adopt a core set of indicators, drawing from Annex 3 and other resources suggested by participants.  Consensus of a limited set of core indicators will result in a common dataset useful for ecoregional assessments and the determination of thresholds of human impact, and a shared experience within the region to provide the foundation for capacity in monitoring (discussed in learning networks, below). The project implementers should also identify partners to assist in the montoring of the ecoregion, drawing upon socioeconomic as well as biogeophysical data, with a view to demonstrating quantified conservation outcomes that can be linked to the inputs from the project.  This should culminate in a science meeting to produce a revised ecoregional assessment sufficiently in advance of the conclusion of the project to have an impact on donor decisions regarding continued support for the project and/or for the sites.


Note on costs:  A three day meeting of regional experts to select the regional core set would cost approximately USD 20,000.  Alternatively, this could be achieved through a survey at minimal cost.  Ten person/days should be allocated to preparation of a report and production of a methodological guide.  An additional USD 2,000-10,000 may be required for layout and printing.  Ideally, survey forms and the guide should be printed on waterproof paper for field use.


A science conference at a later date would cost between USD 75,000 and USD 100,000, including production of a report of the meeting.


Costs of data collection for ecosystem monitoring have not been factored in because of uncertainties about the final core set of indicators, and the availablity of equipment and expertise.  At a minimum, each site will require a boat and motor, diving equipment, a compressor, data collection tools, modest laboratory tools, consumables and supplies, and a computer and accessories for data input. These costs may be shared with resource management, education, and law enforcement functions of the protected area, as well as with counterpart institutions such as fisheries and tourism ministries.


Recommendation 3:  Options to produce an updatable, interactive, information management system for the Eastern Caribbean


The ability to use existing data sources for conservation planning in the Eastern Caribbean is still largely out of reach, and therefore conservation planning and monitoring is costly and inefficient.  Several  measures have been put in place to aggregate and facilitate access to conservation data.  The Caribbean Sea Commission is for example presently assessing information systems needed to support the science-policy interface in the region.


Arising out of the Summit of the Americas process, the Interamerican Biodiversity Information Network (IABIN, http://www.iabin.net)  is an intergovernmental process funded by the Global Environment Facility and  implemented by the Organization of American States, has created an architecture for biodiversity information consisting of internationally agreed standards and protocols for data exchange in five key areas:  species and specimens, ecosystems, protected areas, pollinators, and invasive species.  


The Nature Conservancy has built an interface, the Ecosystem Assessment Reporting Tool (http://gg.usm.edu/EAR/index.htm) as a decision-support tool to link IABIN data to its ecosystem status assessment methdology.  Inadequate data may make use of this tool ineffectual in some instances, particularly with chronically data-poor small island developing states.  Another decision support tool under development will link IABIN data with the state of the art data analysis tools of the Conservation Biology Institute’s Data Basin (www.databasin.org).  Data Basin has the potential to leverage additional data resources outside of IABIN to augment data holdings, and it is highly customizable for users, permitting the uploading and management of data.  


Data Basin is a free, publicly accessible online ecoinformatics tool that makes biological, physical, and socio-economic datasets, visualization tools, and knowledge about  experts readily available. Data Basin users can access and use its substantial library of datasets, upload their own data, create and publish projects, use social networking tools to organize working groups around issues and topics, and produce customized maps that can be easily shared. 


The core elements of Data Basin are:


· Spatially explicit datasets 


· Maps


· Galleries (collections of datasets and/or maps created by Data Basin users)


· People (accessible through searchable profiles)


· Groups (user-defined subsets of the Data Basin community organized around a specific topic or issues, who can share, analyze, and discuss datasets and maps)


· Topical or geographic “Centers”


· Personal workspaces: private areas organized by users to organize Data Basin content.


Data Basin can help the project to manage data for decision-making at a low cost relative to a stand-alone system for data collection and analysis.  It would provide the foundation for cost-effective periodic ecoregional status assessments for the operational area of the project to assess conservation outputs and outcomes, as well as a repository for data collected in M&E from project sites, including tabular and narrative information.


Costs would be nominal for customization to meet project requirements. 


Recommendation: That the project use Data Basin as a repository for its M&E data, and tht it make its M&E data spatial by appending scorecard results and other measurements to polygons of the protected areas through the assocated attribute tables. Data Basin tools for the project should be backward compatible with the extant PERB database and forward compatible with the emerging Caribbean Sea Commission structure. 


Note on costs:  Project management should enter into direct discussions with Data Basin staff.  Costs to use Data Basin should be negligible; the project should however cover Data Basin staff time for the development of customized templates for the Project.  It is difficult to estimate these costs; it would be prudent to budget USD 50,000 pending discussions.  The suggested Data Basin focal point is:


Dr James Strittholt


Executive Director


Conservation Biology Institute


160 SW Madison Ave. Suite 106


Corvallis OR 97333 USA


Email: stritt@consbio.org

Tel +1 541 757-0687


www.consbio.org, www.databasin.org

Christina Supples is a technical resource at the Conservation Biology Institute and can be reached at +1 (305) 513-4543, csupples@consbio.org.


Disclaimer:  The author is not and has never been paid by the Conservation Biology Institute, the parent organization of Data Basin.  He has however been an uncompensated adviser to CBI in the development of the Protected Area Database for the US (PAD/US) and has written an article for the Data Basin weblog on its protected area functions.


Recommendation 4:  Protected Area Monitoring and Evaluation Learning Network for the Eastern Caribbean


Proficiency in monitoring and evaluation requires a minimum of two years of professional practice in addition to training. There is therefore a considerable sunken cost in the development of a cadre of monitoring and evalutation experts. Even after becoming proficient, monitoring and evaluation specialists are on a constant “learning curve”. Such learning is extremely valuable for institutional capacity building as results-based management is scalable to all aspects of organizational development.  


The project can capitalize on investments in M&E by creating a “learning network” of practitioners to share information and experiences and learn through peer-to-peer problem-solving. 


The costs are minimal, consisting of cross training and annual meetings of the cohort of specialists, and ongoing information exchange through readily available social networking tools, including tools available through Data Basin. Through the use of feature groups (user defined subsets of users collaborating around a specific issue or topic), Data Basin provides the means to consolidate peer-to-peer learning associated with bio-physical and management data collected by the project. Group members can share, analyze, and discuss datasets and maps. Data Basin allows for private (closed) and public (by request) groups. The feature group dialogue and discussion tools can provide more sophisticated information exchange than could be done using off-the shelf social networking tools; nevertheless Data Basin includes direct feeds into Facebook and Twitter, so use of these tools is not excluded. Project blogging via the Data Basin platform would allow the project team to reach a wider audience thgough CBI's well established media channels.


Recommendation:  That the project include within the capacity-building component provisions for a monitoring and evaluation learning network using the Data Basin platform among the participating national and regional institutions, in order to improve results-based monitoring capabilities.  


Note on costs:  the learning network functions through a combination of physical and virtual meetings.  Physical meetings are opportunities for cross-training on monitoring, review of progress, elaboration of lessons from experience, and the development of strategies and workplans.  An annual week-long meeting of the Learning Network could be expected to cost between USD 30,000 and 60,000 if planned as a standalone meeting.  Cost savings are possible through combining meetings and through the use of virtual meeting tools and the Internet.  Data Basin (recommendation 3) may provide adequate social networking tools for the network, limiting the information technology costs; it would however be advisable to have a part-time moderator/coach within the region to support and motivate the network.  Costs for this could range from USD 10,000 – 20,000 per annum.


8. Conclusion 


Conservation is in a period of transition from self-congradulatory celebration of the rightness of the cause to a more realistic and hard-edged analytical and evidence-based approach, mirroring perhaps the trajectory of modern medicine.  The economic and political realities of our time make it imperative that conservation investments deliver needed results.  When faced with hard choices between investments in short-term acute needs and long-term chronics needs, decision-makers will require assurance that their decision to invest in protected areas and related conservation tools is the right one.


We are on the horns of a dillemma insofar as investments still fall well-short of the funds needed to actually deliver an evidence-based conservation program.  It is doubly important today that we, as protected area managers, marshall limited resources to give the best conservation outcomes possible.  Three essential steps to determining conservation outcomes are threat assessment, ecological resilience assessment, and management effectiveness. The proposed project for the sustainable financing of eastern Caribbean marine protected areas should initiate a monitoring program for selected indicator species and ecological communities immediately in order to establish an ecological baseline.  At the same time, monitoring of pressures on and threats to biodiversity should be initiated.  This report advocates that experts drawn from the protected areas and the region coordinate biodiversity monitoring by selecting common indicators, common methods, and a common repository for the data.  They should make a goal of eventually establishing a single reponsible party for coordinating observations and managing data; this may emerge from a partnership with a specialized science body. Several options are discussed.   


Monitoring trends in biodiversity and threats to biodiversity requires time, and some signals of conservation outcomes may not be available at the conclusion of the project.  A shorter term monitoring process to measure conservation outputs (as distinct from outcomes), is recommended. This process will measure protected area management effectiveness.  


Management effectiveness is a measure of effort to achieve stated management goals.  If the biodiversity goals are not correct, the conservation impacts of the protected area will be limited.  Monitoring of biodiversity and its threats will increase our knowledge of effective conservation measures, resulting in more sophisticated approaches that will be reflected in our management planning.   Monitoring and evaluation becomes a dialogue between past, present, and future, a process of adaptive learning that reinforces our capacity to meet the challenges already identified even as as our understanding of what it takes to conserve biodiversity is stretched in the course of our undertaking.  
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Annex 1  OPAAL Data Sheet


		Data Sheet for Reporting Progress in Protected Areas 



		Name of protected area  

		



		Location of protected area (country, ecoregion, and if possible map reference) 

		



		Date of establishment (distinguish between agreed and gazetted*)  

		



		Ownership details (i.e. owner, tenure rights etc) 

		



		Management Authority 

		



		Size of protected area (ha) 

		



		Number of staff 

		



		Annual budget (US$) 

		



		Designations (IUCN Category, World Heritage, Ramsar, etc.). 

		



		Reasons for designation 

		



		Brief details of World Bank funded project or projects in PA

		



		Brief details of WWF funded project or projects in PA 

		



		Brief details of other relevant projects in PA 

		



		List the two primary protected area objectives

		



		Objective 1 

		



		Objective 2 

		



		List the top two most important threats to the PA (and indicate reasons why these were chosen) 

		



		Threat 1 

		



		Threat 2 

		



		List top two critical management activities 

		



		Activity 1 

		



		Activity 2

		





Annex 2: Proposed Core Set of Management Effectiveness Indicators


I. Institutional Integrity 


1.   Secure legal status (Context)  [attach copy or link]

The protected area is not gazetted or otherwise legally protected
0

The government has agreed that the protected area should be gazetted but the process has not yet begun 
1

The protected area is in the process of being gazetted but the process is still incomplete
2


The protected area has been legally gazetted (or protected by easements, owned by a trust or similar mechanism with secure tenure) 
3

2.   Legal authority codified in laws and regulations, published and publicly available (Context)   [attach copy or link]


There are no regulations
0


Some regulations exist but there are major problems in implementation
1 


Regulations exist but there are not effectively implemented or inadequate for management needs
2


Regulations are sufficient for management and effectively implemented
3

3.   Management has capacity and authority to enforce laws (Context)


The management has no effective enforcement capacity or authority
0

There are major deficiencies in authority or capacity to enforce protected area legislation and regulations
1


There is acceptable authority and capacity to enforce protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain
2


There is sufficient authority and capacity to enforce protected area legislation and regulations.
3


4.   Protected area boundaries (Context) attach or link to map or shape file

The boundary of the protected area is not known by the management authority or local residents/neighboring land users 
0


The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority but is not known by local residents/neighboring land users
1


The boundary of the protected area is known by both the management authority and local residents but is not appropriately demarcated
2


The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents and is appropriately demarcated
3


5.   Management plan documents conservation and management objectives


                             [attach or link]


There is no management plan for the protected area
0


A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being implemented
1


An approved management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented because of funding constraints or other problems
2


An approved management plan exists and is being implemented
3


6.   Periodic (annual) workplan clarifies roles, responsibilities, and deadlines, and provides monitoring and evaluation


                          [attach or link]


No regular work plan exists 
0


A regular work plan exists but activities are not monitored against the plan's targets
1


A regular work plan exists and actions are monitored against the plan's targets, but many activities are not completed 
2


A regular work plan exists, actions are monitored against the plan's targets and most or all prescribed activities are completed 
3


7.   Staffing 

There are no staff 
0


Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities
1


Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities 
2


Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the site
3


8.   Human resources plan identifies staffing requirements, provides terms of reference for staff, training requirements and capacity development strategy 


                             [attach or link]

Site has no human resources plan
0

Weak human resources plan partially constrains the achievement of major management objectives 
1

Human resources plan is adequate to the achievement of major management objectives but could be improved 
2

Human resources plan is excellent and aids the achievement major management objectives
3


9.   Annual budget is prepared allocating financial resources according to          management priorities (planning)


                             [attach or link]


There is no annual budget for the protected area
0


The annual budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage
1


The annual budget is acceptable, but could be further improved to fully achieve effective management
2


The annual budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the protected area 
3


10. Security of budget (inputs)


There is no secure budget for the protected area and management is wholly reliant on outside or year-by-year funding
0


There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding
1

There is a reasonably secure core budget for the protected area but many innovations and initiatives are reliant on outside funding 
2


There is a secure budget for the protected area and its management needs on a multi-year cycle 
3


11. Equipment -- Are there adequate equipment and facilities? (inputs)


There are little or no equipment and facilities
0


Available equipment and facilities are inadequate and/or poorly maintained
1


There are equipment and facilities, but still some major gaps in procurement or maintenance constrain management 
2

There are adequate and well maintained equipment and facilities 
3

12. Data management policy including provisions for the collection, retention, use, and disposal of management and science data in place (processes)


                             [attach or link]


There are no policies governing data management
0


Policies governing data management are inadequate to support long term management
1


Policies governing data management provide some support for long-term management of the site, including limited monitoring
2


Policies governing data management support long-term management goals of the site, including monitoring
3


Additional points 


The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence the management plan 
+1 


There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and updating of the management plan 
+1


The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning
+1


The protected area and its staff has high speed Internet
+1


Recommended threshold = 25 points


II. Ecological Integrity


1.  Resource inventory -- Do you have enough information on features specified in the protected area objectives (question 4) and management plan (question 7) to manage the area? (context)                    [attach or link if applicable]


There is little or no information available on the features identified in the management objectives 
0


Information on the critical features specified in the management objectives is available but is insufficient to support planning and decision making
1


Information on the critical features specified in the management objectives is sufficient for key areas of planning/decision making but the necessary survey work is not being maintained 
2


Information concerning on the critical features specified in the management objectives is sufficient to support planning and decision making and is being maintained 
3


2. Condition assessment (context) - Important biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely degraded 


                             [attach or link if applicable]


Is the protected area being managed consistent to its objectives? 
0


Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being severely degraded
1


Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially degraded but the most important values have not been significantly impacted 
2


Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact 
3


3.   Protected area design -- Is the area protected sufficient to meet stated objectives? 

Inadequacies in design mean achieving the protected areas major management objectives of the protected area is impossible 
0


Inadequacies in design mean that achievement of major objectives are constrained to some extent
1


Design is not significantly constraining achievement of major objectives, but could be improved
2


Reserve design features are particularly aiding achievement of major objectives of the protected area
3


4.   Basic climate data are collected and recorded (inputs)


No regular weather observations are made
0


Weather observations are made, but data are not retained
1


Weather observations are made, and data retained, but accuracy is not verified
2


Weather observations are made, accuracy is verified, and data retained
3 


5.   Research -- Is there a program of management-orientated survey and research work? (processes)


                             [attach or link if applicable]


There is no survey or research work taking place in the protected area
0


There is some ad hoc survey and research work 
1


There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the needs of protected area management 
2


There is a comprehensive, integrated program of survey and research work, which is relevant to management needs 
3


6.   Resource management -- Is the protected area adequately managed to address threats to resources (e.g. for fire, invasive species, poaching)? (processes)


Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values have not been assessed 
0


Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are known but are not being addressed 
1


Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are only being partially addressed 
2


Requirements for active management of critical ecosystems, species and cultural values are being substantially or fully addressed 
3


7.   Climate adaptation strategy (processes)


                             [attach or link]


Site has no climate risk assessment
0


Site has climate risk assessment but no adaptation strategy
1


Site has climate risk assessment and is developing an adaptation strategy
2 


Site has climate risk assessment and is implementing an adaptation strategy
3


Additional points 


Are there active programs for restoration of degraded areas within the protected area and/or the protected area buffer zone?
+1


Recommended threshold = 15 points


III. Economic Integrity


1.  Visitor facilities are adequate for desired visitation levels (context)

There are no visitor facilities and services
0


Visitor facilities and services are Inappropriate for current levels of visitation or are under construction 
1 

Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could be improved 
2


Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation 
3


2.   Sustainable finance strategy in place (planning)


                             [attach or link]


The site has no sustainable finance strategy
0


The site management is aware of sustainable finance options, but have not implemented a plan
1


The site is actively developing a sustainable financing strategy
2


The site is implementing a sustainable financing strategy and is creating a diversified funding portfolio
3


3.   Economic benefit assessment -- Is the protected area providing economic benefits to local communities? (planning)


                             [attach or link]

The existence of the protected area has reduced the options for economic development of the local communities
0


The existence of the protected area has neither damaged nor benefited the local economy 
1


There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities from the existence of the protected area but this is of minor significance to the regional economy 
2


There is a significant or major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities in and around the protected area (e.g. employment of locals, locally operated commercial tours etc) 
3


4.   Do commercial tour operators contribute to protected area management? 


(inputs)

There is little or no contact between managers and tourism operators using the protected area
0


There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is largely confined to administrative or regulatory matters
1 


There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences and maintain protected area values 
2


There is excellent co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance visitor experiences, protect values and resolve conflicts 
3


5.   Fees -- If fees (tourism, fines) are applied, do they help protected area management? (inputs)

Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected
0


The fee is collected, but it goes straight to central government and is not returned to the protected area or its environs 
1


The fee is collected, but is disbursed to the local authority rather than the protected area 
2

There is a fee for visiting the protected area that helps to support this and/or other protected areas 
3


6.   Ecosystem services provided from the protected area have been quantified and published (processes)


                             [attach or link]


No documentation of ecosystem services is available
0


Some ecosystem services are provided by the park, but the aren’t quantified or well documented
1


Ecosystem services are well documented but not quantified
2


Ecosystem services are documented, quantified, and made available publicly.
3

Recommended threshold = 13 points


IV. Social Integrity


1. Cooperation with adjacent land users (inputs)

There is no contact between managers and neighboring official or corporate land users 
0


There is limited contact between managers and neighboring official or corporate land users 
1


There is regular contact between managers and neighboring official or corporate users, but only limited co-operation 
2


There is regular contact between managers and neighboring official or corporate land users, and substantial co-operation on management
3


2.   Indigenous and traditional peoples resident or regularly using the PA have input to management decisions (inputs)


Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area 
0


Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct involvement in the resulting decisions
1


Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some decisions relating to management 
2


Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in making decisions relating to management 
3


3.   Local communities residing near the protected area have input to management decisions (inputs)


Local communities have no input into decisions relating to the management of the protected area 
0


Local communities have some input into discussions relating to management but no direct involvement in the resulting decisions
1


Local communities directly contribute to some decisions relating to management
2


Local communities directly participate in making decisions relating to management
3


4.   Education awareness and/or outreach program? (processes)


There is no education and awareness program
0


There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness program, but no overall planning for this 
1


There is a planned education and awareness program but there are still serious gaps 
2


There is a planned and effective education and awareness program fully linked to the objectives and needs of the protected area 
3


Additional points 


There is open communication and trust between local stakeholders and protected area managers 
+1


Programs to enhance local community welfare, while conserving protected area resources, are being implemented 
+1


Recommended threshold = 9 points


Annex 3: core ecological, social, and economic indicators


		 

		 

		target

		users

		methods

		limitations/degree of difficulty



		Ecosystem Structure

		 

		 

		 



		 

		Biodiversity

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		Coral Diversity

		HRHP
WIOMSA
ReefCheck
IOC

		HRHP - belt transects for species richness, combined with coral cover for diversity. WIOMSA - manta tow method (simple), ReefCheck transects

		not a straightforward relationship between numbers of species and reef health. Datasets require consistency in use of taxonomy, sampling effort.  Moderate training in species identification, taxonomic standardization and field sampling required



		 

		 

		Fish Diversity

		HRHP
WIOMSA
AGRRA
IOC

		HRHP - REEF roving diver method. WIOMSA - beam trawl in seagrass, gill or encircling nets in mangroves, or traps

		scientific expertise needed to measure total fish diversity beyond the technical capacity of most regional monitoring programs



		 

		 

		Focal Species abundance

		HRHP
WIOMSA
AGRRA

		(depends upon species)

		some focal species are difficult or expensive to monitor, e.g., through aerial surveys



		 

		 

		Invasive species

		AGRRA
IOC

		(for AGRRA, only count Pterois spp (lionfish))

		belt transect



		 

		Community Structure

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		Coral cover

		HRHP
AGRRA
MBRS
ReefCheck

		HRHP - AGRRA or MBRS transect protocols, WIOMSA - manta tow method (simple), ReefCheck transects

		relatively easy to sample, communicate, but due to slow growth of corals difficult to see an immediate response to management.  Changes may be influenced by abiotic factors outside control of managers



		 

		 

		Coral: Algae ratio

		HRHP
AGRRA
MBRS
WIOMSA

		HRHP - AGRRA or MBRS transect protocols, WIOMSA - manta tow method (simple), ReefCheck transects

		Changes may be influenced by abiotic factors outside control of managers



		 

		 

		Fish abundance

		ABRRA
MBRS
HRHP
WIOMSA

		AGRRA/MBRS protocols use 10 belt transects to estimate number and size ranges of key species.  WIOMA -beam trawl in seagrass, gill nets or encircling nets in mangroves, or traps

		core element of any monitoring program, some training required in consistent fish identification and size estimation



		 

		 

		Rugosity (roughness of substrate)

		HRHP
WIOMSA
AGRRA

		measurements along 10m transects used for benthic cover measurements

		quick and easy to measure



		 

		Abiotic

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		water temperature

		HRHP
WIOMSA

		marine rated mercury thermometer 30 cm below surface

		important for inclusion in long-term monitoring programs in well-established monitoring sites where routine measurements can be taken.



		 

		 

		salinity

		HRHP
WIOMSA

		sample 30 cm below surface and other depths as required, measured with refractometer

		important for inclusion in long-term monitoring programs in well-established monitoring sites where routine measurements can be taken.



		 

		 

		transparency (light conditions, turbidity, visibility)

		HRHP
WIOMSA
IOC

		Sechi disc

		important for inclusion in long-term monitoring programs in well-established monitoring sites where routine measurements can be taken.



		 

		 

		ocean color

		HRHP

		remote sending using SeaWiFS or MODIS instruments, data available on Internet

		usefulness may be limited by availability of useable satellite images in areas with frequent cloud cover



		 

		 

		Sedimentation rate

		HRHP
WIOMSA
IOC

		PVC pipe sediment trap

		easy and inexpensive; useful for monitoring impacts of human activities (dredging, trawling, onshore development etc)



		 

		Habitat Extent

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		Coral Reef areal extent 

		HRHP
WIOMSA

		remote sensing data (satellite or aircraft) processed for region and entered into GIS format, ground truthed to distinguish dead and live coral, transects

		some level of effort required to ground-truth the products; GIS capability required, region-wide analysis protocol needed



		 

		 

		Mangrove areal extent/ community structure/ biomass

		HRHP
WIOMSA

		remote sensing data (satellite or aircraft)

		may be straightforward if regional programs have access to data, region-wide analysis protocol needed



		 

		 

		Seagrass areal extent/community structure

		HRHP
WIOMSA

		HRHP remote sensing data (satellite or aircraft), WIOMSA transects

		may be straightforward if regional programs have access to data, region-wide analysis protocol needed



		Ecosystem Function

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		Reproduction and Recruitment

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		coral recruitment

		HRHP
AGRRA

		AGRRA methodology, counting recruits up to 2cm diameter in 25cmx25cm quadrat placed every 2m along 10m transect line, or settlement plates

		critical component of ecosystem health.  Moderate to high level of expertise required identifying small recruit spp.  Settlement plates provide more information but require greater commitment of time, expertise and money





HRHP


MBRS


		

		fish larvae light traps or measurement of juvenile abundance using 1m wide belt transects (MBRS synoptic monitoring protocol)

		high degree of training required to identify fish recruits accurately



		 

		 

		coral size frequency

		HRHP
AGRRA

		diver measures head size of coral encountered along 10m transect  by using 1m pvc bar 

		easy to measure but consistency training required for data collectors



		 

		 

		fish size frequency

		HRHP

		divers count and measure key species along 10 2x30m transects. Fish classified according to AGGRA size categories

		easy, rapid, inexpensive



		 

		Coral condition

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		coral mortality

		HRHP
AGRRA
MBRS

		AGRRA and MBRS methodologies - visual observations using belt transects

		easy, rapid, inexpensive, but training required to ensure consistency and accuracy



		 

		 

		coral disease

		HRHP
AGGRA

		Diseases distinguished by color, expressed as % of total colonies affected, along belt transects

		some training, field guides required



		 

		 

		coral bleaching

		HRHP
AGGRA

		Percent of bleached tissue in colony, percent of colonies affected, along belt transects

		easy, rapid, inexpensive





		 

		Reef Accretion and Bioerosion

		 

		 



		 

		 

		Coral growth

		HRHP

		cores taken with under-water drill, direct visual measurement with tracking pins, weighing or volume measurement, dye

		high degree of difficulty, with advanced laboratory facilities. May require science partnerships



		 

		 

		bioeroders on coral

		HRHP

		rubble method or live coral method

		technical expertise to accurately identify bioeroding spp necessary



		 

		 

		reef accretion

		HRHP

		dated core samples taken through reef substrate, or estimated in terms of gross production of carbonate produced. 

		requires equipment and expertise that may not found in region



		 

		Herbivory

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		herbivorous fish abundance

		HRHP
AGRRA
MBRS

		belt transects (AGRRA and MBRS recommend 10 2x50m belt transects per site)

		easy and inexpensive



		 

		 

		diadema abundance

		HRHP
AGRRA
MBRS

		belt transects (AGRRA and MBRS recommend 6 1x10m transects per site) standardized to time of day

		quick and easy



		 

		 

		fleshy macroalgal index

		HRHP
AGRRA

		additional measure-ments taken in transects for coral cover and algae ratio, AGRRA measures macroalgal heights to approximate biomass

		easy and inexpensive





HRHP


		AGRRA

		measured through counting number of bites during a specified time within a plot, or through use of algal assays set out for a specified period and bites counted.

		usefulness not assessed; standardized method would have to be agreed upon. Assay is biased towards macroalgal feeding spp and underestimates bites by scraping and sucking spp



		 

		 

		Green Turtle abundance

		HRHP

		nesting surveys or tagging; a siting frequency reporting protocol not yet developed

		indicator still under development



		Drivers of Change

		 

		 

		 



		 

		Tourism and Coastal Development

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		coastal development index

		HRHP

		measure of coastal population density, average percentage of land use, coastal road density measured in total length of roads per km2, average annual % of land converted from natural state annually, yearly population growth rate.  Land cover and road density derived from remote sensing; demographic data based on government census reporting.

		dependent upon availability of remote sensing and census data.



		 

		 

		tourism development index

		HRHP

		ratio of average number of non-resident overnight visitors to residents, number of hotel rooms per km of coastline, hotel occupancy rates, annually averaged daily monetary expenditure (including overnight and cruise visitors, annual cruise ship arrivals

		dependent upon tourism statistics



		 

		 

		tourism sustainability index

		 

		percentage of rooms complying with sustainable tourism guidelines/ecostandards; percentage of marine recreation providers complying with sustainable tourism guidelines or ecostandards, percentage of passengers arriving on cruise lines that are complying with sustainable tourism guidelines or ecostandards

		dependent upon presence of accepted standards/guidelines, and tourism statistics.



		 

		 

		non-point-source nutrient loading

		IOC

		water sampling and testing

		requires laboratory analysis



		 

		 

		fecal coliform count

		IOC

		water sampling and testing

		requires laboratory analysis



		 

		Land Use and Agriculture

		 

		 



		 

		 

		agricultural input rates

		HRHP

		data on fertilizer and pesticide use converted to watershed totals.  Inputs can be estimated from statistics and land use cover, using GIS

		requires agriculture statistics, GIS



		 

		 

		sediment delivery rates

		HRHP

		measured directly at river mouths, or estimated using GIS erosion and sediment delivery models based on watershed characteristics (slope, soils, land cover, precipitation)

		models require GIS, must be validated; direct measurements easy but time consuming.



		 

		 

		Foraminifers index

		HRHP

		samples of seafloor sediment collected and separated in lab according to functional group.  FORAM index calculated using simple equations. Index indicates water quality.

		training in identification of foraminiferal assemblages required, some laboratory capacity, computer and spreadsheet software



		 

		 

		contaminant accumulation

		HRHP
WIOMSA
MBRS
IOC

		WIOMSA: sampling, biomarker, and contaminant chemical target analyte protocols, semiannual monitoring HRHP: tissue sample and sediment measurements. MBRS synoptic monitoring contains protocol for sediment collection and analysis of fish tissue for biomarkers of stress associated with chemical contaminants

		training required in collection, laboratory handling to avoid contamination of samples, accurate measurements. Laboratory required.



		 

		Fishing

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		Certified fisheries products

		HRHP

		Marine Stewardship Council or equivalent certification

		 



		 

		 

		volume of production

		HRHP

		Data for annual production of key indicator commercial species extracted from FAO FishStat

		 



		 

		 

		Conch abundance

		HRHP
AGRRA

		belt transects to count conch; population structure estimated by direct measurements of shell size and lip thickness

		simple and inexpensive



		 

		 

		Spiny Lobster abundance

		HRHP
AGRRA

		belt transects to measure occurrence and calculate density

		simple and inexpensive



		 

		 

		catch

		WIOMSA

		sample at landings, measure by weight, length, composition

		 



		 

		 

		fishing effort

		WIOMSA
IOC

		type duration and location of fishing operations, number of boat-days, man-hours, or gear-hours, by fishery

		 



		 

		 

		protected fish spawning aggregations

		HRHP

		number of protected spawning aggregations as ratio of total known spawning aggregations

		simple and inexpensive, but requires knowledge of spawning aggregations



		 

		Global Climate Change

		 

		 



		 

		 

		Photic (amphi) index

		HRHP

		samples taken from coral rubble in laboratory, measured using stereomicroscope

		useful indicator of environmental suitability of calcifying organisms with algal symbionts; basic laboratory facilities and some training required



		 

		 

		Coral Bleaching index

		HRHP

		composite of sea surface temperature, HotSpot (difference between SST and climatological maximum monthly mean temperature (indicator of thermal stress intensity), degree heating week (indicator of duration and strength of thermal stress)

		Due to coarse scale of data, if a representative site can be found, monitoring at that site may be sufficient for region 



		 

		 

		Reef resilience to bleaching

		HRHP

		use of GIS information, field data, direct observations, local knowledge. Physical features associated with resilience to bleaching include areas of upwelling, rapid current, shading, and turbidity (providing screening)

		most useful in PA system design



		Social Well-Being and Governance

		 

		 



		 

		Human Health

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		Contaminants in breast milk

		HRHP

		sampling and testing (combined with food consumption survey), infant health risk assessment

		laboratory intensive



		 

		 

		safe water and sanitation

		HRHP

		water testing, sanitation survey; data also obtainable from census and national multi-purpose household surveys

		simple but labor intensive



		 

		 

		cholera and other diseases

		HRHP

		public health records

		quality dependent upon accuracy of public health data



		 

		Economy

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		poverty

		HRHP

		household income and expenditure surveys or  specialized Living Standards Measurement Survey of households

		surveys and census may only be available on decadal basis, requiring modeling.  Local level inference from national data may not be possible. Separate survey possible but potentially expensive and time consuming (depending upon size of area and pollution)



		 

		 

		economic contribution of marine related activities

		HRHP
[IOC]

		Economically Active Population engaged in tourism, fisheries, derived from labor surveys and household and population census data.

		methodological differences may limit comparability of the measure between countries, survey timeframes may be too broad.



		 

		 

		adjusted net savings index

		HRHP

		aggregate indicator for measuring development prospects, available from World Bank

		should be considered in conjunction with biophysical indicators.



		 

		 

		human development index

		HRHP

		composite index measuring human well-being using four variables: life expectancy at birth, adult literacy rate, combined gross school enrollment ratio, and gross domestic product

		dependent upon availability of statistics - often not available at scale of municipality



		 

		 

		resource use patterns

		WIOMSA
IOC

		measure location, timing, seasonality, use rights

		resource tenure in and adjacent to MPA may be useful indicator of stewardship potential



		 

		 

		community services and facilities

		WIOMSA

		census and infrastructure data

		dependent upon government statistics



		 

		 

		market attributes of non-extractive uses

		WIOMSA
IOC

		household surveys

		may be available where research has been conducted; would be time consuming to conduct survey



		 

		 

		market attributes of extractive uses

		WIOMSA
IOC

		market surveys of fish prices

		should be available through fisheries department or through monitoring of landing prices, market prices



		 

		Society and Culture

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		Ethno-languages

		HRHP
IOC

		data on traditional/indigenous languages spoken sometimes collected for census, anthropological survey

		 



		 

		 

		gender and employment

		HRHP

		labor statistics

		dependent upon frequency, accuracy of government data collection



		 

		 

		in-migration

		HRHP

		measure of percentage of population born in the district where they currently reside (historic migration patterns) and percentage of population over 5 years of age who did not live in the district five years prior to most recent census (recent in-migration patterns)

		dependent upon census statistics usually collected decadally. 



		 

		 

		 perceptions 

		HRHP
WIOMSA
IUCN/WCPA

		extent to which communities and wider public are familiar with the protected area and its objectives, and the management agency responsible

		consistent methodology important



		 

		 

		organization and resource governance

		WIOMSA

		surveys, land use/land ownership mapping

		surveys may be time and labor intensive





Ostrom


		IUCN/WCPA

		users have voice in rules and rule changes, degree of variability in user-generated rules, degree to which users have significant stake in outcomes, participants in social and economic environment where they can learn from successes and failures of others

		surveys may be time and labor intensive



		 

		Policy

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		environmental sustainability index

		HRHP

		76 indicators incorporated into 21 components for five aspects of sustainability:  environmental systems, environmental stresses, human vulnerability to environmental stresses, societal capacity to respond to environmental challenges, and global stewardship

		available at national level from Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy



		 

		 

		MPAs within territorial waters

		HRHP

		ratio of total marine area under protection

		 



		 

		 

		no take area within MPA

		IUCN/WCPA

		percentage of MPA free of extractive or habitat-altering activities

		 



		 

		 

		MPA effectiveness

		HRHP

		more than 25 methods for MPA management effectiveness developed

		important to have common methodology and comprehensive survey for comparability



		 

		 

		World Bank governance indicators

		HRHP

		composite of six indexes addressing themes of good governance, including control of corruption, government effectiveness, political stability, rule of law, regulatory quality, and voice and accountability

		available from World Bank



		 

		 

		Dispute resolution mechanism

		IOC

		Existence and functioning of a conflict resolution mechanism

		 



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		Key

		 

		relatively inexpensive, low input requirements

		citations:



		

		

		 

		some training, costs, materials required

		for HRHP, McField and Richards Kramer 2007 



		

		

		 

		high input and/or expertise required

		for AGRRA www.agrra.org/index.html, accessed 7/8/2010



		

		

		

		not well developed or variable

		for WIOMSA, http://www.wiomsa.org/mpatoolkit/Home.htm, accessed 7/8/2010



		

		

		

		

		

		for IOC, UNESCO/IOC 2006



		

		

		

		

		

		for Ostrom, Ostrom 2007



		

		

		

		

		

		for IUCN/WCPA, Day and Laffoley, 2006





Annex 4:  Table of Action Items for National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans


		 

		Antigua and Barbuda

		St Lucia

		St Vincent and the Grenadines

		St Kitts and Nevis

		Grenada



		Management of biodiversity

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		protected areas (article 8)

		Establish a Protected Areas System for terrestrial and marine conservation in Antigua and Barbuda.

		implementation of the national plan for a System of Protected Areas;

		Research and scientific techniques should be utilized to help determine the carrying 
capacity of various terrestrial conservation areas and marine parks. This would allow 
for a scientifically sound method of determining the potential use of such areas. 

		 

		Ecological survey of major ecosystems for conservation and legal status; 

assessment of past, current and future impacts on these sites

Determine if designated protected areas are adequate for protection of major ecosystems;

Identify preferred management options for these ecosystems; 





indicators of sustainability, equity, effective-ness and efficiency; 


a national data base on biodiversity, 


monitoring  at  national and local levels; 


participation of communities and non-governmental partners in the design and implementation of monitoring programs; 


periodic evaluation of impacts of management;




Undertake detailed inventory in order to determine the quantities, locations, habitats 


etc. of the existing marine and terrestrial biodiversity. In addition, ensure that regular 


field surveys are conducted to capture biodiversity data, and ensure that the database 


remains current. 


Establish a national Biodiversity database inclusive of data formats and standards for 




develop effective information system for monitoring


		monitor development in marine environment

		Establish a system to monitor biodiversity





A detailed examination of the impacts of nematicides, insecticides, fungicides and 


fertilizers over time is required.  In addition to a detailed study of the effects of 


banana cultivation  on the biodiversity of the lands on which the crop is grown.


Undertake a comprehensive study of the Egret population which are recent migrates 


to the islands, and their effect on indigenous ecosystems including; reptiles, insects 


		and flora species. 

		assess impact of ecotourism on forests

		 





Maintain, recover and promote genetic resources necessary for sustainable agriculture; 


Policy, legislation and incentives will be developed to support germplasm and biological pest control 


research and development; 


Linkages will be strengthened with the FAO and its Global System on Plant Genetic Resources, the 


Caribbean Seed and Germplasm Resources Information Network (CSEGRIN), and other relevant 


		agencies and networks





creation and management of gardens of trees…and other useful plants




Establish a national herbarium as the repository for research on local plant species; 


The capacity of key institutions will be enhanced to collect, identify, characterize, store and document 


plant genetic resources;


 A national germplasm program will be developed, to include awareness, certification and standards 


		for seed exchange





design and implementation of a program on organic farming;


design and implementation of a program on nature-based tourism;




Research on potential uses of un-utilized and under-utilized species,  including 


product development possibilities of species that are already economically 


important.




Determine the priority habitats and biological resources for utilization


Develop sustainable use plans and program for inland and coastal fishery, mangroves, forest resources, and wildlife species through community consultations and technical expertise. These should be linked to or be part of the National Physical Development Plan


		Implement sustainable use plans and programs



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		Biological pest control will be actively promoted through an education and awareness program for farmers 





		Capacity building

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 





provision of training, extension and capacity-building services to users of biological resources, particularly those who depend on such resources to sustain their livelihoods, in order to enhance their ability to access and use resources in a secure and sustainable 




Strengthen the capacity to implement the Wildlife Act, by the appointment of a Chief Wildlife Officer, an Advisory Committee and the establishment of a Conservation Fund. 


Establish the Conservation Committee as provided for in the Forest Resource 




Fill data gaps:


-marine environment


-invertebrates


-plants


-forest resource consumption


-impact of ecotourism


		-medicinal plants

		Provide relevant support for key groups



		 

		Conduct research on the inter-relationships between abiotic, biotic and anthropogenic factors affecting biodiversity, and develop recommendations for the mitigation of these effects.

		 

		Review the existing institutional structure concerning environmental and natural resources management, focusing on the Environmental Unit, and defining distinct mandates for the relevant institutions with respect to biodiversity conservation.

		clarify roles and improve coordination between govt departments to avoid duplication and maximize efficiency

coordinate all marine activities

		 





strengthen the Environ-mental Unit within the Ministry of Health and Environment to effectively carry out its designated functions including the revision and implementation of the national environmental education and training program and emphasizing the 


		staffing requirements and training needs 

		develop properly trained and committed staff within conservation and environmental management, forestry

		Identify and procure technical assistance for conducting the valuation of  ecosystems; Train personnel from relevant ministries in valuation methodologies



		 

		Develop and implement policies to promote sharing of appropriate technologies

		 

		Strengthen the institutions involved in 
national resource management, and improve the capacity of these government 
agencies to effectively manage the components of biodiversity for which they have 
responsibility

		develop appropriate technology for natural resource management, including GIS, remote sensing, etc.

		Review the incentives require to promote biodiversity preservation and conservation;





Enhance the Fisheries Department’s presence throughout the Grenadines, by 


		appointing increasing fisheries staff  for Bequia and Union/Canouan

		create environmental learning center

		 



		 

		 

		 

		Improve communication and integrated management among agencies responsible 
for biological resources management and conservation. 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		Educate and sensitize regulatory and law enforcement agencies with regard to 
biodiversity management and conservation issues.

		 

		 





The institutional capacity of the Forestry Department should be strengthened, with 


specific training in the areas of ecology research, wildlife management and resource 


		economics. 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		Conduct a GIS training program in order to enhance the level of technical competence among relevant government and non-government institutions

		 

		 





		Legislation and policy

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 





Develop and articulate a National Biodiversity Policy 




Prepare, approve and promote a national land use policy that incorporates biodiversity conservation and sustainable use; 


		





Annex 5. Reporting requirements of relevant multilateral environmental agreements 


There are several multilateral environmental agreements that place obligations on governments to report on protected area management that are relevant in the region.  These include the Convention on Biological Diversity, the Ramsar Convention, the World Heritage Convention, and the Specially Protected Areas and Wildlife Protocol of the Cartagena Convention.  


Convention on Biological Diversity


Article 6 of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), which addresses general measures for conservation and sustainable use, stipulates that:


“Each Contracting Party shall, in accordance with its particular conditions and capabilities:


(a) Develop national strategies, plans or programmes for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity or adapt for this purpose existing strategies, plans or programmes which shall reflect, inter alia, the measures set out in this Convention relevant to the Contracting Party concerned; and


(b) Integrate, as far as possible and as appropriate, the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity into relevant sectoral or cross-sectoral plans, programmes and policies.”   


Annex 4 provides a table showing the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans for the five countries involved in the project.  Monitoring protocols implemented through this project will contribute to implementation of the NBSAP for each of the five participating countries.

Article 8 of the CBD, which addresses in-situ conservation, stipulates among other things that:


“Each Contracting Party shall, as far as possible and as appropriate:


(a) Establish a system of protected areas or areas where special measures need to be taken to conserve biological diversity;


(b) Develop, where necessary, guidelines for the selection, establishment and management of protected areas or areas where special measures need to be taken to conserve biological diversity;


(c) Regulate or manage biological resources important for the conservation of biological diversity whether within or outside protected areas, with a view to ensuring their conservation and sustainable use;


(d) Promote the protection of ecosystems, natural habitats and the maintenance of viable populations of species in natural surroundings;”


….


“(f) Rehabilitate and restore degraded ecosystems and promote the recovery of threatened species, inter alia, through the development and implementation of plans or other management strategies;”


Article 17 of the CBD, which addresses exchange of information, stipulates that: 


“1. The Contracting Parties shall facilitate the exchange of information, from all publicly available sources, relevant to the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, taking into account the special needs of developing countries.


2. Such exchange of information shall include exchange of results of technical, scientific and socio-economic research, as well as information on training and surveying programmes, specialized knowledge, indigenous and traditional knowledge…”


Article 26, which addresses reports, stipulates that “[e]ach Contracting Party shall, at intervals to be determined by the Conference of the Parties, present to the Conference of the Parties, reports on measures which it has taken for the implementation of the provisions of this Convention and their effectiveness in meeting the objectives of this Convention.”


The CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas (POWPA) establishes a goal of developing and adopting “minimum standards for national and regional protected area systems.” (CBD POWPA, programme element 4).  Goal 4.1 sets the target of having in place, by 2008, “standards, criteria, and best practices for planning, selecting, establishing, managing, and governance of national and regional systems of protected areas”.  4.2 calls upon parties to “evaluate and improve protected area management” and recommends to parties that they develop and adopt “appropriate methods, standards, criteria and indicators for evaluating the effectiveness of protected area management and governance, and set up a related database, taking into account the IUCN-WCPA framework for evaluating management effectiveness, and other relevant methodologies, which should be adapted to local conditions.”  POWPA also recommends that management effectiveness evaluations be implemented for 30 percent of each party’s protected areas by 2010. It recommends that parties incorporate the resulting information in national reports required under Article 26.  Goal 4.3 sets the target of establishing national and regional systems to “enable effective monitoring of protected-area coverage, status and trends” … “to assist in evaluating progress in meeting global biodiversity targets.” Goal 4.4 sets a target of developing scientific knowledge relevant to protected areas.


A review of POWPA convened by IUCN and the government of the Republic of Korea in 2009 found that most of the work undertaken related to monitoring has been focused on management effectiveness at a protected area level, and assessments of systems effectiveness and monitoring have not been addressed (IUCN, 2009).  The meeting proposed changes to reporting procedures for the convention, including a focus on key indicators, in a web-based user-friendly system with the ability to analyze data at global and regional levels, 


Convention on Wetlands of International Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat (Ramsar Convention)


Recommendation 2.1 (1984) urges Parties to submit detailed national reports. This provision remains in practice; the content of national reports consists of information on each Party's progress in implemting the objectives and respective actions of the current triennial Strategic Plan. Accordingly, national reporting varies from triennium to triennium.  The current Strategic Plan (2009-2015) calls for science-based management of wetlands, including wetland inventory and assessment, development of a global wetland information system, and recognition of wetland services.   This corresponds broadly to goals 4.3 and 4.4 of CBD’s POWPA. 


The Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (the World Heritage Convention, or WHC)


Article 29 requires State Parties to submit “information on the legislative and administrative provisions which they have adopted and other action which they have taken for the application of this Convention, together with details of the experience acquired in this field.”  The current Operational Guidelines (2008) gives four purposes for periodic reporting: i) to assess application of the Convention by the State Party; ii) to assess whether the outstanding universal value of the inscribed properties is being maintained, iii) to record the changing circumstances and state of conservation of the properties, and iv) to provide a mechanism for regional cooperation and exchange of information. 


The current Operational Guidelines also stipulate “reactive monitoring” requiring notification by the Secretariat, UNESCO, and advisory bodies of any World Heritage properties under threat. State Parties are also required to submit special reports “each time exceptional circumstances occur or work is undertaken which may have an effect on the state of conservation of the property.”  Missions of the World Heritage Centre or its advisory bodies are directed to include “information on any threat or damage to or loss of outstanding universal value, integrity, and or authenticity for which the property was inscribed in the World Heritage List”.   


The Specially Protected Areas and Wildlife (SPAW) Protocol to the Convention for the Protection and Development of the Marine Environment in the Wider Caribbean Region (Cartagena Convention)


The Cartagena Convention is an umbrella convention for the conservation of the marine environment in the wider Caribbean, one of several regional seas conventions under the United Nations Environment Programme.  The SPAW Protocol to the Cartagena Convention, which was adopted in 1990 and entered into force in 2000, provides a vehicle for regional cooperation in implementing the CBD and Ramsar Convention.  


Parties to the SPAW Protocol are required to report periodically on:


the status of existing and newly established protected areas, buffer zones and protected species in areas over which they exercise sovereignty or sovereign rights or jurisdiction; (article 19 (a)) and


any changes in the delimitation or legal status of protected areas, buffer zones and protected species in areas over which they exercise sovereignty, or sovereign rights or jurisdiction. (article 19(b)).


Protected area reporting is required to include:


· name of the area or zone;


· biogeography of the area or zone (boundaries, physical features, climate, flora and fauna);


· legal status with reference to relevant national legislation or regulation;


· date and history of establishment;


· protected area management plans;


· relevance to cultural heritage;


· facilities for research and visitors; and


· threats to the area or zone, especially threats which originate outside the jurisdiction of the Party.


Reporting on protected species is requried to include:


· scientific and common names of the species;


· estimated populations of species and their geographic ranges;


· status of legal protection, with reference to relevant national legislation or regulation;


· ecological interactions with other species and specific habitat requirements;


· management and recovery plans for endangered and threatened species;


· research programmes and available scientific and technical publications relevant to the species; and


· threats to the protected species, their habitats and their associated ecosystems, specially threats which originate outside the jurisdiction of the Party. 


Article 21 of the SPAW Protocol requires parties to adopt common guidelines and criteria dealing with:


· the identification and selection of protected areas and protected species;


· the establishment of protected areas;


· the management of protected areas and protected species including migratory species; and


· the provision of information on protected areas and protected species, including migratory species.


Table 3: Matrix of reporting provisions of selected multilateral environment agreements


		

		CBD

		RAMSAR

		WHC

		SPAW



		

		

		

		

		



		Periodic reporting

		X

		X

		X

		X



		National strategies/level of effort

		X

		X

		X

		



		Status of legal protection

		X

		X

		X

		X



		Inventory and assessment

		X

		X

		

		X



		Guidelines for management

		X

		

		

		X



		Ecological restoration/recovery

		X

		

		X

		X



		Standards and criteria for selection and planning

		X

		

		

		



		Indicators/evaluation of management effectiveness

		X

		

		X

		



		Information management

		X

		X

		X

		



		Threats/changing conditions

		X

		X

		X

		X





Annex 6. Convention on Biological Diversity guidance concerning MPA monitoring


The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)’s Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical, and Technological Advice (SBSTTA), at its first meeting, identified marine and coastal biodiversity conservation as a priority, and issued recommendations that were taken up by the Conference of Parties at Jakarta in 1995. This resulted in the Jakarta Mandate, a global consensus on marine biodiversity conservation. A subsequent program of work was supported through the creation of an Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on marine and coastal protected areas.  The group produced technical advice on the establishment and management of a national system of marine and coastal protected areas (CBD 2004).   


The CBD policy guidance includes a chapter on evaluating and improving effectiveness of marine and coastal protected areas.  Factors to be measured to assess effectiveness included socio-economic benefits, management, biodiversity, knowledge and understanding, and network issues.  It stressed the desirability that evaluations of individual protected areas be designed in ways that can feed into national and regional assessments.  The experts recommended that:


· The scale of monitoring match the scale of management


· The costs of monitoring should be internalized by resource users


· Resource users should participate in the design and implementation of the monitoring system


· Local and traditional knowledge should be incorporated


· Monitoring should be appropriate, cost-effective and achievable


· Monitoring and evaluation should be transparent and consultative


· The integrity of monitoring systems be enhanced with data “warehousing”.


The recommendations, while flawed, contain some important advice.  The logic of biodiversity militates against matching the scale of monitoring to the scale of management; the objectives of representivity and ecological resilience require monitoring at ecoregional scales.  Costs of monitoring can be internalized by resource users only when industrial scale activity such as extractive industries and mass tourism are active within the monitoring area. If the protected area is not intensively used within a formal economic sector, this is impractical.  


On the other hand, securing the integrity of data, incorporation of local and traditional knowledge, participation of resource users in the design and implementation of monitoring, and transparency are important and should be taken into account.


The proviso that monitoring should be cost effective, appropriate and achievable addresses the dilemma of this report.  If the range of benefits from ecosystem services and amenities from protected areas were fully accounted, monitoring could be cost effective.  At the present, it is inescapable that monitoring of biodiversity at ecosystem scales is expensive.  As the value of biodiversity appreciates, the expense becomes justifiable, but current systems of accounting simply do not adequately account for the benefits of biodiversity conservation.  Payment for ecosystem services schemes represent movement toward the internalization of biodiversity, but are unlikely to resolve the problem in Eastern Caribbean in the near term.  


Annex 7: Comparison of Monitoring Requirements Identified in Marine Protected Area Management Plans


		Comparison of Monitoring  Requirements from Management  Plans in  the Eastern Caribbean



		country

		site

		notes

		solid waste

		chemical pollution

		water
quality

		biodiversity loss

		fisheries

		invasive spp

		development impacts

		tourism impacts (including cruise ships and yachts)

		diving impacts

		key biomes

		indicator species

		other types of indicators



		St Kitts and Nevis

		Nevis Peak Park and Protected Areas complex

		Invasives EDRR recc
measure salinity
research foci tbd by annual review, carrying capacity study required

		x

		x

		x

		x

		economically valuable species in decline

		x

		applications for development

		

		tour operator numbers

		coral reefs
coastal lagoons and wetlands

		(not defined, but turtles, elkhorn coral, soft corals and algal communities, sea grass beds, sediment types, recruitment of conchs, lobsters mentioned in MP)

		



		St Vincent and the Grenadines

		Tobago Cays Marine Park

		goat eradication


carrying capacity study required

		

		

		

		

		overfishing, out of season fishing, spear fishing

		x

		

		waste disposal, anchorage, impacts of  numbers of visitors in excess of carrying capacity, overcrowding of visiting boats; 

Vendor impacts: sale of products from CITES listed spp; beach congestion

		walking on reefs

		coral reefs
seagrass beds
tidal channels

		iguana (Iguana iguana)
Red-necked pigeon (Colomba squamosa)
Hawksbill turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata)
Leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriaces)
Zenaida dove (Zenaida auriculata)
gulls (Larus spp)
Brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis)
Brown booby (Sula leucogaster)
Bridled tern (Sterna antiilarum)
Red-billed tropic bird (Phaeton aethereus)
Sooty tern (Sterna fuscata)
Common tern (Sterna hirundo)

also mentioned, Elkhorn coral (esp in context of white band disease), 

Commercially valuable fish species include serranids, lutjanids, and haemulids

		live stony coral cover, tidal channels, sea grass beds.



		Antigua and Barbuda

		North-East Marine Management Area

		Carrying capacity study required

		

		

		

		

		destructive fishing  practices, overfishing
live reef fish exports

		x

		dredging, pollution from coastal industry
land use/land cover change

		anchorage, waste disposal, visitors in excess of carrying capacity, noise disturbance

		walking on reefs

		mangroves
coral reefs
seagrass beds
subtropical mixed evergreen-deciduous forest

		Antiguan racer snake (Alsophis antiguae)
Hawksbill turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata)
West Indian whistling duck (Dendrocygna arborea)
Brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis)
Red-billed tropic bird (Phaeton aethereus)
Brown Noddy
ground lizard (Ameiva griswoldi)

		visitation
monitor threatened, rare, endangered species
land based sources of marine pollution
mangroves
abundance and diversity in fish populations
rat populations



		Dominica

		Cabrits Marine Park

		wetland restoration


carrying capacity study required

		x

		

		x

		x

		x

		

		sand mining

		anchor damage

		

		coastal lagoons and wetlands
seagrass beds

		fish eating bat (Noctilio leporinus)
Davy's naked-backed bat (Pteronatus dayvi)
marine mammals including sperm whale, long-snouted spinner dolphins, spotted dolphins, melon headed whales, Fraser's dolphins, killer whales, beaked whale

		baseline data required on biomes in park
fisheries data to quantify catch, fishing pressure
visitor use
marine habitats and organism status
oceanography - bathymetry, currents, wind data
coral reef status
turtle nesting





leatherback turtles


elkhorn corals


		mangroves

		





Summary of Recommendations







1.	That the project adopts a core set of indicators based upon the OPAAL Monitoring and Evaluation Guidelines for low-cost simple monitoring of management effectiveness.







2.  That the project implementers convene a meeting to adopt a core set of indicators, drawing from a survey presented here, and other resources suggested by participants.  Consensus of a limited set of core indicators will result in a common dataset useful for ecoregional assessments and the determination of carrying capacities, and a shared experience within the region to provide the foundation for capacity in monitoring (discussed in learning networks, below). The project implementers should also identify partners to assist in the montoring of the ecoregion, drawing upon socioeconomic as well as biogeophysical data, with a view to demonstrating quantified conservation outcomes that can be linked to the inputs from the project.  This should culminate in a science meeting to produce a revised ecoregional assessment sufficiently in advance of the conclusion of the project to have an impact on donor decisions regarding continued support for the project and/or for the sites. Ultimately, coordinated biodiversity monitoring guided by a single responsible party for the region will produce the best results.







3.  That the project partner with IABIN and use the DataBasin decision support tool to develop the transparent, user-friendly informatics infrastructure necessary for long-term ecological monitoring and assessment.  DataBasin can be configured to incorporate socioeconomic indicators and budgetary data.  This can be accomplished at a low cost relative to the development of a stand-alone system for data collection and analysis.  It would provide the foundation for cost-effective periodic ecoregional status assessments for the operational area of the project to assess conservation outputs and outcomes, as well as a repository for data collected in M&E from project sites.







4.  That the project include within the capacity-building component provisions for a monitoring and evaluation learning network among the participating national and regional institutions, in order to improve results-based monitoring capabilities.







Costs of data collection for ecosystem monitoring have not been factored in because of uncertainties about the final core set of indicators, and the availablity of equipment and expertise. 







Ideally, a monitoring expert should be part of the project’s core team and should be factored into long-term plans.  In the short term, it may be necessary to integrate this responsibility into other functions, in which case monitoring skills should be included in supervisory staff terms of reference.
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� The report interprets realistic as taking into account budget constraints and limits in technical capacity common to protected areas and of particular concern in the Eastern Caribbean



� An assumption made throughout the report is that conservation objectives are understood in terms of biodiversity.  In reality, conservation objectives in the Eastern Caribbean may also include a range of ecosystem services as well as intangible values.  These distinctions must be made explicit in implementation. 



�  A “black swan” is a high impact but rare event. The concept was popularized by Nassim Nicholas Taleb in his 2007 book The Black Swan (Taleb 2007). Since black swans are unexpected, Taleb argues, individuals and society are poorly equipped psychologically to observe and cope with them; while ecological “black swans” such as invasive species introductions may take years to become manifest, there are occasions, such as the current Deepwater Horizon disaster, that unfold quickly with potentially profound impacts for protected areas. 



� It is easy to assume that the more information is available, the more likely that management decisions will be rooted in reality.  



� CARICOMP is no longer functional, but several of the constituent marine laboratories continue to monitor according to  CARICOMP design, and  a newly formed Caribbean Sea Commission is considering a new regional monitoring program building upon the CARICOMP foundations.



� Grantham et al (2008) demonstrate diminishing returns from investments in data for conservation planning in South Africa, raising questions about how much data is sufficient. This study focused on sampling intensity, rather than scope; although acknowledging that the results of the study may not easily generalized, the authors raise important questions about the relative benefits of investments in data collection and conservation action.  In particular they note the importance of investing in socioeconomic and cultural data in order to better engage with stakeholders and better understand constraints upon conservation action.  This suggests that it may be more important in the first instance to go “wide” rather than “deep” in conservation planning.
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OECS Scorecard to Assess Progress in Achieving Management Effectiveness Goals for Protected Areas.doc
The WWF-World Bank Alliance’s Scorecard to Assess Progress in Achieving Management Effectiveness Goals for Marine Protected Areas adapted for Protected Areas of the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States

Presentation of the Score Card (SC)




The Score Card has been adapted from a tool developed by the World Bank – WWF Alliance for terrestrial Protected Area (Stolton S. et Al. 2003) and from other tools (Hocking M. et Al. 2000: Mangubhai S 2003).  It is a simple site-level tracking tool to facilitate reporting on management effectiveness of Protected Areas (Pas).  It has been built around the application of the WCPA Framework document has provided its basic structure (the WCPA framework aims both to provide some overall guidance in the development of assessment systems and to encourage standards for assessment and reporting).


TABLE 1


Summary of the WCPA Framework


		Elements of


evaluation

		Explanation

		Criteria that


are assessed

		Focus of 


evaluation



		Context

		Where are we now?

		Significance.

		Status



		

		Assessment of importance, 

		Threats.

		



		

		threats and policy environment

		Vulnerability.

		



		

		

		National context.

		



		

		

		

		



		Planning

		Where do we want to be?

		Protected area legislation

		Appropriateness



		

		Assessment of protected area

		and policy.

		



		

		design and planning  

		Protected area system design.

		



		

		

		Reserve design

		



		

		

		Management planning.

		



		

		

		

		



		Inputs

		What do we need?

		Resourcing of agency.

		Resources



		

		Assessment of resources

		Resourcing of site.

		



		

		needed to carry out management

		Partners.

		



		

		

		

		



		Process

		How do we go about it?

		Suitability of

		Efficiency



		

		Assessment of the way in which

		management processes.

		appropriateness



		

		management is conducted 

		

		



		

		

		

		



		Output

		What were the results?

		Results of management

		Effectiveness



		

		Assessment of the implementation

		Actions.

		



		

		of management programmes and

		Services and products.

		



		

		actions: delivery of products and 

		

		



		

		Services

		

		



		

		

		

		



		Outcome

		What did we achieve?

		Impacts: effects of 

		Effectiveness



		

		Assessment of the outcomes and

		management in relation

		appropriateness



		

		the extent to which they achieved

		to objectives.

		



		

		Objectives

		

		





Source: Hockings et al. (2000)


The WCPA Framework
 is based on the idea that good protected area management follows a process that has six distinct stages, or elements:


1. context


2. planning


3. inputs


4. processes


5. outputs


6. outcomes


Table 1 contains a very brief summary of the elements of the WCPA Framework and the criteria that can be assessed.  The Score Card has been designed to fulfill the elements of evaluation included in the Framework.


The original version of the Score Card is also available (in English, French and Spanish) online at the following web site: www.mpascorecard.net.  Results may also be made available online if PA managers are willing to share them.


Level of detail in the assessment


Hockings et al.2000 identified 3 possible levels of evaluation, each requiring different amounts of data collection and financial input.  The scorecard presented here is a level 1 assessment (see figure 2).  This type of assessment (level 1) requires little or no additional data collection and focuses on the context of the PA along with the appropriateness of planning, inputs and processes of management.  It relies largely on available data through literature searches and informed opinions of site managers and/or independent assessors, takes a short period of time and costs little. Issues are broadly covered, but depth of analysis is generally low.


FIGURE 2


Three levels of assessment




Context    Planning     Inputs     Process     Output     Outcomes




Level 1




Level 2




Level 3


This approach is useful for prioritization of issues and improving the management process, but tells you little about the achievement of management objectives.  Evaluating outcomes and achievement of management objectives will require an independent evaluation or other more in depth assessment tool (such as the WCPA-Marine/WWF Management Effectiveness Guidelines available at http://effectivempa.noaa.gov).


Limitations and disclaimer


The Score Card is aimed at helping managers report progress on management effectiveness from a given baseline.  It should not replace more thorough methods of assessment for the purposes of adaptive management.  The Score Card tool has been adapted/developed to provide a quick overview of the initial state of management efforts and subsequent progress, over a period of years, in improving the effectiveness of management in a given marine protected area.  The Score Card is designed to be filled in the manager or other relevant site staff.


The tool does not allow a detailed evaluation of outcomes, but rather serves to provide a quick overview of the status of management steps identified in the WCPA Protected Area Management Framework, up to and including outputs.


The whole concept of “scoring” progress is fraught with difficulties and possibilities for distortion.  The current system assumes, for example, that all the questions cover issues of equal weight, whereas this is not necessarily the case.  Accuracy might be improved by weighting the various scores, although this would provide additional challenges in deciding differing weightings.  In the current version a simple scoring system is maintained, but the limitations of this approach should be recognized.  


Guidance notes for using the Score Card


The Score Card has many uses as an orientation tool to help managers of new protected areas scope out issues to be addressed in establishing an effective PA, or as tracking tool to provide managers with a sense of “where they are” along the management continuum. It also serves as a use-friendly reporting tool on PA status based on information largely already collected without any additional field level research.


The Score Card should be completed by protected area staff and, ideally, local stakeholders to validate the scoring.  It is designed to be completed within relatively short period, such as during a staff meeting or other routine meeting, by referencing available reports or datasets.


Further written guidance to facilitate application of the Score Card to assess progress in achieving management effectiveness goals in OECS Protected Areas is given on the following page. 


Written Guidance to Facilitate Application of Scorecards to Assess Progress in Achieving Management Effectiveness Goals in OECS Protected Areas


Background:


One objective of the recently completed regional OECS workshop
 on “Designing Tools for Monitoring and Evaluating the Effectiveness of Protected Areas in the OECS” was to review the utility of the WWF/WB Alliance protected area management tool (scorecard) in measuring management effectiveness in protected areas (PAs).  During the workshop, the proposed scorecard was evaluated and a number of suggestions were proposed and agreed in order to enhance the relevance of the methodology to the specific needs of PA sites in OECS generally, and the OPAAL-supported sites, specifically.  Following the incorporation of the suggested changes in the scorecard, a main recommendation from the participants was to develop additional guidance in its application supported with a follow-up regional training workshop.  The scorecards are projected to be finalized by March 2006. 


Objective: 


To provide additional written guidance to facilitate the application of scorecards to OECS protected areas.  


Score card: a summary


A few brief points to be highlighted with respect to intent and application of PA scorecards.  They were developed to be: (i) simple, (ii) easy and quick to use, (iii) applied at the level of the site, (iv) focused on measuring “management effectiveness” measured by predefined parameters, (v) give all questions equal weight, and (vi) filled out by site managers (or similarly trained professionals).  There are two sections to the scorecard:  (i) a data sheet, and (ii) the scorecard itself.  The scorecard in turn, is divided into two parts: (i) Sections A – D which support the data sheet in describing the existing situation (or baseline), and (ii) Sections E – F which are applied at some future date to assess changes over time in management effectiveness.  For purposes of OPAAL-supported PAs, after completing the baseline information (Data Sheet and Sections A - D), Sections E - F should be applied in anticipation of mid-term and end of project evaluations.


Approach:  


A case study approach (available under separate cover from OECS ESDU) has been adopted based on the hypothetical Paradise Mountain National Park (PMNP), an IUCN Category II protected area, in the mythical country of Serendib.  The PMNP has been described in a one page profile (Attachment 1).  Based on this description, the scorecard Data Sheet has been filed out (Attachment 2) as have Sections A - D of the scorecard itself (Attachment 3).  The Data Sheet plus Sections A-D, provide the baseline or existing situation in terms of management effectiveness in PMNP.  From this baseline, a modest investment program to improve PMPA was assumed (Attachment 4).  Following the implementation of the investment program, sections E - F of the scorecard were applied and the final scores tallied (Attachment 3).  


In addition to the examples described above, further guidance is provided in the "Comments" column of the scorecard.  There are three types of comments: (i) Comments based on clarifying/justifying the score selected, (ii) Issues based on possible problems one may encounter in attempting to decide between parameter rankings due in part to the qualitative ambiguity associated with such terms as "adequate",  "significant" , "acceptable"), and (iii) Recommendations that may clarify how best to address the associated Issue.  


Description of forms


After the profile information on the Protected Area has been recorded (attachment 1), two forms need to be completed:


· Datasheet (attachment 2)

The datasheet provides key information on the site, its characteristics and management objectives.


· Assessment Form (attachment 3)

The assessment form includes distinct sections, all of which should be completed.


· Questions and scores


The main part of the assessment form is a series of questions grouped by management stage or element (i.e. context, planning, inputs, processes, outputs, outcomes).  Each question should normally be ranked between 0 (low) and 3 (high) based on level of performance.  A series of answers is provided for each question to help assessors determine the appropriate ranking.


Questions that are not relevant to a particular marine protected area should be omitted, with a reason given in the comments section.


This is, inevitably, an approximate process and there will be situations in which none of the four alternative answers appears to fit conditions in the protected area very precisely.  We suggest that users choose the answer that is nearest and use the comments section to elaborate.


· Comments


The comments box allows qualitative judgments to be justified by explaining why they were made (this could range from personal opinion, a reference document, monitoring results or external studies and assessments – the point being to give anyone reading the report an idea of why the assessment was made).


In this section we also suggest that respondents add any useful information that should be shared with other MPA managers (for example good practices or successful activities).


Final Score


Users will have a score for each of the six elements of evaluation and a final score after completing the assessment form.  If some questions are not scored (e.g., not relevant), the maximum score should be changed to an adjusted score (maximum possible score minus points for question that are not applicable).  Your final score will be a percentage of your score over the adjusted maximum score.


Investments (attachment 4)


Users will list the investment activities determined as a consequence of the need to improve the management effectiveness score

Attachment 1.  [name of protected area] ([country]): a profile (baseline conditions)  

Location and Basic Characteristics: Located in the country of Saint Lucia, [name] was established in [month & year].  The Area’s boundaries [are][are not yet] demarcated and the block and parcel numbers for the area are/are not known[; it is expected that demarcation will follow on] [activities]. The terrestrial and marine boundaries [are][are not] known [qualitatively] and [an indicative] map [exists][does not exist]. The total area of the [name of protected area] is approximately [area] hectares (which [includes][excludes] marine space) and [varies][does not vary] in range from the [depth] metre bathymetric line to [the boundary of the “Queens chain”] and [other designated boundary]. It is [country’s] [first][[second][third] largest legally designated protected area and is located to the [geographic direction] of the island.


Biodiversity and other significant characteristics:  The area contains a variety of habitats including [list various habitats]. The area is home to [number] endemic species of reptiles: [list endemic species]. A total of [number] species of passerine (perching birds) and non-passerine birds have been listed for the [name of protected area]. [a few][Many] of these species are migratory and seasonal. [number] endemic species of avifauna to [country] have been recorded in the [name of protected area]. The species included [list of  bird species].

Management Planning:  [name of protected area]’s conservation objectives are equivalent to IUCN Category [IUCN category] (i.e. [description of category]).  Specifically, [name of protected area] was designated for the purpose of “[name purpose of designation]”. 

The area has [does not have] a management plan [that was developed in] [year] [under the auspices of the [name of relevant project] project]. [The plan is awaiting submission to the Cabinet of Ministers and is awaiting approval]. The Area includes [number] Ramsar sites [(including [habitat type of site]), [number] Marine Reserves and [number] wildlife sanctuary.  Enabling regulations [exist][do not exist] within the context of the [list all relevant enabling legislation], and the [name specific legislation as relevang], under which the Area has been designated.


Management Staff: The Area is, at present, managed by the [management authority] which has a staff of [number].  The [management authority] is given management support by the [list supporting entities].


Infrastructure and Equipment: The Area has [number] control posts at present.  The site has [type of vessel/vehicle] assigned to it, [and][but] there [is][is no] available communications or equipment [other than that on the vessel].  [is there an interpretation centre?].

Population: The Area has on the order of [number] households ([note whether squatters]).  

Land Tenure:  The land is [list categories of ownership].

Main Economic Activities:  [list]. 


Main threats to biodiversity: [list]

Attachment 2.  [protected area name] Data Sheet

Name of the protected area: ______________________________________________________________________________

Location of protected area: (country and, if possible, map reference): _______________________________


Date PA was established: ____________ Agreed: _________________ Gazetted: ____________________

Ownership details (i.,e. owner, tenure rights etc): _______________________________________


Management Authority: ___________________________________________________________


Contact information and web site (if any):___________________________________________________

Size of protected area (ha): ________________________________________________________________

Percent of PA that is respectively terrestrial/marine (%): terrestrial: ___________ marine: __________


Number of staff: _____Permanent: ______ Part-time        Temporary: _____Volunteers: ________ 


Annual budget: ____EC$ ___________(US$               )____________

Designation (IUCN category, World Heritage, Ramsar, etc.): ______________________________________

Reasons for designation: _________________________________________________________________________________


The PA is part of a larger management zoning plan:
Yes _____


No _____


Brief details of funded project or projects in PA: _________________________________


Brief description of the primary habitats represented in the PA



(rain forest, wetlands, dryland forest, reefs, seagrasses, mangroves etc.) __________________


Habitat 1: ______ _____________________________.__________________________


Habitat 2: ____ _____________________________________________________


Habitat 3: _____ _____________________________________________________


Habitat 4: ______ ____________________________________________________________


Habitat 5: _______ __________________________________________________________


Two primary protected area objectives:


Objective 1: _ ________________________________________________________;

Objective 2: _________________________________________________________; 

Two most important threats to the PA (and reasons why):


Threat 1: _____________________________________________________________________________


Threat 2: _________________________________________________________________________________

Top two critical management activities:


Activity 1: ______ __________________________________________


Activity 2: ___________________________________________________

Top 4 stakeholder groups:


Stakeholder group 1: ___________________________________________________________________________

Stakeholder group 2: ______________________________________________________________________________


Stakeholder group 3: ______ ______________________________________ _____________________________________


Stakeholder group 4: __________________________________________________________________________________

Resources conditions:                        Poor _______   Average ____ __  Good ________


Date assessment was carried out: _________ _________________________________

Name/s of assessor: _________ ____ ___________________________________


Role (position): ______________________________________________________________________


Contact information: _________________________________________________________________


Date (s) of previous score card assessments (s): ____________________________________________________ _____


		Attachment 3. A. Context: Where are we now? Assessment of important threats and the policy environment



		1. Legal status - Does the protected area have legal status?

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    Note: see fourth option for private reserves

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		0

		 

		 



		The area is neither gazetted nor given cabinet approval

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The government has agreed that the protected area should

		 

		 

		 



		be gazetted but the process has not yet begun

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The   protected area is in the process of being gazetted but

		 

		 

		 



		the process is still incomplete

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The   protected area has been legally gazetted (or in the case 

		 

		 

		 



		of private reserves is owned by a trust or similar)

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional Point

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. The PA has received national and/or international recognition

		 

		 

		 



		      for its importance (in the comments column, describe the 

		 

		 

		 



		      recognition in detail)

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		2.  Protected area regulations - Are unsustainable human

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    activities (e.g. poaching) controlled?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are no mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human

		 

		 

		 



		activities in the protected area

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activities in the 

		 

		 

		 



		 protected area exist but there are many problems in effectively implementing

		 

		 

		 



		 them

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activities in the 

		 

		 

		 



		  protected area exist but there are a few problems in effectively 

		 

		 

		 



		implementing them

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activities in the 

		 

		 

		 



		  protected area exist and are being effectively implemented

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		3. Law enforcement - are enforcement rules

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    effectively enforced?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		No effective capacity/resources and activities to enforce   

		 

		 

		 



		protected area legislation and regulations

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are major deficiencies in capacity/resources and activities to enforce 

		 

		 

		 



		  protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills,

		 

		 

		 



		no patrol budget, etc.)

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Acceptable capacity/resources and activities to enforce protected

		 

		 

		 



		 area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Excellent capacity/resources and activities to enforce protected 

		 

		 

		 



		area legislation and regulations

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional Point

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. There are additional sources of control (e.g. volunteers, national

		 

		 

		 



		       services, local communities, etc.)

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		   b. Infractions are regularly prosecuted and fines levied 

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		4.   Protected area boundary demarcation - Are the 

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    boundaries known and demarcated?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The boundaries of the protected area are not known by the

		 

		 

		 



		management authority or other stakeholders

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The boundary of the protected area is known by authority but

		 

		 

		 



		is not known by other stakeholders

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The boundary of the protected area is known by both the 

		 

		 

		 



		management authority and others but is not appropriately demarcated

		 

		 

		 



		 

		2

		 

		 



		The boundary of the protected area is known by the 

		 

		 

		 



		management authority and stakeholders and is appropriately

		 

		 

		 



		demarcated

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		5. Integration of the PA in a larger management plan -

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    Is the PA part of a PA systems plan?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is no discussion about the integration of the PA in a larger 

		 

		 

		 



		management or systems plan

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is some discussion about the integration of the PA into

		 

		 

		 



		management or systems plan but the process has not yet begun

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The   protected area is in the process of being integrated into

		 

		 

		 



		a larger management or systems plan but the process is still incomplete

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The   protected area is part of a larger management or systems plan

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional Point

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. The PA is part of a network of PAs which collectively sustain

		 

		 

		 



		       larger ecosystem functions

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		   b. The PA is part of a network of PAs which collectively represent 

		 

		 

		 



		         the range of bio-geographic variation in a   eco-region

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		6. Resource inventory - Is there enough information to

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    manage the area?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is little or no information available on the biophysical, 

		 

		 

		 



		socio-cultural and economic conditions associated with the   

		 

		 

		 



		protected area

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Information on the biophysical, socio-cultural and economic

		 

		 

		 



		conditions associated with the protected area is not

		 

		 

		 



		sufficient to support planning and decision making

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Information on the biophysical, socio-cultural and economic

		 

		 

		 



		conditions associated with the   protected area is sufficient for

		 

		 

		 



		key areas of planning/decision making but the necessary survey/M&E

		 

		 

		 



		work is not being maintained

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Information on the biophysical, socio-cultural and economic

		 

		 

		 



		conditions associated with the PA is sufficient for key area of

		 

		 

		 



		planning and decision-making

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		7. Stakeholder awareness and concern - Are stakeholders aware

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    and concerned about   resource conditions and threats?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Less that 25% of stakeholders are aware or concerned about the

		 

		 

		 



		resource conditions and threats 

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Approximately 25% - 50% of stakeholders are aware or concerned 

		 

		 

		 



		about the resource conditions and threats

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Approximately 50% - 75% of stakeholders are aware or concerned

		 

		 

		 



		about the resource conditions and threats

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Over 75% of stakeholders are aware or concerned about the   

		 

		 

		 



		resource conditions and threats

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		            TOTAL for Context (A):                      /26 or adjusted score



		B. Planning - Where do we want to be? Assessment of   protected area design and planning



		



		8.  Protected area objectives - Have objectives

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    been agreed and the area managed to achieve them?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		No firm objectives have been agreed for the protected area

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The protected area has agreed objectives that are not yet implemented

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The protected area has agreed objectives but these are only

		 

		 

		 



		partially implemented

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to 

		 

		 

		 



		meet these objectives

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		9. Management plan - Is  there a management plan and is it

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    being implemented?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is no management plan for the   protected area

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is

		 

		 

		 



		not being implemented

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		An approved management plan exists but it is only being partially

		 

		 

		 



		implemented

		2

		 

		



		 

		 

		 

		 



		An approved management plan exists, includes the agreed objectives 

		3

		 

		 



		and is being implemented

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional Points for Planning

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		   a. There is also a long term master plan (at least 5 years)

		+1

		 

		 SLNT is in the process of considering the relevance of the area within the context of the National Vision Plan and the Trust’s planning process



		 

		 

		 

		 



		   b. The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key

		+1

		 

		 



		        stakeholders to influence the management plan

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		   c. Stakeholder participation includes representation from the 

		 

		 

		 



		       various ethnic, religious and user groups as well as representation

		 

		 

		 



		       from both genders

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		   d. The socioeconomic impacts of decisions are considered in the

		 

		 

		 



		       planning process

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		   e. The local culture, including traditional practices, social systems,

		 

		 

		 



		       cultural features, historic sites and monuments, is considered

		 

		 

		 



		       in the planning process

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		   f. There is an established schedule and process for periodic review

		 

		 

		 



		       and updating of the management plan

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  g. The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are 

		 

		 

		 



		      routinely incorporated into planning

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  h. The management plan is tied to the development and enforcement

		 

		 

		 



		      of regulations

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		TOTAL for Planning (B):      /14 or adjusted score



		C. Input - What do we need? Assessment of resources needed to carry out management



		10. Research - Is there a program of management-oriented survey

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		    and research work?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is no survey or research work taking place in the  

		 

		 

		 



		protected area

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is some ad hoc survey and research work

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed

		 

		 

		 



		towards the needs of protected area management

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is a comprehensive, integrated program of survey and research

		 

		 

		



		work which is relevant to management needs 

		3

		 

		



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional Point

		 

		 

		 



		   a. Carrying capacity studies have been conducted to determine

		 

		 

		 



		       sustainable use levels

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		11. Staffing - Are there enough people deployed to manage

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		       the protected area?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are no staff

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management

		 

		 

		 



		activities

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the site

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional point


There is additional support from volunteer programs, local communities etc.

		+1

		

		



		

		

		

		



		12. Current budget - Is the current budget sufficient?

		 

		Your 

		Comments



		 

		 

		Score

		 



		(In the comments column; please detail of the sources of funding)

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is no budget for the protected area

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and 

		 

		 

		 



		presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The available budget is acceptable, but could be further improved to

		 

		 

		 



		fully achieve effective management

		2

		 

		



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The available budget is sufficient and meet the full management

		 

		 

		  



		needs of the protected area

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional Points

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. There is a secure budget for the protected area and its

		 

		 

		 



		      management needs on a multi-year basis.

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  b. The budget is not entirely dependent on government funding:

		 

		 

		 



		      instead, funding also comes from NGO contributions, taxes, 

		 

		 

		 



		      fees, etc.

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		

		 

		 



		 

		

		 

		 



		 

		

		 

		 



		 

		

		 

		 



		 

		

		 

		 



		TOTAL for Inputs (C):     /14 or adjusted score



		D. Process - How do we go about management? Assessment of the way in which management is conducted



		13. Education and awareness program - Is there a planned

		 

		Your 

		Comments (list your major communication actions)



		      education program?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is no education and awareness program

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is a limited education and awareness program,

		 

		 

		 



		but no overall planning for this component

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is a planned education and awareness program but there are

		 

		 

		 



		still serious gaps

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is a planned and effective education and awareness program

		 

		 

		 



		fully linked to the objectives and needs of the protected area

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		14. Communication between stakeholders and managers - Is there

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		      communication between stakeholders and managers?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is little or no communication between managers and

		 

		 

		 



		stakeholders involved in the PA

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is communication between managers and stakeholders but this

		 

		 

		 



		is not a planned or scheduled program

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is a planned communication program that is being used to

		 

		 

		 



		build support for the PA amongst relevant stakeholders but

		 

		 

		 



		implementation is limited as yet

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is a planned communication program that is being implemented

		 

		 

		 



		to build support for the PA amongst relevant stakeholders

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional Point

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  There is some communication with other PA managers (for 

		 

		 

		 



		  example, exchanges of good practices)

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		15. Stakeholder involvement and participation - Do stakeholders

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		      have meaningful input to management decisions?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Stakeholders have no input into decisions relating to the management

		 

		 

		 



		of the protected area

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Stakeholders have some input into discussions relating to 

		 

		 

		 



		management but no direct involvement in the resulting decisions

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Stakeholders directly contribute to some management decisions 

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Stakeholders directly participate in making decisions related

		 

		 

		 



		to management

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional Point

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. There are clear financial contributions/agreements between PA

		 

		 

		 



		      and tourism operators to recover PA resources rents for 

		 

		 

		 



		      local benefits

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		16. Indigenous people - Do indigenous and traditional peoples

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		      resident or regularly using the PA have input to management

		 

		Score

		 



		      decisions?

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Indigenous peoples and traditional users have no input into decisions

		 

		 

		 



		relating to management of the protected area

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Indigenous peoples and traditional users  have some input into discussions

		 

		 

		 



		relating to management but no direct involvement in the resulting

		 

		 

		 



		decisions

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Indigenous people  and traditional users  directly contribute to some

		 

		 

		 



		decisions relating to management

		 

		 

		 



		 

		2

		 

		 



		Indigenous people and traditional users directly participate in making

		 

		 

		 



		decisions relating to management

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		17. Staff training - Is there enough training for staff involved in

		 

		Your 

		Comments (list your major training needs)



		 the management of the PA?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Staff are untrained

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the

		 

		 

		 



		  protected area

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved 

		 

		 

		 



		to fully achieve the objectives of management

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Staff training and skills are in the tune with the management needs of

		 

		 

		 



		the   protected area, and with the anticipated future needs

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		18. Equipment - Is the site adequately equipped?

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		      

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are little or no equipment and facilities

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are some equipment and facilities but these are inadequate

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Most of equipment and facilities are adequate and maintained

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is adequate equipment and facilities and it is well maintained

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		19. Monitoring and evaluation - Are biophysical, socioeconomic

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		      and governance indicators monitored and evaluated?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is no monitoring and evaluation of the biophysical, socioeconomic

		 

		 

		 



		and governance context of the PA

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is limited monitoring and evaluation, but no overall

		 

		 

		 



		strategy and/or no regular production of results

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation

		 

		 

		 



		system but results are not systematically used for management

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		A planned and effective monitoring and evaluation system exists and is well implemented

		 

		 

		 



		 and used in adaptive management

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional Points

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. The PA participates as a site in national or international

		 

		 

		 



		  environmental monitoring programs such CARICOMP, CPACC,

		 

		 

		 



		  GCRMN, AGGRA or similar (Provide the name of the program(s))

		+1

		 

		



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  b. There is an Emergency Response Capability in place to mitigate

		 

		 

		 



		      impacts from threats

		+1

		 

		



		TOTAL for process (D):      /25 or adjusted score



		E. Outputs - What were the results? Assessment of the implementation of management



		programs and actions; delivery of products and services



		 

		

		

		 



		N. B. : The outputs should be assessed based on progress since the last assessment.  If this is the first time the Score Card is being used, respondents



		should assess outputs over the last 3 years.  For newly establish PAs, respondents may have to skip this section. 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		20. Context indicators - have there been improvements 

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		in context indicators?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. Legal status has improved (refers to question 1. Legal status)

		+2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  b. Regulations have improved (refers to question 2. PA regulations)

		+2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  c. Law enforcement has improved (refers to question 3.

		 

		 

		 



		      Law enforcement)

		+2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  d. Boundary demarcation has improved (refers to question 4.

		 

		 

		 



		      PA Boundary demarcation)

		+2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  e. The PA has been integrated into a PA systems plan (refers to question 5.

		 

		 

		 



		      Integration of the PA)

		+2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  f. The resource inventory has improved (refers to question 6.

		 

		 

		 



		     Resource inventory)

		+2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  g. Stakeholder awareness and concern has improved

		 

		 

		 



		      (refers to question 7)

		+2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		21. Products and services

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		 

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. Signs - signs are now available, or new one have been installed

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  b. User related infrastructure and services are now available, or have 

		+2

		 

		 



		      been installed

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  c. Education materials - education materials are available, or new 

		 

		 

		 



		      ones have been developed

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		22. Mechanisms for stakeholder participation in decision -making

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		      and/or management activities (e.g. advisory council) - are

		 

		Score

		 



		      mechanisms available to ensure stakeholder participation?

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are no mechanisms for stakeholder participation in 

		 

		 

		 



		decision-making and/or management activities

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are some mechanism for stakeholder participation in 

		 

		 

		 



		decision-making and/or management activities, but not sufficient

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are sufficient mechanisms for stakeholder participation in 

		 

		 

		 



		decision-making and/or management activities

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		23. Environmental education and awareness activities for stakeholders

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		      (e.g. public outings at the PA)- have education activities 

		 

		Score

		 



		     been developed for stakeholders?

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are no education and awareness activities available for stakeholders

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are some education and awareness activities available for stakeholders, but 

		 

		 

		 



		they are not sufficient

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are sufficient education and awareness activities available for stakeholders

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		24. Management activities - have the two critical management

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		      activities (listed in the data sheet) been improved to 

		 

		Score

		 



		     address threats

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Management activities have not been improved

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Some measures have been taken to improve management activities

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Management activities have been sufficiently improved

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		25. Visitor facilities - does the PA have sufficient visitor facilities?

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		      

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are no visitor facilities and services

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of

		 

		 

		 



		visitation or are under construction

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are some visitor facilities and services, but they could

		 

		 

		 



		be improved

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Visitor facilities and services are sufficient for current levels

		 

		 

		 



		of visitation 

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		26.  Fees - If fees (entry fees - tourism, fines) are applied, do they

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		       help   protected area management?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Although fees and/or fines systems exist, they are not collected

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The fees/fines are collected, but they go straight to central government and

		 

		 

		 



		are not returned to the   protected area or its environs

		1

		 

		



		 

		 

		 

		 



		The fees/fines are collected, but they are disbursed to the local authority 

		 

		 

		 



		rather than the protected area

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		There are fees and/or fines for the   protected area that help to 

		 

		 

		 



		support this and/or other   protected areas

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		27.  Staff Training

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		 

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Staff was trained but could be further improved to fully achieve the 

		 

		 

		 



		objectives of management

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Staff was trained in tune with the management needs of the  

		 

		 

		 



		protected area, and with anticipated future needs

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		TOTAL for outputs (E)      /33 or adjusted score



		F. Outcomes - What did we achieve? Assessment of the outcome and the extent



		to which we achieved objectives



		28.  Objectives - Have PA objectives (listed in the data sheet

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		       page) been addressed?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Management objectives have not been addressed

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Management objectives have been addressed somewhat

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Some management objectives have been sufficiently addressed

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Management objectives have been significantly addressed

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		29.  Threats - Have threats (listed in the data sheet page)

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		        been reduced?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Threats have increased 

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Threats have stayed at approximately the same levels

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Threats have been reduced somewhat

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Threats have been largely reduced

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		30.  Resource conditions - Have resource conditions improved?

		 

		Your 

		Comments 



		 

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Resource conditions have declined

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Resource conditions have stayed at approximately the same levels

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Resource conditions have improved somewhat

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Resource conditions have improved significantly

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		31.  Community welfare - Has community welfare improved?

		 

		Your 

		Comments (provide some examples) 



		 

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Livelihoods and standards of living in the community have declined

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Livelihoods and standards of living in the community have stayed

		1

		 

		 



		approximately the same

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Livelihoods and standards of living in the community have

		 

		 

		 



		improved somewhat

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Livelihoods and standards of living in the community have 

		 

		 

		 



		improved significantly

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional points

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. PA management is compatible with the local culture, including

		 

		 

		 



		      traditional practices, relationships, social systems, cultural features,

		 

		 

		 



		     historic sites and monuments linked to resources and uses

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  b. Resource use conflicts have been reduced

		+1

		

		



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  c. Benefits from the PA are equitably distributed

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  d. The non-monetary benefits of the resources to society

		 

		 

		 



		      have been maintained or enhanced

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		32.  Environmental awareness - Has community environmental

		 

		Your 

		Comments  



		       awareness improved?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Environmental awareness of resource conditions, threats and 

		 

		 

		 



		management activities has declined

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Environmental awareness has stayed approximately the same

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Environmental awareness has improved somewhat

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Environmental awareness has improved significantly

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		33.  Compliance - Are users complying with PA regulations? 

		 

		Your 

		Comments  



		 

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Less than 25% of users are complying with regulations

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		25% to 50% of users are complying with regulations

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		50% - 75% of users are complying with regulations

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Over 75% of users are complying with regulations

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		34.  Stakeholder satisfaction - Are the stakeholders satisfied with

		 

		Your 

		Comments  



		       the process and outputs of the PA?

		 

		Score

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Less than 25% of stakeholders are satisfied with the process and 

		 

		 

		 



		outputs of the PA

		0

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		25% to 50% of stakeholders are satisfied with the process and 

		 

		 

		 



		outputs of the PA

		1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		50% to 75% of stakeholders are satisfied with the process and 

		 

		 

		 



		outputs of the PA

		2

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Over 75% of stakeholders are satisfied with the process and 

		 

		 

		 



		outputs of the PA

		3

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		Additional points

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  a. Stakeholders feel that they are able to effectively participate in

		 

		 

		 



		      management decisions

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		  b. Stakeholders feel that they are adequately represented in the PA

		 

		 

		 



		      decision-making processes

		+1

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 



		TOTAL for outcomes (F):        /27 or adjusted score



		

		

		

		





Attachment 4. Investment Plan

 [name of park/area]: 3 years later following the Implementation of a PA Investment Program (Components/activities)


1. Institutional Strengthening


[list]


2.  Infrastructure and Equipment


[list]


3.  Environmental Education and Public Awareness


[list]


4.  Livelihood Activities


[list]

� For a copy of the WPCA Framework or a more detailed summary please visit the WCPA web-site at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.iucn.org/themes/wcpa"�www.iucn.org/themes/wcpa�







� This was held in St. Lucia over the 17th and 18th of January 2006. 








