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Submission Date:  
	Indicative Calendar*

	Milestones
	Expected Dates
mm/dd/yyyy

	Work Program (for FSP)
	     

	CEO Endorsement/Approval
	April 2011 

	Agency Approval Date
	June 2011

	Implementation Start
	August 2011

	Mid-term Evaluation (if planned)
	February 2013

	Project Closing Date
	August  2014


* See guidelines for definition of milestones.
part i:  project IDentification            
GEF Project ID
:      
Project duration: 36 months
gef agency Project ID: 4370
Country(ies): Suriname
Project Title: Suriname Coastal Protected Area Management
GEF Agency(ies): UNDP, (select), (select)
Other Executing partner(s): Ministry of Planning and Development Cooperation (PLOS), and Ministry of Physical Planning, Land and Forest Management (RGB)
GEF Focal Area (s)
:  FORMDROPDOWN 
 FORMDROPDOWN 
Biodiversity
GEF-4 Strategic program(s): BD-SP2-Marine PA, and 
BD-SP1-Finance (see preparation guidelines section on exactly 
what to write)
Name of parent program/umbrella project: NA      
A. Project framework  
	Project Objective: To promote the conservation of biodiversity through improved management of protected areas along the western coast of Suriname

	Project Components
	Typeb
	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs 
	Indicative GEF Financinga
	Indicative Co-Financinga
	Total ($)

c =a + b

	
	
	
	
	($) a
	%
	($) b
	%
	

	1. Improved effectiveness and efficiency of the management of  Multiple-Use Manage-ment Areas (MUMAs)  
	TA
	· Adequate management of the three MUMAs protects about 80,000 ha of mangroves.
· Biological indicators of selected species/habitats remain stable in the three MUMAS when compared with baseline values of those species (baseline/target values and habitats/species will be determined during the PPG phase). 
	· Co-management agreements for MUMAs developed, specifying roles of key Ministries and stakeholders, financial responsibilities, and conflict resolution mechanisms.
· Consultation Commissions established (with representation of GoS agencies and MUMA users) to resolve MUMA-related conflicts
· Three updated management plans in place for the MUMAs, which describe  measures to maintain ecosystems, and how management can be adapted, based on information available. 
· A monitoring and evaluation system in place for each MUMA.
· Selected staff from the MUMAs are trained in management plan development, implementation,  administration, and financial planning (number of staff will be determined during the PPG phase). 
	669,000
	33
	1,400,000
	67
	2,069,000

	2. Increased and diversified MUMA funding
	TA
	· Annual Government funding for three MUMAs increased from $$ to $$ (baseline and target values to be determined during the PPG phase). 
· Funds received from non-Government sources increased from $$ to $$  by project end (e.g. offset from oil  sector; baseline and target values to be determined during PPG phase)
	· Three business plans for MUMAs, which aim at financial sustainability of MUMA management.
· Three MUMA economic valuations undertaken and used to increase public and private-budget allocations.
·  Agreement with the State Oil Company for a biodiversity offset scheme in at least one MUMA
· Proposal to earmark MUMA related line items in the annual budgets of key GoS agencies.
· Mechanism to manage and adminster MUMA-derived income / funds.
	200,000
	67
	100,000
	33
	300,000

	3. Project Management
	
	96,556
	37
	166,666
	63
	263,222

	Total Project Cost
	
	965,556


	37
	1,666,666


	63
	2,632,222




           a   List the $ by project components.  The percentage is the share of GEF and Co-financing respectively of the total amount for the component.
        b  TA = Technical Assistance;  STA = Scientific & Technical Analysis.

B.    Indicative Co-financing for the project by source and by NAME (in parenthesis) if available, ($)
	Sources of Co-financing 
	Type of Co-financing
	Project

	Project Government Contribution (Government of Surinam)
	In-kind
	450,000

	GEF Agency (UNDP)
	Grant
	50,000

	Bilateral Aid Agency (Dutch Treaty Fund)
	Grant
	450,000

	Multilateral Agency (IADB)
	Grant
	200,000

	Private Sector (State Oil Company)
	Grant
	100,000

	NGO (WWF and Solom)
	Grant
	300,000

	Others (Capacity Forest and Nature, Tropenbos Surinam Programme, Surinam Conservation Fund)
	Grant
	116,666

	Total Co-financing
	
	1,666,666


C.  Indicative Financing Plan Summary For The Project ($)
	
	Previous Project Preparation Amount (a)

	Project (b)
	Total

c = a + b
	Agency Fee

	GEF financing 
	N/A
	965,556


	965,556


	96,556



	Co-financing 
	N/A
	 1,666,666
	1,666,666
	

	Total
	0
	2,632,222
	2,632,222
	96,556


D.   GEF Resources Requested by agency (ies), Focal Area(s) and country(ies)1 
	    GEF Agency
	Focal Area
	Country Name/

Global
	(in $)

	
	
	
	Project (a) 
	Agency Fee (b)2
	Total c=a+b

	(select)
	(select)
	
	     
	     
	     

	Total GEF Resources
	
	
	


1   No need to provide information for this table if it is a single focal area, single country and single GEF Agency project.

2   Relates to the project and any previous project preparation funding that have been provided and for which no Agency fee has been requested from Trustee.
part ii:  project JustiFication
A.  State the issue, how the project seeks to address it, and the expected global environmental benefits to be delivered:  
1. The importance of Suriname in terms of biodiversity lies in its: 

· Functionally intact coastal wetlands, including mangroves, of global importance (see 2 below).
· Vast pristine rainforest expanse (the land has 95% forest cover, of which 96% is primary forest, sensu FAO).
· Unique savannas, including the Sipaliwini savanna (connected to the Paru savanna of North Para, Brazil).
· High diversity of species, including globally endangered ones; many species are Guiana Shield endemics.
· High genetic diversity, which is reflected in a great variety of traditional uses, e.g. medicinal uses.     
2. The coastal wetlands of Suriname are a representative part of a larger coastal lowland area that lies between the mouth of the Orinoco and that of the Amazon. In Suriname, more than 100 species of birds are dependent on the coastal wetlands. They include migratory shorebirds, which visit Suriname by the millions, as well as smaller numbers of resident herons, ibises, storks, and ducks. During a subcontinent-wide survey in the 1980s, more than half of the migratory shorebird individuals recorded in South America were actually recorded in Suriname, the majority of them along Suriname’s western shores. The breeding populations of herons and ibises in Suriname seem to be larger than those in neighboring territories. Mangroves are a very important habitat for these birds, either because they nest or rest in them, or because they feed in the mudflats that form in front of them, or in the swamps and lagoons that form behind them. The mangroves are key habitats, being both a product and a determinant of the coastal dynamics and habitat heterogeneity. They are considered the nursery ground for a variety of marine fish and shrimp species that are commercially utilized (fisheries). 
3. The main issue is that the mangroves and other coastal ecosystems are threatened by development projects, such as urban development, rice farming, aquaculture, dike building, and oil drilling. Degradation or removal of mangroves, as well as pollution, has an adverse impact on wetland birds and fisheries resources. Another issue is that some of the water bird species are being hunted illegally. The above can be illustrated on the basis of threats to, and impacts on the three Multiple-Use Management Areas (MUMAs; see below) that are the focus of the project proposed here:
· In the Bigi Pan MUMA, problems are caused by farmers that are converting natural wetland into rice fields, and by changes in hydrology that are due to the creation of roads and the arbitrary opening / blocking of canals. Other impacts (e.g., removal of vegetation for trails, etc) are being caused by the State Oil Company of Surinam as they are currently carrying out seismic explorations. 
· In the North Coronie MUMA, there is coastal erosion due to the historic expansion of plantations into what used to be a continuous mangrove belt that protected the hinterland.The State Oil Company of Surinam is also carrying out seismic explorations in this MUMA. 
· In the North Saramacca MUMA, State Oil Company of Surinam has two fields in production (Tambaredjo and Calcutta) and pollution/noise problems have been reported as production is already reaching 16,000 barrels a day. In addition, the exploration for on-shore oil reserves is intensifying, and may cause additional problems because of the creation of trails, dikes and clearings for drilling.

4. MUMA is a concept developed by the Suriname Forest Service (LBB) in the 1970s, as an addition to the earlier concept of Nature Reserve (NR). After the 1970s, a few coastal NRs were designated in Suriname, alongside a set of MUMAs that encompass most of Suriname’s coast. The stated objective of a coastal MUMA is not strict conservation (as in NRs), but rather the maintenance of the biological productivity, to ensure the health of globally significant wildlife populations, and to protect the source of the livelihoods of coastal communities and the fisheries sector. This is in line with global principles, such as RAMSAR’s “wise use”, and the principles of the UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). The GoS has established along the coast: four NRs (IUCN category  4; covering 48,100 ha) and four extensive MUMAs (IUCN category 6; covering 245,000 ha additional to the NRs). The entire western shore of Suriname is captured by three MUMAs that encompass two NRs: the North Saramacca, North Coronie, and Bigi Pan MUMAs, encompasing the Hertenrits and Coppename Monding NRs. Most of Suriname’s eastern shore is captured by a fourth MUMA and two NRs. The central part of the Suriname coast lacks protected areas. All the coastal MUMAs and NRs together represent 13% of the total surface of protected areas in Suriname, and are considered very significant from a hemispherical standpoint. The three MUMAs that are the focus of the project proposed here represent two thirds of the area protected along the coast of Suriname, and can be described as follows:

· The Bigi Pan MUMA encompasses the tiny Hertenrits NR (a pre-Columbian site), and although less pristine, is a Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network (WHSRN) site. It has been proposed as a RAMSAR site, and is important for traditional fisheries and ecotourism. While this MUMA is hardly inhabited, it is very close to the city of Nieuw Nickerie and small communities of fishermen and farmers. 
· The North Coronie MUMA is located between the two other MUMAs mentioned here, and includes several small settlements and old plantations. This MUMA is inhabited by about 3,000 persons, most of whom live in a strip along the main road that transects the area; many of them are farmers or fishermen. Although the least pristine of the MUMAs, it would still qualify as a RAMSAR site. 

· The North Saramacca MUMA is relatively pristine and encompasses the Coppename Monding NR, an important RAMSAR and WHSRN site. This MUMA is sparsely inhabited. While it is not close to a major settlement, it is close to the oil production area of the Suriname State Oil Company. 
5. Between 1987 and 2000, the GoS  developed management plans for the MUMAs. It  put the Forest Service (LBB) formally in charge of overall MUMA management, and has made it mandatory for other GoS agencies to seek advice from LBB before decisions are made that affect land use / biological resources in the MUMAs. 

6. Furthermore since the beginning of the 21st century, there have been a number of new developments. In 2000, the Suriname Conservation Foundation (SCF) was established. SCF manages a trust fund in which GEF and other funds were invested. It uses this trust fund to support biodiversity conservation related activities in Suriname. Most (60%) of the funds are earmarked for activities in relation to two protected areas (Central Suriname and Sipaliwini NR) in the Interior of Suriname. In 2003, the GoS started a pilot project to effectively decentralize government, and has increasingly delegated the handling of local affairs to the District Governments, headed by the District Commissioners (DC). The district of Nickerie, wherein the bulk of the Bigi Pan MUMA is located, is one of the pilot districts where decentralisation has been implemented, and this is already offering opportunities to improve the management of this MUMA. The districts of Coronie and Saramacca, where other MUMAs are located, are scheduled to follow suit  within the next two years. It should be noted that SCF may not be in a position to provide significant funds for the project proposed here. SCF funds for activities outside CSNR and SNR remain limited, and much of the SCF budget is already committed till the end of 2010. This said, SCF is already financing some smaller projects that deal with aspects of the mangement of at least one MUMA, and SCF is willing to consider the co-financing of the project proposed here.

7. 
In 2004/5 Environmental Impact Assessment regulations were drafted by the GoS. These are already applied on an ad-hoc basis, and will become mandatory once the Environmental Framework Legislation has been endorsed by the Suriname Parliament. This is most relevant in the context of recent oil exploration by the State Oil Company in the MUMAs. In the meantime, the State Oil Company is carrying out voluntary Environmental and Social Impact Assessments (ESIA) for sites that will be exploited and Preliminary Environmental and Social Impact Assessments (PESIA) for sites that will be explored. These studies are voluntary and the company is not obliged to pay for mitigation measures. ESIA guidelines in general are being administered by The National Institute for Environment and Development in Suriname (NIMOS), which collaborates in MUMA related matters with the MUMA management 

8. Another recent development is that, during the last five years, the global issue of climate change, and associated issues of sea level rise and coastal defense, have become increasingly relevant. There is more public pressure now than before to take action to maintain natural defenses against coastal erosion. Another important development is that the GoS has recently initiated work by consultants on Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM). By the end of 2009, this work should lead to a framework for the management of the entire coastal area, i.e. MUMAs and areas that are not part of any protected area, such as marine areas that are further offshore, and areas in the central and more southern parts of the coastal plain that are densely inhabited. The ongoing ICZM project focuses mainly on the latter areas. While an ICZM framework is being developed now, the actual implementation of ICZM, is not likely to start before 2011.  
9. The long-term solution to addressing the threats to biodiversity of global importance in the coastal wetlands in Suriname, depends on the  existence of financially sustainable and effectively managed MUMAs. However, there are two main barriers  to the strategic consolidation and effectiveness of MUMAs: one is linked to limited capacity and the other to lack of financial sustainability. In terms of capacity, the current situation is that the responsibilities and tasks of different GoS agencies in the MUMAs are not well understood and not fully agreed upon. As a result, management plans can hardly be implemented. There is no capacity for effective resolution of land use conflicts in the MUMAs, and there is no land use / zoning plan, nor are there MUMA-specific guidelines to reduce environmental impacts. The management plans of the MUMAs have not been adapted in the light of important recent developments (see point 7) . The financial sustainability of MUMA management is not ensured, since there currently are no budgets specifically allocated by the GoS to MUMA management, and since the overall budgets of relevant GoS agencies, such as the protected area management authority LBB, are quite limited. 

10. 
The interventions proposed here are designed to remove these barriers by substantially improving the management and financial sustainability of the three target MUMAs, including the NRs they encompass. The focus of the proposed project is on the MUMAs in the west of the country, and in this sense the project will be a pilot, from which lessons can be learned for the management of other coastal MUMAs and NRs, and likely also for the practice of ICZM. 
Intervention Component 1. Improved effectivenes and efficiency of the management of MUMA 
11. 
Inter-agency cooperation will be enhanced in the first place by clarifying the responsabilities and tasks of GoS agencies, especially national agencies, in relation to MUMAs. This will be formally captured in co-management agreements. It will be explored if the transfer of appropriate tasks and budgets to local government (at the district level) can be implemented. Consultation Commissions (CCs) will be established for each MUMA, which will help align actors, and resolve conflicts with or between stakeholders. The co-management agreements and CCs are considered instrumental for undertaking effective management action in the MUMAs.

12. 
The improvement of the management of the MUMAs will be guided by assessments of key species in the MUMA (migratory birds, waterfowl, fish), key habitats (in particular mangroves), and key processes (coastal dynamics, saline and freshwater flow). It will also be guided by assessments of the cultural value of the MUMAs, the use of MUMAs (including habitat conversion) and the value derived from that use, and by assessments of the impact of industrial activities, e.g. oil exploration on the MUMAs. These assessments have already taken place to a considerable extent, at least in relation to the Bigi Pan MUMA, but have to be extended, updated, and reviewed. Mechanisms need to be put in place to monitor some of the above mentioned aspects (species, etc.), and it is proposed to develop and initiate simple monitoring protocols that can be implemented locally. The improved management of the MUMAs will be based on updated management plans; these plans will include zoning of the MUMAs, and will be flexible, i.e. indicate how the management should be adapted in response to major changes that may occur in the MUMAs. Improved management will be initiated as part of the GEF alternative, and this will include taking urgent measures to prevent unregulated hunting and fishing, and proposing urgent measures to ensure the adequate flow of both saline and freshwater. 

Intervention Component 2. Increased and diversified MUMA funding

13. 
The finances of the Bigi Pan, North Coronie and North Saramacca MUMA can potentially be based on the uses of the area for fisheries, tourism, payment for Environmental services such as coastal defense, carbon sequestration, filtration and biodiversity offset through an agreement with the State Oil Company. These opportunities with the exception of the biodiversity offset with the oil industry are being explored through other policy and program interventions. Currently Oil exploration is taking place along the whole coastline including all the MUMAs, whilst ongoing exploitation activities in the North Saramacca MUMA are being expanded. This poses an environmental challenge and an opportunity for a biodiversity offset program with the State Oil Company. This component of this project will focus on a biodiversity offset opportunity with the oil industry and increased government funding to support increased and diversified MUMA funding. This component will carry out economic valuations in the MUMAs to: a) obtain an estimate the economic value of the resources that are being affected by the oil industry and use this as a basis for discussions on compensation and the negotiation of a biodiversity offset program; and b) demonstrate MUMAs  contribution to society and use this as an argument to increase public and private budget allocations. This component will also seek to earmark MUMA’s related line items in the annual budgets of key government agencies. The business plans financed by this component will incorporate the above and will serve as a financial addendum to the management plans.
14. To underpin the financial sustainability of MUMA management, it is proposed to develop a biodiversity offset program based not only on the economic valuation study described above and but also on the current willingness from the State Oil Company which has been demontrated by carrying out the non-mandatory Preliminary Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (PEIA) in the three MUMAs. These PEIAs indicate that exploration and certainly exploitation activities do impact biodiversity, but that these impacts to a larger extent can be prevented or mitigated. This component will review these PEIAs and their proposed mitigation measures. In addition, it is proposed to develop, as part of the GEF alternative, agreements between government agencies (and important MUMA users) on the financial management of MUMAs; linked to this will be agreement on a mechanism to administer funds for MUMA management.    
15. Global environmental benefits resulting from the implementation of the proposed project will include: i) more effective protection of globally significant populations of migratory shorebirds and resident waterfowl, ii) enhanced protection (and rehabilitation) of mangrove habitats that are globally threatened, and are instrumental as Suriname’s natural coastal defense, iii) maintenance of the productivity of coastal ecosystems that are the basis for the livelihoods of coastal communities, and fo r the regional offshore fisheries sector.  Mangrove species found in the MUMAs include Avicennia germinans, Rhizophora spp, and Laguncularia racemosa. Large numbers of North American shorebirds visit the coast of Surinam during their migrations. Some of these are the Black-bellied plover (Pluvialis squatarola), the Semipalmated plover (Charadrius semipalmatus), the Whimbrel (Numenius phaeopus), Yellow-legs (Tringa spp.), and Sandpipers (Calidris spp.). Some of the most important mammal species are the giant anteater (Myrmecophaga tridactyla); 8 species of carnivores, among which the jaguar (Panthera onca), the Puma (Puma concolor), and the Ocelot (Leopardus pardalis) are common in the MUMAs area. Also the American manatee (Trichechus manatus) and the Guiana white dolphin (Sotalia guianensis) are frequently reported.
B.  Describe the consistency of the project with national/regional priorities/plans:  
16. Suriname has ratified the CBD, and has developed a National Biodiversity Strategy (NBS) which stresses the need for conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. In Suriname’s draft National Biodiversity Action Plan, there is specific mention of the need to update management plans, to monitor, and to improve the management of the coastal zone. In Suriname’s current Multi-Annual Development Plan (MOP 2006-2011) the need for integrated management of the coastal zone is highlighted. In the Climate Action Plan for the Coastal Zone of Suriname, ICZM and the protection of mangrove 
17. habitats are identified as key actions. The Forest Policy of 2003 is also supportive of the objectives of this project. 
C.   Describe the consistency of the project with gef strategies and strategic programs:  
18.  GEF Biodiversity Strategic Objective No. 1 (SO1), “Catalyzed sustainability of protected area (PA) systems” including the Strategic Program #1 “Sustainable financing of PA systems at the national level” and Strategic Program #2 “Increasing representation of effectively managed marine PA areas”  . In the coastal zone of Suriname, the issue is not so much the establishment of one or more additional protected areas, but improving the management effectiveness  and financing  of the already existing protected areas.
D.  Justify the type of financing support provided with the gef resources: 
19. The GEF grant request is based on an estimate of the budget required to enhance the protection of biodiversity of global importance found in protected coastal wetlands in the west of Suriname. A variety of activities will need to be implemented to realize the desired outcomes, as indicated in the project framework. These will include baseline activities that are undertaken by GoS agencies, and which are largely financed from the regular GoS budget. Other baseline activities are part of ongoing and planned projects (see E below). The GEF grant will be needed to cover many of the incremental costs of the project proposed here. The above is reflected in the funding requested from GEF, and the co-funding expected from other sources (see part I of this PIF document). A Project Preparation Grant (PPG) will be required to develop the project, consult further with the actors / stakeholders, and work out the project details. 
E.  Outline the Coordination with other related initiatives: 
20. The following ongoing / planned projects that are part of the baseline should be coordinated with the GEF alternative:   

-
The Suriname Conservation Foundation (SCF) capacity building project (funded with Dutch bilateral Treaty Funds); this project is leading to the general improvement of capacity with agencies that manage protected areas (LBB), fund activities in these areas (SCF), and develop policy in support of biodiversity conservation (ATM).
-
The GEF-funded Capacity Building and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Management (SLM), a project that will (a) strengthen Suriname’s capacity to implement SLM, (b) mainstream policies to support SLM, (c) mobilize resources for the financing of SLM, and (d) adapt land management through participatory processes and dissemination of lessons learned. The SLM project will also help strengthen the enabling environment for realizing the objectives of the project proposed here.
-
The Suriname Land Information System (GLIS) project (funded with Dutch bilateral Treaty Funds) which is yielding detailed remote sensing information and a GIS on land titles in the coastal zone of Suriname; GLIS will be providing satellite images of the MUMAs.
-
Phase II of the IDB-funded Decentralisation and Local Government Strengthening Project (DLGP), which supports the process of decentralisation, and includes sub-projects to enhance e.g. local infrastructure and health; this project provides collaboration opportunities for the implementation of MUMA management at the District level.  
-
Projects for the construction of dikes (funded with Dutch bilateral Treaty Funds), especially the Coronie Dike, which includes EIA studies, and may lead to an associated project to rehabilitate mangroves for natural coastal defense; the EIA results will feed into the updated management plan for the North Coronie MUMA.
-
A possible IDB-funded ICZM project which would be a follow-up to the ICZM project that is currently being finalized; this would involve the implementation of a law and an institutional framework for ICZM in Suriname. 
-
The second phase of the Guiana Shield Initiative (GSI) which is expected to lead to the development of schemes for payment for ecological services; the focal area will likely be the North Saramacca MUMA including Coppename Monding NR.
-
Several smaller WWF-funded projects (co-funded by the Dutch and French governments) and SCF projects that serve to assess hydrology, biological resources and use of the Bigi Pan MUMA and neighboring areas; and 

-
The oil exploration and extraction activities of the State Oil Company, which are guided by EIAs; the EIA results will feed into the updated management plan for the North Saramacca MUMA. 
21. All these projects will be coordinated with the project proposed here (the GEF intervention / alternative) via a GEF project steering committee. Representatives of the project implementing agencies will be invited to participate in this committee. The purpose of the committee will be to ensure that Government agencies and other parties provide, in a coordinated and timely manner, the inputs for the project proposed here. 
F.  Discuss the value-added of GEF involvement in the project  demonstrated through incremental reasoning :    
22. In the absence of this project, and GEF support for it, the effective management of the MUMAs in western Suriname would remain elusive. The mangrove habitats in coastal protected areas would likely be degraded further, which would mean that Suriname’s natural coastal defense would be weakened, thus exacerbating the adverse impact of climate change-associated sea level rise. Coastal bird and waterfowl population would likely be negatively affected by the degradation of mangrove ecosystems and associated cascade effects on other coastal ecosystems. The livelihoods of coastal populations would likely be negatively affected because of expected reduction of the productivity of the MUMAs that will result from habitat degradation. The regional fisheries sector would likely decline due to changes in mangrove and other ecosystems in the MUMAs which are considered nurseries for e.g. fishes.
G.  Indicate risks, including climate change risks, that might prevent the project objective(s) from being achieved, and if possible including risk mitigation measures that will be taken:  
	Risk
	Severity
	Risk mitigation measures

	Dramatic change in GoS policy in relation to MUMAs and ICZM, as a result of a change of administration after the mid 2010 national elections
	Low
	This would be mitigated by taking into account political realities when developing the project (project preparation phase). The project will engage exponents on both sides of the political divide, to get a feel of sensitivities. 

	Sea level rise because of climate change, which is especially relevant since the coast of Suriname is dynamic and very low-lying; this would increase coastal erosion.
	Medium
	To mitigate the risk, as part of the MUMA management, existing mangrove habitats will be protected and measures for the restoration of degraded mangrove habitats will be proposed. The strategy for mangrove habitat maintenance will be to maintain the flow of fresh water towards the coast, and to prevent the conversion of mangroves for agricultural and habitation purposes. This strategy will be featured in the adapted management plans for the MUMAs. 

	Difficulty in accomplishing a truly institutional agreement and developing coordination mechanisms for effective MUMA management
	Medium 
	To mitigate the risk the district commissioners wherein the MUMA lies and stakeholder will be socialized in the project during project preparation phase as well as part of the implementation. Linkages with the decentralization process project will support risk mitigation.

	Overarching macroeconomic / fiscal constraints remain a key risk in Surinam that might interfere with sustained funding opportunities for the MUMAs.
	Low 
	this risk will be incorporated and mitigated during project preparation . The current macroeconomic situation is stable and government is taken measures to minimize effects in 2010, when the Global economic situation  is expected to impact Suriname the hardest. 


H.  Describe, if possible, the expected cost-effectiveness of the project:  
23. The project proposed here hinges on reaching consensus amongst GoS agencies and between these agencies and users of the coastal protected areas. This is essential to facilitate the implementation of management plans. It also hinges on adapting the MUMA management plans in the light of new developments since 2000 and ensuring financial sustainability of the management. Furthermore, this project proposes to urgently adapt and effectuate the management of the MUMAs, with a focus on maintaining the natural habitats and processes. The latter sustain migratory shorebirds and resident coastal waterfowl populations, provide natural coastal defense, support the livelihoods of coastal communities, and contribute to the sustainability of the regional fisheries sector. The above approach is likely to be more cost-effective than the alternative that  would be to protect the coast and coastal habitats by means of the construction of extensive engineered coastal defenses, such as dikes. This may seem a logical strategy given worst-case scenarios of progressively faster climate change and an associated fast sea level rise of several meters. However, the building of dikes and such will be exceedingly expensive, and will likely result in a severe degradation of mangrove habitats and associated coastal habitats for shorebirds, waterfowl, fish and shrimps. The building of a new dike in part of the North Coronie MUMA, where mangroves have been heavily degraded, and where coastal erosion has taken a heavy toll, is already costing over US$30 m.
I.     Justify the comparative advantage of GEF agency: 
24. This project fits under the UNDP comparative advantage selected as the GEF Implementing Agency (IA) by the Suriname government due to its experience in developing the capacity of local government to conserve biodiversity and its use of sustainable resources, as well as generating, spreading, and adopting better practices in biodiversity conservation, developing capacity, and increasing the financial sustainability of the protected area systems. Furthermore, UNDP is working with different institutions and stakeholders in Surinam on the Guiana Shield Initiative and environmental and governance issues and, as the IA of the aforementioned project that constitutes Surinam’s programmatic approach to catalyze the sustainability of its protected areas, it is in a good position to ensure inter-project learning.

part iii:  approval/endorsement by gef operational focal point(s) and GEF agency(ies)
A.   Record of Endorsement of GEF Operational Focal Point (S) on Behalf of the Government(S): (Please attach the country endorsement letter(s) or regional endorsement letter(s) with this template).

	Name
	Position
	Ministry
	Date (Month, day, year)

	Haidy Aroma
	Environment Policy Adviser
	Ministry of Labour, Technology Development and Environment
	October 12, 2009


B.  GEF Agency(ies) Certification



	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF criteria for project identification and preparation.


	Agency Coordinator, Agency name
	Signature
	Date 

(Month, day, year)
	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email Address

	UNDP/GEF Executive Coordinator

     
	[image: image1.emf]     
	November 27, 2009     
	Santiago Carrizosa, Regional Technical Advisor
	+507 302-4510
	Santiago.carrizosa@undp.org



�    Project ID number will be assigned by GEFSEC.


�    Select only those focal areas from which GEF financing is requested.


�    Include project preparation funds that were previously approved but exclude PPGs that are awaiting for approval.
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