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CHAPTER SIX 

 
 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 Watershed management on Pohnpei continues to evolve since initial efforts began 

in 1987.  The different approaches and trials faced during its sixteen year history are 

testament to the complexities of natural resource management and the continual 

challenges faced.  Current strategies continue to build upon the work and lessons of the 

past as well as inform future approaches.  The multiple cases and studies of varying 

collaborative approaches to resource management reviewed from around the world in 

Chapter Five are also testament to the fact that Pohnpei does not face these issues and 

challenges alone.  In particular, when adopting collaborative and community-based 

approaches, both the Pohnpei experience and other case studies reviewed provide insight 

into the particular challenges and successes such approaches bring.  Given the role of 

personal relationships, conflict avoidance, and consensus that is characteristic of 

Pohnpeian ways, collaborative and community-based approaches are integral to natural 

resource management on this island.    

 This analysis suggests that six key factors underlie effective, collaborative natural 

resource management: 1) commitment to a collaborative approach at multiple levels is 

present; 2) appropriate incentives are evident at multiple levels; 3) capacity exists at 

multiple levels; 4) accountability measures are incorporated; 5) coordinating 

structures that manage and sustain productive interaction are present; and 6) long-term 

perspectives and adaptive management approaches have been adopted.  Each factor is 
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linked in the following discussion to specific recommendations and steps the watershed 

management program might consider taking as it moves forward.     

 
1. Commitment to a collaborative approach at multiple levels is present.  

Collaborative approaches are most likely to succeed when involved parties are 

committed to it.  Such commitment is built on understanding of the issues and a 

need for a collaborative approach that is identified by all parties involved.  

Additionally, identifying decision-makers that can affect approaches and 

strategies (whether by moving them forward or hindering them) is also important 

as their commitment to collaborative approaches is also critical.  For Pohnpei, this 

commitment to collaboration is particularly lacking on the part of the state.  To 

address this issue, the watershed management program should: 

 
 Continue working with key political decision-makers for participatory 

management legislation: Specifically, the watershed program should 
continue to work with the state (through senators and the governor’s 
office) to legislate and legalize shared authority of management and 
enforcement responsibilities with appropriate parties (e.g. municipal 
governments and communities).  Without such mechanisms, the 
legitimacy of participatory management and realistic sustainability of 
watershed activities (particularly enforcement) is doubtful.  This 
legislation will also allow the Division of Forestry to work with other 
parties as committed collaborators. 

 
2. Appropriate incentives are evident at multiple levels.  Understanding the 

incentives and motivations that influence parties (particularly their behaviors, 

actions they may take, and activities they may engage in) is very important.  

Developing approaches and strategies without such understanding can lead to 

setbacks, delays, and dead ends.  In the case of Pohnpei, incentives for effective 

watershed management are rooted in enforcement, personal benefits, resource 

benefits, and ownership of the problems and process to address the issues.  To 

address this issue of appropriate incentives, the watershed management program 

might: 
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 Stop encroachment by other municipalities: The watershed program may 
want to consider addressing the issue of encroachment into watershed 
areas by other municipalities.73 Control of such encroachment is important 
as without it, people who practice conservation behaviors toward 
watershed management activities are not supported.  Encroachment by 
others provides a disincentive to continue stewardship activities as 
benefits accrue not to the person managing resources sustainably, but to 
the encroacher.   

 
 Find ways to engage uncertain traditional leaders: Given that the 

CBNRM approach in Pohnpei relies heavily on gaining the support of and 
working through traditional leaders, the program needs to address those 
situations when traditional leaders are not supportive, do not represent 
community views, or co-opt watershed activities for their own purposes. 
How is watershed management to be conducted in these situations, 
particularly enforcement of the WFR?  Though there are no easy solutions 
to address this challenge, developing understanding of the motivations and 
incentives influencing a traditional leader’s actions can help.  From such 
understanding, strategies to mitigate effects of such traditional leaders can 
be developed.   

 
 Increase activities targeting commercial sakau farmers: Related to 

enforcement and gaining support of key stakeholders, the watershed 
program could benefit from targeting specific commercial sakau farmers 
and engaging this group as part of their work.  During the interviews, it 
seemed that the NGOs as well as state agency officials had negative views 
toward the commercial sakau farmers, believing that the only way to 
counter their activities was through strict enforcement (versus education or 
working with the communities).  However, when the author spoke with 
some sakau farmers (whom also held negative viewpoints concerning 
NGOs and the state and opposed the WFR) and presented several different 
alternatives related to zoning certain areas for planting activities outside of 
the WFR, they seemed open to pursuing these options and their initial 
opposition to the WFR changed.  Given this willingness to consider 
alternative options and as a parallel to establishing enforcement, the 
watershed program might consider engaging commercial sakau farmers 
directly to address trust and misconception issues in order to explore a 

                                                 
73 Control of such encroachment was seen by El Vizcaino Biosphere Reserve in Mexico to be 

critical, “outside encroachment a common problem in biosphere reserves creates powerful disincentives for 
community-based resource stewardship and conservation” (Young, 1999).  Young suggests that such 
encroachment could be minimized through creating exclusive access privilege for year-round residents via 
permit distribution control.  Such control would provide residents incentives to continue managing the 
resources (in this case marine life) sustainably.  Additionally, efforts to engage communities in 
enforcement should be concentrated on communities that directly share the WFR boundary.  Work in 
Urumwa Forest Reserve in Tanzania showed that developing understanding and partnership with this key, 
core group was necessary before engaging other parties (Wily and Dewees, 2001). 
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range of options that meet the needs for all parties and help to increase 
sustainability of the WFR.  

 
 Discontinue financially based integrated conservation and development 

projects: Though not an ICDP project, the watershed program has 
attempted to merge, on a small scale, conservation and development 
activities through projects such as sponge farming, eco-tourism, and non-
timber forest production.  However, as a strategy, the watershed program 
may want to consider discontinuing such ICDP activities as the revenues 
are not large enough to off-set the negative impacts such activities can 
bring if not done successfully.  Additionally, these projects are often 
aimed at tourists in order to make such projects viable, and require heavy 
capacity building measures and commitment.  However, Pohnpei does not 
experience enough tourist traffic to support financially based ICDPs.  The 
result is often frustration on the part of participants and disillusionment 
due to unmet expectations of financial rewards.  Instead, the program 
might continue activities which do not require new capacity building 
measures and benefits are accrued to the whole community and not 
measured through financial gains (e.g. marine reserves and the return of 
increased fish populations enjoyed by the communities). 

 
3. Capacity exists at multiple levels.  Collaborative approaches often entail 

developing new skills and understanding to fit unfamiliar roles and 

responsibilities parties may have to take on for collaboration.  Capacity building 

also includes education on the issues to develop understanding of the need for 

collaboration in order to address these issues.  To address capacity, the watershed 

management program could: 

 
 Re-evaluate community participation approaches to better understand 

incentives for capacity needs: The watershed program could benefit by 
reviewing its approach to working with communities to determine if it is 
truly participatory and people perceive that they are meaningfully 
involved in the decisions and institutions that affect their lives.  
Specifically, the program could re-evaluate its understanding of incentives 
for community participation and its process of engagement (e.g. address 
community priorities, livelihood dynamics, concerns, past experiences, 
ownership issues).74  This point is made because many of the capacity 
challenges identified originated from the NGOs or government agencies, 
not communities.  The fact that comments from the communities 

                                                 
 74 Author Chasca Twyman notes that problems concerning sustaining initiatives and apathy in 
participation may result from the fact that the process of engaging communities does not address their 
priorities, livelihood dynamics, concerns or past experiences, thereby making communities feel that the 
project is not truly theirs to begin (Twyman 2000, 331). 
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mentioned conflicts with watershed activities and daily livelihood 
activities reveal capacity issues not reflecting community priorities.   

 
 Determine the appropriate type and level of participation as well as 

required institutional support for such participation: The watershed 
program may want to consider what kinds of participation watershed 
management requires in order to reach its objectives.  Community 
participation can come at many levels (e.g. decision-making, 
implementation, benefits development, evaluation) and not all 
communities may wish to be involved at every stage (Cohen and Uphoff, 
1980).75  Related institutional frameworks and processes must also be 
understood to support each approach to participation.  The program should 
take time to assess these stages as well as the quality of community 
participation by reviewing questions such as: 1) who is participating, why 
are they participating, and how are they participating (are they framing the 
questions to be asked?); 2) is the power and social dynamic affecting the 
quality of participation?; and 3) is participation improving community 
ability to be involved in such a role and to act collectively in the 
community interest (McAllister, 1999)? 

 
 Focus on the assets of communities, not deficits, to develop realistic 

capacity for needed management: The watershed program might also 
focus on the assets communities possess for the CBNRM approach, versus 
their needs and deficits.  The program could take advantage of assets 
communities already possess in order to link it with appropriate strategies 
and activities.  Such an evaluation of assets can help to minimize capacity 
issues as well as insure that realistic capacities are developed.   

 
 Evaluate community participation: Evaluation of community 

participation can occur at multiple levels: 1) individual skill development 
for participation in decision-making; 2) organizational development as an 
intermediary between individual and community to channel opportunities 
to participate in decision making, shared responsibilities and leadership; 
and 3) community development which translates into collective action and 
community change (Checkoway, 1995).76  The watershed program might 
consider evaluation mechanisms to insure objectives of participatory 
management for the watershed area are on track.  

 
 
 
                                                 
 75 Authors John Cohen and Norman Uphoff looked at community participation in the rural 
development context.  They found that rarely do rural development projects experience community 
participation in all four types: decision-making; implementation; benefits development; and evaluation.   
 76 A very useful resource on community participation  processes, methods, evaluation, and analysis 
is provided by the University of Kansas at: http://ctb.ukans.edu/.  This website offers practical tools and 
methods for practitioners in the field.   
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 Have the Division of Forestry conduct a strategic assessment of its 
capacity needs and avenues for development:  Part of understanding 
capacity needs comes from also understanding the roles and 
responsibilities a party has in a more collaborative watershed management 
process.  As a first step, the Division of Forestry could better understand 
and clarify its own roles and responsibilities to appropriately fit capacity 
needs.  Similar to the recommendations for developing community 
capacity, the DoF may want to identify its own capacity needs, focus on 
the assets it already has to base needed capacity development, and then 
identify institutional support for developing (and sustaining) such 
capacity.   

 
4. Accountability measures are incorporated.  Effective collaborative watershed 

management will be enhanced by clear measures for encouraging accountable 

involvement.  Accountability measures address not only accountability for the 

work being done and strategies used, but also of the involved parties to the 

collaboration as well as to their constituents.  Identifying key parties and the 

individuals that legitimately represent them significantly influences efficacy of 

collaborative management. Additionally, accountability is enhanced when goals 

are clear and accepted and the roles and responsibilities of involved parties in 

achieving these goals have been identified.  To address accountability, the 

watershed management program could:   

 
 Ensure accountability measures are grounded in both law and 

coordinating structures:  Accountability addressing both the work of the 
collaborative as well as the involved parties and their responsibilities can 
be developed as part of the legislation for participatory management either 
as amendments to the original 1987 law or as stand-alone legislation.  
Additionally, internal accountability measures (developed by all parties), 
can be part of the coordinating structure guiding the collaborative process.  
Accountability can be assessed as part of adaptive management as well.   

 
 Have the Division of Forestry appoint a representative to improve its 

accountability to collaborative watershed management activities: 
Appropriate leadership concerning watershed management activities is a 
critical challenge facing DoF.   As such, DoF could appoint an individual 
as its sole representative and decision-making entity concerning watershed 
management.  This individual should be empowered to act on behalf of the 
DoF, possess organizational and interpersonal skills, have good 
relationships with all parties, be knowledgeable of the workings of state 
politics and processes, and be dedicated.   Valentine Santiago is a logical 
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choice for such a position.  He has been involved with the program since 
the beginning (possesses institutional history), has been on loan to CSP for 
the past year and as such has been working with communities on 
conservation activities and establishing protected areas, and has extensive 
training in conservation and management of natural resources.   

 
5. Coordinating structures that manage and sustain productive interaction are 

present.   Coordinating structures provide a mechanism in which all parties have 

opportunities to develop relationships, maintain trust, discuss issues, develop 

consensus on goals and strategies, monitor activities, share lessons, keep 

communications clear and on-going so that all parties are well informed, and 

receive feedback.  In particular, having feedback on activities for involved parties 

is important because it allows parties to learn from experimenting with different 

strategies and approaches through reflection of what has been learned.  This 

reflection can inform on future management decisions and continue to develop 

capacity as well as legitimate and accountable processes and institutions.  To 

address this issue of coordinating structures, the watershed management program 

might consider: 

 
 Engaging the Conservation Society of Pohnpei to assume the 

coordinating role for the WFR and lead development of a coordinating 
structure.  The Division of Forestry could also shift its own greater 
management roles and responsibilities of the WFR to CSP to facilitate 
coordination: Given the realities of the financial and human resource 
constraints of the DoF (and barriers to effective management they pose) as 
well as sustaining the program, the state might consider shifting greater 
management of the Watershed Forest Reserve to the Conservation Society 
of Pohnpei (CSP).77 Already, CSP is playing this de-facto role and has 
proven itself very capable.  Such an arrangement does not mean that the 
state disengage its involvement since it must hold CSP and others parties 
accountable for proper management of watershed areas.  However, 
shifting official management of the WFR to CSP will alleviate some of the 
issues of building capacity at DoF, its leadership, and frustrations by other 
parties concerning the inability of DoF to fulfill its mandate under the 
1987 law.  The advantages of this approach are several: CSP already 

                                                 
77 Examples of this approach can be seen in Nepal where the government delegated management 

authority of a conservation area to a national conservation non-governmental organization; in Latin 
America most integrated conservation and development projects are managed by non-governmental 
organizations (Wells et. al, 1992); and in Guatemala reserve management for the Sierra de las Minas 
Biosphere Reserve was assigned to a national NGO by the government (Wyckoff-Baird et. al, 2000). 
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possesses the capacity to fulfill such a role, has a dedicated individual 
providing leadership, already has working relationships with various 
communities that have resulted in moving watershed forward, does not 
have trust issues the state suffers from, and they possess the skills 
necessary to effectively manage the collaborative process.  As such, CSP 
could develop a coordinating structure for watershed management 
activities and assist with keeping the program focused.  The Watershed 
Steering Committee provides a good model for such a coordinating 
structure.   

 
6. Long-term perspectives and adaptive management approaches have been adopted. 

When engaging in collaborative management with multiple parties, a long-term 

view is helpful in guiding strategies and the process of collaboration.  In 

particular, shared common visions motivate and engage parties in a collaborative 

and such visions usually come from having a long-term perspective.  The long-

term view is also important in developing relationships between parties.  Though 

successful natural resource management relies on having good scientific 

information, a large part of natural resource management also relies on the nature 

of relationships between the different parties involved.  Developing shared goals, 

understanding of the issues, trust, and respect are critical elements to such 

relationships.  Long-term perspectives encourage such relationships.  

Additionally, long-term perspectives also require patience and an ability to be 

adaptive.  To address encouragement of long-term perspectives and adaptive 

management, the watershed management program could: 

 
 Establish indicators for program activities and standard assessment 

reviews: The watershed program may want to consider incorporating 
adaptive management to analyze strategies (particularly incentives and 
pressures for all parties to act in different ways) and the assumptions 
underlying strategies and approaches selected (e.g. state of the watershed, 
state of threats, implementation of intervention strategies, status of 
institutions at the site, influences on behaviors and incentives).  Part of 
adaptive management is developing monitoring and evaluation programs 
for each component of watershed management activities.  The monitoring 
program for sakau clearings is a good example.  However, additional 
monitoring indicators could also be developed for other activities such as 
community capacity development and participation, public education, and 
participatory management legislation.  Adaptive management could also 
include time thresholds for each activity before changes are made (e.g. 
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how long should a strategy be tried before it is changed or discontinued).  
At the minimum, the program might consider a yearly review of its 
activities by all involved parties (through the coordinating structure).  
Specific questions that could be asked are: 1) based on the information 
gained from monitoring, how are the strategies faring; 2) if strategies are 
faring well/not well, why; and 3) are the assumptions and other factors 
made when initially selecting the strategies still valid?  Assessments may 
also benefit from including the views of not just the leading parties 
involved directly in the collaborative, but also of people in the field such 
as community members who may have insights as to how activities or 
strategies are being conducted and their efficacy. 

 
 Develop feedback mechanisms on activities for involved parties and the 

public concerning progress: The watershed program currently lacks a 
feedback mechanism to all parties involved, particularly communities and 
the public, on the progress of watershed activities and resulting benefits 
for the island.  This feedback is critical in that it provides participants with 
motivation to continue their involvement as well as continuing to cultivate 
support.   Whether this means regularly airing radio announcements, 
putting up bulletins, visiting with communities on a scheduled time table, 
or distributing newsletters, feedback is a critical component of 
sustainability of initiatives.  Given the 16 year history of the project and 
concerns over youth, a touring education workshop (similar to the one 
conducted in 1990) to touchback with villages and give them feedback and 
updates on what has changed as a result may be useful.  This need was 
also voiced by a Pohnpeian interviewed when asked what the watershed 
program could be doing better, “the support is not only funding, but to 
monitor the project so they can observe the needs of the project in their 
areas…reporting the accomplishments and what are the problems.” 

 
 

 As these six key factors illustrate, the results of this case study analysis provide 

marked insights and observations for the watershed management program to consider as 

it continues to move forward to meet challenges as well as experience continued success. 

 
 


