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PROPOSAL FOR REVIEW

Project Title: Argentina: Biodiversity
Conservation Project

GEF Focal Area: Biodiversity

Country Eligibility: Convention ratified November 22, 1994
Total Project Costs: » US$47.6 million

GEF Financing: US$10.1 million

Counterpart Financing: US$18.0 million

IBRD Loan: US$19.5 million

Associated IBRD Project: Native Forests and Protected Areas Project
GEF Implementing Agency: World Bank

Local Counterpart Agency: National Parks Administration (APN) and the

Secretariat of Natural Resources and the
Sustainable Development (SRNyDS)

Estimated Starting Date: December 1997
Project Duration: Five years

GEF Preparation Costs: US$289,000 (PDF Block B Grant)
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ARGENTINA: BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION PROJECT

COUNTRY AND SECTOR CONTEXT
Biodiversity Resources of Argentina

1. Mainly because of the extensive latitudinal and altitudinal ranges of the country, and
the resulting climatic variability, Argentina contains a broad mix of ecological regions and
rich biological diversity. Of the 178 terrestrial ecoregions in Latin America and the
Caribbean identified in a recent World Bank/World-Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) study, 18
were found in Argentina. They range from the tropical rain forests of Misiones Province to
the cold and arid Patagonian steppes of southern Argentina. While most are shared with
adjacent countries, several are exclusive to Argentina, including most notably the Espinal,
the Monte, the Pampas, and the Cérdoba Montane Savannas (Chaco Serrano). Predictably,
this diversity in ecoregions supports a large number of species of flora and fauna. For
example, with a total land area of 2.7 million km? (two percent of the world’s land surface),
Argentina accounts for 12.2 percent of the world’s gymnosperm species, 12.3 percent of the
world’s mushroom species, 10.9 percent of birds, and 8.7 percent of mammals. The country
is particularly rich in endemic species; more than 2,500 vascular plant species, 32 amphibian
species, 53 reptile species, and 46 mammal species are found nowhere else.

2. Argentina has long recognized the importance of these biological resources. It was
the first country in Latin America to create a national system of parks, whose origin dates
back to 1903 with the donation of some 7,500 ha of private land to the State. This initial
holding was subsequently enlarged and became the Nahuel Huapi National Park, the nation's
first national park which was created together with the National Parks Commission in 1934.
Other important milestones leading to the present national parks system include the
establishment of the country’s other major southern parks—Lanin, Los Alerces, Perito
Moreno, and Los Glaciares in 1937; the creation of the national school for park rangers in
1967; and the development of a national protected areas system (NPAS) in 1986. Today, the
country’s protected area system has grown to cover some 4.9 percent of the national territory
(about 13 million hectares). Of this total, some 22 percent is in the federal park system,
which currently consists of 30 national protected areas, while the remaining area is under
provincial or other forms of local control.

3. In addition to their importance for biodiversity conservation, Argentina’s national
park system also represents an important economic resource. Several of the country’s
national parks and reserves are major tourist attractions and are significant sources of
revenue. Similarly, the area of native forests with commercial potential is estimated to cover
some 15 million hectares, and produces about 7.3 million m3 of wood per annum, equal to
about half of the country’s production.



Al
Page:3

Current Challenges to Biodiversity Conservation

4. Notwithstanding the global significance of the country’s biological resources, their
irrational use and over-exploitation continues at a disturbing rate. In the last century alone, it
has been estimated that Argentina has lost more than two thirds of its original forest cover.
Deforestation continues unabated; the existing loss rate is estimated to be 160,000 hectares
per year. Forest ecoregions particularly at risk are the Dry Chaco and the Yungas (these two
forest types account for more than half of the current deforestation in Argentina). The loss
of non-forested habitat is also significant. This is particularly true in the Pampas ecoregion,
where conversion to agricultural land has reduced this once vast area to only one percent of
its original extent. Similarly, it is estimated that more than one-third of the Patagonian
Steppe is severely eroded, attributable primarily to overgrazing by sheep and cattle, an issue
of increasing concern in many of the country’s other open habitats. At the species level,
available information appears to support a similar pattern of irreversible loss. For example,
in a recent comprehensive study on the country’s endangered species, 22 percent of
Argentina’s 2,355 vertebrate species were considered threatened or endangered.

5. While the existing system of protected areas is extensive in comparison to many
other countries in the Latin America region, a recent National Parks Administration (APN)
analysis estimated that less than 21 percent of the total area under protection is acceptably
managed, 30 percent is under some form of management, and almost 50 percent (mostly
under the jurisdiction of provincial or municipal authorities) receives very little or no
management support whatsoever. Moreover, the existing NPAS does not equitably represent
many of the country’s ecoregions considered to be of international significance in terms of
their biodiversity. Examples of poorly represented ecoregions are the Pampas (0.2 percent
of the original extent of the ecoregion is currently protected within the NPAS) and the Chaco
(0.5 percent protected).

Government Commitment to Protecting Biodiversity

6. The Government of Argentina (GOA) has long demonstrated a commitment to
protecting biodiversity. For example, the country is a signatory to a host of international
conventions, including the Agreement on Wetlands of International Importance (RAMSAR,
1971); the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES, 1973); the
Convention for Conservation of Migratory Species (1979); and the Convention on Biological
Diversity (1992). More recently, Argentina hosted the Third Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity in November 1996. In 1994 GOA began
initial consultations with technical specialists within and outside government agencies to
determine priorities for a national biodiversity strategy and a national protected area
network. In April 1996 GOA was granted a UNDP-administered GEF grant to finalize the
national biodiversity strategy, including a process of full consultation and participation of
all stakeholders . Key elements of the strategy have already been identified and will be more
fully elaborated as part of the enabling activity: they include strengthening and extending the
protected area system; increasing national and local capacity in natural resource
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management, both in forested and non-forested areas; and promoting greater public
participation in natural resource management.

7. Notwithstanding this commitment to biodiversity conservation, Argentina faces a
number of constraints in addressing the conservation challenge. In particular, the difficult
economic situation of the country has severely restricted government resources available for
new investments in protected areas. Efficient management of the country’s natural resources
is also hampered by poor coordination between different levels of government, deficiencies
in the policy and legal framework, and lack of technical expertise and established
mechanisms for public participation and consultation. For example, in the forestry sector,
with an estimated area of commercial potential of 15 million hectares, the country lacks a
national inventory, an assessment of threats, and a policy framework based on recognized
principles of sustainable forestry management. Recognizing these strengths and weaknesses,
the Government has proposed an integrated program which is composed of an IBRD-
financed Native Forests and Protected Areas Project and a Global Environmental Facility
(GEF)-financed Biodiversity Conservation Project.

8. At the provincial level, there appears to be a similar interest in biodiversity
conservation, particularly in those provinces that have elected to participate in the proposed
GEF project. This is perhaps best illustrated by the willingness of the provinces to cede land
to the nation for the creation of “core” national parks proposed under the project. Some of
these same provinces have also indicated their willingness to create provincial reserves
adjacent to and associated with the proposed parks.

9. In summary, Argentina is fortunate to have a number of ecological regions that, in
terms of biological diversity, are considered to be of international importance. At present,
many of these ecoregions and habitats are poorly represented in conservation areas
regionally as well as in Argentina’s existing national protected area system. In some cases
the last remaining blocks of natural habitat within these ecological regions are at risk
because of existing or potential threats. The GOA is committed to developing a more
representative system of national parks that will protect areas of regional and global as well
as national biodiversity significance. Given the current economic situation, GOA is able to
commit resources, including an IBRD loan, only towards support of investments in those
areas that are likely to generate immediate economic returns.

10. Through the proposed project, the GOA is requesting additional assistance from the
GEF to cover the incremental costs associated with the creation and management of several
priority protected areas which will bring long-term protection to parts of threatened and
poorly represented ecoregions of global importance.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND DESCRIPTION

11. The integrated program, which comprises the IBRD-financed Native Forests and
Protected Areas Project (NFPA) and the proposed GEF-financed Biodiversity Conservation
Project (i.e., the IBRD/GEF Program) represent a major commitment to support the GOA’s
strategy for conserving and promoting sustainable use of the country’s native forests and
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other important natural habitats. The shared goals of this IBRD/GEF program are to: (a)
strengthen the management and sustainability of the Argentine protected areas system; (b)
improve the management and conservation of native forests; and (c) conserve and protect
biodiversity. These goals translate into the following specific objectives:

To help SRNyDS prioritize its proposed actions to deal with native forests and
facilitate the development of an incentive and regulatory framework which
would encourage decision makers, both public and private, to more fully
internalize all social costs and benefits within their decision-making processes
and actions affecting native forests; and

To strengthen biodiversity protection nationally, including protected areas of
global importance, through investments in institutional strengthening, refined
mechanisms of consultation and participation, and improved biodiversity
information management.

To develop a plan for transforming APN into a world-class park management
organization and increase the environmentally sustainable level of tourism in
selected national parks;

12. To achieve these objectives, the IBRD/GEF program would have five components.

Protected Areas with Clear National Benefits (U'S$12.4 million including
contingencies) would include: (a) the development of a plan for the
modemization of APN; and (b) support for specific infrastructure development
and capacity building, including training, in four selected parks in Patagonia
(Lanin, Nahuel Huapi, Los Alerces, and Los Glaciares); these parks have
sufficient tourism potential to be fully self-supporting financially;

Generation and Dissemination of Research and Information (US$15.1
million including contingencies) would include: (a) the preparation of draft
legislation for reforming the policy, legal, and regulatory framework affecting
native forests at both federal and provincial levels; (t) the implementation of a
national inventory of native forests and establishment and operation of a related
database; and (c) applied research and studies tc facilitate the improved
management and conservation of native forests and protected areas;

Additional Protected Areas of Global Importance (US$16.4 million including
contingencies), would include: (a) establishment and consolidation of protected
areas; (b) buffer zone biodiversity conservation activities; and (c)
implementation of a participation plan and training; GEF funding of almost US
$9 million is proposed to cover the incremental costs of these activities;

Biodiversity Information Management (US$0.7 million including
contingencies), would involve the creation of an internet-based biodiversity
network to ensure global accessibility to Argentina biodiversity information;
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GEF funding of US$ 0.5 million is proposed to cover the incremental costs of
these activities; and

e Management, Monitoring and Evaluation (US$3.1 million) would include: (a)
project implementation; (b) monitoring and evaluation; and (c) capacity
building; GEF funding of about US$ 0.6 million is proposed to cover the
incremental costs of these activities .

13.  The IBRD/GEF program would be implemented in three phases: The first phase
would last about one year and focus on capacity building to create the necessary conditions
for effective project implementation. It would include support for: (a) technical assistance to
implementing agencies (IBRD funds); (b) studies needed to design a plan for modernizing
APN (IBRD funds); (c) park management training and development of management plans
(IBRD funds); (d) activities to reform the policy and regulatory framework affecting native
forests (IBRD funds); (e) Phase I of the native forests inventory (IBRD funds); and (f)
preparation of the biodiversity conservation components and of the public participation plan
(PDF funds).

14. The second phase, expected to require an additional year, would: (a) initiate the
implementation of the investment and capacity building program for the four selected
national parks to receive support from the IBRD loan (Lanin, Nahuel Huapi, Los Alerces,
and Los Glaciares); and (b) implement the public participation plan and finalize operational
plans for the additional protected areas of global interest, which would receive support from
the GEF.

15. The third phase, expected to last about 3 - 4 years, would: (a) continue the imple-
mentation of the investment program for the four aforementioned national parks (IBRD
funds); (b) initiate the implementation of the investment and training program in the
additional protected areas of global importance (GEF funds); (c) establish the proposed bio-
diversity network (GEF funds); (d) carry out Phase II of the inventory of native forests from
which information on the geographic distribution of native forests within Argentina would be
generated and disseminated (IBRD funds); and (e) develop policy options for government
and private sector initiatives in support of sustainable forest management (IBRD funds).

Detailed Description of the GEF Biodiversity Conservation Project (BCP)

16. The BCP would comprise three components: (a) Additional Protected Areas of
Global Importance; (b) Biodiversity Information Management; and (c) Management,
Monitoring and Evaluation. These proposed components, which are described in detail
below, will be refined further during final project preparation.

Additional Protected Areas of Global Importance Component (US$16.4 million)

17. As noted previously, although Argentina’s network of protected areas is extensive, it
does not equitably represent many of the country’s ecological systems. Some of the
ecoregions poorly represented in the National Protected Areas System (NPAS) are
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considered to be of global significance in terms of biological diversity. The primary objec-
tiv> of the project is to expand and diversify the existing NPAS to include several of the
country’s most regionally significant but inadequately protected ecoregions, and create the
conditions for their sustainable management. The selection of candidate areas proposed for
inclusion under the project was based on the following criteria: (a) their global importance
for biodiversity conservation; (b) the degree of threat to the ecoregion; and (c) a complex of
factors related to investment feasibility (e.g., provincial interest, cost of land purchase,
support of local communities, and other institutional considerations). This component would
consist of three sub-components: (a) the establishment and consolidation of new protected
areas in sites of global biodiversity importance; (b) buffer zone biodiversity activities; and
(c) participation and training.

18.  Establishment and Consolidation of Protected Areas (USS13.8 million). Under this
activity, five additional national and/or provincial protected areas of recognized global
importance for biodiversity have been identified for possible support under the project. The
feasibility and timing of inclusion of these proposed areas will be carefully studied during
project preparation. These proposed areas, which are currently designated provincial
protected areas in name only (i.e., there is no physical demarcation or effective protection in
place) are: (a) Parque Nacional Los Venados (this area, in San Luis Province, is the largest
remaining remnant of relatively intact Pampas); (b) Reserva de la Bidsfera San Guillermo (in
San Juan Province, the southernmost extension of the Andean Puna); (c) Parque Nacional
Copo (in Santiago del Estero Province, one of the last pristine areas of Semiarid Chaco in
Argentina); (d) Parque Nacional Condorito (in Cérdoba Province, an area including
Semiarid Chaco habitat as well as part of the Cérdoba Montane Savannas, an ecoregion
endemic to Argentina); and (e) Parque Monte Leon (in Santa Cruz Province, an area of
Patagonian Steppe and littoral and wetland habitat). The special characteristics of these
proposed areas are summarized in the matrix at the end of this document.

19. The project would finance: (a) technical assistance for boundary demarcation,
drafting of legal documents, preparation and implementation of operational plans,
implementation of environmental assessments and other specialized studies and activities
associated with the es:ablishment and management of these areas; (b) equipment; (c) small
works; and (d) compensation costs for private landowners and their laborers. Works to be
financed under the project would include the construction of observation points, interpretive
trails, fencing, administrative offices and park ranger residences, and road repair. In most
cases, provincial and/or national reserves associated with the “core” national parks will also
be created. GEF support of US$7.3 million is proposed to finance incremental costs of this
sub-component. GOA would provide counterpart funding of abcut US$6.5 million, most of
which would be for the purchase of land and compensation costs.

20. Buffer Zone Biodiversity Activities (US$1.7 million). This sub-component would
finance a variety of small activities (e.g., the testing of improved land management models,
the development of agroforestry, wildlife, and range management models, the imple-
mentation of complementary biodiversity studies, etc.) that would contribute directly to the
sustainable use and conservation of biodiversity in the buffer zones of the parks established
under the project. This component would also support awareness activities aimed at local
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communities living in and around the parks, thereby helping to build local knowledge of,
and support for, the parks themselves. Funding allocation under this sub-component would
be made on a competitive basis to NGOs, universities, and government agencies (other than
APN) working in collaboration with local landowners. GEF funding of US$1.1 million is
proposed to cover the incremental costs of this sub-component. GOA and beneficiaries
would provide counterpart funding of about US$0.6 million.

21.  Participation and Training (US$0.9 million). As an essential part of project pre-
paration, an extensive stakeholder participation and consultation process has been initiated
with representatives of federal and provincial institutions, NGOs, local farmer/ peoples’
organizations, and universities. This sub-component would play a central role to ensure the
broadest possible public participation in the creation and protection of each protected area.
This would be done through the implementation of a participation plan that would support:
(a) the establishment of the necessary institutional mechanisms to facilitate community
involvement in protecting the globally important biodiversity of the national parks and
associated reserves; (b) financing technical assistance to ensure implementation of the
participation plan; and (c) training related to consultation and participation of stakeholders
in the newly created national parks, training for conflict resolution, as well as the specific
park management skills needed to ensure adequate protection of biodiversity. GEF funding
of about US$0.7 million is proposed to cover the incremental costs of this sub-component.

Biodiversity Information Management Component (US$0.7 million )

22. The ability to access and exchange information on Argentina’s globally important
biodiversity resources is an essential tool for their effective management and protection. The
objective of this component is to provide decision makers, national as well as international,
with ready access to relevant information for making informed decisions relating to
biodiversity conservation and sustainable use. This would be achieved by putting into place
an internet-based biodiversity network to ensure national and global accessibility to
Argentine biodiversity information. An IDB-supported Environmental Institutional
Development Program is currently supporting the creation in Argentina of an internet-based
environmental information network. It has been proposed that this component support the
development of a biodiversity network, within the context of the overall national information
system. This component, therefore, would finance the development of a prototype node
within APN and provide the training and standards needed to extend the network nationally
and internationally, as well as to ensure that it is full incorporated into the National
Environmental Information System. The project would finance system development, limited
hardware acquisition, and reconfiguration of existing databases (APN and other major
databases). A major thrust of the component is a training sub-component to ensure the
sustainability of the first node within this emerging network and thus the sustainability of a
freer flow of biodiversity information nationally and internationally. The sub-components
are: (a) promote the Biodiversity Conservation Project Information System (BCP-IS) at the
national level; (b) develop the BCP-IS software; (c) adaptation of major existing data bases
to the BCP-IS; and (d) ensure sustainability through capacity building and training. The
development of this biodiversity network will be closely coordinated with the data bases
being structured and created under the IBRD-supported project (i.e., database on native
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forests). GEF support of US3520,000 is proposed to finance the incremental costs of this
sub-component. :

Management, Monitoring, and Evaluation Component (USS$0.6 million)

23. This component would finance technical assistance, training, equipment and
incremental operational costs to strengthen the capacity of the implementing agencies (APN
and other Argentinean institutions) to manage the GEF supported activities. It would also
support scientifically sound monitoring and evaluation of biodiversity impacts at the
additional globally significant sites. The monitoring and evaluation plan will include the
monitoring of key indicator species, building on the ongoing work of the scientific
community where possible. GEF support of US$550,000 is proposed to finance these
incremental costs which are directly related to conservation of biodiversity resources of
global importance.

PROJECT COSTS AND FINANCING

24. The total IBRD/GEF program cost is estimated at US$47.6 million equivalent. The
incremental cost of generating global benefits associated with the GEF project is estimated at
about US$10.1 million, based on the difference between the estimated totals of the Baseline
Scenario and the GEF alternative. The proposed financing plan of the IBRD/GEF program
would therefore comprise: an IBRD loan of US$19.5 million to finance the Native Forests
and Protected Areas Project (NFPA); a GEF grant of US$10.1 million to finance the
incremental costs of activities that contribute to the achievement of global biodiversity
objectives (BCP); and about US$18 million in counterpart funds or in-kind contribution
provided by GOA and beneficiaries for the combined NFPA/BCP program. A detailed cost
table and financing plan is attached at the end of this proposal. The incremental cost analysis
and justification for the GEF grant are provided in Annex 1.

INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK AND PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

25. At the national level, the IBRD/GEF program would be implemented by a Project
Implementation Unit (PIU), with a sub-unit situated in the APN to specifically assist the
managers of APN implement the BCP and to ensure separate accounting of GEF funds.

26. At the level of the protected areas, the project will promote innovative management
strategies to ensure cooperation between different stakeholders and institutions. The
management structure would place a strong emphasis on institutional collaboration at both
the national and provincial levels and would, in particular, encourage strong representation
and participation from NGOs, private interests, and other stakeholders often previously
unrecognized in the management of Argentina’s protected areas. The generic structure of
the park-level management units required to achieve the needed institutional collaboration
for project success consists of the creation of Consultative Commissions (CCs) in each park.
The CCs would facilitate the management of each protected area and provide a formal
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mechanism for stakeholders to participate in the planning and decision-making process,
reducing the potential for conflict.

27. The management unit located at APN headquarters would be respensible for project
monitoring, with support provided by each of the Consultative Commissions. Periodic field
assessments have been scheduled and budgeted under the project’s Management,
Monitoring, and Evaluation Component for each of the protected areas. Performance and
impact indicators are being developed and will be included in the final GEF Project
Document.

RATIONALE FOR GEF FINANCING

28. The Project supports the first two objectives of the Convention on Biological
Diversity, conservation and sustainable use , especially through in-situ conservation of
biological resources in accordance with Article 8. It is consistent with the GEF Operational
Strategy for Biodiversity and with all four GEF Biodiversity Operational Programs. The
proposed national parks for GEF assistance would protect: arid and semi-arid ecosystems
(the Pampas, the Puna, and the Patagonian Steppes); forest ecosystems (Cérdoba montane
savannas and the Chaco); mountain ecosystems (the Puna), and coastal, marine, and
freshwater ecosystems (Patagonian Steppe and littoral and wetland Patagonian habitats).
The areas have been identified as national (and regional) priorities in previous conservation
planning exercises and strengthening and extending the protected areas system has been
identified as a key element for the Biodiversity Strategy under preparation. The project
is consistent with COP guidance on conservation and sustainable use of vulnerable
ecosystems and species; capacity building; including human resource development and
institutional strengthening; and innovative measures to conserve biodiversity; including
government-private partnerships for land management. Better protection of breeding
colonies of marine mammals and seabirds at Monte Leon will contribute to global
conservation goals for ~migratory species. The Biodiversity Information Management
component will contribute to the Clearing House Mechanism in Argentina. The Argentine
GEF focal point endorsement letter is attached as Annex 2.

Links to other GEF Projects

29.  The Government of Argentina (represented by APN) has received a UNDP-admin-
istered GEF enabling activities grant for the completion of a National Biodiversity
Conservation and Sustainable Use Strategy. The Strategy will emphasize policy formulation,
application of appropriate economic instruments, environmental education, and the
importance of public participation and consensus in developing approaches to the sustainable
use of biodiversity. The objectives and approach of the proposed project are compatible with
these measures and focus on priority sites identified in early strategy preparation in 1994-95.
Because APN would manage the stakeholder consultation process as well as the drafting of
the Strategy itself, close coordination between the World Bank-implemented and UNDP-
implemented projects will be facilitated. Moreover, efforts will be monitored to ensure full
consistency between strategy and actions.
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30. The only previous GEF-financed biodiversity project in Argentina was the
Patagonia Coastal Zone Management Plan Project, managed by a national NGO, the
Fundacién Patagonia Natural and administered by UNDP. The objective of this US$2.8-
million technical assistance project, which began in 1993 and was completed in 1996, was
to develop a Coastal Zone Management Plan for Patagonia. This was to be achieved
through: (i) the provision of resource related scientific data for improved resource
management, planning and conservation; (ii) recommendations for policy and regulatory
review for productive sector activities; (iii) strengthening of technical and managerial
capacities for improved planning, coordination and monitoring of coastal resources use and
biodiversity status; and (iv) the establishment of the inter-agency and inter-provincial
coordinating management committees needed to implement the proposed management plan.
The management plan developed under this Patagonia project explicitly indicated as a
priority the need to provide greater protection to the proposed Monte Leon site in Santa Cruz
Province.

PARTICIPATION AND SUSTAINABILITY
Participation

31. The project’s social assessment and participation process is currently underway. It
consists of three phases: (a) an initial identification of potential key stakeholders and social
issues associated with protected areas proposed for support under the project (Phase 1); (b)
an in-depth, field-based social assessment and participation exercise (Phase 2); and (c) the
incorporation of the results into project design and preparation of a participation plan to be
implemented over the life of the project (Phase 3).

32. In the recently completed Phase 1 of the social assessment, workshops have been
held at each prospective site to discuss the interest and conditions for establishing new
protected areas. These workshops, led by APN staff and specialist consultants, have
included participation from local NGOs, Provincial authorities, Federal agencies such as the
National Institute of Agricultural Research (INTA), universities and local community
groups. Also during this first phase, key stakeholders, the nature and magnitude of
potential conflicts, possible mitigation measures, and likely mechanisms to facilitate future
stakeholder participation were identified for each of the proposed protected areas. These
initial findings have provided the basis for the on-going second phase, and will be eventually
incorporated into the project’s participation strategy. During preparation, it was determined
that none of the proposed new protected areas is on lands occupied or claimed by indigenous
peoples.

33. Many of the potential conflicts would be resolved through the management structure
proposed for each of the protected areas, which includes the creation of Consultative
Commissions that would provide a formal mechanism for stakeholders to participate in the
planning and decision-making process. In addition, a social assessment coordinator and
participation specialist would be contracted on a full-time basis to facilitate the
implementation of the recommendations stemming from the project’s participation plan.
Specifically, the specialist would: (a) facilitate cooperation among different stakeholders and
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institutions in project implementation; (b) promote and organize participation workshops and
training with different stakeholders at the community level; (c) contract and supervise
relevant studies and surveys as required; and (d) advise APN staff (including extension
agents and park rangers) on participatory practices. )

Sustainability

34.  Elements in the proposed project design that would contribute to sustainability over
the long term include: (a) the initiative to modernize APN--the key player in protecting the
country’s national parks-- which will serve to increase that institution’s financial
sustainability, and hence its ability to provide continued institutional and financial support to
the newly created protected areas ; (b) the reform of the policy, legal and regulatory
framework that affects native forests, along with the research-generated information
supported by the IBRD-financed project, would help to reform the incentive structure that
affects biodiversity protection, which would make possible more efficient programs to
protect native forests; (c) strengthening of project management capabilities of both
SRNyDS and APN; and (d) the initiatives to ensure local participation in all aspects of
project design and implementation, which would help to ensure local benefits and hence
interest in the success of the proposed activities. ~Moreover, the GOA has expressed
commitment to cover the incremental recurrent cost of project-initiated activities upon
completion of GEF support.

LESSONS LEARNED AND TECHNICAL REVIEW

35. The design of the proposed GEF project has been based on GEF-related experience
from Argentina and on the larger information base from other relevant projects supported
under the GEF Pilot Phase and other related environmental protection projects in Latin
America. The only GEF-financed project in Argentina is the previously mentioned Patagonia
Coastal Zone Management Plan Project (CZMP). The main lessons derived from the CZMP
project include: (a) the need to build on a strong, established organizational base; (b) project
preparation and implementation should be carried out to the maximum degree possible
through the use of local experts; and (c) the education of decision makers and the population
generally on the role of, and need to, conserve natural habitats is vital to develop support for
managing protected areas sustainably, particularly where conservation areas overlap private
landholdings

36. The key lessons derived from ongoing GEF-funded biodiversity projects in Latin
America support the need to: (a) expand the protected areas systern to ensure the conserva-
tion of representative samples of global biodiversity; (b) facilitate direct biodiversity
conservation activities by communities or groups of people who have a vital interest in
conservation because their livelihoods depend on biological resources and/or their quality of
life depends significantly on use and existence values of biodiversity; (c) establish realistic
goals based on the existing capacity of counterpart agencies, avoiding overly complex
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projects; (d) decentralize management and implementation responsibility to local
government, NGOs, and other competent entities; () involve local NGOs and other local
stakeholders from the beginning of project design; (f) develop management capacity and
establish a project implementation unit as soon as possible to facilitate disbursement; and (g)
plan for sufficient supervision time, taking into consideration the complexity of these types
of projects.

37. Bank-financed environmental protection projects corroborate these lessons and
confirm the need for: (a) the completion of a thorough institutional analysis early in project
design; (b) greater emphasis on institutional capacity-building, reducing dependence on the
project coordination unit and technical experts and increasing project sustainability; and (c)
rational sequencing of project activities. In addition, the importance of focusing on field-
level park personnel to improve morale and management effectiveness, has been
demonstrated in other projects as a key element of project success.

External Peer Review

38. An expert from the STAP roster reviewed the Initial Executive Project Summary
(IEPS) in February 1995 and this revised project brief in October 1996 . In the review of the
IEPS, the expert generally supported the project, concluding that the concepts of the sub-
components were appropriate and technically feasible, and that the project provided an
excellent opportunity for GEF investments on behalf of globally significant biodiversity.
The expert agreed that the proposed project comprised the necessary elements for a cohesive
program for biodiversity conservation. The expert suggested however, that the social and
political challenges faced by the project were not adequately identified and assessed in the
initial project document, particularly with regard to indigenous peoples’ territorial rights and
interactions with pre-existing small farmer settlements and private ranches. These concerns
are being addressed during project preparation. As recommended by the expert: (a) a social
scientist is now part of the project design team to focus on the non-biological aspects of the
project; (b) the project would assist the GOA in assessing options for integrating buffer
zone residents into park management; (c) the project design would include training for park
guards in “people skills” such as conflict resolution, facilitation skills, and public relations;
and (d) environmental education on park issues would extend to urban areas as well as to
areas in the immediate vicinity of the protected areas. In addition, the network structure for
the Biodiversity Information Management System is being designed to facilitate policy
decisions related to land use planning, and project funding would allow for possible linkages
with major databases outside Argentina in order to expedite identification and exchange of
information on a global scale.

39.  In the October 1996 review of this revised project brief, the STAP reviewer was
satisfied that the earlier comments had been taken into account, that the relationship between
the components had been clearly integrated, and that this new document promises a more
realistic and feasible project. The reviewer pointed out that the project could in fact be
innovative in Argentina by obtaining stakeholders involvement in the sustainable
conservation of biodiversity. The 1995 and 1996 comments of the STAP reviewer are
attached in Annex 3.
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ISSUES, ACTIONS, AND RISKS

40. The major issue faced during project design was the need to: move quickly to
mobilize resources to protect key areas of biodiversity importance which are under imminent
threat from agricultural, mining, and forestry interests. However, unlike some countries in
Latin America in which similar GEF investments are being made, country-wide agricultural
or settlement policies are not a significant factor in contributing to habitat conversion.
Rather, in a country with a relatively long tradition of creating national parks, the issues that
need to be addressed are related to financial and institutional constraints on efficient
management of many of the country’s critical protected areas.

41. Thus, the main actions to be undertaken under the project involve the provision of
funds and technical assistance for the establishment and consolidation of new national parks
and associated provincial reserves. The attitudes and actions of local stakeholders would
determine the long-term sustainability of the protected areas supported under the project, and
failure to fully consider stakeholders’ interests is a risk. The project’s emphasis on
consultation and participation with local communities and other stakeholders, an innovative
approach for the APN, is expected to significantly reduce this risk.

42. A second major risk relates to the involvement and support of provincial
governments. All the areas included in this project were selected in part because of strong
provincial support. However, many of the country’s provinces have been weak on
conservation issues and, at present, most are subject to severe financial constraints. These
factors contribute to the risk of reduced provincial support during project implementation.
This risk is mitigated by the proposed establishment of a federally-managed national park at
the core of each protected area, as well as by the proposed training and buffer zone activities,
which would also benefit provincial governments. In some cases, the project would also
provide funds for the needs of the associated provincial reserves.

43. A third issue concerns the status of land holdings in the proposed parks. In terms of
the World Bank’s Operational Directive 430 on Involuntary Resettlement, a very small
number of individuals may need to be compensated if their property is expropriated in order
to be included in the new national parks. Individuals to be compensated (either through
voluntary sales or expropriation) include a small number of landowners in the Pastizales
Pampeanos of San Luis (all of whom are absentee landowners mostly living in Buenos
Aires) and up to 70 individuals on 14 land holdings in the Quebrada Condorito area.
During preparation it was determined that APN’s standard expropriation procedures provide
a fair and just compensation consistent with both the letter and the spirit of the Bank’s
directive on resettlement. APN’s considerable experience with expropriations carried out
over the last few years for other parks has been non-controversial and successful. However,
final land purchase and compensation procedures will be reviewed at appraisal, and affected
sites would be included in the final project design only if appropriate measures (e.g.,
compensation or provision of alternative livelihoods) are found 1o be consistent with Bank
directives.
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44, A park-specific risk associated with the San Guillermo Biosphere Reserve involves
existing exploratory mineral rights (cateos) in the areas proposed for the_provincial reserve
and, to a lesser extent, the national park. While those claims associated with the national
park will likely be addressed through GOA financial compensation, exploratory claims in the
provincial reserve and multiple-use zones will remain active. Any discovery of significant
mineral deposits associated with these latter claims could lead to exploitation and, in the
absence of required mitigation measures, result in a threat to the ecological integrity of the
proposed protected area. During subsequent project preparation, a revision of the proposed
protected area categories, boundary definition, permitted uses, and environmental assessment
procedures will be completed to ensure that necessary measures are in place to ensure the
ecological integrity of the biosphere reserve.

45. Finally, there are some general risks which remain to be addressed during project
preparation. These include: (a) bureaucratic requirements and resulting delays inherent to
the political and legal process leading to park creation in Argentina; and (b) completion of
the land acquisition process. These issues will be addressed during the remaining months of

project preparation in order to ensure timely project implementation following project
approval.
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ARGENTINA

NATIVE FORESTS AND PROTECTED AREAS/BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION
PROJECT

Table 1. Total Project Costs (USS 000)

Component/Activity A B C D E
IBRD GOA Benefi- GEF TOTAL
ciaries

A. Protected Areas (of National Benefit)

1. Modernization of APN 805 805
2. Investments in APN Parks 7,872 3,697 11,569
Subtotal 8,677 3697 12,374
B. Research & Information
1. Policy/Legal Reform 801 217 1,018
2. Forest Inventory and Database 4,790 3,668 8,458
Mgmt.
3. Applied Research and Studies 3,402 2,236 5,638
Subtotal 8,993 6,121 15,114
C. Additional Protected Areas (of Global
Importance)
1. Establishment and Consolidation 6,502 7,250 13,752
2. Buffer Zone Subprojects 250 363 1,087 1,700
3. Participation and Training 204 700 904
Subtotal 6,956 363 9,037 16,356
D. Biodiversity Information Mgmt. 140 520 660
E. Management, Monitoring, and 1,830 716 550 3,096
Evaluation

TOTAL 19,500 17,630 363 10,107 47,600




(S661 I 12 UIBISIDUI(]) UEAQQLIED) SY) PUE BOLIWY ULIET] JO SUOIFII009 [B1NSILID} U0 yodas JmmAued plaop woly

‘eunuaday Jo suoidal [esnjeu jo dew NJV 1u9931 B wolj st awey ysiuedg

st 01391003 Jo aweu ysi|3uy |

spadiuuid pue spaiqeoas

Suipaaiq jo suonendod (oonuvpy
souedtjiudis jeqold Buipuejsino Yum oy
Jo suonejndod padiuuid pue | xajdwiod puepiom/jeloni] | SAIISAI [euoljeU SE | pue pAUOSIDIDJ
asuiroad yiim Kemiapun suonjen | paiq Hyjed jeuonjeu se paro9joud pue adda)g ueiuofele] | eote oulzew agie| + vdajs) oddalg (znu)
-03au ‘paravjord Apuarno JoN Apuouno seare addys oN jo vase ounsiyg | (ped yeu) ey 000°L ueluodeiey | evjues) ugd| AjUON
Suipuad mej [e1opa) sainssald s1opuod jo uone[ndod (oun..ag 0o0Y)))
pue sseyaind puey ‘parosdde yuawdojaAap pue Suizesd urapuy-enxXa Auo fwsi (2AJ9s91 “jRU) seuueAeg (eqop19))
Apeaije "ja03 [e19pa) ay) Aq pausjeaiy) ‘uoiFo1092 siyy | -wapua u Y3y uorda100s | Y 000°9YI + (Oped JuURJUON ojlopuc)
0 puej Sulpad me| [e1dulA0s] | Ul Base pajodjold ou Apuasing SIp) JO sjissew paje|os] ‘Jeu) ey 000°LE eqopi0) epeaqand)
(sooeuend
pue SEUNdIA) spijawie? jo
suoijejndod Juipueisino
soutaoad ‘soAnejuasaidal
ynm pasueape suoljenodou Juizesd pue aunsiad jsows (9A13521 *A0ad) (ourpuvoiy (uenf ueg)

‘aAtasa1 aaydsoiq e pue
oAI9sal [e1ouiaod e A[Juasal g

Suiuiw woyy syealy) Juiseardul
yum 1aded uo Ajuo pajoajoly

JO auo pue eun 3t} jo
UOISUIIXI JSOUWLIdYINOS

Y 000069 + (Hed
“yeu) B4 000°0L 1

pue pun ) eund
uBapuUY |RIUI)

2A1359Y 2saydsotg]
ouls[jInn ueg

aouiaoid

ooey)
sunusdiy oY) ur ease pajosjold
sjqeiA jsow pue 1s931e[ 3y}

019
‘(ojipewily jueln “J91ed
-juy weln ‘sender) sjew
-wigwW pausjeasy) Jo suon

yim Aemiopun suopjeniogou | 9q pjnom 9IS siy) ‘eunuadly -gjndod ajqeiA ‘eunuoday (oA19s21 “jBU) (JoIuap1230)
‘uo1109j01d 9A11031J3 ou ut pajoajoid Appussnd ui ooey) A1p suysiid | ey 0“8 + (ed 0ov1Y))) (010159
aA19sa1 [erouiaold B Apusun) s1 0o8YD) JO B} 000°01 AJUQ | Jo BaJe Julurewal 1s981e] ‘Jeu) ey 000V 11 | seuueaes ooeyy | [op oFenues) odo)
(sou108a3e0
juswoFeuew
saonoeid 199(] sedwied ay) IO puB 9AIIS3I
SI2UMOpUR| WOl pue jeamynonige Aq pauaieaiy) | jo suopejndod jueixa om) ajeAnd oA19sal
Ajjeaoj noddns pood ‘aouiaoid {(PALIAAUOD 2,66 S OIYM) Kuo jo 15981e| ‘sedwie] ‘Jeu) BY 000001 (sing
ynm Kemiapun suoijenogau sedwe us ease pajoajosd | jo eare sunsud AjpAneal ‘xoadde + (ysed (vdwv ) ueg Jo 9oujAoid)
‘paroajoad jou Appuasn ueoijudis I1s11y 5q pInom Juiurewas 1sad1e] "Jeu) vy 000‘0€ sedweg SOpeUIA SO7]
snje)s JuaLIn) uopedyysup saan)eayg suipueising g juoidaiony NG Jo dweN

1Jo | a9ed
XIMLVIN

10afoad J3O Ul UoISNIU] 10J UISOY)) §AIS




ANNEX1

Page 1 of 4
ARGENTINA ;
NATIVE FORESTS AND PROTECTED AREAS/BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION
PROJECT

INCREMENTAL COSTS AND GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

Context and Broad Development Goals

1. Over-exploitation of Argentina’s biological resources is proceeding at an alarming
rate. In the last century, it is estimated that Argentina has lost more than two thirds of its
original forest cover; the existing loss rate is estimated at 160,000 hectares per year. The

I- 1 of non-forested habitat is also significant, due to land conversion for agricultural pur-

r  2s; in addition, erosion in some areas is increasing, attributable primarily to overgrazing
t sheep and cattle. While the existing system of protected areas is extensive in comparison
to other countries in Latin America, a recent National Parks Administration (APN) analysis
estimated that less than 21 percent of the total area under protection is acceptably managed.
Moreover, the existing National Protected Areas System (NPAS) does not equitably
represent many of the country’s ecoregions considered to be of international significance in
terms of their biodiversity.

2. The GOA recognizes the importance of the country’s biological endowment and the
need to conserve and use these natural resources in a sustainable manner. To assist GOA
evaluate development options and priorities, APN, in collaboraticn with other public sector
agencies, the academic community, NGOs, and the private sector, is in the process of
formulating a national biodiversity strategy with UNDP/GEF support. Although the details
of the strategy remain to be elaborated, key elements already emerging include the need to:
strengthen and extend the protected area system; increase national and local capacity in
natural resource management (in both forested and non-forested areas); and promote greater
public participation in sustainable natural resource management. The Baseline Scenario and
GEF Alternative have been developed within this evolving policy context.

Baseline Scenario

3. Under the Baseline Scenario, it is expected that the GOA would begin to implement
the priorities identified in the National Biodiversity Strategy. Within that framework,
priority would be given to activities that generate national economic benefits deriving from
sustainable use of the country’s native forest resources and modern management of its
protected areas system. Efforts to expand the NPAS to include under-represented, globally
significant areas would also be initiated. This Baseline Scenario would translate into two
primary operational programs/emphases: Native Forests: (a) development of an incentive
and regulatory framework to encourage sustainable use of native forest resources (US$ 1.0
million); (b) development of the information tools (inventories, database, etc.) to facilitate
sustainable management of the native forest resource over the long term (USS$ 8.5 million);
and (c) applied research on improved ‘management and conservation of native forests (US$
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5.6 million); Protected Areas: (d) modernization and strengthening of APN’s system for
managing the NPAS (USS 3.4 million); (e) investments in selected national parks capablé of
attracting national and international tourism (US$ 11.6 million); and (f) initial expansion of
the NPAS to include sites of global significance (US$ 7.0 million). The combined cost of
this Native Forests/Protected Areas Baseline Scenario is estimated at US$ 37.1 million.

4. Implementation of the Baseline Scenario would permit GOA to address native forest
management issues in a comprehensive and coherent manner, building partnerships with the
private sector and in the provinces. Improvement in the management of the protected areas
system, development of visitor infrastructure at selected sites, and formulation of tourism
strategies would increase opportunities for cost-recovery and revenue-earning activities in
local communities without threatening ecosystem stability. The expansion of the NPAS to
five under-represented ecosystems (Andean Puna, Pampas grasslands, semi-arid Chaco,
Cordoba montane savannas, Patagonian Steppe) would lay the basis for conservation and
protection of globally significant biodiversity in Argentina. However, implementation of the
Baseline Scenario would only cover basic establishment costs at these new parks (land
acquisition, compensation arrangements, and a minimal staff presence), and would not be
sufficient to assure the institutional/management capacity and full public participation which
would be necessary for effective, long-term conservation.

Global Environmental Objective

5. The global environmental objective of the GEF Alternative would be to ensure the
effective, long-term conservation of biodiversity of global importance in four categories of
ecosystems in Argentina: arid and semi-arid ecosystems (the Pampas, the Puna, and the
Patagonian Steppes); forest ecosystems (Cérdoba montane savannas and the Chaco);
mountain ecosystems (the Puna), and coastal, marine, and freshwater ecosystems
(Patagonian Steppe and littoral and wetland Patagonian habitats). The sites selected for
protection are characterized by high-endemism, pristine habitats, and in some cases,
existence of threats from alternative economic development. Populations of threatened
mammals (Pampas Deer, Jaguar, Giant Anteater, Giant Armadillo, pinnipeds, camelids) and
birds (condors, seabirds) are considered outstanding and of global significance (see Annex
2). : ‘

GEF Alternative

6. Under the GEF Alternative, the GOA would be able to undzrtake an ambitious
program encompassing both national and global benefits. The GEF alternative would
comprise the already described Baseline Scenario (i.e., native forest management, moderni-
zation of the NPAS, establishment of new sites), as well as an expanded conservation and
sustainable use program to promote the integrity and long-term conservation of the selected
ecoregions of global interest. Activities included under the two primary operational
programs would be modified as follows to achieve the global objective of protecting these
unique biological resources: Native Forest (activities same as Baseline, cost: US$15.1
million); Protected Areas: (a) modem_iz_ation and strengthening of APN’s system for man-
aging the NPAS (USS$ 3.9 million); (b) investments in selected national parks capable of
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attracting national and international tourism (activities same as Baseline, cost: US$11.6
million); (c) investments in selected parks of global significance (U S$ 16.4 million); this
would include establishment costs (as per the Baseline Scenario) as well as sustainable
management arrangements, buffer zone activities, public participation, and training; and (d)
creation of a national biodiversity network (US$0.6 million). The cost of the GEF
Alternative is estimated at US$47.6 million.

7. Implementation of the GEF Alternative would make possible activities and programs
that would not have been possible under the Baseline Scenario, thus covering important gaps
that would otherwise threaten the integrity of the proposed protected areas. While both the
Baseline Scenario and the GEF Alternative would expand and diversify the country’s
existing NPAS by including internationally-significant ecoregions, only the latter option
would ensure their long-term conservation and protection through strengthened on-site
management, outreach to and involvement of local communities and local governments, and
development of viable approaches to natural resource use in park buffer zones. The creation
of a national biodiversity network would facilitate informed decision-making and permit
improved monitoring of impacts and trends over the long-term.

Incremental Costs

8. The difference between the cost of the Baseline Scenario (1JS$ 37.1 million) and the
GEF Alternative (US$ 47.6 million) is estimated at US$10.5 million. Of this amount, it is
estimated that about US$400,000 would generate national benefits, mainly from investments
in sustainable productive activities in the buffer zones of the protected areas, which would
not have taken place under the Baseline Scenario. Because the beneficiaries would cover the
cost associated with achieving these additional national benefits, the incremental cost of
achieving global environmental benefits (protecting unique biodiversity in five selected
parks) under the GEF Alternative is estimated at US$10.1 million.
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Component Sector | Cost uss Domestic Benefit Global Benefit Il
Category Million
Protected Areas Baseline 12.37 Improved management of nationai Protection of globaily significant biodiversity.
with Clear National park system:; increased tourism
Benefits revenues from investments in five
“charismatic” national parks.
With GEF 12.37 Same as above. Same as above.
Alternative
Incrementai | 0
Generation and Baseline 156.11 Improved policy framework and up-
Dissemination of to-date information to encourage
Research and sustainable use of native forest
Information resources outside of national park
system ; increased knowledge of
effective forest management and
conservation practices.
With GEF 15.11 Same as above.
Alternative
Incremental | 0
Additionai Baseline 7.32 Expansion of national park system to | Initial land purchase.
Protected Areas of five under-represented ecosystems.
Glaobal Importance
With GEF 16.4 Implementation of effective protection programs
Alternative in five under-represented ecosystems with
gicbally significant bicdiversity.
Incremental | 9.04
Biodiversity Baseline 0.14 Initial steps to increase knowledge of
Information local biodiversity and access to
Management bicdiversity information for park and
natural resource management.
With GEF 0.66 Establishment of information system to
Altemative mainstream biodiversity in regional development
as well as provide information to clearing house
mechanism.
Incremental | 0.52
Management, Baseline 2.55 Effective management of sustainable
Monitoring and development investments; avoidance
Evaluation of negative project impacts on the
environment in project area.
With GEF 3.1 Same as above. Effective management of investments aimed at
Alternative long-term conservation and sustainable use of
globally significant biodiversity; improved
manitoring of migratory species.
Incrementai | 0.55
Totais Baseline 37.5
With GEF 47.8
Alternative
Incremental | 10.1
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LETTER OF COUNTRY ENDORSEMENT BY DESIGNATED
OPERATIONALF OCAI._, POINT

Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores, -
Comercio Internacional y Culto LETRA: DGCIN
Nro.: /0005@/ 7

BUENOS AIRES, 11 de diciembre de 1996

OBJETO: ARG/96/023. Conservacion de la
Biodiversidad en Argentina.

La CANCILLERIA -Direccion General de Cooperacion Internacional-
saluda al Banco Internacional de Reconstruccion Y Fomento/Banco Mundial y, en el marco
del Fondo Multilateral para el Medio Ambiente Mundial (GEF), tiene el agrado de presentar
una preparacion de una propuesta de revision de proyecto.

Al respecto, se trata del “Proyecto de Conservacion de la Biodiversidad en
Argentina”, que si bien se encuentra en la etapa preparacion, cuenta con el financiamiento
correspondiente mediante la carta Acuerdo GEF - PPA 28464

Asimismo, la contraprte nacional informa que la Propuesta de Revisién hace
mencion a un Programa Integrado que involucra dos Proyectos. El primero el de la
referencia y el otro el de Bosques Nativos y de Areas Protegidas.

La CANCILLERIA -Direccién General de Cooperacion Internacional-
reitera al Banco Internacional de Reconstruccion Y Fomento/ Banco Mundial sus atentos
saludos. -

sbg
arg —_—
H:medio-am/parques.doc

[73

cc PNUD

A la Oficina Local del Banco Internacional
de Reconstruccion y Fomento/Banco Mundial

BUENOS AIRES o

o
ReTig10d
1L Di2. 1996
Lo BANCO
o, ~ MUNDIAL A
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TECHNICAL REVIEW
ARGENTINA: BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION PROJECT

RE: Axgentina Bicdiversity GEF Froject .
DATE: 9 Octabar 1986

A8 requasted, I have raviaved ths revisad project document for
the Argwntina Biodiversity Consexrvation Project taking into

account whether my earlier commen®s as STAP reviewer have hsen
taken iars agceounc.

It appears that a great deal of progress has been mada since
Febxruiary 1995 when I raviewed the inirial documenta. The ravised
documents clearly dsmonstrate that a sincere effort has baen .mads
to_taka many of my earlier comments ints acssumt. The .
ralaticnship betwaen tha diffarant components is moze clearly
intagraied. The social survey has apparently datermined triat no
indigencus pecples will ba affecred by the project although some
campesinc familiss will likeiy have ts ba relocatad undar Werld
Banik prucedures. The documeats raflect a commitment to invelving
all stalieholders in order to acnisve sustainable comservaticn.
Real potential risks are idencified and analyzed.

The naw nroject document promisas a much baccar project zhiil tha
initial documents. The new decuments move the project from the
earlier "thaorscically feausible project*” cto a more realiscic and
feasgibl: project. The project could even beccme innovative if
Stakeholders take sericusly the naed to workt together to achiave
conservi.tion and bring life to new cellaboracive, Argencinian
effoxts to conserve their biological heritage. .
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GILOBAL ENVIROMMENT PACILITY - Comments for TRP
COUNTRY: Argentina
PROJECT: “Izproved Management and Conservation of Protected Areas,

Native Perests and Bigdiversicy~
DATE: 23 Pebzuary 1995

Sunmary:

Argentina’s globally-valuable bicdiversity has not received
the attention from funders that it deserves. This is an excellent
opportunity for GEF investment in an under-funded area. Ths
concepts of the subcomponents as presented in che IEPS are
appropriate. but it is not possible to assess the design for
implementation since very little detail is presentead.

Tha presence of indigenous pecples in protected areas
(existing and proposed) should bring the project under the Bank’s
“Operacional Directive on Indigencus Peoples”. The project
documents (p.lS,”environmenral aspects~) state that any EAs will
address project impacts on indigencus peoples. They should
indicate that compliance with the Operational Directive will be
built into the project design whemever there is a potenrial for
impact on indigenous pecples. .

Given the available infommacice in the dacumenis provided., iz
my judgement the project is theoy* . 2».1lly feasibla. The actual
feasibllity of the project will depera ot the deriygya to be
reflected in the Project Implementation Manual. If processes for
achieving participarion and user-needs assessmenrts are carried out
at appropriate points early in the project, and if flexible,
iteracive processes are used for achieving community, provincial
government, NGO, and other stakeholder involvement in protected
area design and management, the prospects for success and

sustainability will be enhanced -- ag noced in the Lessons Learxned
annex. '

1.0 RELEVANCE TO GLOBAL, REGIONAL, AND COUNTRY SPECIFIC
BIODIVERSITY ISSUES: '

This project addresses the conservation of a subset of the
globally-important biodiversitcy of the Americas that has received
ingufficient attention from funders. The need for conservation
action is well-arqued. Overgrazing, loss of forests, siltatcion,
etc., are slowly eroding Argentine bicdiversity. As the IEPS
(paragraphs 1-2) describe, Aargentina covers a very diverse suite
of ecoregicns, many of which have been idencified as high priority
ecoregions for the LAC region. The wetlands SUppOrt Migratory
birds from other parts of the hemisphere. The current gark system
does not include representaricn frem all ecoregions., and many of
the existing protected areas are “paper parks.” To date,
Argentina has not facused actively on assessing or protecting its
biodiversitcy. Nor has attenrion bBeen foacused on evaluating
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national programmatic options for comservation action at site
specific and policy levels. Argentina lacks a national
bicdiversity inventory, surveys of potentially economically
valuable species, and systematic assessments of the threats to
that bicdiversity. GEF assistance is appropriate for emabling
Argentina to remedy this situation.

2.0 DESIGN:
Z.l General:

The project concept is generally good, but I have many
questions about how it will be implemented. The IEPS provides
very limited information, because the project design is still to
be done. The description is rather theoretical. It is
essentially an ocutline of component parts. Therefore it is
Qifficult to comment on the project design except at a relatively
superficial level.

The subcomponents comprise the necessary elements for a
cochesive program for bicdiversity conservartion, and include
ucilization of biodiversity as well as protection of habitats. But
I don‘t get a sense of a coherent procgram formed around the
subcomponents from this document.

The project is very bicdiversity drivem -- research about
bicdiversity, protection of biodiversity, and education about
biodiversity. But conservation is a political and social process,
and the longterm success of the protected areas system will depend
on how well the project implementing units assess and manage the
social and political aspects of their work. The document does nct
explicitly assess or discuss the social and political challenges
faced by the project, however.

In comparison to other GEF proposals that I have reviewed, I
find unusual the lack of information about: populations of the
Protected Areas (both existing and those that may be demarcated),
Buffer Zonme plans, user-groups now affecting forests, and
processes and timing for participartion by residents in project
sites. Other GEF proposals have reflected the fact that
significant thought was dedicated to such issues throughout
design. I don‘t know if this difference is because the IEPS left
out existing information, or because the design teams felt that
the social impact and participation aspects of the project did not
merit attention during initial design.

I am specifically concerned by the lack of attention to
indigenous peoples’ territorial rights and park: interactions with
pre-existing campesino settlements and private ranches. At
present, there are campesino settlements and private ranches
inside existing national parks, as well as indigenous peoples’
settlements in areas being considered for new parks. At present,
ipdividual park managers deal with residents in a case by case
basis. There are many potential cpportunities for policies that
standardize resident participation in protected area management --
ranging from agreeing te restriction on day to day use of
resources, to active participacion im drafting land use
regulaticns, designing tourism develcpment, and co-management of
parks, etc., that could be explored by NPA under this project.
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I reccomend that the next phase of project design include a
social scientist cocnsultant (ideally an institutional specialist
who is familiar with the range of co-marnagement cpticns) to focus
cn the non-biological aspects of the project. Mexico, Belize, and
other Latin American countries have experimented with various
opticns and Argentina‘s NPA could develop some options from
studying their experiences early in this project.

Finally, local management of scme resources is probably
already in place among ranchers, farmers, and indigencus pecples.
The analysis and design are silent on this. What are the existing
incentives for comservation? Could the project undermine those

existing incentives? How could the project build on those
incentives?

2.2 Instituticnal Strangthening and Pelicy Framewcrk:

The introductory sentence states this component will focus con
policy, legal and regulatory framework, but no informarion is
given on how this will be domne. It could just be a routine survey
of standard park and wildlife regulations and legislation,
following North American blueprints; or it could be much more.
Under this element, the project could assist the goverrment to
assess options for naticnal policies on integration of residents
into park managment, ag well as explore coptions for
indigenocus/campesine ecological reserves in areas where this would
be appropriate. )

The training ccmponent is menriomed but not described beyond
menticning improving training at park guard school and additicmal
foreign and domestic training. The curriculum, or the process
for developing a curriculum, is not described. Again, it could be
the usual North American pattern that has limited applicability in
Latin America, or it could be designed to meet Argentine needs.

In many other countries, surveys of park guards have revealed that
park guards desire training in “people skills” such as comflict
resolucion, facilitacion skills, public relations, etc. Their
standard biology-focused training does not provide them with these
skills. :

This camponent should include strengthening for NGOs and
local goverment units.

2.3 Research & Information Generation and Dissemination
Component:

This camponent includes inventory of forests and
biodiversity; on-farm research in the Chaco; and research cutside
the Chaco, including a workshop. .

A complete national inventory of forests and biodiversity
will take years to camplete. TIf existing collecticns are
camputerized, this will facilitare the process. 3But it is likely
that in many areas, collections must be made and scientific
identicies determined. This is slow and careful work. The abilitcy
of Argentine taxoncmists to handle the idencifications cf so mamy
specimens is not addressed. Will the project fund linkages with
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majcr herktaria and museums ocutside Argentina in order to expedite
identifications?

How will the project assist the Argentine government to
select the database best suited.to their needs? The choice of a
database system needs sericus thought for it to be of maximm use
in policy decisicns related to land use planning, and not just
generate lists of species. The project should facilitate a needs
assessment process within the govermnment and assist the government
by providing information about systems in other countries. The
ERIN database in Australia is the state-of-the-art naticnal
database system linked with GIS that links species’ locaticns with
climatic data and imagery frocm remote sensing. ERIN has hosced
delegations from Costa Rican and Indonesian governments among
others who are seeking to design their respective naticnal
databases. I reccmmend the project include a study tour to ERIN.

The Chacc On-Farm research cooponent is an innovative and
welccme concept for develeoping ways to encourage privace
landowners to conserve biodiversity. It is unclear hy what
process the research needs would be identified. Research topics
should be based on FRAs, landowner surveys, and other sorts of
needs assessments to determine target groups’ interests, rather
than based upon scientists‘ areas of interest (which is likely if
no assessments are done). Opportunities for “participacory
ragearch” by local people and other resocurce users are not
addressed. Resource users, as well as guards, can be trained to
collect useful data.

Research program for areas cutside the Chaco should also be
based on a needs assessment. The illustrative list of topics is
very brocad. The inclusion of investigations into eccnamic uses
for the biodiversity is good. One workshop is likely to
ingufficient for defining a full research agenda; it should follow

ag the culmination of needs assessments carried cut ameng the
various target/interest groups.

2.4 Protected Areas Component.

Three to five new Protected areas would be created under this
project ($10 million). The list of potential areas is a gocd one,
but a Patagonian steppe area should be added.

All of the provinces mentioned, except one, include areas
occupied by Indigenous Peoples (see attached overview of the
distribution of indigencus pecples by province in Argencina). How
will the project proceed if Indigenocus Peoples are resident in the
propcsed Protected Areas? This process is not described. The
precess needs to be more than consultat-sons; Iadigenous Peoples
and representatives of other campesino groups should te actively
involved in decision-making steps as selection of protected areas
is made and management plans are developed.

The situation is different in different parts of the country,
but it is likely that any proposed park will enccunter residents
-- ranging from private titled ranches to old campesino
sectlements to Indigencus Peoples’ nomelands -- all of which are
found now inside some existing parks. How does the project plan
to assist NPA to develop a policy and standard process for working
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with residents when establishing new parks and improving
administration of old cnes? It is not likely to be possible to
just “fence off” bicdiversity (as described cn p.30). The Lesscns
Learned annex illustrates that clearly.

Argentina has the opporrunity to develop processes and scrong
legally-sanctioned mechanisms for working with rural residents
now, instead of going down the path of removing pecple, crsating
park ememies, and eventually being forced to work with pecple as
has happened in so many other countries. Biocdiversity and civil
society both suffer in that ummecessary process. Argentina‘s
population pressures are low now, but they will grow, as will the
resource extractive demands on Argencina’s forests, grasslands,
and waterways. Conservation must be designed for flexible
responses in the face of changing conditions. but plans should
cover expected changes over the next 100 years at least. Plans
and processes for involving local residents in comservation should
be put in place now.

Improved management of existing Protected Areas is described
as provision of equipment. While equipment may be useful, it is
quite possible that the reascns for the “paper park” quality of
these parks are not related to equipment. Will there be techmical
assistance to assist the NPA to assess what Steps are necsssary
for improving management?

Envirommental educaticn, ecctourism development and Buffasr
Zone management -- Envirommenral education should extend to urban
areas, as well as to areas in the immediate vicinity of a
protected area. Often it is the decisions of policy-makers in
other sectors (agriculture, mining, etc) that have the most impact
cn bicdiversity. Envirommental education should target them as
well. Ecotourism development should be linked with envirommenral
education if it is to contribute to comservation. Ecctourism, in
and of itself, does neot necessarily contribute to conservation.

No informaticn is given on the meaning of “buffer zcme
management,” or how funds will be allocated for this purpose.
Buffer zones have not been implemented in Argentina,., and the

project should take the opportunity to assist the government to
define buffer zones in the Argentine context.

2.5 The Operational Directive on Indigencus Pecples.

Indigencus pecples live in many provinces of Argentina.
Egtimaces of the total population of people identifying themselves
as indigencus (as opposed to those who call themselves campesinos)
range from 350,000 to S00,000. This figure is much higher than
Brazilian populations of indigencus peoples (total arcund .
200,000} . Yet, Argentina has lagged behind other Latin American
countries in reccgnizing the rights of indigenous peoples.

The identification of Indigenous Peoples at project sites
should put the project under the Bank’s “Operational Directive on
Indigenous Peoples”. The project documents do not mencion this.
The project implementation manual should inciude guidance from
the Bank‘’s current Cperatiocnal Directive and any future Eankl
policies on indigencus peoples, as well as any plans on how ‘to

address the land rights claims of indigencus peoples if they are,
or have been, made.



e ———— st . = r—— i ——————ir e STRlSSSSRTTISSS A TR TEOTEEE
et e e S
ot et Attt . o A S

ANNEX3
Page 7of 7

2.6 NGO participation:

The documents indicate that environmental NGOs have been
consulted during project planning. They also indicate that NGOs
will be involved i~ implementation and provision of technical
assistance. The e :t level of participation in design decisions
is not clear. Par. :ipation of NGOs should contribute toward
achieving project accountability. Do the NGOs have the capacity
to do all they will be asked to do? Have the strengths and

weaknesses of the NGOs been assessed, and is there a plan to
strengthen the weaknesses?

How will the project guide NGOs to maintain good
communication with local govermnment and not usurp roles from local
govermment? Failure to provide information to local govermment.
and power-grabbing by NGOs have proven to be a problem in other
countries; the project should take proactive measures to prevent
this from happening. In other words, the project should take
advantage of the skills of NGOs, and their role as facilitacors
that bring stakeholders together, but beware of the political
hazards of not transferring informarion and skills to local
government or local representatives of government agencies as
appropriate.

\. 2.7 Accountability:

Agide from the short gemeric paragraph on monitoring and
aevalution, the project documents do not address how the project
will monitor accountability for achieving comservaticn objectives.
Such monitoring should be built into every subccmponent of the
project. and include rc-= for independent evaluation by cutside
experts as well as cor~ ity-based monitoring and evaluation of

project/component ime ataticn. The latcter will concribute
t:cwaz"d accountabili Z toward strenc :hening communitcy
commitment to c=ms:. ition objectives. Mechanisms should be

established tc .cubl.: communities and stakeholder groups to offer
feedback to local park mapagment and upper management.

3.0 FEASIBILITY:

Given the limited information in the documents provided, in
my judgement the project is theoretically feasible, but the
prospects for success will depend on further development of the
design to address indigenous peoples‘’ issues and accountability
mechanisms. The level of ccmmitment by Argentine authorities to
achieving project goals is not clear frcm the documents, although
their commitment of funds toward the project is a geed sigm. The
IEPS indicates that environmental NGOs are interested in the
prcject and some have participated in initial project planning,
although many of the contacts were just short comversaticns.
Strong involvement of NGOs in design and implemencaticn will

increase the chances for success (as ncted in Lessons Learned
annex) .



