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A. PROJECT FRAMEWORK (Expand table as necessary)

Project Objective: conservation and sustainable use of the biosityeof the MBR, with an emphasis on the areas of
high biological importance, through strengthenirfgirstitutional capacity and effective participatiof different
interest groups to optimize its management.

Invest- GEF
Project ment, Expected Expected Outputs Financing* | Co-financing* | Total ($)
Components | TA, or Outcomes (%) % (%) % | (‘000)
STA** (‘000) (‘000)
1. Invest- | Institutional (i) existing mechanisms for co- 1,060| 41 1,540 59 2,600
Management | ment arrangements | management (forestry concession
capacity and TA | and overall contracts in the Multiple Use Zone
building capacity for (MUZ), the co-administration
biodiversity agreements in the core zones, etc.)
conservation | improved, and extended to new areag
are (i) the co-management model for the

strengthened | biological corridors in execution
providing new economic opportunitieg
for local residents;

(iil) Community Relations Unit of
CONAP in operation facilitating the
implementation of Cooperation
Agreements and land use plans with
communities settled in the core zoneg
contributing to reduce conflicts;

(iv) capacities of CONAP and
cooperating agencies in enforcement
strengthened with new control posts
and coordinated and more cost efficig
patrol circuits.




2. Incentives | Invest- | Productive (i) innovative micro-projects 400 5 7,000 95 7,400
for ment practices that | demonstrating the sustainable use of
conservation | and TA | mainstream biodiversity compatible with the
and biodiversity requirements of core zones and
sustainable use conservation | biological corridors in operation and
of biodiversity in strategic replicated to strategic sites in the MB
parts of the (i) managers of community forestry
MBR are concessions in the MUZ capacitated
adopted technical, administrative, and
managerial aspects;
(i) nature-based tourism circuits with
community-operator partnerships and
small-scale infrastructure linking the
core zones, biological corridors and
special use zones functioning;
(vi) best practices for sustainable
agriculture in the MUZ, special use
zones and Buffer Zone (BZ) adopted
farmers.
3. Policies, Invest- | Policy () land and resource use rights inthe| 920| 48 1,000 52 1,920
regulations ment framework community polygons, special use zon|
and other and TA | compatible and biological corridors clarified in
instruments for with accordance with the inter-institutional
management biodiversity agreement promoting the resolution g
conservation is| land conflicts in the MBR;
endorsed and | (ii) boundaries demarcated and legal
implemented | status of core zones and biological
and barriers to| corridors clarified with the
its sustainable | conservation units officially included i
use are the National Register;
removed (iii) sectoral policies for the Petén
updated and harmonized with
instruments that serve as disincentive
to activities that threaten the
biodiversity within the MBR;
(iv) revenue-generating mechanisms
place and operating as part of a fully-
endorsed Business Plan for the MBR
4. Information | Invest- | Overall (i) cooperative agreements for 950 | 100 0 0 950
for adaptive ment management | improved coordination of data
management | and TA | of the MBR collection and analysis activities;
shifts towards | (ii) consolidation of an integrated
an adaptive environmental and socioeconomic da|
management | base for adaptive management of the
approach MBR;
guided by a (iiif) the monitoring and evaluation
regional vision | system issuing periodic reports on ke
of the Reserve| indicators of management effectivene
and project performance;
(iv) the research agenda for the MBR
designed, with the participation of
research agencies in Petén
(v) the Adaptive Management Resea
Unit under the CONAP operating and
capacity of local organizations to
participate in research strengthened;
5. Project management 300| 18 1,300| 82 1,600
Total Project Costs 3,660 27] 10,940] 78] 14,600

* List the $ by project components. The percentagke share of GEF and Co-financing respectivethéaotal amount for the component.

** TA = Technical Assistance; STA = Scidict& technical analysis.
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B. FINANCING PLAN SUMMARY FOR THE PROJECT ($)

. I . Total at CEQ | For the record:
Project Preparation Project Agency Fee Endorsement | Total at PIF
GEF 350,000 3,660,000 400,000 4,410,000( 4.851.000**
Co-financing 390,000 10,940,000 11,330,000 5,390,000***
Total 740,000| 14,600,000 400,000 15,740,000 11,190,000

* Include a US$350,000 PDF-B financed from GEF-3
**Project preparation US$350.000 plus Project U888,000 plus agency Fee US$441,000
***Project preparation US$390,000 plus Project USEH,000

C. SOURCESOF CONFIRMED CO-FINANCING, including co-financing for project preparation fusth the PDFs and PPG.
(expand the table line items as necessary)

Name of co-financier (source) Classification Type Amount ($) %*

FSP: IDB Peten Development | Multilateral Agency Soft loan 10,940,000 96.6
Program for the Conservation gf
the MBR (GU-1002)

PDF-B: IDB Spanish Trust Fund Multilateral Agency grant 360,000 31
Technical Cooperation (GU-
T1018)

PDF-B: Government of Governmental In-kind 30,000 043
Guatemala

Total Co-financing 11,330,000 100%

* Percentage of each co-financier's ctmiion at CEO endorsement to total co-financing.
D. GEF RESOURCESREQUESTED BY FOCAL AREA(S), AGENCY (IES) OR COUNTRY(IES)

* No need to provide information for this table ifsta single focal area, single country and sigfi= Agency project.

E. PROJECT MANAGEMENT BUDGET/COST

Total
Cost Items Estimated GEF Other sources| Project total
person weeks $ $) ($)
Local Consultants*:
Executive Director 26( 0 185,000 185,000

Executive Assistant 260 0 0 0

Technical Director 26( 0 150,000 150,000
Project Specialists (x4) 1040 126,250 364,000 490,250
Technical and Administrative 1300 75,000 275,000 350,000
Support Staff

Office facilities, equipment, 21.975 180,000 201,975
vehicles and communications**

Travel*** 76.775 53.550 130.325
Miscellaneous (Audits, 92,450 92,450
Contingency)

Total 300.000 1.300.000 1.600.000

* IDB procurement policies do not provide for ex-argstrictions on national versus international cttasits, but
rather distinguishes between publication at theonat and international levels, depending on thewamis of the service
contracts (see Table IV-1 in the Project Documédht}. therefore not possible to disaggregate behwgational and
international consultants.

** QOffice Space will be provided by CONABther facilities include minimal office furniturelésks, chairs, conference
tables, fax machines, printers, computers, netwerkice). Vehicles include one motorcycle and aok-pp truck.

*** Travel represents an average of US$501,00/motatitover staff travel to and from the projecesit



F. CONSULTANTSWORKING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENTS:

Component Estimated Other sources| Project total
person weeks GEF($) $) ($)

Local consultants 1,732 1,152,00( 580,000 1,732,000

International consultants 210 420,000 Q 420,000

Total 1.942 1,572,00( 580,000 2,152,000

G.

PART I1:

Detailed information is provided in ANNEX C andtime IADB Procurement Plan, also attached. The eséichcost per person/weeks does
not take into account overhead and travel cost®(#0 local consultants and 30% for internatior@isultants).

DESCRIBE THE BUDGETED M& E PLAN:

The Project’s impacts will be monitored throughitsitifetime using the indicators in the logicahfnework matrix
(see Appendix F). The indicators selected will beduto monitor the ecological and socioeconomiditimms of
the reserve (with emphasis on ecological integagnnectivity, biodiversity, sustainable use anedks), and the
impacts of the various conservation and manageraffatts carried out in the context of its admirasion.
Indicators are also included for monitoring thej@etis progress in terms of execution in a manmasstent with
the requirements of the GEF and its tools for naymy its strategic priorities (SP1). The baseloomstructed
during the preparation of the Petén Developmengifara for the Conservation of the Maya BiosphereeRes (
PDPRBM) and outcome indicators for the GEF Proyeiitbe completed within the first year of the pgof and
consolidated into existing information systems. eTihonitoring and evaluation system will build onisérg
initiatives and use the installed capacity of CON&Bnter for Monitoring and Evaluation (CEMEC) ar t
various stakeholders including NGOs involved in talection and analysis of data on the Maya Biesph
Reserve (MBR). The monitoring and evaluation systeill function within Executive Secretariat of CAR
(CONAP) in both CEMEC and the newly established Mwing and Evaluation Unit as well as shared with
partners in management such as the Foundation 8mfshde la Naturaleza, World Conservation So¢WwgsS)
and Asociacion de Comunidades Forestales de PABORKOP). The total estimated costs for monitoramgl
evaluation are US$400,000 over a period of fivegea

A mid-term evaluation will be undertaken once 35the GEF resources have been disbursed, so #swofar, if
necessary, adjustments in the approach to execanidtor targets. A final evaluation will also kesreed out at the
end of the period of Project execution. This fieahluation will include the analysis of lessonsrieal and a
description of the best technical, institutionaddasocial practices applicable to the future astifur management
of the MBR, as well as the most outstanding expeds of restoration and declaration of biologicaridors.
These evaluations will be guided by the followingestions: (i) How is the Project contributing teeetralized and
participatory management of the Core Zone (CZ),hilodogical corridors and special use zones ofNIER; (ii)
What progress has been made towards ensuring tlaacfal sustainability of biodiversity conservatiand
management activities in the MBR; (iii) To what ext have communities internalized and diversifieg t
sustainable use of biodiversity and good practicéts productive activities and what types of secmnomic
benefits are being generated; (iv) Are managemeanisibns being made on the basis of the best &laiknd
accurate information; and (v) What are the trentolseoved in the ecological integrity and biodiversif the MBR
and how is the Project contributing to maintainingm?

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

A. DESCRIBE THE PROJECT RATIONALE AND THE EXPECTED MEASURABLE GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS:

Created by Legislative Decree 05-90, the MBR igadéd in the far north of the department of Pelttoovers
59% of the territory of the Petén and 20% of theittey of Guatemala, and accounts 75% of the Guaten
System of Protected Areas (SIGAP). The size andtilme of the MBR shape many of the circumstances th
affect its management, including its environmergatial, economic, and security conditions. Dutimg 17 years
since the MBR was established, the successive gments have undertaken major efforts to conseaaiural
and cultural heritage of the MBR. This task hasnbe@mplicated by the fact that the MBR is charaztel by
extremely complex conditions where regional pulgmods (the Petén forest and its biodiversity, dmel t
archeological heritage of the formative and cladéaya periods) combine with the need to addressmionous
external threats (high immigration, high rates efadestation and forest fires, unprecedented groldgal
activities, rigid and inadequate legal and reguiatetamework, extreme poverty, unsustainable fagnin
livestock, and logging practices) in the midst afoanplex set of actors (social groups, indigenesptes, urban
population, economic groups, environmental NGOsddrs of forestry concessions, atomized instituat)offhg1



efforts and resources invested in the area, witly few exceptions such as community-based forestry
concessions, have had limited success in engaginiptal population in conservation and management.

Accordingly, the Government of Guatemala, through $ecretariat for Executive Coordination of thesitency
(SCEP) and the High-level Inter-ministerial Comewttcreated for this purpose, reached agreementthgth
Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) on a StratégyParticipatory and Inclusive Conservation af ¥iBR
(ECPIRBM). This Strategy will be implemented in fparough the PDPRBM (GU-L1002), financed by US$30
million IDB loan approved by the Bank in 2006. TBEF Project is intended to complement this loanctviwill

lay the foundation for biodiversity conservationdgdressing the issues of governance and poveltgtien.

The GEF Project recognizes that the ecologicabiitie of the MBR as a critical part of the Selva ydawill
depend on a substantial improvement of its managemiectiveness. To this end, the Project strategy
several distinctive and innovative features inahggdi(i) a regional approach that places the MBRwit broader
context of the Department of Peten and addressesotit causes of biodiversity loss and encroachmectt as
poor coherence in sectoral policies; (ii) a focagarticipatory conservation with the aim of comiities settled

in the MBR becoming, instead of a threatening el@mallies of the MBR; (iii) enhanced involvement o
municipalities within the MBR in conservation adties; (iv) self-reliance with an emphasis on thwitontal
transfer of knowledge and experience among comiesnénd user groups so that they can manage their
territories and resources while also reducing éctsfland improving the quality of life of their iahitants; (v)
consolidating and expanding the network of co-adstistor organizations in specific parts of the MBRI)
capacity building and the promotion of institutibteadership that make it possible for the admiatsts of the
MBR (CONAP and others) to handle the differentaitans that stem from the direct and indirect iefiae of the
communities settled in or around the MBR; (vii)damse management to ensure a balance betweentitiitesc
for fostering sustainable production and those @ated with protection for the zones of high biotad
importance; and (viii) a regional monitoring anchkesation system linked to the national monitoriygtem of
SIGAP. These features coincide with the strategsion of the Government of Guatemala for the MBR as
presented in the Strategy for Participatory antubige Conservation.

Three years after the end of the Project, the omtcondicators to measure the level of success densg its
purpose of contributing to the conservation of oegily and globally significant biodiversity andrservation of
ecological processes are: (i) ecological integfity measured by connectivity, area affected bydire rate of
land conversion) is maintained or improved in th&8mR(Baseline 2005: 92% area with high or medium
connectivity; 1,769,261 hectares of natural vedgmafforests and wetlands); 18% area burned in 20@510%
area converted to agriculture between 1986 and)2Q@4biodiversity of core zones and biologicalradors as
measured by Rapid Ecological Assessments is magdéBaseline PNLT species observed: 130 aquatic plants;
22 reptiles (of 97 listed); 14 amphibians (of 3&dd); 41 fish (of 55 listed); 173 birds (of 256téid); and (iii)
the number of families living in the MBR deriving laast 35% of their income from environmentallgtsinable
productive activities and/or non extractive usenafural resources compatible with the objectivebiodliversity
conservation has increased by 10% compared toddit@aso be established through a survey in YefBdseline
2005: 1300 families benefit from sustainable faxesbncessions. To be updated in Year 1

. DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH NATIONAL PRIORITIES/PLANS:

The Project responds to a series of sub-nationafiomal and regional commitments for environmental
management and biodiversity conservation. The MBR & Master Plan for 2001-2006 that was approved
through Resolution ALC 031/2001 and is the mainudeent for its management over the medium term. The
Master Plan establishes 16 strategic objectivegdoservation and management, including reducieghireats

to biodiversity, strengthening the institutionalarfiework for biodiversity conservation and addragsin
fundamental policy considerations such as the ptiammf clear land and resource use rights. The@sed
Project reinforces each of these objectives angatptheir implementation.

Nationally, the current government has attributpdcgal importance to environmental issues in itsppsals
regarding rural development (Strategic Agenda fdedral Rural Development in Guatemala), on nationa
competitiveness (National Agenda on Competitiveneasd in its Guate Verde program. Guatemala is als
signatory to the International Convention on Bidbagd Diversity and has had a National StrategyHmdiversity
Management since the late 1990s. An importantgddts strategy has been the creation of its natisgstem of
protected areas (SIGAP) administered by CONAP dnghich the MBR represents approximately 75%. The
SIGAP establishes Conservation Regions that heipnge the allocation of knowledge and resourcethiwithe;



system and promote the replication of lessons éshthroughout the system. The actions to be firchfgethis
Project are consistent with the policy and stratdgies of SIGAP and incorporate the results ofengéc
evaluations. In addition, the components of theppsed GEF Project fit within the objectives of Regional
Strategy for the Conservation and Sustainable UsBiadiversity in Mesoamerica endorsed by the Cantr
American Commission for Environment and Developn{@@AD).

As part of the process of preparing the PDPRBM (A002), a Strategy for Participatory and Inclusive
Conservation for the MBR (ECPIRBM) was formulatett eapproved by the Government of Guatemala. The
Strategy develops four strategic lines as follog@d: participatory and inclusive conservation, wéttfocus on
providing market opportunities for the local pogiga as incentives for the sustainable use and gemant of
natural and cultural resources consistent with ldgal and regulatory framework in place in the MBR)
strengthening of governance, particularly in suppérdecentralization, enhanced institutional camation and
transboundary cooperation with Mexico and Belizg;cultural and environmental management, withcu$oon
maintaining the ecological and cultural integrifytioe MBR, and (d) sustainable production, withbaus on the
ZUM and the ZAM. The strategic lines have differateéd approaches based on the particular charstaterof
the different zones of the MBR. The proposed GE®&jdet is designed to support the strategic lineshef
ECPIRBM, and as such is consistent with the Govemnirof Guatemala'’s overall vision for the MBR.

. DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH GEF STRATEGIESAND STRATEGIC PROGRAMS:

This project was formulated during the GEF-3 inaadance with the GEF Biodiversity Focal Area and th
Operational Program # 3 Forest Ecosystems, withathe of: (i) improving the enabling environment for
enhancing management effectiveness of the MBR, Halging it fulfill its purposes of conserving glalty
important biodiversity and maintaining the ecolagimtegrity of the Selva Maya; (ii) seeking thessinable use
of forest ecosystems through co-management congpprioduction, socio-economic and biodiversity gpélg
replicating successful outcomes derived from eiffecstakeholder partnerships and the experiencdeanding
gained. Similarly, the project is in conformity tithe GEF strategic objective BD-1: Catalyzing Sunstbility of
Protected Areas, established in the GEF Strateg&nBss Plan. The main reason for choosing exdlysthis
strategic priority relies in the main purpose of fbroject, which is to strengthen the ecologicakdrnity and
connectivity of the MBR, taking into account thhetreserve represents 75% of the national systémenGhis
coverage, the Project is designed to improve maneage effectiveness of the MBR as an individual Plilev
simultaneously having a significant impact on mamagnt effectiveness of the national PA system. def
management effectiveness, the project will suppotivities eligible under SO1 such as: (a) systapacity
building for long-term sustainability in terms dfet development of a coherent set of sectoral jgasliand norms;
(b) institutional capacity building of CONAP andrreers with an emphasis on co-management for beosiity
conservation; (c) innovative financing mechanisrngsha system level; and (d) catalyzing the engagemé
communities in biodiversity conservation, includingnitoring and evaluation. In addition, there isteong
system-wide lesson sharing and replication elempespiosed through the national PA monitoring anduatan
unit in CONAP (USEC).

The project will also contribute to the GEF-4 BDastgy by supporting activities relevant for theatggic
programs SP1 and SP3. The contribution to SP1b&ithrough: (a) improved arrangements for co-memeant

in core zones and biological corridors combinechwitcal income generation from ecotourism actigitand
innovative, non-consumptive use of biodiversitytthal serve as mechanisms to lower managemensgasid
(b) the implementation of the fully endorsed Buss®lan for the RBM, consolidating multiple fundsaurces
and thus ensuring financing for the recurrent co$the management and administration of the Reseihe
project will contribute to SP3 through strengthenithe ecological integrity and connectivity of tMBR
improving the management effectiveness of 75% efdrea covered by the national PA system as meation
above. This will accompanied by research and rodnig on the effectiveness of the different typészanes
(core zones, biological corridors, multiple useaale

Contributions to the GEF's strategic targets fardbiersity will be documented through the GEF BD¥acking
Tool. The project also responds to the Strategam Pbr the Convention of Biological Diversity (CBRnd its
design complies with the ecosystem approach pilesias defined in decision VII/11.

. OUTLINE THE COORDINATION WITH OTHER RELATED INITIATIVES:

During Project preparation, an analysis was unfBlertaof the different initiatives in natural resoesc
management in the MBR over the last 10 years, tdagluplication of efforts and build on lessonsries.
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Collaboration with other projects of the Bank, gl financing institutions, the GEF, and otheralsris briefly
described as follows:

The World BankThe GEF Project is expected to benefit from taad Administration Project, from the WB, in
terms of its methodologies and information baség Dand Administration Project has two componemasnely:

(i) cadastre and regularization of lands in thetlsaun parts of Petén (excluding the CZ and MUZhaf MBR),

and (ii) opening a registry office in Petén to mmilze management of the registry files. By targgtand tenure
issues in the southern part of Petén, this progeexpected to contribute to reduce the migratmmards the
MUZ and CZ of the MBR, thus reducing pressure @ htodiversity and natural resources. The Japan
Development Fund (JDF) of the World Bank is alspexted to provide funding for a complementary profe
strengthen the forestry concessions in the MBR.

Other GEF ProjectSfwo GEF projects have recently been carried mtité RBM, from which lessons have been
taken: (a) support for the management and proteatiothe Laguna del Tigre National Park and Biotope
(GEF/World Bank), and (b) strengthening of commumnianagement in the Bio-ltza Reserve (GEF/UNDP¥ Th
results from the GEF/UNDP enabling activity “Defion National Priorities and Assessment of Capacity
Building Needs in Biodiversity in Guatemala” haveeb taken into account, in particular related taliviersity
information management. Monitoring and researchviies of the MBR will be integrated with the sgsts
already established by the Regional Program for sGligdation of Mesoamerican Biological Corridor
(UNDP/UNEP/WB), which is coordinated by the Centimerican Commission for Environment and
Development (CCAD), and information links will bestablished with the Inter-American Biodiversity
Information Network (IABIN-GEF/WB). Discussions heslso been held with UNEP regarding a GEF Prdaject
the pipeline for Sustainable Land Management of @Greater Mopan/Belize River Watershed (GEF/UNEP)
extending into the western part of the MBR and airat promoting sustainable land practices whileronmg
economic livelihoods. Finally, coordination hasabeen established with the regional GEF/IDB/W&@#éhk
project on Integrated Ecosystem Management in érigs Communities, which has Petén as one of devera
priority sites in Central America.

Other donorsWith US$40 million invested over almost 15 yeddSAID has been the cooperation agency with
the largest presence in the area, accompanyingnthigient environmental institutional framework fnothe
outset. Although USAID has now largely phased autcontinues to promote sustainable production, in
collaboration with The Rainforest Alliance. Thedmational NGOs (TNC, Cl and CATIE) also have agltrack
record of involvement, aimed initially at strengtiveg local organizations, out of which arose Defeas de la
Naturaleza in the PNSL, Propetén in Laguna del€ligiPV and Centro Maya in the MUZ, and ACOFOP,
accompanying the community forestry concessiongh BOIC and CI are currently planning interventiomshe
GEF Project area, with which coordination is beamgured, mainly to support ecoregional planninggsses
(TNC) and territorial interventions (support fornomunity projects, field research, basic infrastoet for
management) located in the Laguna del Tigre Nati®zak (PNLT) (Cl). The World Conservation Society
(WCS) is actively involved in monitoring the ecolca integrity of the MBR in cooperation with CEME&hd
the GEF Project has been designed to complemerbutttion those activities. The GTZ and the govesntrof
the Netherlands have participated actively in foiag the Forestry Action Plan, which promoted thecpss of
community and industrial forestry concessions, stanable management mechanism that has provenssiok

At present, the government of the Netherlandsarfting a project for institutional strengthenirighe CONAP,
with objective of supporting the establishment amitial operation of the Monitoring and Evaluatidsnit.
Finally, there are a large number of projects vgthall-scale financing raised directly by environtaéror
sustainable resource management organizations bildteral cooperation, or from foundations spezedi in
environmental funds, biodiversity, aspects relatecultural heritage, or sustainable developmetibas.

. DESCRIBE THE INCREMENTAL REASONING OF THE PROJECT:

As described above, support for the conservatiahpantection of the MBR has been a priority forwanber of
local and international stakeholders, whose intea@sl investments in the area have produced pesigsults.
Nevertheless, recent assessments indicate thRiederve's forests and wetlands are under increpssgure from
fragmentation and habitat loss, that the local paamn has not yet been successfully engaged nengihened to
confront their livelihood challenges in a sustaieabanner; and, that serious problems of governstilteemain.

The chances of altering the scenario just descriipedninimal if the approach of past interventiorge to remain
the same, i.e., focused on specific areas onlyradertaken in isolation, addressing specific ssciastitutions or
interest groups. The current GEF project is anoirigmt step in the opposite direction, becauseonitit aims af



contributing to theoverall ecological integrity of the MBR and the connediivof the Selva Maya (global
objective), but also because it puts an emphasitherareas of high biological importance, while ipgyclose
attention to issues of governance and participaifanterested actors, within a coherent and regjigision for the
area.

The Project builds on the Petén Sustainable Dewsop Program (PDSRBM- GU-L1002), a larger and longe
investment loan of US$30 million from the IDB toetiGovernment of Guatemala, which likewise aims at
promoting the conservation of the MBR through sustale use, inclusive and participatory manageréngatural
resources, cultural heritage, tourism activity, angironmental management with a view to improwve dhality of

life of Petén residents. The Project will completeach one of its key components by means of:

1.Geographical focus. While the IDB Peten projectititcomplements the GEF project with US$10,9 miljio
will focus its activities on the east side, to tBelizean border, the GEF Project will target theecmones,
special use zones and biological corridors of ti&RMo the Mexican border;

2.Institutional and operational strengthening of Niaéil Council of Protected Areas (CONAP), co-adntiatsrs,
and communities to conserve and manage the resowfcéhe MBR. This will also include municipal
institutional strengthening, promoting municipapmesentation on management committees for coreszone
improving mechanisms for co-management in all kegas, and, emphasizing the role of environmental
education and skills training;

3.Development of income generating activities basedtlee goods and services derived from the natural
resources and biodiversity of the MBR. The Projeitit invest in small innovative mechanisms and finil
incentives for the sustainable use of biodiveraitg promote the diversification of forestry produand low-
impact nature-based tourism activities in the Resand,

4.Strengthening local governance. The Project wilku® on the design and implementation of policies,
regulations, and other instruments for the manageéwethe MBR, which will inevitably tackle issussich as
land conflicts, threats control, environmental #sjdnonitoring aspects, and the generation anesytzation
of information for adaptive management of the Raser

An integrated regional vision for the project sgef great urgency and importance for the courfthe GEF
involvement will allow social, economic, and ingtibnal aspects of protected area managementé¢olenced and
at the same time result in local, national and gldenefits, including carbon sequestration, anaraved
management of two Ramsar sites.

INDICATE RISKS, INCLUDING CLIMATE CHANGE RISKS, THAT MIGHT PREVENT THE PROJECT OBJECTIVE(S)
FROM BEING ACHIEVED AND OUTLINE RISK MANAGEMENT MEASURES:

The execution of the Project faces several risks tilave been analyzed during preparation to ideatiys to
mitigate them. The main risk is tHenited management capacity and sporadic preserfcéh® institutions
responsible in the MBR. This risk is mitigated ke tactivities in Component 1, through a combinatdén
capacity building and expansion of co-managemerdangements to extend the coverage of management
activities in a cost-effective manner. In additioisks associated with potential delays in executigll be
minimized by a gradual sequencing of activitieslime with the capacities of organizations that haver
experience with similar projects, early engagemehtcommunities and decentralized management. The
conditions of social and political instability irhé¢ MBRalso constitute a risk to the operation. This iisk
mitigated by the decentralized governance strudtureceive support through the IDB loan and th@leasis on

the participation of key stakeholders including thenicipalities and Community Development Commitee
(COCODES) in the project planning, monitoring andleation cycle. Theannual budgetary allocation and
dependence on government annual funding for reatircestsuntil financial sustainability mechanisms are in
place also represents a risk. This risk will be ag@d through (i) close monitoring of the annual deidry
process to ensure that the required allocatiofaisngd for in advance; (ii) the gradual phasingfigovernment
financing of recurrent costs during project exemutind (iii) early endorsement of the Business Riarear 1 of

the project to leave sufficient time for its implemation. Climate change vulnerability can be & fos tropical
forests and wetlands that are susceptible to dtsugihd frequent fires such as is the case in thggirarea.
However, the activities proposed by the project ardact, projected to increase the resilience ataptation of
natural systems to possible changes in climateitons (by improving native vegetation protectioystems,
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reinforcing connectivity, and enhancing institutircapacity to preventing changes in vegetationpmsition,
for example.)

G. EXPLAIN HOW COST-EFFECTIVENESSISREFLECTED IN THE PROJECT DESIGN:

Cost-effectiveness in conserving biodiversity isarent to the Project’s strategy as the projec aowers 75% of
protected areas in Guatemala containing the mdsnsixe broadleaf forest remaining in CentralAmeritt is
designed around entities already operating in tlBRMuch as the CONAP Monitoring and Evaluation mid
CEMEC (USEC/CEMEC) and it optimizes the allocatioh human resources through co-management. An
alternative biodiversity conservation solution roanagement with communities settled in the coreeg and
promotion of productive practices mainstreaminglbiersity conservation in the MBR would be to rédsethese
communities in areas outside the Core Zones andpsatore restrictions for activities in the MulépUse Zone
of the MBR to be enforced by top down ‘command aodtrol’ measures. However such a solution is eeith
socially nor economically feasible taking into agobthe immigration into the area and high numidepemple
already living there (13,000-20,000 in the coree@nd around 85,000 in MBR). To obtain cost effecti
biodiversity protection in the medium and long tettme project will support implementation of locahtl use
plans compatible with the MBR zoning, clarificatiafi resource and land use rights and conflict reswi
combined with enforcement of the zoning regulationollaboration with the local population suppogithem in
alternative activities to improve their livelihoods project implementation cost effectivenesscisieved through
cost-sharing in project administration with an axemn scheme that is fully integrated with the IRi&n for the
PDPRBM.

PART 111: INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT

A. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENT:

The executing agency for the GEF Project is theidttiyp of Environment and Natural Resources (MARN)
through CONAP. Given that the GEF Project is parthe PDPRBM, its execution scheme will be compete
integrated within that Program. The MARN would #fere assume the full administrative, financial and
management coordination responsibilities vis-atves Bank and the GEF for both operations. As agipating
agency, CONAP would assume the day-to-day techmesponsibility of the GEF Project through an inter
institutional agreement with MARN. The MARN wilesup a Program Unit (UP) charged to the fundshef t
PDPRBM and with technical liaison personnel fromNXP® and other participating agencies. This UP will
ensure the technical coordination of all activitibe responsible for undertaking and overseeingysement
processes, and will supervise the physical andahéiadprogress of all activities and works for botrerations.

This execution scheme includes the participationtber agencies (Ministry of Culture and Sports QMDE),
Institute for Anthropology and History (IDAEH), Mistry of Agriculture (MAGA) and Guatemalan Tourism
Office (INGUAT)) through inter-institutional agreemts with MARN. It seeks to strengthen the governtis
on-going initiatives towards decentralization byoyding for the participation of local governmenasid
community organizations in the execution arrangeéméo this end, the existing structures such aslloc
governments, the COCODES, and other existing comnignworganizations will be given an opportunity to
contribute to the annual planning and review cycle.addition, the existing Regional Board (Mesagigeral)
currently functioning as a participatory consutiatiforum on development policies affecting the MBRuld
serve as an advisory body to the UP.

The UP will be headed by an Executive Directorddling the project planning process, serving asdimamong
those involved, and overseeing execution of thefara), and a support team (made up of a limitedbarmof
technical and administrative support staff) base®@étén. The UP will include two additional pasis to be
charged to the GEF Project: a deputy Coordindtecty responsible for the GEF Project and a priogpecialist
assigned to the planning and supervision of a@wip be financed by GEF resources. OperatingilRegns, to
be approved by government, will establish the raled procedures for each component, eligibilityecia for
demonstration and pilot projects, the proceduregffeparing the Annual Operational Plans (AOPS)cprement
procedures, and the methodology for evaluationmaoxitoring of the AOPs.

The CONAP, MARN, INGUAT, MICUDE, MAGA, and SCEP witontinue to participate in the High-Level
Inter-Institutional Committee (CIAN) to be institoialized by decree to act as an oversight body bd chaired
by SCEP, this Committee will be responsible foerAnhstitutional coordination on all policy matteedated to
the project and will be the highest instance ofrapgl of the POA. The Bank will assign responsipifior the
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supervision of project execution to its Country i€d#f in Guatemala with backstopping of a specidlisim
INE/RND at IDB Headquarters in Washington, thediattlso serving as contact person with the GEF.

PART 1V: EXPLAIN THE ALIGNMENT OF PROJECT DESIGN WITH THE ORIGINAL PIF:

As described in part Il point C, this project wasnfiulated during the GEF-3. As a result, it was elam
accordance with the project cycle and proceduréd daring that period when, instead of a PIF, aFF®Dwas
required. The final project is consistent with therall diagnosis and the components suggestdatiretjuest for
pipeline entry and PDF-B funds. However the GE6jgut amount has, due to the implementation ofRAE
during project preparation, been reduced from US80GO00 at pipeline entry and PDF-B approval to
USD4.060.000 at FSP approval to USD3.660.000 atu&sdor CEO Endorsement. The first reduction waden
as a consequence of the Government of Guatemadaigneanent of the country RAF resources to eacthef t
Biodiversity projects the country had in prepanatiwhen the RAF was first introduced. The secortlicBon
was made as a consequence of the decision tonalslé the agency project fee under the RAF. THaat®on of
the GEF financing has been made in the budget donponent two (Incentives for the Conservation and
Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in the MBR), spieaifly the investments in nature-based tourismviies, since
this component is mainly covered by the IADB loadfimancing, The loan will cover the individual aties no-
longer covered by GEF and as such the reductioves ed no influence on the overall project design.
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ART V: AGENCY(1ES) CERTIFICATIO

This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF
criteria for ?E@ Endorsement.
- . il e

I|I| Illr I'I_ ~ I'.;—— -I_u" / :
Hector! r.rifxl?'fu g ichele Lemay .
Chief INE/RNT, IADB Project Contact Person
GEF Agency Coordinatot
Date: 1 - Tel: (01)202 623 1538

Ji.reek (01)
o8 ¥ Email: michelel@iadb.org

CEO Endorsement Template-Aug 29, 208 .d
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ANNEX A: PROJECT RESULTSFRAMEWORK

LOGICAL FRAMEWORK MATRIX

I MPROVING M ANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESSIN THE MAYA BIOSPHERE RESERVE (GU-X1001)

OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES
AND ACTIVITIES

VERIFIABLE |NDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

ASSUMPTIONS

GOAL: Contribute to the
conservation of regionally
and globally significant
biodiversity and
conservation of
ecological processes in th
Maya Biosphere Reserve,
(MBR) while
guaranteeing the provisio
of environmental goods
and services that benefit
the local population.

After 3 years of having completed the Project:

a. Ecological integrity (as measured by

e

connectivity, area affected by fire and rate ofllg
conversion) is maintained or improved in the
MBR (Baseline?005: 1,769,261 hectares of
natural vegetation (forests and wetlands); 8%
area with low connectivity; 18% area burned in
2005 and 10% area converted to agriculture
between 1986 and 2004).

Biodiversity of core zones and biological
corridors as measured by Rapid Ecological
Assessments is maintained (Baseline PNLT
species observed30 aquatic plants; 22 reptiles
(of 97 listed); 14 amphibians (of 32 listed); 41
fish (of 55 listed); 173 birds (of 256 listéd)

The number of families living in the MBR
deriving at least 35% of their income from
environmentally sustainable productive activitig
and/or non extractive use of natural resources
compatible with the objectives of biodiversity
conservation has increased by 10% compared
baseline to be established through a survey in
Year 1. (Baseline 2003.300 families benefit
from sustainable forestry concessions. To be

.

toa

updated in Year 1).

a. Satellite images and field
verifications.

Project records and
indicators as compared to
socio-economic baseline
established before the en
of the first year.
Rapid ecological
assessments

The MBR and its

conservation and sustainable

development objectives
continue to be considered a
strategic action of the

] Guatemalan government.
Partnerships are maintained
with groups that administer
protected areas on the borde
(Mexico and Belize).

174

2rs

! A Biological Assessment of Laguna del Tigre NagibRark. Cl Rapid Assessment Program. July 2000.
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OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES
AND ACTIVITIES

VERIFIABLE |NDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

ASSUMPTIONS

PURPOSE: To support | At Project completion: a. Satellite imagery Socio-political situation is
conservation managementa. Vegetation cover (in hectares) affected annually. Records from CEMEC and stable in the MBR and at the
and the sustainable use of by fires (factoring weather conditions) is reduged CONAP. national level, improving
biodiversity with an by 20%. Baseline:400,000 hectares burned in| c. CONAP and co- conditions for governance of
emphasis on areas of high  2005). administration the region and the Reserve.
biological importance in | b. 100 % area of the core zones and biological organizations budgetary
the MBR, by corridors with medium or high connectivity execution reports. Updated Master Plan is
strengthening institutional, (Baseline2005: Core zone 4% area with low | d. ETP Annual review reportsapproved and legally defined
national, and local connectivity; Laguna del Tigre-Sierra de zones are maintained.
capacities to optimize Lacandon: 33% area with low connectivity;
management, thus Mirador-Rio Azul-Laguna del Tigre: 0% area
guaranteeing the effective with low connectivity; Tikal-Mirador-Rio Azul
participation of various 0% are with low connectivity.
stakeholders as partners|rc. 20% of the recurrent costs for basic operations of
conservation. two core zones are covered by Special Trust

Fund (Baseline: 0%)

d. 50% increase in technical staff of CONAP and

its co-administration partners and 50% of

operational staff (park rangers) receive training

to manage the MBR in the core zones, corridars

and special use zones (Baseline 28! staff

assigned to MBR, 6% technical; 81%

operational).

e. Average management effectiveness rating of the

core zones based on WWF/World Bank

methodology (SP 1) improves to 70% by project

completion. (BaselineAverage rating of core

zones 52%).
COMPONENT 1: Management capacity building
Activity 1. a: a. The High-Level Inter-institutional Committee | a. Decree of creation of the | Stable socio-political
Strengthening (CIAN) is formally created by Year 1 and CIAN conditions guarantee the
institutional capacities functions as a mechanism for coordination by | b. Minutes of CIAN dialogue and negotiation

for governance in the

Year 2 (Baseline: CIAN is ad hoc).

meetings.

spaces with local

A Trust Fund for Yaxha National Park was created started operations in September 2005.
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OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES
AND ACTIVITIES

VERIFIABLE |NDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

ASSUMPTIONS

MBR

. At least 75% of the productive projects include

in the POA by Year 4 are identified and endors
by local stakeholders (COCODES,

dc.
atl

COCODES minutes.
Co-administrators group
meeting minutes.

stakeholders.
Central government initiative
to improve social and

[S

municipalities, NGOs). (Baselind:ocal e. Minutes from public events productive infrastructure

stakeholders participated in identification of Year on structural policies. facilitate reaching agreemen

1 projects for Component 2.To be updated in | f. CIAN and ETP minutes | with local stakeholders.

Year 1). and progress reports
Activity 1.b: Improve and | a. 15 community forestry concessions with reviseda. Concession contracts The government keeps the
develop new mechanism$  and updated contracts at the end of Year 3 b. Co-administration protected areas co-
for co-management in (Baseline APESA evaluation of concessions agreements administration policy.
core zones, biological contracts 2006. None of the contracts have been. ETP Annual Review Various groups (NGOs,
corridors, community updated). Reports municipal governments) are
management units, and . Co-management model for 3 biological corridors interested in carrying out co-
other special use areas is in place by Year 3 (Baselin€orridors are administration activities.///

administered centrally).

Co-administration agreements for 4 additional

core zones updated and implemented by Year|3

(Baseline Agreements in place for PNSL, PNLT

and Mirador-Rio Azul only in 2006).

. 13 cooperation agreements facilitating the

execution of operative plans in special use zornes

(e.q., El Ceibo) implemented by Year 4

(Baseline:Updated agreements exist for 2 spegial

use zones only).
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OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES
AND ACTIVITIES

VERIFIABLE |NDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

ASSUMPTIONS

Activity 1.c:
Strengthening CONAP
operational capacity in
the MBR

. CONAP Community Relations Unit is in

operation and functioning by the end of the
Project’s second year (Baselingnit not
operating in RBM).

. Updated or new management plans and operag

plans for 7 core zones (parks, biotopes, biolog
corridors) are being applied by the end of Yeatr
(Baseline Management plans for 3 out of the 7
core zones require updating).

Control and information posts built and operati
in the Laguna del Tigre (2), Sierra de Lacando
(2), and Yaxha (1) parks and patrol routes are
functioning by Project’s third year (Baselirle
post in existence in El Peru).

. An automated process exists between the One

Stop Window (Ventanilla Unica) of CONAP an
CEMEC that improves CONAP administrative
efficiency by Year 2 (Baselinddministrative
processes are handled manually).

ng
n  Unica) and CEMEC

=N

a. ETP Annual Review
Reports

b. Published management
plans

tinng Progress reports on desig

cal construction, and

5 completion of control and
vigilance infrastructure.

d. Reports from One Stop

Window (Ventanilla

Political, legal, social and
logistical conditions exist to
apply the legal and normativ
instruments in the MBR.

=)

11%

Activity 1.d: Partnerships
with region’s formal
education sector for
environmental education
and skills training

. Departmental environmental education

committee re-instituted (Baselin€Eommittee not
functioning).

. At least 1000 families participate in

environmental awareness events in the MBR g
its buffer zone by Project’s completion (Baselir]
No opportunities exist for families to participate
in environmental awareness).

ind
e,

a. Progress reports on
environmental awareness
and education strategy.

b. CISEEA minutes and

progress reports.

Dissemination events and

participant lists.

Media leaders and executive
support the need to
disseminate information abo
conservation of the MBR'’s
biodiversity.

Young people are interested
in conservation of the MBR.

S

It

COMPONENT 2: Incentivesfor conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity

15



OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES
AND ACTIVITIES

VERIFIABLE |NDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

ASSUMPTIONS

Activity 2.a: Small
innovative investments
for biodiversity use

a. Atleast 10 (micro) projects based on new

opportunities for sustainable use of biodiversity
in operation by Year 2. These include projects
multiple use zones (MUZ) and buffer zones (B
(Baseline Limited opportunities exist for
innovative biodiversity micro-financing. To be
established in Year 1).

in related to the coordination
7) and management of

a. Minutes and inter-
institutional agreements

sustainable use projects.

b. Progress and/or evaluatio
reports of (micro) projects
under design and
execution.

nagreements to coordinate pr

Groups that carry out
administrative and natural
resource management
activities in the MBR
establish cooperation

D

investment of programs and
projects.

Activity 2.b:
Diversification of forest
products, and training in
management aspects in
MUZ

. At least one sustainable diversification and

marketing initiative is proven financially viable
and adopted by community management units
Year 4. (BaselineTo be established in Year 1).
Managers of community concessions trained if
entrepreneurial and administrative aspects
(Baselineto be established in Year 1 needs
assessment).

a. Reports from CONAP

b. Concession certification

by reports.

c. CONAP concession
operations reports.

Demand for the MBR
certified products is
increasing.

National and international
market opportunities open for
non-traditional wood and
other forest products.

Activity 2.c: Low-impact
nature-based tourism
activities in core zones,
biological corridors and
MUZ

. At least two consolidated nature-based tourisn

. At least 5 organized community groups activel

. At least 100 community members and/or

circuits linking core zones and biological
corridors have minimum infrastructure (tourist
information centers, access) by the end of Yeg
(Baseline: 0).

participate in the tourist circuits (Baselirio be
established in Year 1).

community and private tourism businesses are
trained in aspects of low-impact tourism

1a. Service contracts for eco-

r 3 between CONAP and co-

y  services for tourism.

(Baseline To be established in Year 1)..

tourism.
b. Cooperation agreements

administrators that provide

c. ETP on-site inspection
reports

> attractions.

Service provision firms
maintain their interest in
MBR natural resources and
include them as tourist
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OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES
AND ACTIVITIES

VERIFIABLE |NDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

ASSUMPTIONS

Activity 2.d: Incentives
for sustainable
agriculture activities in
appropriate areas

a. Atleast 100 families implement at least one
sustainable agriculture practice in their parcels
and/or home gardens in MUZ and special use
zones by the completion at the end of Year 4
(Baseline To be established in Year 1).

Training reports and
participant lists from
dissemination and training
events.

Reports from training
events and demonstration
tours.

The socio-political conditions
of the Region allow the

establishment of cooperatior
agreements between CONA
and municipal governments.

U

COMPONENT 3: Design and implementation of policies, regulationsand other instrumentsfor management

Activity 3.a: Supporting
the resolution of land use

a. Atleast 40% of the land conflict cases within tf
MBR are resolved by Year 4 (Baseline 20037

ne.

FONTIERRAS AND
CONTIERRA records.

Rules and procedures
approved and implemented |

Dy

conflicts in the MBR conflicts were registered by the Office of San | b. Boundaries of existing RIC and other groups
Benito which serves the MBR municipalitiés) demarcations verified on | formalizing land ownership
b. Limits and boundaries of the core zones, site. (cadastre, land registry).
concessions, and community management unite. RIC records and
are delimited on maps and in the field by the Jurisdictional Property
completion of the Project (Baselin@oundaries records.
are unmarked in the field).
c. Studies on land use reassignment inside Sierra de
Lacandén National Park (PNSL) boundaries are
completed and are being applied in a
participatory fashion by Year 3 (Baseliféhere
is no correspondence between 2006 land use
patterns and PNSL management plan).
d. At least two national parks and one biological
corridor have been legally incorporated in the
National Land Registry at the completion of the
Project (BaselineNone of the parks or corridors
are registered)..
Activity 3.c: Support the | a. At least four strategic law enforcement cases are Files and records of Office National and regional
environmental audit and in process of resolution by the Office of the of the Public Prosecutor | political will exists to support
compliance monitoring Public Prosecutor for Environmental Offenses jn  for Environmental the implementation of the
performed by judicial the Petén Region by the beginning of Year 4 Offenses in the Petén resolutions of the Office of
officials in the MBR (Baseline To be established in Year 1). b. Law enforcement files in | the Public Prosecutor for

3

Land conflicts are understood as disputes ovepdssession and right to use lands due to ovénigyppundaries and survey markers, discrepancisgeke
registered surface area and occupied area, oriam&sll of which create ambiguities relatingaad ownership. CONTIERRA reports, as of 2005,
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OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES
AND ACTIVITIES

VERIFIABLE |NDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

ASSUMPTIONS

records of courts with
jurisprudence in cases of
illegal land occupations in
the core zones, biological
corridors, and MUZ in the
MBR.

Environmental Offenses in
the Petén.

Activity 3.d:
Implementing financial
mechanisms for the
sustainable use and
conservation of
biodiversity

A document updating the economic value of ti
Reserve’s environmental services and a prop
for PES by the end Year 1 (Baseli&udy on
economic value of PNLT).

75% of recurrent costs of management activiti¢
in the MBR are covered through a combinatior
national budget and financing mechanisms by
Year 4 (BaselineBudget covers only 30% of
recurrent cost needs).

MBR Business Plan that includes finance
mechanisms for at least three core zones (ex:
Trust Funds in PNSL: Piedras Negras, PNLT:
Guaca Peru Site) is designed, the approval
process started in Year 2 and implemented by
Project completion (Baselin®echanism in

ne.

nsal

of

place in Yaxha).

Basic studies on the
economic value of
environmental services of
MBR ecosystems.
Progress reports on the
implementation of the
Business Plan, including
Trust Funds for core zone
and the conservation
incentives program.

Economic and fiscal policies
allow the design and approv
of financial mechanisms
oriented to the conservation
and sustainable use of MBR
biodiversity.
Local actors are willing to
sparticipate in PES plans.

COMPONENT 4: Strengthen the generation and use of information for adaptive management of MBR
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OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES
AND ACTIVITIES

VERIFIABLE |NDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

ASSUMPTIONS

Activity 4a a. An inter-institutional agreement for information| c. Letter (s) of understanding Various organizations are
Consolidating and exchange on the subject of biodiversity and and/or technical interested in contributing
improving the exchange associated resources is operating by Year 2 cooperation agreement | information for systematizing
of information for MBR (Baseline No agreement exists in 2006). between groups that and evaluating models of
management b. At least two monitoring reports on the socio- generate information on | biodiversity conservation
economic situation in two core zones (PNLT and biodiversity and aspects | management.
PNSL) by Year 4 (BaselindReliable quantitative related to the Reserve. Communication media
data on the socio-economic situation of core | d. Research reports on disseminate information.
zones does not exist). aspects of social conflict | Various projects and groups
(case studies, thesis). in the region and
e. CONAP information internationally are interested
media. in exchanging information.
f. Progress report on
implementation of Social
Communications Strategy
in the MBR.
g. Web page and other media
with information on
Project activities and
progress reports.
Activity 4b: Establishing | a. Monitoring and evaluation system is generatinga. Project semester reports | Institutional interest exists fo
the monitoring and reports on overall status of the MBR by the end  and reports from the MBR| participating and contributing
evaluation system . of Year 2 (BaselineCEMEC reporting system Monitoring Unit (CEMEC | information for monitoring
covers biophysical indicators). and Project Coordination)| and evaluation purposes.
b. Annual results of the monitoring and evaluationb. CONAP reports evaluating
system are taken into account in the preparation management effectiveness.
of the POA and for making strategic decisions| c. CEMEC biological
related to adaptive management of the MBR by  monitoring reports and
Year 2 (BaselineComprehensive performance others
monitoring and evaluation data are not availablel. Minutes from National

for management decisions).

Committee for Biological

Monitoring.
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OBJECTIVES, OUTCOMES
AND ACTIVITIES

VERIFIABLE |NDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

ASSUMPTIONS

Activity 4c: Developing a
research agenda for
biodiversity conservation.

At least 5 regional research projects on adapti
management, consistent with a locally endorse
research agenda and supported with logistical
resources, yield results by Year 3 (theses and
dissertations)_ (Baselin@here is no research

agenda for biodiversity conservation for the ME
or program to promote its implementation.)

V@.
2d

Minutes from researcher
meetings and participant
lists.
Theses/dissertations of
undergraduate and
graduate students.
CONAP records.

Scientists and other researcl
programs in the area are
interested in contributing to
the exchange and
dissemination of research
results.

Project resources are a
catalyst for other financing
opportunities for research on
adaptive management.
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ANNEX B: RESPONSES TO PROJECT REVIEWS (from GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, and Regsdios
Comments from Council at work program inclusion #mel Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF)

a)

COUNCIL

Council Member Comment 1: Despite a clear identification of the developmeithe oil industry as one of the
main threats for the biodiversity conservationte MBR core zones, the proposal seems to lackaa steategy
to address and counteract this threat. The hargffatts of the oil grants in the core zones, paldidy the
National Park Laguna del Tigre, are well mentioimedifferent parts of the proposal. These threafsrron one
hand to the pollution process and on the other harlde consequent pressure on biodiversity, geeettay the
opening of roads and ways and its associated @abon process. Are the permissions for the oil@gbion and
exploitation really compatible with the principle$ biodiversity conservation in an area classed'uasler
absolute protection to allow for natural processetmlve without intrusion from human activity”? ésdor
example page 3, article i of the executive summatryweems that the project proponents didn’t rége kind of
question. There is a lack of a concrete strategadtiress this threat, despite its clear identificain the threat
analysis. On the contrary, instead of addressiadhteat, the proponents seem to be interestduinik royalties
which are considered as one of the future optidritte financial mechanism to as-sure the long-témancial
sustainability of the MBR conservation. Thus, theeems to be a conflict of interests between adiugshe
threat of oil exploration and exploitation to bieelisity and assuring financial sustainability of thechanism to
conserve biodiversity.

ExA Response 1: The Government of Guatemala authorized the dewedmt of the oil industry within the
Laguna del Tigre territory before it was declareatibhal Park, and it is widely acknowledged thadréhis an
incompatibility between this economic activity athe objectives and classification of the prote@szh. That is
precisely the reason why this activity was highiégghas one of the main threats to biodiversity eoration. In
order to partially address this, the oil exploratalmd exploitation follows the regulations presdritethe Law of
Hydrocarbon (Ley de Hidrcarburos), which allows #heloration and exploitation of oil in the MultglUse
Zones and Buffer Zones, but explicitly forbidsntthe Core Zones (with the exception of some palgicsites
where these activities were performed before LagdehTigre was declared National Park and are now
circumscribed within specific zones as establisitethe National Park’s management plan). The GHijept
will contribute to complement incrementally the @owvmental actions, specifically through some aiigisi
considered in components 1, 2 and 3. Before desgrithem briefly, it is worth noting that besidd toll
industry, three other threats described in the dwau are also harmful for the conservation of hiedsity in the
Reserve (fires, land conversion and unplanned hisatlements). The presence of unplanned humdareetits
is of particular importance and assessed as the dn&ing force to rapid land use change and biexdiity losses.
In this context, the rationale behind the projeteivention is to address root causes throughigetivin each
component of the project, with the understandirag, tifi these root causes are tackled properlyrateged threats
will be addressed as well. Given this underlyintgple, the first and second activity of componénaim
respectively to strengthen institutional capalatitior enhancing the governance of the Reservelevelop new
mechanisms for the co-management of biological idors that involve the participation of community
organizations and the private sector (such as pto@ucompanies). The whole set of activities @mponent 2
aims to support the development of sustainabéeradtive livelihoods for income generation of iniats in the
buffer zones, so that incentives for abandoning-sustainable activities are enhanced at the same ttat
illegal migration is discouraged. Similarly, threethe four activities of component 3 directly cdempent the
Governmental efforts previously mentioned, taketo iaccount that their implementation will provideet
following results: (i) clear land use rights in ®t@mmunity polygons; (ii) clarify the legal statofsthe biological
corridors (including Laguna del Tigre); and (iiijpdate and harmonize sectoral policies in orderetwes as
disincentives to activities that threaten the coreg®n (i. e. oil industry). We consider that fmMling the strategy
presented at the end of padeobthe GEF Executive Summary, and through the égoeabaction of the activities
already described, the project can contribute ttigate the undesirable effects of the oil explamtiand
exploitation that takes place in this fragile temy, but whose negative effects on the consemaifdiodiversity

4

See also Project Strategy in paragraph 1.44 page 16f the Project Document
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can be ameliorated with the previous interventitith regards to the potential conflict of intergsincluding oil
royalties as one of the possible options of tharfaial mechanism, it is also important to clathwgt this is part
of a broad menu of options that will eventually saébject of a detailed analysis and negotiationsnduthe
formulation of the business plan (Component 3)e fihancial strategy for the Reserve was desigsea &itical
part of the project and it was endorsed by the @Guwent. It encompasses the conciliation of ingthail
arrangements between CONAP, INGUAT, IDEAH, MEM, MAGMINFIN and others, to cover the revenues
not captured that come from —eventually but nofuesieely— the Fund for the Development of Hydroaarb,
among several other sources. Indeed Table 1 of YArBe® describes 10 potential sources of financial
sustainability, and Oil Royalties are just one loérh. The main issue here is that given the fadt tthe oil
industry is being developed affecting the Reservesources, the option of using part of its reventiat
otherwise would be allocated to other ends (noessarily related to biodiversity conservation)ds considered
as contradictory, but the opposite: it could be lbest course of action. As presented in the abosetioned
Annex, if approved, those funds will be administersther by the Municipalities or by the Governnant
Institutions in charge of the Protected Areas, With specific allocations aimed to support measui@s
conserving biodiversity.

Council Member Comment 2: Despite the efforts made with the definition loé fproject outcome indicators, the
proposal fails to take advantage of its own andl-detcribed technical and scientific baseline infation.
Annex H, applying a detailed methodology, whicldéscribed in its pages 47-49, shows a value inai¢8) of
the MBR ecological integrity, which involves 6 kepnservation elements. These elements includereiiffe
kinds of forests, wetlands, and thmhthera onca(as umbrella specie). However, none of them rthfer used in
the project proposal as an outcome indicator. tegsettable that this kind of baseline informatisreft out; it
could in future help to better evaluate the projegiact on the ecological integrity of the MBR.

EXA Response 2: It is true that the methodology described in Ankeshows a value indicator (3) of the MBR
ecological integrity, and this value comes fromey kconservation elements. Although the informatialue for
each of these indicators is not reflected in Tabt# Annex F (Monitoring and Evaluation Plan), otih@dicators
based on the SMARYguidelines were chosen for measuring the ecolbgitegrity, particularly % of area with
low connectivity, % of area burned and % of areaveoted to agriculture. It doesn’t imply that tiepact on the
ecological integrity of the MBR will not be evalealt at its best, but it reflects that during thecpss of
formulation, it was evident that the indicators atdsed in the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (nbe tones
presented in Annex H) were the most appropriate @osl-effective for measuring the ecological initygr
considering the accessibility to information, ttem@omies of scale, and the possibility of involvemne of the
key institutions and stakeholders in their estioratiinally, this would by no means diminish thewacy of the
measurement.

Council Member Comment 3: Incremental result 2: (i): innovative micro-proje demonstrating the sustainable
use of biodiversity: More information about thegeas, objectives and type of the micro-projects.

ExA Response 3: The objectives, type of micro-projects to be fioed and procedures will be described in detall
in the Operative Regulations Document that is culyeunder development alongside the Government of
Guatemala as a part of the project appraisal stagereason for this ‘joint’ preparation is thag tmicro-projects
will be financed by the IDB loan that the Governmeh Guatemala has taken for matching the required
counterpart funds. Besides the micro-projectsgtlage three other activitiethat all together form the component
2 and look for addressing at least two of the fiescribed root causes: (i) the one related todbethat poverty

is prevalent within the MBR as evidenced by thearele on subsistence agriculture, limited or noistert
access to basic services, illiteracy rates andnalesef secure land and resource use rights; anthéiother that
aims to modify the limited involvement of the Gowarent of Guatemala in assuming its responsibilif@s
financing —at least in part— the management ofMiBR, considering that the centralized administratad the

5

See http://gefweb.org/uploadedFiles/Documents/Counailciiments _ (PDF_DOC)/GEF_31/10-23-06%20IDBDOCS-806/2t

Annexes GU-X1001.pdf

% Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, Tadefollowing the guidelines presented in The GEBnltbring and Evaluation Policy (see
http://www.thegef.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEAliédocuments/Policies_and_Guidelines-me_policyishgidfpg. 18).

" Diversification of forestry products and entreprenig training for the administration of concessiplow-impact nature-based tourism activities
and tourism circuits in the CZ, biological corridand MUZ; and incentives for sustainable agricaltactivities in appropriate areas. 22



scarce resources hinders local participation andagement adapted to the social and biophysicalitions! of
the Reserve. Although the Operative RegulationsuDmnt has not been finalized yet, it is possibladwance
that the objectives of these micro-projects are -efagnothers— to diversify the local economy, gerersw
income and by doing so, stabilizing encroachmemd gnotected ecosystems with important biodiverséiue,
which at the same time will contribute to limit tieessure on the remaining forest. It is expeched these
micro-projects will fulfill environmental and soeegconomical sustainability criteria such as techiniand
financial feasibility, compatibility with land useoning, demonstration value, replicability, anddlmess. The
key issue is that the micro-projects will be sceskbfior financing with a view of providing opportties for
improved sustainable sources of income for thellpogpulation and serving as a catalyst for biodsitgr
conservation. Finally, the type of projects to lmamced are: non-timber forest products, reintrtidncand
reproduction of native plants and wildlife; valuddad to raw materials produced under certified ¢sses
(lianas, seeds), xate nurseries and plantationsrurattural forest cover; crafts using little-knotimber species;
and innovative ecotourism support services.

Council Member Comment 4: Component 2: (iv) incentives for the conservat@md sustainable use of
biodiversity: incentives for sustainable agricudtiuactivities: Considering that the special trustd is foreseen to
cover just the 20% of the basic operation of twoecpones, we expect further explanations on howethe
incentives will be maintained after the project&nd

ExA Response 4: It was never expected that the activities thapempasses component 2 —including incentives
for sustainable agricultural activities in appragpei areas— would be financed with the resources fhe Special
Trust Fund. What was expected is that the acts/pietentially financed under this activity —as wadl all other
activities under component 2— will fulfill the ogitia described in the answer to comment 3 (abavkich
embraces —among others— technical and financiailfiidy. The fulfillment of later implies a susted cash
flow that would act as the main driver (incenti¥e) continuing the execution of these activitiemsidering the
given conditions such as type of product accordmthe ecological conditions of the site, size @irket, used
technology and so forth, taken into account tharenmental considerations stated in the Operatiggufations
Document. The Bank'’s experience confirms that tietagnability of these types of activities dependse on the
permanent income derived form their execution thrathe external financing. Besides, the resourbésied by
the operation of the Special Trust Fund were pdrio be used specifically for covering at least209 of the
recurrent costs of the core zones, which doesrghyirtihat this percentage could not be increasetérfuture.

b) GEF SECRETARIAT®

GEFSEC Comment 1:The [endorsement] letter has been provided atlipgpentry. However, a government
letter is required to reconfirm the priorities un@EF-4 (also refer to financing section below).

ExA Response 1: Annex D includes the latest endorsement lettézdiday 30, 2006 received by the IDB from
the operational focal point, Mr. Juan Mario Dary Rinister of Environment and Natural Resourcese Thver
page of the GEF Executive summary has been uptiatediect this. In addition, the IDB received gogmf an
email to the GEF CEO with a letter dated August 2006 signed by the operational focal point restathe
priorities under GEF 4. A copy of this letter iglided in Annex J.

GEFSEC Comment 2: The project could well fit with the Bio Stratediibjective One, however the justification
provided in the document is unclear. Please prosigganation regarding the fit with the SO1.

IDB Response 2: As explained in the GEF Executive Summary (Secfiga)), the Maya Biosphere Reserve
(MBR) accounts for 75% of the Guatemala Nationadt&n of Protected Areas (SIGAP) and is represeetafi
lowland humid broadleaf forests and wetlands obglsignificance. Given this coverage, the Progdesigned
to improve management effectiveness of the MBRnaisidividual PA while simultaneously having a sfigant
impact on management effectiveness of the natiBAasystem. To foster management effectivenesspribject
will support activities eligible under SO1 such &) system capacity building for long-term susdaitity in
terms of the development of a coherent set of sacpmlicies and norms for protected areas and thgffer

8 This amount has to be taken as a benchmark.
® The comments from the GEF Secretariat and thedRess are the same as the ones submitted at heftMiork Program inclusion. 23



zones (Component 3 (ii) and Incremental result #3);institutional capacity building of CONAP andrmers
with an emphasis on co-management for biodiveisityservation (Component 1 (ii) and (iii) and Incestal
result #1); (c) innovative financing mechanismshatsystem level (Component 3 (iv) and Incremerasuilt #3);
and (d) catalyzing the engagement of communitiediodiversity conservation, including monitoring dan
evaluation (Component 1 (ii) and Component 4 (li))addition, there is a strong system-wide lesstaring and
replication element proposed through the natioral rRonitoring and evaluation unit in CONAP (USEC).
Complementary text has been added to paragraplofiithd project document and the GEF Executive Sarpm

GEFSEC Comment 3: The project is based on and is designed to neiafthe objectives and activities identified
under the MBR Master Plan for 2001-2006. Considgtirat the GEF project may not start until 2007athk the
plan after 2006. How far has the Master Plan begieémented and achieved by government ownersttate?
What has been the lesson learned?

EXA Response 3: An updated version of the Master Plan is undeparation and is expected to come into effect
by mid-2007. Until that time, the existing plan @&ns in effect. The updated version of the Mastan Rvill
introduce adjustments in the the 2001-2006 Mastm.PMajor accomplishments have included the
implementation of a strategy for the commissiorfimprevention and control, land use planninghef MUZ as

a basis for the forestry concessions, managemans gbr the National Park units in the MBR and giefi on
low-impact tourism and non-timber products. Commations channels between CONAP and NGOs such as
TNC, CI, WCS, FDN, Rain Forest Alliance and ACOFkd¥e also been established. As stated in paradragh
of the project document, one of the main challenfgesmplementing the 2001- 2006 Master Plan hasnbe
setting realistic targets in light of rapid landcewzhanges and existing capacity for managementnéheMaster
Plan under preparation is expected to place morghasis on both achievable targets that can be Iglose
monitored and in institutional capacity buildingheél GEF project reinforces these two aspects. Q#ssons
learned from the Master Plan have been that theresignificant linkages between the various zotles CZ,
MUZ, and BZ) and that these cannot be managed ermtly. Instead, a coherent strategy is needed/¢ot
pressure away from the core zones by providingasedble economic opportunities in southern Petéhiauthe
buffer zone as well as sustainable natural resauseecompatible with ecosystem management in th& MUis

is the strategy adopted by the Project. Anothesoledearned has been that mechanisms are needrdldo
consensus on sustainable use of biodiversity invibiaity of core zones. The GEF project incorpesthis
lesson learned by building the capacity of CONAPnemage the consensus building process and theilfation

of cooperation agreements with communities. WHike basic zoning is not expected to change in thiateo
Master Plan, CONAP plans to clarify the rules amtruments for natural resource use in the bio&gorridors.
The Project will help implement these rules andrumeents. The text in paragraph 1.22 of the prajectument
has been expanded to include this complementapynivation.

GEFSEC Comment 4: Among the 30 million loan from the IADB, 10 mdin has been identified as cofinance to
this project. What is the focus of the rest of DB project. Please provide a brief explanation.

EXA Response 4: Additional activities to be financed by the remiag US$20 million loan include the following:
Component 1: Sustainable Management of Natural iRess and the Environment: (a) management support t
four PA complexes south of the MBR (411,000 ha);ifterventions outside PAs, both in the BZ of #hBR and

in the southern part of Petén. Includes financindiversify sustainable productive activities wéth emphasis on
families living in extreme poverty with a view ofabilizing the agricultural frontier; (c) pollutiocontrol and
water quality monitoring in the watershed of Laketén Itza (immediately south of the MBR). Compon2nt
Enhancement of Archaeological and other TourisrasSiincludes financing for: (a) restoration andaf@litation

of archeological sites (Ixlu and Ceibal); (b) sredale infrastructure for nature-based and culttwarism
circuits. Component 3: Institutional strengthenimigcludes strengthening of local organizations sashthe
COCODES and local tourism committees, implememtatmf the municipal action plans, operational
decentralization of line agencies such as MARN EN@UAT and a public awareness program on the benefi
and environmental services provided by the protketeas of the Petén. The text in paragraph 1.4%hban
expanded to include this complementary information.

GEFSEC Comment 5: The project has a significant component of inisentcreation for conservation and
sustainable use. Please confirm that these enveotahsound production activities are suggestecdadaam;b 4



sound market analysis and feasibility studies. $8le@lso clarify what measures are considered torerthat
these activities will indeed stabilize encroachmento protected area ecosystems and not becoméeanot
income generation/rural development activity.

EXA Response 5: For the preparation of the Program (both the laad the GEF project), detailed designs and
feasibility analyses were undertaken for a repriegiee sample of activities and pilot projects.(i;gon-timber
forest products, ecotourism)(see paragraph 2.19ra@éct document). In addition, an exhaustive mastady
including an econometric model of demand was uad#lert for nature-based and cultural tourism in tHa&RM
(Tourism Development Strategy, PDSRBM, Mazars 2008¢asures taken to ensure that actions stabilize
encroachment include: (a) eligibility of activities be financed differentiated by geographic zoofethe MBR,
with a broader range of productive opportunitiebegpromoted by the loan in the southern part tériP® divert
pressure away from the reserve and more stringgntirements for the MUZ and the CZ; (b) formulatioin
cooperation agreements with communities to ensustamable use of biodiversity consistent with MB#hing;

and (c) monitoring and evaluation of the resultthefpilot projects to be financed.

GEFSEC Comment 6: It is suggested that a trust fund will be develbdor the reserve for sustainable
financing. It is understood that GEF is not prongliany financing for the trust fund itself but soppfor
developing the business plan to design such a fRiledse also refer to the GEF trust fund evaluatmrument
and checklist for useful design tips and lessoamied.

ExA Response 6: GEF Evaluation Report #1-99. Experience with @owation Trust Funds and GEF Lessons
notes no. 5 and 6 were consulted during the préparaf the financial sustainability analysis pnetsesl in Annex
G. A reference to that effect has been added tprbject document in paragraph 2.19. In additibe, dpproach
to developing the business plan will be adjustedggecifically incorporate the checklist for estabing and
operating trust funds. Moreover, the Latin Amerieamd the Caribbean Net for Environmental Funds (R&D,
according to its Spanish acronym) has producedrakgéudies documenting the experiences of a nurober
Funds throughout LAC. These experiences will beealito account during the process of the fundgtesi
considering that their effectiveness depends onaithequate identification of the most appropriatpetyf
financial arrangements, according to the charasttesi of the site where the Fund will be establistie addition,
recent experiences as those developed in Ecuadarofisolidation phase) and Colombia (recently etrt-
among others — will be closely studied (includintgrviews with their Executive Directors), considgrthat both
Funds were created with the aim of acting as thi rii@ancial mechanism for the long-term sustaitigbof
their respective Protected Areas’ System.

GEFSEC Comment 7: Responding to the question raised during pipetinegy regarding land conflicts, the
project has incorporated activity to determine légal and registry status of these lands. Consigetiat more
than 300 conflicts are currently occurring in theseas, how realistic is it to expect that the lasd will be
clarified and reach the project target during thgqzt implementation period. As this is a criticgdue to ensure
conservation initiative, further clarification walbe useful.

ExA Response 7: The target has been clarified to specify that 46f%and conflict cases in the MBR will be
clarified (approximately 50 cases over 4 yearsh@lwith the incorporation of the various zones ¢coones and
biological corridors) in the National Land Registiyhe proposed approach is to develop practicakmspce
within CONAP so that this experience can be reptidaon a broader scale. This will complement but no
duplicate the initiatives of several institutiorddeessing land tenure issues in the DepartmenteoPeten (as
mentioned in the project document paragraph 1.0@Rddition, the proposed GEF project will supptire
formulation of community natural resource use ag®s (‘cooperation agreements’) in areas thasettéed but
where titles cannot be issued by law (i.e., coneezd in accordance with the Policy of Human Setleis in
Protected Areas.

GEFSEC Comment 8: The project is suggested for five years. Pledasefc the indicative starting and ending
dates of the project preparation and implementation

EXA Response 8: Project preparation (loan and GEF project) beigaRebruary 2005. Preparation of the GEF
project ended in June 2006. Preparation of the Ik is expected to end in November 2006. AssurGiB®

25



endorsement one month following work program inidosimplementation of the GEF project would begin
April 2007 and end in April 2012.

GEFSEC Comment 9: Please kindly clarify any innovative measurehia project design and implementation.

ExA Response 9: Some of the innovative features of the proposeé Groject are described in paragraph 1.44 of
the project document. Innovative measures incl@@ethe emphasis on the ecological integrity of MR as a
system within the Department of Petén; (b) linkinigdiversity conservation activities in the fieldthvthe
promotion of a coherent policy framework for sestassociated with root causes of biodiversity lgsksithe
enhanced involvement of municipalities of the MBRthwconservation activities; (d) the promotion of
institutional leadership and accountability on piaet of CONAP working in cooperation with its paats; (e) the
emphasis on cost-effectiveness; and (f) a regiomalitoring and evaluation system linked to theoral system

of monitoring management effectiveness of the matisystem of PA. See also IDB response 15 anceltévb

GEFSEC Comment 10: A potential trust fund with US$4.5 to US$6.5 maifl is expected at the end of project to
cover recurrent management costs of the resenestdlimanage the reserve and also future finandarg p

EXA Response 10: As stated in paragraph 1.25 of the project docum@ONAP financing for the MBR amounts
to US$1.78 annually. To this financing, an addiéibestimated US$300,000 can be added from MARN. An
indicative future financing plan appears below. sThiill have to be confirmed during the preparatainthe
Business Plan during the first year of the project.

Source 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
CONAP 1,800,000 1,900,000 2,014,000 2,134,000 20062
MARN 300,000 350,000 406,000 470,000 545,000
Trust Fund 100,006 150,000 225,000

GEFSEC Comment 11: As the project involves indigenous communitiesl aerritories, please confirm with
adequate documentation that adequate consultati®rtoden made and prior consent has been receoredlie
various stakeholder consultation activities thatehbeen implemented during the project preparatiased on
the IADB indigenous policy and strategy as welGES= public participation policy.

ExA Response 11: Consistent with the directives of the IDB Indigeis Peoples Policy, the project has
mainstreamed indigenous specificity by identifyemd targeting indigenous peoples that could befrefih the
program, conducting socio-culturally appropriaté affective consultations, incorporating traditibkaowledge
and cultural heritage in program activities, andnpoting participation in natural resources managenio this
end, an in-depth socio-cultural analysis and a ¢ementary socio-economic analysis were undertalsethe
basis for the stakeholder participation protedhese studies showed that the ancestral peoptes BR (the
Itza) are concentrated in the municipality of SaseJwith communal land located in the Bio-Itza reseln other
municipalities, indigenous peoples (Q’eqchi, Ch'artd others) have migrated from southern parSwdtemala

in recent decades. The two studies enabled thepidiect team to identify key local organizationsc{uding
indigenous representatives) that needed to be ttedsand involved in project design. In additioninterviews
during field visits, the consultation process ina a combination of meetings in Flores and srsalbted towns

in proximity to rural communities where local prebis related to natural resource use were analymdasic
characteristics of the project were selected. Aksloop to develop in a participatory manner the dabi
framework for the program was held in May 2005. addition three community workshops were held in
September 2005 to develop the components andtegiaf the program. The aide-memoire of these sluvks
has been added as documentation (Annex K). Lodaemous groups identified various activities thave been
included in the program including: (a) promotionsuoistainable traditional production systems inNi¢Z and
BZ (polyculture, backyard gardens, medicinal plautivation, bee keeping); (b) organizational sgtening for
income-generating activities associated with theumabased and cultural tourism circuits; and (og t
development of a living culture museum (‘museo Yivehere indigenous culture, traditional arts amdwledge

10 Corresponds to 20% of estimated recurrent costs.
11 Report on social actors of the MBR. Luis Jose Aaiga March 2004; Socio-economic analysis. ImprgWifeanagement Effectiveness of the
MBR. Abt Associates. February 2006. 26



can be shared. Finally, the Bank was recently méat that a new unit is being established within @®Nor the
coordination with indigenous peoples and civil sbgi This unit will help ensure effective particijpm of
indigenous peoples in the national PA system (SI3A&tuding the MBR.

GEFSEC Comment 12: Commitment letter from the government has beewiged dated May 2006. GEFSEC
is yet to receive letter from the government caniing the priorities under the GEF-4 under the RAke letter is
required, which confirms that this project is indegentified as priority before WPI.

ExA Response 12: See Response 1 above.

GEFSEC Comment 13: It is not clear when the IADB loan is expectedtart (identified as one of the risk in the
proposal). Please clarify.

EXA Response 13: Since submission of the GEF Project on Septer@iliethe Government of Guatemala has
officially requested the appraisal mission for tbh@n now scheduled for approval by late Decemb@&62Qoan
implementation would start in May 2007 with somé&aites such as recruitment of the Project Uniginaing as
early as March 2007.

GEFSEC Comment 14: Please kindly provide information based on thestngpdated format for GEF Project
Executive Summary. According to the new format, phgject cost, project management budget and camsl
tables need to be provided.

ExA Response 14: The information has been added to the GEF Exes@ummary.

GEFSEC Comment 15: There have been two GEF projects already impléedeim the project sites, including
the Laguna del Tigre National Park and the Bio Resserve. Although it is noted that lessons leafread these
projects have been incorporated, it is not verarcighat has been learned from these projects apdivehnew
project is still required. Please clarify.

ExXA Response 15: Lessons learned from the previous GEF Proje@ssammarized in paragraph 1.54 of the
project document. The two previous GEF projectsised on individual core zones and did not placeeto®re
zones in a more integrated regional vision of thBRMand Petén as a whole. The proposed GEF project
complements the achievements of prior projectsritsoducing new elements such as: (i) a multingotal
dimension (embodied in the High-Level Inter-Indibnal Committee - CIAN) bringing together sectoral
agencies responsible for policies in the MBR; @i)greater involvement of municipalities in conséiora
decisions; (iii) a greater emphasis on a set ofemmit policies, including for the petroleum andiagdtural
sectors; and (iv) addressing system-wide issue$ @ the capacity of CONAP to work with partner
organizations to ensure management effectivendss.pfoposed GEF project is also distinctive fromvipus
projects in that it couples the incremental biodsity conservation component in the MBR with a tigkly large
loan that contributes to the sustainable basetireaxio.

GEFSEC Comment 16: As noted in the document, there have been langestments in the project site,
including USAID that has investment more than US#4lion in the past 15 years. What is this GEFjgco
going to be different from the past and ongoingjatives, particularly to ensure impact and sustaility of the
initiatives? Please kindly provide further inforimaait

ExA Response 16: The proposed GEF project builds on the achievésnehpast projects (i.e., the community-
based forestry concessions) but incorporates ded@stinguishing features that contribute to thepaot and
sustainability of the initiatives. Among the mostable features are the following:

(a) Past projects have tended to focus on a singleecastion unit (i.e., a core zone or the MUZ). The
proposed GEF project coupled with the IDB loan takea more comprehensive regional approach that
places the MBR within a broader context and adésessme of the root causes of the biodiversity loss
and encroachment that threaten it as a system of Pe synergies between the GEF project and the
loan are meant to contribute to a lasting impaderms of institutional capacity building, strerxglimgz7



of the national PA network, demonstration and ogpion of new approaches to co-management and co-
administration.

(b) Past projects had limited linkages with the natigraicy context. The proposed GEF project and loan
have contributed to the official institutionalizati of the High-Level Inter-Ministerial Commission
(CIAN) through a government decree. CIAN is meansérve as a forum to ensure regular, informed
exchanges between agencies that have jurisdichaine MBR to ensure coherence in sectoral policies.
CIAN, which includes the Ministers of EnvironmemidaNatural Resources, CONAP, Energy and Mines,
Agriculture and Tourism, participated in the pregten of the loan and GEF project and are expettted
play a strategic role in developing the BusinesmHbr sustainable financing, and ensuring that the
project attains its regional vision. Addressingstheoot causes of biodiversity loss at the poleyel
contributes to the impact of the project.

(c) The support to the full spectrum of the governastogcture of the MRB and adjoining zones to thdlsou
is a new feature of this operation. The capacityding directed at the COCODES, the municipalities,
AMPI, MARN, INGUAT and the Regional Round Table madpthe strengthening of CONAP and its
partners will contribute to its institutional susiability.

(d) Clarification of the registry status of land withtime MBR including demarcation of the various zorses
an activity that has not been undertaken in previprojects. The World Bank Land Administration
project only financed the delimitation of the odsboundary of the MBR and the cadastre of landiseo
south. According to CONAP and as far as we knovs, phoposed GEF project is the first initiative to
address land tenure security within the MBR, intgigdthe registration of core zones and biological
corridors which is one of the root causes of biediity loss.

(e) The development of the Business Plan as a unifistasmable financing mechanism will ensure the
sustainability of the program. This will contribute the sustainability of the MBR as an integrated
system.

¢) REVIEW BY EXPERT FROM STAP

STAP Comment 1: Integration with the country’s general policies aplhnning strategies for the MBR region
One of the strong points of this project is itsaisof integrated management for the whole MBR aogagit would
be desirable therefore to include a section showow this proposal is connected with the overagliountry’s
vision and policy in the MBR region.

EXA Response 1: The country’s overarching vision and policy iretMBR is embodied in its Master Plan for
2001-2006 and the Strategy for Participatory ardubive Conservation for the MBR developed throtigé
PDSRBM (GU-L1002) and endorsed by the High-Leveledrinstitutional Committee for the MBR. The
document has been adjusted to provide more infiomain how the proposal is connected with bothMaester
Plan (paragraph 1.22) and the Strategy for Paaiony and Inclusive Conservation (paragraphs 1ngP1a44).

STAP Comment 1(a): Regional vision and strategin the document entitled “Analysis de last amasif causes
intrinsic de la podrida de Biodiversidad en la Reseale la Biosfera Maya” (Table 17, page 69) iststed that
lack of a national vision and strategy is one @&f kiey threats for the region (“en la agenda palitiacional no
existe una vision regional ni una estrategia cadmjumersectorial para la conservacion y desarmioénico de
la Reserva de Biosfera Maya”). If this is the caben the issue should be considered in more detate
document.

EXA Response 1(a): The Government of Guatemala has made some headglitrayhe formulation of a regional
vision and strategy for the MBR during the synclized preparation of the PDSRBM and the GEF projast.
mentioned above, the High-Level Inter-Institutior@bmmittee for the MBR has endorsed the Strategy fo
Participatory and Inclusive Conservation as itsrarghing vision. To make further gains in attainihig regional
vision, the PDSMBR and the GEF project call for tbkbowing actions: (a) strengthen the overall gomance
structure of the RBM by building the operationapaeity of regional sectoral offices (MARN, INGUAT,
CONAP) and local governments so that they can wagkther towards implementing the joint regionehtelgy
for sustainable development of the MBR; and (b)nmmte the formulation coherent inter-sectoral pekgci
regulations and other normative instruments throtghwork of the High-Level Inter-Institutional Comittee
which is being formally instituted by decree. )8



STAP Comment 1(b): Potential financing mechanismi& Annex Ill, “Bases para un plan de negociosidl{les
V-1 and V-2), it is shown that most of the potehfiaancing sources considered have either lowtigali
viability and-or low exclusivity in the use of theesesources. These statements suggest lack of ¢omnti
and/or coordination with other government sectgratticularly in the area of financing. Even if this
understandable to some degree, such apparentflacknonitment weakens the coherence of this propesath
in the end has the endorsement of the countrytsoaities. Moreover, this (apparent at least) latkanmitment
may affect indicators of long-term sustainabilifytie project.

ExA Response 1(b): The proposal recognizes that the establishmenhefportfolio of financing mechanisms
will require a systematic negotiation process thiditbe led with the High-Level Inter-Institutionaommittee
and the Ministry of Finance. In subsequent disaussiwith the Government, the Ministry of Finances ha
reaffirmed its commitment to make the necessarygbudllocations to the Program for recurrent cestde the
negotiations take place on the Business Plan.

STAP Comment 1 (c): Revenues from the tourism and oil sect@itsere is no indication about the possibility of
re-investing in conservation and sustainable deveémt those resources generated by tourism inrtdze &iven
the increasing volume and economic significancegoofism in the MBR, it seems that the point sholbéd
addressed in more detail.

EXA Response 1(c ): Tourism-related fees (airport fee, park entrafems, park concessions, border-crossing
fees) were one of the sources examined in the ecafraanalyzing the financial sustainability of tReoject.
Annex G (Financial Sustainability analysis) prowde detailed analysis of these different tourislatee fees,
including projected revenues, administrative casis viability. Discussion is also provided of rdjed. See also
paragraphs 2.19 and 5.3.

STAP Comment 1(d): Land-use planninglt would be useful to show the interconnectiotwesen land-use and
development planning as being perceived and impieadeby CONAP and other government sectors in the
MBR, particularly in relation with the three maiorservation areas (ZN, ZAM, and ZUM). Key aspentdude
road planning and development, as well as economoentives for rural and urban development. Thesstgons
are crucial for an area where the development iffoig still expanding, and, therefore, providenaalf time-
window for integrated, long-term planning. Moregviitese aspects should be also considered withidega
municipal and regional planning actions considerethe proposal. As a suggestion, a coordinatirggmism at
the ministerial level could be considered, as imm@eted in Costa Rica.

ExA Response 1(d): The PSDRBM (GU-L1002) foresees several land-atged activities that will reinforce the
link between the Master Plan for the RBM that d&thbs the basic zoning framework and development
planning. As part of preparing the loan, an Indi@at-unctional Land Use Plan was prepared for dggon
showing infrastructure and basic services needslation to biological corridors and core zonese Téan also
includes funds for the preparation of urban lane pigns (POU) for the five municipalities with t&sry in the
RBM. As mentioned above, the High-Level Inter-Mteigal Committee for the RBM already exists to atioate
sectoral policies and programs that affect landimgbe RBM. This Committee is being formalizedetasure its
sustainability (see paragraph 4.6).

STAP Comment 2: The national and international tourism sectoregpp as one of the main stakeholders (at
least in terms of economic significance) for thgisa. From the documentation provided, it appebhed the
sector’s involvement in the project is limited.uggest including more details about this topic. Example, in
the general description of the area, there is dacaion about the economic significance (for exenpnnual
income) of the sector in the MBR. In my opinionge tgrowing trend for valuing natural services (imlthg
landscape), adequately mentioned in the projebtisotives, could be applied in the case of locatismm, besides
charging entrance fees to the Parks.

ExA Response 2: The information on the economic value of tourismPeten overall has been added to the
revised version document. Information on the ecanoralue of tourism in the RBM is sporadic but esttes
have been provided of value based on experientikah (see also below). See paragraph 1.18. 29



STAP Comment 3: Urgent actions neededoth in the main document and in the Annexes gtated, on several
occasions, that some rapidly developing changess(fipark invasions, land-ownership issues, defuren,
immigration, etc.) imply a serious and urgent thiteathe MBR. If this is the case, it would be pbks (and
within GEF's criteria) to add a series of urgesuiss in the working plan. As framed, the projetiviaies do not
reflect the need for urgent actions, in contrashwihat emerges from the background informatiom.es@mple,
the provided information suggests that availabiliy adequately trained park guards is extremely, land
therefore insufficient for implementing concrete, the ground actions. Please notice that this cammgust a
suggestion.

ExA Response 3: The components related to the strengthening ofotherational capacity of CONAP in the
RBM (Component 1, paragraph 2.6), supporting ttseltgion of land conflicts, and norms and reguladidor
controlling threats (Component 3, paragraphs 2167 and 2.18) are all urgent actions respondirtgedhreats
and root causes presented in Section H of the decurithe linkages between threats, root causesctths
have been reinforced in the revised version ofitheiment.

STAP Comment 4: Information use and adaptive managem@iite document provided includes under this item
the following objectives: a) to integrate and dims®ate information about the socio-economic retatfips and
conservation activities under different co-admmaison mechanisms, b) to establish a monitoringtesys
(performance and impact) (tracking tools), andacdésign and implement a research agenda for hatnda
cultural aspects connected with biodiversity coveson. A total of 1. 1,.305,000 US$ is assigned.

The document proposal provides little informatioboat the characteristics of each item (specificlgoa
methodology, etc.). Taking into consideration thbstantial amount of funding assigned (financiabreces that
compete with other very important priorities listedthe diagnostic analysis), it would be desiratblat more
information was provided. More specifically, thdldaving items should be answered in more detailwhgt is
the goal, the target, and the mechanisms usedbiective a?; 2) a more detailed justification fae tfunds
assigned to the monitoring system, c) regardingrésearch agenda, who will be in charge of thegteand
implementation of the research activities? Is saafesearch agenda within CONAP mission and obgeshv
What would be the role played by other academicrasdarch institutions, both national and inteorati?. A
key question to be answered is to what extent CONABuld take the responsibility of dealing witlsearch and
monitoring, instead of promoting a collaborativdhesme with local and regional academic institutionbis
second alternative could be far more profitabléeinmns of long-term, regional capacity building. Amer reason
for expanding justification of the proposed actast under this section is that in general, therL&tmerican
experience with government agencies implementimg-term research and monitoring activities has besn
totally encouraging (in my perception at least).

EXA Response 4: We agree with this observation. Funds for thisiponent have been reduced and the approach
modified where CONAP will play a more collaborativele with academic and research institutions (see
paragraphs 2.22, 2.23, 2.24).

STAP Specific Comment 1. Ecological importance of MBR (page 4, 1.9.) Itsimted here that the ecological
integrity of the MBR is endangered and requires &urimtervention. Please give more details if pdasibat
allow proper understanding of the statement. Inelaldo specific references to the literature s@urce

ExA Response to specific comment 1: The results of the ecological integrity and cartivity analysis
conducted during the preparation of the projectehbeen added to the revised document along with the
supporting documentation (see paragraph 1.11).

STAP Specific Comment 2: Economic context (page 5-8). | suggest providirfgrmation about the economic
significance (say in annual figures) of tourisnttie region.

ExA Responseto specific comment 2: We agree. According to statistics maintainedM@UAT, revenues from
tourism to the Peten overall were estimated at 4S$illion in 2004. Revenues from Tikal specificailyere
estimated at US$1 million. Direct employment inrtem (hotels, restaurants, guides) was in the cofié0% 050



the active population in Flores and Santa Elends Trtiormation has been added to the revised dontifsee
paragraph 1.18).

STAP Specific Comment 3: Economic sustainability (page 33). Under 5.1% #tated that 50% of the requested
funding will be dedicated to finance recurrent tids. Further sustainability beyond the projedife would
require a substantial increase in CONAP’s budges. dtated that the problem will be analyzed VGthNAP and
MINFIN seeking for a solution to the problem. Asntiened before, this statement suggests that tiere been
no previous, inter-agency interactions betweenethggvernment agencies, and therefore there no etencr
commitment by them . The present proposal wouldnbbeh more consistent if at least some formal, p@sit
indication from the above mentioned agencies wasgnted.

ExA Response to specific comment 3: Since the earlier version of the project documtrd Bank has conducted
discussions with the Ministry of Finance, MARN a@@®NAP on the sustainability of the program and the
implications for recurrent costs. The Ministry ah&nce has subsequently committed to ensuringttieabudget
resources would be available to cover recurrentscasCONAP’s budget during an IDB mission heldJime
2006 (see paragraphs 5.3 and 5.4).
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ANNEX C: CONSULTANTSTO BE HIRED FOR THE PROJECT.:

>

specialist

$/ Estimated
. ) person
Position Titles pvizok” weeks Tasks to be performed

For Project 3120

M anagement

Executive Director 711 260 Planning, coordinatiand control of program related activities in Comgats I, I, Il and

\Y

Executive Director Assistant 480 260 Managemeniséasce for supervision and monitoring of progratated activities in
Components |, Il, lll, and IV

Technical Director 576 260 Coordinates team ofgmbgomponent specialists and prepare reportsreegadata and
information for planning process.

Project Specialists (x4) 350 1040 Plan, coordimatt control each project component activities; aneg workplans, and
ensuring full coordination with other project compgot specialists.

Financial and Administrative 269 1300 Act as administrative resource persotgvielip and monitoring of activities, like as,

Support Staff (x5) organizing meetings, preparing reports on restltea®etings; maintain financial records,
develop financial reports as required.

For Technical Assistance

Local

Component | - Total 1000 [ 296

Concession Contracts Specialist 72 Review, aiain, updating and establishment of concessiotracts (special land use
zones); adaptation and expansion of concessiomamtriemplates for conservation services
(ecotourism, transportation, guides, etc).

Conservation Management 36 Coordination andémphtation of co-management agreements in coresziridBR

Conservation Area Specialist 36 Design and implaation of new instruments and mechanisms foogiohl corridors co-
management efforts.

Protected Area Specialist 24 Design and impleatinmt of land-use plans.

Institutional Development 128 Institutional caipabuilding programs and methodologies for CONAWP Protected area
management; Training and capacity building of CONATFapacity building for design and
implementation of environmental education programs.

Component || 1000 | 418

Sustainable Productive Systems 162 Data gathering, analysis and evaluation stiasiable production experiences and

Specialist opportunities that could be replicated in the MBRchnical Assistance for production
communities. Dissemination and sistematizatiorusfanable production practices.

Institutional Capacity - Tourism 104 Strengthen civil society institutions or argations participation on sustainable developme

Specialist management activities (concessions, community memagt areas, private reserves,
coadministration); Training and capacity buildirng €cotourism activities within the MBR.

Project Finance Specialist 52 Technical Assigtaard project financing assistance for eligiblgquts.

Ecotourism Specialist 100 Creation of tourism committees (Carmelita, R@aballos, Uaxactun); Ecotourism circuits
establishment and promotion.

Component |11 1000 | 660

Land Titling Specialist 104 Design and managenoéiand property database to support land conféisblution

processes; Design and execution of a MBR foruntafiod conflict resolution.

Conservation Area management 104 Coordination and program support for theldistament of cooperation agreements for spe

use zones within the MBR

C1¢
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Institutional Development 364 Strengthen: legal department of CONAP; COMNABrestry management standards;
Specialist judiciary institutions with knowledge, interpretati and application of environmental legal
norms; monitoring and supervision activities of iemwmental police; environmental justice
program design and implementation; Strengthen sigien and monitoring of envrionmenta
crimes in the MBR.

Protected Area Management 52 Design and implementation framework for sgacs@ norms and regulations; study and
Specialist design of conservation incentives for the poputatieing within the project’s impact area;
design and implement financial mechanisms, inclgdiicentive systems comprising of PES
and other financial mechanisms to support the implgation of the MBR

Economist 36 Evaluation of MBR contribution tgi@nal and national economy.
Component |V 1000 | 358
Conservation Specialist 180 Baseline updatearet agenda priorization; ecologic evaluation eomes and biological

corridors; best conservation practices; Designiampdementation of research agenda,;
Evaluation and sistematization of best practiceshe sustainable use of natural resources

Data and Communication 178 Design Information Data Gathering and PubbcaSystems for the MBR project ;
Management Specialist communication strategy. Coordination and disseronatf information about the MBR.
International 2000 | 210

Conservation Specialist 210 | Determination and demarcation of special socialeralogical areas within the MBR; Rapig

Ecologic Evaluation of core zones and biologicatidors.

OBS.: Average numbers are presented for $/persek wed do not take into account overhead costs.

ANNEX D: STATUSOF IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT PREPARATION ACTIVITIESAND THE USE OF FUNDS

A. EXPLAIN IF THE PDF-B OBJECTIVE HASBEEN ACHIEVED THROUGH THE PDF-B ACTIVITIES
UNDERTAKEN.

The PDF-B objective has been achieved through thitees undertaken. Through participatory methdhbes

consultancy financed by the PDF-B delivered all kgyuts to the FSP design including GEF and IADBuiged

annexes based on the analysis established in tkeBProject concept document. A list of studies andlysis

undertaken can be seen at: http://envr.abtassoftmoidocuments.html.

B. DESCRIBE IF ANY FINDINGS THAT MIGHT AFFECT THE PROJECT DESIGN OR ANY CONCERNS ON
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION.
Nothing additional to Part II.F

C. PROVIDE DETAILED FUNDING AMOUNT OF THE PDF-B ACTIVITIESAND THEIR IMPLEMTATION STATUS
IN THE TABLE BELOW.:

GEF Amount ($)
Project Preparation Implementaticn |  Amount Amount Amount Uncommitted Co-
Activities Approved Status Approved | Spent To- | Committed Amount* fina(r;;():ing
date
Threat and Root Cause | Completed 40,000 62,896 0
Analysis
Legal, institutional and | Completed 90,000 60,228 0
socio-economic analysis
Assessment of Completed 30,000 24,663 0
Information systems for
biodiversity conservation
Analysis of lessons Completed 0 40,000
learned in biodiversity
conservation in MBR
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Detailed tourism study
including identification of
options for low impact
tourism activities

Completed

125,000

Identification of projects
for productive
diversification

Completed

45,000

Identification of pilot
sustainable financing
mechanisms

Completed

45,00

D

38,516

Public participation and
outreach

Completed

50,00(

D

57,626

30,000

Design and formulation
of the Full Sized GEF
Project including an
incremental cost analysis

Completed

95,00(

D

87,262

150,000

Total

350,000

331,190

0

18,810

390,000

* Uncommitted amount should be returneth®GEF Trust Fund. The US$ 18,810 will be segfiinst transfer of fund request from

Trustee in accordance with IDB —Trustee FinanciactBdures Agreement.
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