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Submission for Work Program Inclusion

Please find enclosed the final electronic attachment of the above mentioned project brief for work

program inclusion.

The proposal is condgsent with the Criteria for Review of GEF Projects as presented in the

following sections of the project brief:

Country Drivenness: please see Section B2 (Governments’ Strategy) and Section D4 (Indications of
recipient commtment) for a discusson of country ownership of the SINAP 2 program; these sections
gart on pages 3 and 25, respectively.

Endorsement: the national GEF focal point provided an updated endorsement letter (September 19,
2000).

Program Designation & Conformity: please see Section B1(b) (GEF operational strategy/program
obj ective addressed by the Project), page 3.

Project Design: the project would support consolidation of the federal protected areas sysem by
integrating 12 additional, high priority reservesinto the protected areas endowment fund mechanism
(FANP) and by supporting complementary maingreaming activities Section C (Project Description
Summary) darting on page 8, and Annex 1 (Project Design Summary) garting on page 34, provide
details on project desgn.

Sustainability: please see Section C1 (para 39), Section F1 (Sustainability) on page 31, and Annex 6,
darting on page 92.

Replicability: thisproject has benefited subgtantially from the lessons learned during the GEF Pilot
Phase project and has applied those lessonsin current project desgn; these main findings/lessons were
detailed in an Independent Evaluation Report (dated February 2000) and in a WB Implementation
Completion Report (dated February 1999) and are summarized in Section D3 (Lessons Learned) which
darts on page 23; the current proposal has a o benefited from recommendati ons made in the GEF
Secretariat’ sEvaluation Report No. 1-99 “ Experience with Conservation Trus Funds’ ; how GEF
Secretariat findings are being applied to the SINAP 2 proposal is summarized in Section D3 (page 25,
para 82); the current proposal isexpected to have wide replication potential and to generate lessons of
use to other conservation trugt fundsin the region and elsewhere in the world; dissemination of



information on the Mexican Protected Areas Program and the FANP implementation experience is
aready underway through the IPG (Interagency Planning Group on Environmental Funds) and
REDLAC (the Latin American Network of Environmental Funds).

Stakeholder Involvement: for anidentification of project sakeholders, please see Section C3
(Benefits and target population) sarting on page 17; for a summary discusson of the involvement of
gakeholdersin preparation and implementation, please see Sections E5 (Social) and E7 (Participatory
Approach) on pages 27-29; for a detailed discusson of these issues, please see Annex 5 “ Social
Assessiment and Participation Strategy” garting on page 84.

M onitoring & Evaluation: Monitoring isa particular focus of the proposed project; detailed information
on proposed M&E activitiesis presented in Section C1 (please see para 45(b) on page 13); the
ingitutional framework for implementation of the M&E program may be found in Section C4 (para 65 on
page 20). M&E indicators are presented in Annex 1.

Financing Plan: the full cog of the SINAP 2 proposal is$106.4 million, of which GEF incremental cost
support requested is $31.1 million ($31.45 million including PDF Block B support). A summary cog table
ispresented in Section C1 (page 8), while a detailed discusson of financing plan, leveraging, and codt-
sharing between GEF and non-GEF resourcesis presented in Section C4 (paras 61-63, page 20). Annex
6" Budget, Financial projections, and Fundraising Plan” (darting on page 92) provides detailed
information on project cogting and financial assumptions used in devel oping the project financing plan.
The breakdown between baseline funding and incremental costs and the rationale for GEF support may
be found in Annex 2 (darting on page 41).

It has been agreed that only $16.45 million out of the total $31.45 GEF contribution would be committed at
the time of this WP entry; this corresponds to protecting 4 out of the 12 reserves covered by the full
project proposal. There will be an additiona request for the remaining $15 million in GEF funds These
fundswill go towardsthe protection of the other 8 high priority protected areas covered by the proposal.
All GEF endowment funds will be matched by private and public contributorsat a 1:1 ratio (see “ (b)
conditions for release of GEF capital contributions” below).

Cost-effectiveness: the discussonin Section D1 of project design alternatives congdered and rejected
includes an explicit discusson of cog-effectiveness and why the selected financing plan isthe mos cost-
effective (please see paras 69-70, page 20).

Core Commitments and Linkages: please see the discussion of the project’ slinkage to the WB
Country Assgtance Strategy in Section B1(a), page 2, and Section D2 (para 75, page 21).
Consultation, Coordination and Collaboration between | As: please see Section D2 (Major
related Projects financed by the Bank and/or other development agencies) for a discusson of the
other donor programs with linksto the proposed project as well as coordination with GEF-supported
initiativesin the context of the draft programmetic framework (pages 21-23).

Response to STAP Expert Comments: an expert from the STAP Roster reviewed the project at an
earlier gage of preparation (March 2000), and again in preparation for WP entry; the STAP expert’ s
comments on both the March and September versons of the Project Brief are attached as Annex 3;
preparation team responses to comments received are a so attached.

Response to GEFSEC Review at the time of initial WP submission in M arch 2000: the
Secretariat team recommended that the Mexican/Bank preparation team address two main concerns
prior to resubmisson of the package for WP entry: (a) level of preparation; and (b) conditionsfor release
of GEF capital contributions to the endowment (tranching/match i ssues).

a) level of preparation: The issuesrelated to level of preparation were the subject of afollow-up
meeting between the task team and GEF Secretariat staff, and agreement was reached on which issues
ill required additional attention and information in the document submitted for WP entry. The matrix



agreed at that time has been to guide the revison of this project document. In summary, the main
concerns of Secretariat Saff were related to the overall degree of preparation, with a particular emphas's
on the level of consultation in developing project desgn, local commitment to the maingreaming
component, and clarity/specificity of the log-frame:

With respect to overall degree of preparation, the proposal has benefited from an additional 5
months of work, and this has permitted greater detail to be provided on component/sub-
component activities and additional annexesto be provided on topics of soecial interest (see

bel ow).

With respect to level of consultation/local participation, the sections of the Brief dealing with
participation and social issues have been expanded, and an Annex on the Social Participation
Strategy and the satus of social assessment work has been added (Annex 5); this annex provides
detailed information on populations living in and around protected areas included in the project,
including indigenous peoples (see table 1).

With respect to the mainstreaming cormponent, high-level consultations within the Mexican
government in April-May 2000 focused on maingreaming biodiversity concerns into government
programs and improving interministerial coordination asit appliesto activitiesin/around protected
areas. Thisprocess culminated in the formal creation of an inter-minigerial Technical Council
(composed of seven key minigries at the Secretary/Under-Secretary level), which will
inditutionalize this maingreaming/coordination initiative and reinforce the efforts of the new
National Commission for Protected Areas The role of this new Technical Council and detailed
information on the mainsgreaming sub-components are presented in Sections B2 (para 20, page 5)
and C1 (paras 47-48, on pages 15-16), respectively.

With respect to the log-frame and project design, two participatory workshops have been held to
insure field level and local input into the design process the firs took place in Xochitlain January
2000, and the second in Mexico City in June 2000. The revised Annex 1 isthe result of this
consultative process, and presents a clearer picture of objectives and expected results on the
ground than the previous verson; detailed indicators have a o been developed. With the goal of
reducing log frame complexity, the relationship of project activitiesto root causes has been
presented in the main text (see paras 29-30, page 7).

b) conditions for release of GEF capital contributions: four main issues were raised regarding capital
contributions to the FANP endowment: (i) the conditions for release of GEF capital contributions during
SINAP 2; (ii) the need to secure a substantial endowment match from private/public sources prior to GEF
Council condderation for WP entry; (iii) the need to secure the $5.0 million fund-raising target for FANP

| prior to CEO endorsement of the final project proposal; and (iv) the treatment of the Sierra Gorda
Reserve under SINAP 2.

(i) conditions for GEF capital contributions during SINAP 2: GEF capita contributionsto
the FANP endowment will be released only when non-GEF matching funds have been secured
at the agreed 1:1 ratio. The firg tranche release will be for $7.5 million, equivalent to the needed
capital to endow 4 reserves. Thereafter, given the urgency of adding new reserves as quickly as
possble so that Mexico' s unique biodiversty can be brought under effective management, GEF
capital contributionswill occur in amounts equivalent to the endowment required for one reserve
($1.875 million), provided always that matching funds have been raised at the 1:1 ratio. A
detailed explanation of the timing of capital contributions and match scenariosis presented in
Section C1 (para 35 page 10). A projected disbursement profile has been devel oped for



illugtrative purposes (see Annex 6, Section I, sarting on page 93), but actual performance will
depend on the effectiveness of fundraiang efforts to raise matching funds.

(if) endowment match prior to GEF Council consideration: $7.5 million from non-GEF
sources (GOM, private foundations) have been raised to match the first proposed tranche
release of GEF capitd for the endowment. Of this$7.5 million, $6.0 million have aready been
deposited with FMCN in endowment accounts. The remaining $1.5 million are committed in the
GOM/SEMARNAP fiscal year 2000 budget, and will be released to FANP following GEF
Council approval of the SINAP 2 proposal for WP entry.

(iii) $5.0 million fund-raising target for FANP I: During the restructuring of the GEF Pilot
Phase Protected Areas Program in 1997, a fund-raisng target of $5.0 million in endowment
capital was established to measure the effectiveness of FANP as a catalys for attracting
additional resourcesfor the SINAP. Substantial progress has been made in raisng these funds,
and SEMARNAP/FMCN have committed to securing the full $5.0 million prior to submitting the
final proposal for CEO endorsement.

(iv) Serra Gorda Reserve (SGR): As SGR will be the recipient of GEF incremental cost
support through a free-sanding GEF project, it has been clarified that no GEF funding will be
channeled to this high priority reserve through the SINAP 2 proposal. Thisisindicated in the
Project Brief attached (see page 10).

Please let me know if you require any additional clarificationsto finalize the SINAP 2 Work Program
submisson. Many thanks.

cc: Messs/Mmes. Brizzi, Hernandez (LCC1C); Cervigni, Kimes (LCSES); Cadro, Khanna, Aryal (ENV).
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A. PROJECT GOAL AND DEVELOPM ENT OBJECTIVES

1. The esablishment and management of PAs has gained increasng importance within the national Srategy
for conservation. Although decrees on PAs date back to 1876, it has only been in the last two decades that
both the Government of Mexico (GOM) and broad sectors of society have become involved in their
protection. Until 1994, mog of the PAslacked management programs, personnel and a bas ¢ operating budget
(SEMARNAP 1996). Significant changes have occurred in the lag five years, thanksto leadership from
GOM, and mobilization of civil society and the international community. Key areas of progressinclude
gaffing, budget allocations, and the number and coverage of areas under active protection. The current fiscal
budget for PAsof US$ 5 million per year represents more than a ten-fold increase from the budget in 1994.
For the firg time, there are field personnel, management programs prepared and published, and local technical
committees. Significant progress has al so been made with respect to law enforcement within PAs. Decreases
have been recorded inillegal activitieswithin PAs. On June 5, 2000, the National Commisson for Protected
Areaswas created and reports directly to the Minigry of Environment, Natural Resources and Fisheries
(SEMARNAP). The Commission will assume and expand management of the protected area system,
previoudy the respongbility of a coordinating unit (UCANP) within the National Indtitute of Ecology (INE).
Design of the new Commission was based on results of two years of evaluation and study of the management
of PAsand optionsfor improvement.

2. The Mexican Nature Conservation Fund (FM CN) wasincorporated in 1994 with an initial endowment of
US$ 10 million granted by the GOM and US$ 19.5 million by USAID. The earningsfrom this capital have
upported nearly 300 conservation projectsto date. A new unit within the FMCN, the Fund for Protected
Areas (FANP), was created in 1997 to adminiger US$ 16.48 million remaining from a GEF pilot phase grant
awarded in 1992. An independent review of that project's performance in 1996 had recommended that the
remaining funds be invested in an endowment fund in a private inditution to provide long-term support to the
protected areas.

3. Since FANP began channeling fundsto 10 PAsin January 1998, achievementsinclude three project
cycles executed, with timely disbursements, leveraging of dgnificant complementary support for PAs, a
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system, and mechanisms of social participation. FANP received a highly
poditive evauation during the GEF sgloba Evaluation of Experience with Conservation Trust Fundsin
1998. Additionally, the first independent eval uation, completed in February 2000, indicates an overal excellent
performance.

1. Proj ect Objectives And Key Performance Indicators (See Annex 1)

4. The project will inditutionalize ggnificant advances made over the pad five yearsin the policy
framework, ingtitutional arrangements, and sustainable flows of financial resources directed toward the
conservation of PAsin Mexico, and increase the number of PAs, aswell asthe representativeness of
ecosystems, coming under improved management. The project will extend the PAs program initiated with
GEF funding in 1992 and regtructured in 1997, by adding 12-24 PAsto the program. It will support major
new invesmentsin socia participation and biodiversty maingreaming for sustainable use, developing a
comprehensive and coordinated approach not only to the immediate causes of biodiversty loss but to address
the conditions that form the root causes.

5. The project’ sglobal objective, and the misson of the SINAP aswell asthe FANP program, isto
consolidate the conservation of biodiversty in PAsin Mexico. Project development objectives are:
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(b)

(©)
(d)

Conserve globally important biodiversity in selected areas of the National System of
Protected Natural Areas (SINAP).

Promote sugtainahility of productive activitiesin the selected areas (economically, socialy,
and environmentally) .

Promote social co-responsbility for conservation.

Promote the incluson of biodiversty conservation and susainable use criteriain
development projects and other practices affecting the selected PAs.

6. The on-going Pilot Phase program, which includesten PAs, has established a monitoring and evaluation
scheme. Four general impact indicators (included in Annex 1) and indicators for every protected area are
periodically measured. The baseline was established in 1999.

7. Monitoring and evaluation of the SINAP Il project herein proposed will be carried out in accordance with
the plansdetailed in Annex 1. Data from the two phases of the project will be maintained in a condstent
manner in the project management information sysem being developed at the National Commission for
Protected Areas. Main indicatorsinclude:

Frequency of observations of selected indicator species
Rate of habitat converson in each area.

Proportion/ Rate of change in the area under sustai nable management

Proportion/ Rate of change in the number of land users applying sustainabl e practices after 3 years.

Proportion of land users land area practicing sustainabl e technologies after 3 years from their
introduction

Proportion of land users adopting sustainabl e practices without continued reliance on direct training
from the project.

Number of participatory forums functioning effectively after 3 years from their establishment

Number of conservation initiatives where local communities participates in the desgn and/or

execution

Proportion of protected areas with multisectoral Advisory Committees (CAMSs) and other
mechanisms for participation established.

Proportion of development projectsincorporating biodiversty-friendly criteria

Number of contracts and agreements among protected areas and other agencies sgned

Number of consultations and agreement between National Commission for Protected Areas and
Devel opment Agencies at the municipal, date and federal level.

B. STRATEGIC CONTEXT

la. Sector-related CAS goal supported by the project (See Annex 1)

Document Number: 19289-M X Date of latet CAS discusson: 05/13/99

8. Thejoint IBRD/IFC Mexico Country Assgance Strategy identifies three core themes for World Bank
Group assgance to Mexico: socia sugtainability, removing obstacles to sustainable growth, and effective
public governance. Within this broad framework, the CAS identifies priority areasfor Bank involvement in the



environment sector. The proposed project supportsall of the environment sector goals. In particular, it is
expected that the project will contribute to the improved management of biodiversty resources and
indtitutional development and decentralization directed towards improved environmental management.

9. The CAS aso emphas zes opportunitiesfor pursuing sector objectives through accessto GEF
financing, particularly to as3s Mexico in maindreaming globa environmental concernsinto regular

devel opment programs. A pipeline of projectsis currently under devel opment to implement those CAS
provisons Different approaches are being tesed, including support to conservation efforts by indigenous
communities, devel opment of mechaniamsfor conservation in private lands and establishment of a network
of biological corridorsin the productive landscape (see section D).

1b. GEF Operational Strategy/program objective addressed by the project:

10. Egimates sugged that Mexico harbors more than 10% of the biological diverdty of the planet (Toledo
and Orddiiez 1993). Recent technical reportsindicate that Mexico isthe country with the highest ecological
divergty in the Americas (Dinerdein et al 1995), and that it isa key center of origin of agricultural crops
(Ramamoorthy et a 1993). Mexico has aready lost more than 95% of its humid tropical forestsand more
than half of itstemperate forests (Dirzo 1992), aswell as more than half of the original cover of arid areas
(CONABIO 1998).

11. The proposed project addresses the Biodivergty focal area, OP 3, forest ecosysems, a good
representation of arid and semi-arid ecosystems (OP 1), coastal, marine, and freshwater ecosystems (OP 2),
and mountain ecosystems (OP 4). The objectives of al four of these Operational Programs are the
conservation and sustainable use of biological resources, specifically,
- Conservation, or in-gtu protection, through protections of sysems of conservation areas, and
Sugtainable use management attained by combining production, socioeconomic, and biodiversty goas
The Operational Strategies call for arange of uses from grict protection on reserves through various
forms of multiple use and full-scale use.

12. The project supports these objectives by including in the protected area sysem representative examples
of globally dgnificant ecosysems of all four types assuring active in-gtu protection of those areas, and
promotion of appropriate sustainable productive uses in buffer zones and surrounding aress.

2. Main Sector |ssues And Government Strategy

13. Main sector issues and related government strategies may be summarized by consdering four key
documents @) Mexico' s Biodivergty Country Study, b) Mexico' sBiodiverdty Country Strategy, ) the
Protected Areas Palicies and Strategy d) the GEF Biodiversity Country Framework. The fird three are
reviewed in this section; the fourth one isdiscussed in Section D.

14. Mexico' sBiodiversty Country Study, La Diversidad Biologica de México: Estudio de Pais identifies
two over-arching issues— the loss of biodiversity, and the lack of sysematized, reliable, readily available
information about biodiversty — and detailsissues and threats at four levels global, ecosysem, species and
genetic (CONABIO 1998).

15. At the global level, the mgjor threat isglobal change, particularly atmospheric, oceanic, and climate
changes. This project does not specifically addressglobal change, but within the broader context, the



National Commission for Protected Areasis planning an analysis of the impact of global change on PAs, and
development of an action plan to address the issue.

16. At the ecosystem level, the main issues'threats are identified as

Non sustainable aquaculture

National policiesthat regpond to political or socioeconomic problems with negative consequences

for habitats and species

Concentration of environmental responghbilitiesin a Sngle sectoral minigtry rather than integration

of environmental concernsinto all ministries whose actions have environmental consequences

j. Lack of fiscal and budgetary resources for conservation and sustainable use

k. Poverty — concentration of biodiversity resourcesin areas of high poverty and marginaization,
leading to deforedtation pressures (harvest of forest products, converson to agriculture/grazing)

|.  Wealth — overconsumption (high per-capita use of natural resources) with consequent issues of
overexploitation and wastes

m. Lack of education and public awareness of the value of biological resources and of sustainable

use practices

a. Non sugtainable forest use and deforegtation
b. Non sugainable agriculture

c. Non sugainable grazing

d. Eroson

e. Fragmentation and destruction of habitats

f.  Non sugainable fishing

0.

h.

17. At the specieslevel, the main issuedthreats are identified as
n. lllegal commerce
0. Introduction of exotic pecies
p. Over-exploitation of commercially valuable species
g. Extinctions

18.Under the guidance of the Convention on Biological Diversty, Mexico (the GOM, academia, civil society
organizations, the private sector and other sakeholders) has devel oped a country Strategy for the
Conservation, Use of and Equitable Distribution of Benefits from Biodiversity. The Strategy identifies
four priority areasfor action: (i) protection of biodiverse ecosysems; (ii) sustainable use of biological
resources, (iii) expangon of the country’ s knowledge base related to its biodiversty; and (iv) promotion of
green market/val uation of biological resources Rainfores, dry forest, marine and coastal ecosystems are
among the particular ecosysemsidentified as prioritiesfor afederal protection satus approach and for a
major maingtreaming of biodivergty consderationsin economic and public invesment programs GOM and
the Mexican National Commission for Knowledge and Use of Biodiversty (CONABIO), are now devel oping
amore detailed Action Plan for the Conservation, Use and Equitable Distribution of Benefits from
Biodiversity.

19. In keeping with these recommendations, SEMARNAP has reoriented its programs, and isworking with
other federal and date entities to mainstream this approach. The National Commisson for Protected Areas,
created in June 2000, has been structured to implement thisvison: it isa deconcentrated entity reporting
directly to SEMARNAP, whose director is named by the Presdent. (The Commisson assumes and expands
the responghilities of the former coordinating unit for PAsin INE.) The National Commisson for Protected
Areas has devel oped gatements of itsmisson, vison, and objectives, and isin the process of finalizing a plan
for 2000-2001. The Commisson'smission is* To conserve the natural heritage in the natural PAs.” Its



vision is in two years, to be nationally accepted and internationally recognized as an effective organization
for the conservation of Mexico's natural heritage. Strategic objectivesinclude:

- Toincrease the surface protected as PAs

- Toincrease ecosystem representation included in PAs

- Tomaintain ecologica cyclesinthe PAs

- To reduce the processes of deterioration within PAs

- To edablish the protected area as an example of best practice for sustainable devel opment.

Operational objectives are:

- To egablish the Commisson as an effective and efficient organization

- To manage the PAs effectively and efficiently

- To develop human resources for the good management of the Commisson

- To have adequate and timely financial resources

- To edablish social co-respongbility in the management of PAs and the conservation of natural
resources

- To support the implementation of international agreements relevant to the Commisson.

20. A Technical Council was created alongs de the Commission, comprisng representatives (at the
Under Secretary and Secretary levels) of the ministries of Finance, Social Development, Agriculture -
Livestock - Rural Development, Auditing, Education and Agrarian Reform. The Council, chaired by the
Miniger of SEMARNAP, will analyze conservation issues affecting PAs from a governmental point of view,
with the objective of facilitating coordinated efforts to maingtream biodiversty. The Council can invite other
participants as needed for specific discussons

21. The National Council for Protected Areas (CONANP) retainsitsrole and authority as the advisory body
to the Miniger of SEMARNAP. CONANP was created in 1996 and is composed of representatives of al
sectors of Mexican society. The Technical Council and CONANP will likely have cross-representation and
other means to ensure coordination of their efforts While the Council provides a forum to coordinate
activities between different ministriess CONANP serves as an advisory body specialized on PAS, thus
ensuring cross-disciplinary and specialized assgance on PAS.

22. SEMARNAP's medium term goals for protection of natural resourcesin Mexico include increasng the
coverage of PAsfrom 9.4 to 14.4 million hectares, Sugtainable Use Management Units (UMAS) from 9.84 to
17.61 million hectares, and Sugtainable Fores Management Areas (FMAS) from 6.46 to 11.74 million
hectares by 2005. The total expected goal of protected hectaresis 98 million by 2010. With that goal Mexico
will be able to be defined as a sugtainable country, protecting almos 50% of itsterritory.

SINAP Strategy.

23. The National System of Protected Areas (SINAP) isakey element of Mexico's Srategy for

conservation of biological diverdty. There are currently 119 PAs totaling 15,848,016 hectares (12,302,168 ha
terredrial, 3,545,848 ha marine). The National Commisson for Protected Areas recently regigered formally
those PAswhich comply with criteria established by CONANP to fulfill the requirements of Article 76 of the
General Law of Ecological Equilibrium and Environmental Protection (LGEEPA). Thisinvolved re-
categorizing some PAs decreed before the current system of classifications was adopted (national park,
biosphere reserve, wildlife refuge, etc.) aswell as eliminating a few areas whose small size or advanced date
of degradation disqualify them from the sysem, and consolidating adjacent areas with corridorsinto sngle,



larger units. Following SEMARNAP s |ong term vison for protection of natural resources, the SINAP will
continue to identify new areas to be decreed and put into place effective management schemes with
personnel, operating budget, Management Programs, etc. Thusthe total number of areas and hectaresis
ubject to variation in the short term; the long-term goal isto achieve 13% of the national territory in protected
area gatus.

24. The National Commisson for Protected Areas has already made sgnificant progress toward this
objective. Over the past five years, the number of PAs hasincreased 20%. From a Stuation in which
virtually al of the areas were "paper parks' prior to 1995, the Commission has provided basc gaff,
infrastructure, sgns, and equipment in 52 PAs (10 of which receive additional support from the firs GEF
project). Still, many challengesremain. The mgority of the land in the sysemisin the hands of private or
communal owners -- only 5.02% is actually government owned. A great deal of effort has been made and Hill
needs to be made to re-orient owners land management toward sustainable practices. Another National
Commisson tasks has been to initiate the process to ingtitute a Civil Service grategy with the Minigtry of
Finance, which regulates this mechaniam in Mexico. Civil Service requiresthat each pogtion within the
Commisson isdefined, requirements are fulfilled and that on a periodic bass each person is evaluated
according to predefined objectives and goals Thiswill be a process which will require a couple of years. Asa
firg step, the Commission proposed that the Protected Area Director be the first level to be incorporated to
the Civil Service.

25. SINAP's grategy to address these challenges includes efforts to:

Promote effective management and operative programs with the capacity to identify and regulate
threats; ensure that each protected area has the minimum gaff, infragtructure, equipment, zoning
regul ations, outreach and participation programs, monitoring capacity, and other sysems necessary
for effective management.

Develop and implement a Civil Service Strategy in order to provide an inditutionalized career path for
protected area personnel.

Devel op new approaches to integrated land management, bal ancing socioeconomic with physical and
ecological gructures.

Develop new channels of socia co-respongbility involving diverse sectors. Thisincludes maintaining
federal authority but developing rolesfor sates municipalities, and civil society.

Create and support ingtitutional frameworks for regional processes of sustainable development in
harmony with the objectives of the PAs system.

Identify and support projects that promote sustainable productive uses
Secure diverse sources of financing.

Identify environmental services generated within PAs, and desgn mechanisms to assgn values and
charge beneficiaries for those services.

26. The sector grategies outlined above are reflected and incorporated in the Programmatic Framework for
GEF support of biodiversity conservation activitiesin Mexico which isunder discusson with the GEF
Secretariat and 1As The program would include both policy interventions and project approaches. The



current proposal has been specifically endorsed by the GOM as a fundamentally important element of the
programmatic framework. Detailed discusson of the “ fit” of this project with the framework in general and
with other projects aso included in the framework can be found in section D.

3. Sector |ssues To Be Addressed By The Project And Strategic Choices

27. The present project would support all elements of the SINAP drategy, by:
Complementing fiscal funding of 12 PAswith permanent GEF endowment-based support for
basic conservation, equipment, community activities, and training, and building the endowment
beyond the initial $22.5 million to extend to additiond areas and additiond activitiesin the priority
PAs.
Supporting public-private - social partnershipsin each of the PAs.
Enhancing socid participation and socid susainability.
Developing inditutional capacity for protected area management, including inditutional
grengthening of the agency in charge at the nationa level and of Civil Society Organizations—
CSOs (grasxroots organi zations, NGOs, communities, producers associations, etc.) participating in
Co-management arrangements.
Developing protected area-specific srategies for addressing the root causes of biodivergty loss
and fogtering inter-ingitutional coordination to identify and mitigate potential threats arisng from
development projectsin other sectors, and to recruit support from other sectors for susainable
productive activities
Channeling additional international support to the PAs and creating an incentive for
comprehengve financial rategies at the protected area, regional, and national levels

28. At the national level, the National Commisson for Protected Areas, whose misson, vison, and objectives
were developed by a committee integrating various units of SEMARNAP, an NGO representing CONANP,
and a consultant from the United Kingdom's Department for International Development, will be srengthened
in the further development and implementation of srategiesfor performance, drategic planning,
environmental information, marketing, NGO and donor communities, information technology and sysems,
human resources, physcal resources, and communications, as detailed below in the description of Component
3, indtitutional srengthening.

29. With specific reference to the national biodiverdty strategy and action plan (paragraph 16 and 17), the

prOJect will addressissues (@) through (g) aswell as (n) through (p) in specific PAswhere they occur by
Targeted analys s (biodiversty assessment, threat analys's, root-cause analys's, social assessment,
etc.) at the National Comisson’s central level and as an integrated element in the preparation of
management programs.
Implementation of management regimes including control of illegal activities community involvement
and participation, and emergency programs to combat fires and respond to other natural disasters.
Identification of specific threats to be addressed, and means of monitoring their management, are
formalized in the management programs, annual operating plans, and logical frameworks for each
protected area.

30. The response to issues (h) and (i) isthe program of socia —inditutional partnership for maingreaming
biodiverdty conservation and susainable use. Thiswill include, for example, supporting partnerships between
gakeholders and inditutions at the protected area level to improve local accessto sources of financial and
technical assgance for alternative sugtainable livelihoods. The project will provide resourcesto protected
area personnel to participate more actively in loca and regional planning for aand to carry out follow-up



activities At the national level, the Technical Council of the National Commisson for Protected Areas will
serve to further aid maingreaming biodiversty conservation and sustainable use in national devel opment
programs. The project will rely additionally on other exigting inter-inditutional coordination structures (for
example, in the Mesoamerican Biological Corridor project) aswell as seeking “ bottomup” dissemination of
successful approaches at local levels. A program of studies, workshops, seminars, and meetings will be
supported to devel op inter-inditutional agreements benefiting multiple PAs. With regard to issues (k) through
(m) the project will ease poverty-driven pressures on PAs by providing technical assstance to facilitate
access of local communitiesto regular development programs compatible with the reserves conservation and
sugtainable use objectives.

31. Strategic choices made in the design of the project flow from the restructuring of the original project —
developing a public-private inditutional framework; the trust fund mechanism; and emphass on socia
participation. These choices have been validated by experience demondrating that the steady, reliable flow
of resources for permanent gaff, badc operating, conservation, and community activities have built areliable
“platform” and developed investor confidence sufficiently that all areas have been able to generate additional
resources from other sources as well.

32. In addition, the following Srategic choices were made:

a. The addition of biodiversty maingtreaming (promotion of social-ingitutional partnerships) to the “ menu’
of support provided to the PAs. Thisis due to the long-term nature of the program and the fact that many
of the root causes of biodiversty loss are not adequately addressed by traditional conservation projects.

b. The choice to pursue the project at thistime. The Government of Mexico' sgreat challenge in this
trangtion period isto asure long-term financing of the PAsand continuity to the current model, while
encouraging improvements derived from lessons learned to date. The proposed project aimsto provide
subgtantial incentivesfor the continuity of policies and inditutional decentralization that have brought
about magjor improvementsin Mexico' s conservation of its PAs during the current adminigtration.

c. The prioritisation of protected areas. Mexico' s119 PAs gpan the impressve diverdty of Mexico' s
natural environment, at the levels of ecosystems, landscapes, soecies and genetic diversty. During
preparation, criteria were esablished for guiding consolidation of the protected area sysem, and a
detailed priority setting exercise was undertaken by leading Mexican scientists and conservationists under
the auspices of INE, CONABIO and FMCN to egtablish relative rankings among existing and planned
PAs. Asareault of thisexercise, 24 PAswere identified as the highest priorities for protection to ensure
adequate coverage of Mexico' sarid, forest, mountain and coastal marine ecosystems (these 24 are in
addition to the 10 reservesincluded in the GEF Pilot Phase FANP 1 project). The methodology used for
the prioritisation exercise isdescribed in Annex 4.

d. The number of selected areasto be added to the proposed SINAP 2 program. Initially, GEF endow-
ment support was proposed for all 24 priority areas selected through the process described above.
Subsequently, proposed GEF coverage was reduced from 24 to 12 PAs, asthis scope was cons dered
manageable in light of the fundraisng commitments that such an endowment entails.

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

1. Project components (see Annex 1)



Component Category Indicative | % of GEF % of
Costs total financing GEF
(US$M) (US$M) | financi
ng
1. Expansion of the Fund for Natural $4740M | 44.5 $2370M | 76.2%
Protected Areas %
1.1 Endowment capital Trugt Fund $4500M | 42.3 $2250M | 72.3%
%
1.2 Fundraisng Technica $240M 2.3% $120M 3.9%
ass sance
2.Protected area conservation programs $3380M | 31.8 $190M 6.1%
%
2.1 Implementation of Technical $310M | 27.3 $1.90M 6.1%
Management Programs assstance %
Equipment
2.2 Increased knowledge on PAs | Technica $280M 2.6% $0.00 M 0.0%
assigance
Equipment
3.Commission Coordination Program Technical $540M 5.1% $0.20M 0.6%
assgance
Equipment
4.Indtitutional strengthening Technical $250M 2.3% $0.00 M 0.0%
assigance
Equipment
5. Maingreaming Conservation and Technical $1730M | 16.3 $530M 17.0%
Sudainable Use Palicies assi stance %
Totd $106.40 M 100.0 $31.10M 100.0




Component 1: Expansion of the Fund for Natural Protected Areas (Total $ 47.4m, GEF $ 23.7m)

1.1 Endowment capital. (Total $45.00 M ; GEF $22.50 M)

33. The basc desgn of the program will continue the successful approach developed in the restructured GEF
Pilot Phase Protected Areas Program (FANP) project through an expanson of the FANP endowment by
USS$ 45 million. The GEF portion of this endowment (US$22.5 million) will provide support for basic
conservation operating cogsin 12 priority protected areas, badc protected area coordination cogs, and
incremental FANP adminigration expenses. Government annual fiscal funding (discussed under component
2) will continue paying for basic personnel in the 12 priority areas, preparation of PA Management Programs,
aswell as complementary basic operation, equipment, and conservation activities This combination of GEF
and GOM continuous support at the protected area level has benefited the PAsin a number of ways over the
past two and a half years by assuring physical presence, continuity of management, and effective authority on
the sites, reducing bureaucracy, expanding geographic and thematic coverage of management programs,
reducing invasons, dedructive practices illicit uses, and fire damage; increased social participation and direct
ass gance to communities; and initiation of valuable inter-ingtitutional exchanges and |earnings (Putney, Perez
Gil, Roldan and Ceciliano 2000).

34. In addition to the GEF contribution, US$ 22.5 million will be secured from other sources (see fund-raisng
drategy in Annex 6). The income from these matching endowment fundswill be directed to cover basc
conservation operating cods (ie, the same asfor the GEF capital contribution) or other conservation cogsin
any of the 34 reserves consdered priority by the current exercise. Taking into account the preferences of the
donorswho will contribute to the endowment, fundraising priority will be to cover firg, basc activities down
the lig of priority reservesthat do not have these needs already attended, followed by complementary non-
basic congervation cogtsin any of the 34 reserves. The GOM will provide US$ 7.5 million in capital
endowment contribution funding to the expanded FANP endowment fund between 2000-2006. Part of the
interest from this GOM endowment will be directed to the payment of taxes for FANP activities (components
1.1 and 1.2). The following table summarizes the approach proposed to all ocate capital resources obtained
from GEF and other donors. The table takes into the account the digtinction between basc and
complementary conservation activities, aswell asthe break-down of the 34 priority reservesinto the three
groups of a) reserves already receiving FANP support; b) reservesin need of immediate urgent attention; c)
other priority areas

New areas in need of
immediate attention
(12)

Areas under existing
GEF Project (10):

Other priority areas
(12)

Calakmul, El Triunfo, Isla Contoy,

Islas del Golfo, Manantlan, Los Tuxtlas, Sierra Gorda®, El

Ocote, Los Ajos-Buenos Aires,

Tehuacan-Cuicatlan, Alto Golfo y

Mariposa Monarca, Montes
Azules, Ria Lagartos, Sian Ka'an,
Vizcaino

Delta del Rio Colorado, Cuatro
Ciénegas, Corredor
Chichinautzin-Zempoala, Sierra
de Alamos, Sierra de Huautla, La
Encrucijada, Pantanos de Centla,
Banco Chinchorro, La Sepultura,
El Pinacate y Gran Desierto de
Altar, Sierra de La Laguna

Bonampak-Yaxchilan-La Cojolita,
Lacantun-Chan Kin, Maderas del
Carmen, Huatulco, Metzabok-
Naha, Cafion de Santa Elena, San
Pedro Martir — Constitucién 1857,
Mapimi

Basic Conservation

Contribution from other donors

* GEF contribution to the
endowment

* Contribution from GOM and
other donors

Contributions from other donors




Additional Restricted contributions from Restricted contributions from Restricted contributions from
consenation other donors other donors other donors

activities to achieve
full protection

Note: (a) A separate Sierra Gorda Reserve (SGR) conservation project isproposed for GEF financing. Asaresult, no GEF
funding under the current SINAP 2 proposal will be assigned to SGR. Nevertheless, SGR isincluded inthelist of 24
priority reservesfor reasons of consi stency with the priority setting exercise (Annex 4) which providesthe scientific and
technical basisfor SINAP fund-raising efforts.

35. It isexpected that the firgt disbursement of the GEF endowment (US$ 7.5 million) will occur in year 2001.
The corregponding match of $7.5m has already been secured: US$ 6 million from various donors have been
deposited, and $1.5 million from the Government have been committed, and will be deposited following GEF
Council approval of WP entry (estimated date: November 2000). After the firs GEF disbursement, further
disbursements will occur in one “ reserve” units, and will be channeled to cover the basc activities of the next
reserve in priority order. Thiswill allow rapid integration of new reservesto the project, so that conservation
measures can be enacted rapidly to diminish biodiversty loss. Two matching scenarios are envisaged: (i)
under the “ regtricted” match scenario, US$1.875 million of GEF endowment capital will be disbursed (enough
to endow an additiona reserve), whenever an equivalent amount in restricted matching fundsis obtained
(regtricted funds are those tied to activities other than basic conservation as defined in FANP I). (ii) under the
“unredricted” scenario, US$ 0.9375 million of GEF endowment capital will be disbursed whenever an
equivalent amount in unrestricted fundsis secured (unredtricted funds are those which may endow basc
conservation activities as defined in FANP 1), thereby establishing the necessary endowment for an additional
reserve (US$1.875 million).

36. Within the FMCN, the Technical Committee for the Fund for Natural Protected Areas (CTFANP)
oversees the endowment of the on-going Pilot Phase project. Members of CTFANP are selected from
CONANP. Thisarrangement will continue under the proposed expanson program. CTFANP will be
respons ble for determining the annual budget per protected area per year using a formula taking into account
the gze, the population of the PAs, the number of communities, and technical and adminidrative performance
of the PA teams Thisformulawill be reviewed annually by CTFANP, as already occursin the on-going
project. (Present eligible PA level activities covered by the income derived from the endowment include:
bad ¢ operation cogs, basic equipment, basic conservation activities, basc community activities, and basic
capacity-building activities) Under the direction of the CTFANP, FANP will continue to provide oversght of
the endowment program according to the project cycle and guidelines contained in the current Operational
Manual. Detailed cogting and financial assumptions can be found in Annex 6.

1.2 Fundraising. (Total $2.40 M; GEF $1.20 M)

37. The adminidrative unit within FMCN will be srengthened to carry out itsrole in the major government/
private campaign required to raise endowment funds to match the GEF donation. It is calculated that this
campaign will cost US$ 2.4 million during an eight-year period. The costs of this sub-component have been
compared with professional norms and are at the lower end of the range (between $.20 - $.50 per dollar
raised isthe norm). The fund-raising activity proposed here is equivalent to $.26 per dollar raised, of which
GEF isrequested to provide half ($.13 per dollar). The other half will be obtained from foundationsthat have
asssed and are currently providing support to the FMCN. The fundraisng plan will involve the GOM, the
FMCN, and alliances with other NGOs nationally and internationally. This sub-component will finance
consultancies, sudies on the donor markets, dissemination and outreach. The detailed description of this
fundraisng plan can be found in Annex 6.



Component 2: Protected Area Conservation Programs (Total $33.80 M ; GEF $1.9 M)

2.1 Implementation of M anagement Programs. (Total $ 31.0 M ; GEF $1.90 M)

38. Asmentioned previoudy (see sub-paras 32.c. and d.), out of the 24 priority areasidentified during the
preparation prioritization exercise, a group of 12 PAswasidentified as requiring immediate attention, and
representing the best opportunities for conservation through an endowment fund directed to basic
conservation cods These will be the areas supported by the $22.5 million GEF contribution to the FANP

endowment.
Protected State Surface (ha)| Population | Indigenous Ecosystems
area peoples
Tehuacan- Puebla, Oaxaca | 490,186 626,814 Mixteco, Deciduous forest, pine-oak
Cuicatlan mazateco, foregt, cloud foreg, arid
cuicateco and | scrub
popol uca
Alto Golfo BgaCdifornia, | 934,756 4,464 Cucapas Arid scrub, marine and
Sonora eduarine, coaga dunes
Cuatro Coahuila 84,347 267 Dry scrub, oak-pine forest
Ciénegas
Corredor Morelos 65,971 Pine-oak fored, arid scrub,
Chichinautzin- | México, 50,000 Nahua deci duous forest
Zempoda Federd Didrict
Serade Sonora 92,889 432 Thorn fored, pine-oak forest
Alamos
Serade Morelos 59,030 3,300 Deciduousfored, pine-oak
Huautla forest
LaEncrucijada | Chiapas 144,868 29,000 Marine, etuarine, mangrove,
deciduousforeg, thorn
fored, coagal dunes
Pantanos de Tabasco 302,707 16,293 Chontal Mangroves and halophyte
Centla vegetation
Banco QuintanaRoo | 144,360 - Cord reefs
Chinchorro
LaSepultura | Chiapas 167,310 23,145 Thorn forest, pine-oak
fores, deciduousfored,
cloud foreg, chaparral,
savanna
El Pinacatey | Sonora 714,556 200 Tohono - Desart, chaparral, arid scrub
Gran Deserto O’ odham
de Altar (pépagos)
SeradelLa BgaCdifornia | 112,437 800 Pine-oak fored, deciduous
Laguna Sur fored, chaparral, grasdand




Protected State Surface (ha)| Population | Indigenous Ecosystems
area peoples

39. Income generated by the expanson of the FANP endowment will be complemented by annual GOM
fiscal expenditures, private NGO, and bilateral donor funding to support the implementation of protected area
management programsin the 12 priority areas. The 12 areas selected for support by the GEF endowment in
this project have been saffed with the sandard “ core team” over the past two years (director, adminigtrator,
coordinator and two project chiefs), and several have completed management programswith fiscal funds.
The GOM has committed to maintain the basic saff and recurrent costsfor all 12 areas throughout the
project life and beyond, and to begin to extend basic funding to the next tier of priority areasaswell. GOM
funds for this component (US$19.4 million equivalent) will finance basic personnel (the “ core team” ) required
for implementation of the management programs, aswell as support in basic operation, equipment, and
conservation activities complementary to the activities covered with the income derived from the endowment.
In addition, counterpart funds from private and bilateral sources directed to support of the activitiesincluded in
the Management Programs are expected to reach US$ 7.1 and US$ 2.6 million, respectively. These figures
are based on the amount contributed to the 12 priority reserves (to be supported by the GEF endowment) in
1999 (Pérez Gil and Jaramillo 1999).

40. GEF isa s requested to contribute with non-endowment project funding to the cogt of implementing
protected area management programsin each of the 12 priority reserves during the firg trangtional year
following their incorporation into the FANP program. This non-endowment project funding would provide
bridge financing for eligible FANP expendituresin order to allow GEF capita contributionsto be invested for
a complete annual cycle before tapping interest income generated. Thiswould allow for ingtant sart up of
field operations at the reserve level following incorporation in the FANP endowment program aswell as
provison of central coordination/adminigration support. The “ gart up” funds needed for the fird year are
edimated at $159,085 per reserve, and would be disbursed to the FM CN/FANP team for adminigtration
according to established proceduresin the Operating Manual, when the corresponding endowment (GEF and
match from other sources) is deposited for that reserve. If bridge funds are not provided as proposed, then
field level conservation activitiesin the reserves endowed by capital contributionswould not be able to sart
immediately, but would have to wait for the annual investment cycle to be completed. Based on the estimated
annual average cog per reserve of financing GEF eligible expenditures, the estimated amount required for this
purpose is US$ 1.9 million for the 12 reserves (see Annex 6, III).

2.2 Increased Knowledge on PAs (Total $ 2.80 M m; GEF $0.0Error! Reference source not found. m)

41. The data and knowledge derived from research provides baseline indicators for monitoring and evaluation
of the general conditions of the PAsaswell asfor long-term planning and the detection of threats. Research
also permits a better undersanding of complex ecological functions such aswater quality, rain or soil pH,
temperature, soil depth, etc., which are essential elementsfor any valuation of ecological goods and services
National research in PAsisfar from being comprehensive, which may result in underestimates of the
country’ stotal biodiversity. The research and information management sub-component will be carried out
under the augpices of CONABIO (Commisson for Knowledge and Use of Biodiverdty), and academic
inditutions already working in the 12 areas benefited by the endowment, usng entirely non-GEF funds. A
sudy was conducted to determine the counterpart funds invested in research by academiain the 12 priority




areas sl ected to be supported by the endowment. The basaline in 1999 indicates US$ 351,227, such that over
the eight years of the program atotal contribution of US$ 2.8 million can be expected (classfied asprivate
contributions). CONABIO’ s misson extends beyond knowledge management related to the PAsto
coordination of al national biodiversty-related knowledge initiatives including acquistion and maintenance of
knowledge and data, information dissemination, and identification of priority areasfor conservation and
research. CONABIO playsakey role in identification of the criteriafor incluson of areasin SINAP, and
maintains national data on the digribution, value, gatus, and conservation priority of terretrial, freshwater,
and marine habitats and ecosysems. Knowledge generated through this component , and the project more
broadly, will be shared and disseminated via the Clearinghouse M echanism (CHM) under the Convention on
Biological Diversty which is managed by CONABIO.

This component will finance targeted, applied research, including inventories, for M& E purposes (Sudies,
workshops, etc.).

Component 3: Commission Coordination Program (Total $5.40 M; GEF $0.20 M )

42. This component will provide support (with a mix of fiscal, FANP interest income, and GEF non-capital
resources) to activitiesinvolving the endowment-supported PAs as a group, including coordination of project
planning, monitoring, contracting, procurement, and independent eval uation.

43. The Commisson Coordination Program (called central coordination under the current GEF-supported
project) operates as liaison between FMCN and the relevant sectors of SEMARNAP/National Commission
for Protected Areas, aswell asthe individual PAs During the on-going project, the central coordination has
played arole in such activities as devel oping a monitoring and eval uation sysem, esablishing reporting
protocols, and providing technical assstance and training to groups of PASPA staff. Asthe new project
develops amgjor challenge will be to better integrate the central coordination within the National Commisson
for Protected Areas. To date, one saff person paid from the FANP with support by another person paid by
SEMARNAP has overseen central coordination. With the Commisson's srengthening of the social
participation area, the increased percentage of PAs, aswell asimproved gaffing and task definition, it isthe
intention to devel op sygsem-wide sandards and information sysems for activities such as monitoring, so it will
be necessary to redefine some of the coordinating mechanisms and lines of authority.

44. It isexpected that mog of the activities of the Commisson Coordination Program (CCP) will be
transferred to the National Commisson in a gradual process during the life of the project asthe Commisson
is strengthened. Given that the mechanism under the current FANP model has been tested and shown
auccess, the central coordination unit in the Commisson will be supported by the FANP endowment until the
Commisson can assume mog of itsroles In particular, it will be key that during and after the trangtion, the
CCP retainsits ability to act as a dedicated information conduit: from the Commisson to FMCN (technical
information on the projectsit finances), and from FANP to the Commisson (administrative and financial
data). During the remainder of preparation, criteriawill be determined to eval uate the Commisson's readiness
to absorb mogt of the components of the central coordination unit and other sub-components of the program.
On the bad s of these criteria, the readiness of the Commission will be assessed during appraisal and
periodically during implementation (by means of ingitutional and financial assessments) in order to determine
the appropriate timing for such transfer and to plan for a smooth trangition.

45. Taking 2000 as a basaline, an analyss of the fiscal budget central coordination cogsfor 12 reserves
(indicative figure for the reserves benefited by the new GEF endowment) indicates a baseline (non-GEF)
appropriation of US$ 5.2 million over eight years. Limited and targeted GEF support is requested to
complement this baseline financing (US$ 9,091 for each reserve benefited by the endowment and the ten
aready supported with GEF funds for atotal of US$ 0.2 million) to ensure the proper establishment of a



monitoring and eval uation system (satellite images, data collection, log-frame training and development). The
activities to be conducted by the Commisson Coordination Program include:

(a) Capacity building and technical assistance to the PAs. This sub-component will finance
training courses, workshops, and seminars, both for protected area personnel and technical advisory
committee members. Specific activitiesto be financed will build on successul experiences of the
exiging project, and expand them to the new protected areas. Among the capacity-building efforts
congdered by the protected area saff to be most successful have been workshops for identification
of objectives and indicators, training in resolution of environmental conflicts and training in community
participation and environmental education. There have also been well-received courses on evaluation
of environmental impacts, ecotourism, and other themes. Independent recommendations aswell asa
survey of personnel in 16 areas' conducted in January 2000, indicate that the portfolio of training,
capacity development, and technical asssance should be expanded.

(b) M onitoring and evaluation system: A monitoring and evaluation sysem will be devel oped to
grengthen the Commission’s gaff capacity in information management and to document project
performance and impacts. These effortswill be compatible with the activities being carried out by
SEMARNAP' sGenera Direction for Information in the development of regional information sysems
and the Information Sysemsfor Environmental Management (SIGAS) such asthose for the
Lancand6n and Patzcuaro regions.

The monitoring and evaluation program will be cons sent with the program devel oped for the current
GEF Pilot Phase project. The intent isto devel op a sysem-wide monitoring and eval uation sysem
adeguate to the requirements of the GEF program aswell as the needs of the broader SINAP
sysem. New elementswill include enhanced monitoring of socia participation (including IPDPs
where applicable) and biodiversty maingreaming objectives (see Annex 1), with particular reference
to monitoring the quantity and quality of assisance to communities from agencies other than
SEMARNAP; development of technical indicators at the program level for management practicesin
the PAs and monitoring/disseminating best practices for resource generation and management at the
protected area level.

(c) Social participation in the protected areas program. The key socia challenge of the project
isto promote partnerships among the Commisson, FANP, and local organizations that will build
acceptance of, and cooperation with, management objectives, and in return, directly or indirectly
support local resdents and resource usersin adopting sustainable alternative livelihoods

SEMARNAP is breaking new ground in expanding opportunities for civic participation in environmen-
tal management (SEMARNAP, 1999). Significantly, the Commisson created a Direction-level Social
Participation unit, to desgn and implement Srategiesto increase social participation in conservation
efforts The firg tasksincluded in-depth sudies of social participation in the reserves of Montes
Azules and Ria Lagartos, aswell asa general evaluation on the Technical Advisory Councils (TACs)
at the reserves.  In this project, mechanisms for socia participation will be srengthened. At the
national level, CONANP will be strengthened (see Component 4). Informeati on-sharing mechanisms
between protected area-level advisory committees and CONANP will also be devel oped.

! The survey was carried out while the selection of the 12 areasto be included in this project was ill under way and
therefore included directorsof all protected areas considered as possibly to be included in the project.



The assessment of social participation at Montes Azules suggested that TACs are not necessarily the
ideal vehicle for adequate participation in every protected area, and indeed, in that case, the role of
the TAC in approving annual operating plans proved more of an obdacle than a facilitative element to
participation. Additional formsof social participation will be explored by the social analyses and
included in the final design of the project. Suggegtions aready on the table include establishment of
ub-committees (thematic or geographic) and different forms of supporting local groupsto organize
themselves for effective participation. Innovative approaches have already developed in many areas
and will be analyzed for their potential application in other reserves (see Annex 5).

Component 4: Institutional Strengthening. (Total $2.50 M m; GEF $0.00 M)

46. The project will support strengthening of the National Commisson for Protected Areas asit further
develops and implementsits srategic and operational plans. It will also support srengthening of CSOs and
NGOs, both in terms of their specific roles as adminigrative agents of FANP funding, and in terms of the
grong emphass on NGO co-responghility generaly in the PAs program, aswell as the important role of
CSOsand NGOsin the “ biodiversty maingreaming” agenda.

4.1 Government Institutional Strengthening: Key elementsthat need to be worked on in order for the
Commission to complete itstrandtion to an effective executive agency are drategies for performance,
drategic planning, environmental information, marketing, donor and NGO sectors, information technology and
systems, human resources, physical resources, communications, and adaptive management. The
Commisson's budget for ingitutional strengthening (US$ 0.5 million) reflects gart-up and specific
development codts such as devel opment of information management sysems and restructuring of functions
within the Commisson (sudies, goecialized consultancies, consultations, etc.). During the remainder of project
preparation, guidelinesfor coordination of the Commisson’ stwo advisory bodies will be further devel oped.

4.2 Consolidation of CONANP. CONANP' sfunctions asindependent external advisor to the PAs
system, making recommendations on laws and policies, overseeing development of general regulations,
following up on co-financing agreements, advisng on the categorization of PAs and registry of new areas,
and coordinating international funding, need to be strengthened within the framework of the new Commisson.
CONANP srole will be particularly important in the areas of consensus on policiesin diverse sectors,
qualified expert advice, and communication mechaniams between the Commisson’s Technica Council,
CONANP and the TACs. Because CONANP isrelatively new, it will be important to monitor its
experience, identifying any gaps or areas that could be improved, and disseminating good practices devel oped
and lessons learned. The budget allocated to CONANP mestingsisa small fraction of the US$ 0.5 million for
the inditutional strengthening of the Commisson. It will finance consultations with protected areas
participatory forums, travel expensesfor viststo protected areas etc.

4.3 CSOs/ NGO institutional strengthening: A key issue for successful in-situ conservation efforts over
the long term is the strengthening of local organizations for conservation and sustainable use. "Mixed
dructures’ involving rolesfor the public, social and private sectors have been a key element in the successto
date in delivery and management of resources for conservation in the PAS.

To grengthen NGOs involved in the management of PAs FMCN has entered into an agreement with The
Nature Conservancy and PACT, both international organi zations experienced in NGO devel opment, to create
aMexican Conservation Learning Network (MCLN). During itsfirg three years, the network will focus on
two cohorts of NGOs --29 in the Gulf of California region and 8 currently or potentially carrying out
management activitiesin the GEF-supported PAS primarily in southern Mexico. MCLN activitiesinclude
regular capacity assesament, training and technical assgance, "knowl edge networks' of exchanges and



electronically accessble information, and devel oping the capacity of Mexican providersto deliver capacity-
building services All NGOs involved in management activities of the GEF-supported PAswill be digible to
participate. They will receive direct ass gance from program staff, scholarships for courses and workshops,
access to information and databases, and regular ass sance with assessment of organizational development in
competencies such as planning, management, |eadership, adminigration, monitoring and eval uation, and
finance. TNC and PACT will manage the program, hiring gaff and delivering some services directly,
managing others through an agreement with a Mexican service-providing organization. A detailed three-year
plan and budget isavailable. At a minimum thisinitiative is expected to channel US$ 2 million dollarsto NGO
grengthening in protected areas over the eight-year period of the present project. Activitiesto be financed
include web stes, workshops, training, and publicationsto promote the Mexican conservation learning
network.

Component 5: M ainstreaming Conservation and Sustainable Use Policies.
(Total $17.30 M ; GEF $5.30M )

47. The analyss of root causes of biodivergty lossin and around the PAs highlights many threats not directly
addressable by conservation programs. These are social and economic conditions requiring broad policy and
devel opment interventions, and the collaboration of agencies beyond SEMARNAP. Much remainsto be
done to maingream biodiverdsty concernsinto the design and operation of regular development programs
taking place around (and is some cases, within) PAs For budget year 1999, atotal of US$ 950 million was
programmed by various agencies in the federal government to promote bas ¢ development activitiesin
Mexico' s poorest regions. The potentia of re-orienting even small fractions of these resources towards
mitigation of the root causes of biodiversty lossis enormous.

48. There are agreements sgned between Social Development (SEDESOL ), Defense (SEDENA),
Agriculture and Livesock (SAGAR), Communications and Trangport (SCT) and the Public Education
Minigries, which have been used successfully in Chiagpasto identify common goals and rationa invesmentsin
and around PAs. The National Commisson for Protected Areas has included in its sructure a Technical
Council with high-level representatives of seven minigries (see para 20). Under the presdency of the
Miniger of the Environment, the meetings of the Technical Council are directed towards maingreaming
conservation and sugtainable use in national devel opment programs. In the field, several protected area
directors are taking the lead in promoting coordination between protected area management and regular
development programs. Data from the study of financial support to the PAs proposed for incluson in this
project indicate that the 12 areas received some $1.5 million in funding from Mexican agencies (municipal,
gate, national) per year other than INE in 1999 (Perez Gil and Jaramillo 2000). Taking thisbasdling, it is
expected that counterpart funds for the 12 reservesin eight yearswill reach at least US$12 million. However,
those efforts need to be up-scaled, sysematized and inditutionalized in order to make a lagting difference.
Hence, US$ 5.3 million are requested from GEF, which will be managed by the National Commission of
Protected Areas and will be directed not only to the 12 reservesto be eventually supported with the interests
of the endowment, but to the 10 reserves currently covered by the FANP. Since this component is expected
to leverage funds for conservation, non-endowment funds (regular project disbursement) are requested with
the expectation that after five years (sarting in 2001) this component will be self-sufficient and will not
require further incremental cost support.

(a) Development of protected area-level mainstreaming strategies. The project will support
development and implementation of maingreaming srategiesin at least in 22 PAs. Maingreaming
grategies would be incorporated into the regular annual planning and implementation process, for
which the protected area managers are accountabl e to the National Commission. Protected area
managers will be asssted by expert consultants to define:



Main socia development and inditutional issues with the potentia to affect biodiversty
conservation. Thisanalysgswould be carried out in close coordination with the social
assessments carried out in each protected area.

Key agencies and ingdtitutions carrying out programs with the potential to addressthe issues
identified above, and avenues for working with those inditutions.

Fit or conflict between conservation objectives and sate and municipa development plans

Information gathered through the above process would be used to develop priority lines of action
which might include (1) providing information, training and technical asssance, aswell as amall
adminigrative and travel support to communities seeking access to regular devel opment programs for
support of productive projects compatible with protected area objectives, (2) technical sudiesin
support of re-orientation of exigting development plans or operational manuals of devel opment
programs, (3) information sharing and consultations with Sate del egations of federal agencies and
daff of sate and municipal governments, and (4) support to CSOs NGOs and public — social -
private partnership programs.

(b) sub-grants to mainstreaming activities. The PAs, in partnership with CSOs and NGOs,
would submit plans/proposal s for maingtreaming activities cong sent with annual operating plans and
mai ngreaming frameworks to the National Commission. Financing would be limited to technical
assgance, training, sudies, dissemination, public-private partnerships, and other activities that
facilitate postive actions and support of sustainable use projects by sate, municipal, federal, and
private agencies.

(c) inter-agency coordination at the national level. One objective of the protected area-level

mai ngreaming programsis to devel op tools and approaches that will be catalytic in promoting a

"bottomup” influence toward inter-agency coordination at higher levels The project will support

dissemination of these approaches at the national level through:

- Studiesto assess impacts on biodiverdty of national development programs and to propose
aternative design

- Workshops and consultations to facilitate dialogue between the National Protected Area
commission and Federal/ State devel opment agencies

To promote consensus around (and ownership of), activities financed by this sub-component, the
project will rely on exiging mechaniamsfor inter-agency coordination, primarily, the Technical
Council at the National Commisson (see description on page 16). It will build on advances already
made under the Mesoamerican Biologica Corridor project and develop linksto coordination
mechani sms such as SEMARNAP' s Regional Devel opment Programs (PRODERS), which has
identified priority regionsin which there are both high levels of margindization and important
biodiversty areas



2.

Key policy and institutional reforms to be sought

49. Key policy and inditutional reformsto be sought include:

a) Strengthening of the National Commission for Protected Areas, with increased autonomy and capability
to develop along-term national srategy for the SINAP, closely keyed into national devel opment plans.

b) Continued progress on decentralization of management and decison-making for PAs.

¢) Increased participation of local communities and other sakeholdersin protected area management and
sudtainable use of resources oriented toward conservation in their zones of influence. Specia attention
will be paid to the participation and equitable sharing of benefits by indigenous peoples and vulnerable
groups.

d) Egablishment of strategic partnershipswith civil society and the private sector.

e) Development of susainable financia mechaniams including innovative public/private/ social sector
partnerships. A key contribution to this outcome will be the project’ sinditutional srengthening of local
organi zations which can inditutionalize funding mechaniams at the protected area level.

f) Strengthening of inter-inditutional coordination mechanisms at national and gate level.

g) Adaoption of policiesand regulation of public use of the PAs.

3. Benefits and target population

50. The benefits of the proposed program, in line with the objective of conservation and sugtainable use of
sgnificant biodivergty, are difficult to quantify in monetary terms, or to assgn to specific populations, but
include, among others, ecosystem services such as maintenance of air quality and water supplies, generation
of biomass and nutrients, control of eroson and sedimentation, coagtal protection, mai ntenance of

devel opment options and genetic potential, along with the range of esthetic, cultural, and ethical values
represented by the maintenance of a nation’ shiological capital. The global benefit of the project would be the
improved conservation of globally Sgnificant biodiversty.

51. The immediate benefiting popul ation includes groups living in the PAs and their surrounding zones, with a
rough egtimate of at least 2.4 million people, of which about 10 percent are indigenous. Some of these groups

rely for their livelihood on the provision of ecological services provided by natural areas (e.g. watershed
protection, availability of wildlife for human uses). They would benefit from the project to the extent that
reserve protection ensures the maintenance of ecological services.

52. Population living in and around PAs engage in a variety of productive activities, including use of forest
products to agriculture (subssence and commercial), grazing, propagation of wild speciesfor trade,

aquaculture, hunting, fishing (subs sence and commercial), extraction of mineral resources, artisan trades, and

tourism services. This project would seek to support and extend productive uses compatible with increased
conservation of the PAs, and promote adoption of alternativesto uses not compatible with conservation.

53. The cultural diversty of the 12 PAs selected for this project is very high. Municipalitiesin and around
some of the 12 areas are classfied as highly marginalized. The table following shows the occurrence of
indigenous groups. Other populations of pecial concern because of their high degree of margindization will
als0 be targeted for project support and development plans.



Area I ndigenous Groups
Tehuacan-Cuicatlan Cuicateco, Mixteco, Mazateco, Popoluca
Pantanos de Centla Chontal

Alto Golfoy Deltade Rio Colorado Cucapa

Corredor Chichinautzin-Zempoala Nahua

El Pinacate y Gran Deserto de Altar  Tohono O odham (papagos)

54. Additional direct beneficiaries are individuals and groups who derive their livelihood from eco-tourism and
ethno-tourism since in the long run the biodiversty and cultural diversty of the areawill be protected. Other
key sakeholdersinclude environmental and social advocacy NGOs. The private sector isalso involved in the
PAs, particularly in tourism. Numerous agencies of the federal, sate and local governments are also
important actorsin the development process. The project's "biodiversty maingreaming”’ component will
develop knowledge of these agencies programs and their potential impact on conservation and sustainable
use of resourcesin and around the PAS.

4, I nstitutional and implementation arrangements

55. Project Implementation: GOM via SEMARNAP/the National Commission for Protected Areaswill
manage project execution related to: (i) SINAP field level protected area management activities (sub-
component 2.1); (if) commission coordination program (component 3); (iii) ingitutiona srengthening of the
Commisson and CONANP (sub-components 4.1 and 4.2); and (iv) maingreaming conservation activities
(component 5). GOM via CONABIO will coordinate project execution related to field level protected area
knowl edge management and research activities (sub-component 2.2). FMCN will be responsble for
executing: (i) expandon of the endowment (component 1); and (ii) inditutional srengthening of CSOsNGOs
for PA co-management (component 4.3).

Adminidration of GEF funds The FANP within the FMCN will manage GEF fundsfor: (i) component 1; (ii)
sub-component 2.1; and (iii) component 3. With respect to component 3, these GEF fundswill be initialy
managed by FANP, and based on the outcome of the assessments to be undertaken during preparation and
implementation (see paragraph 44), fund adminigtration will be gradually transferred to the National
Commisson as edablished criteriaare met. GOM, through SEMARNAP/the National Commisson will
manage GEF funds for component 5 (maingtreaming). Correspondingly, there will be two separate legal
agreements regul ating the use of the GEF grants. one with FMCN, and the other with the GOM.

56. Implementation at the protected area level isthe regpongbility of the Protected Area Director, in
collaboration with local gakeholdersthrough TACs and other mechanisms. The Director reportsto the
Director of the National Commisson, to whom ghe isrespongble for plans and objectives Each Director is
assged by a core group of permanent staff respongble for coordination, operations, project supervison, and
adminigration. Typicaly, the core team is complemented by project managers and seasonal labor hired on a
contractual bass. Each year, the Directors prepare annual operating plans (POAS) to provide the framework



for the conservation program, including, where applicable, implementation of an Indigenous Peoples
Devel opment Plan.

57. The Commisson Coordination Program (the central coordination under the current project) will be fully
integrated into the new Commission and serve asalink between the different components of the program,
and between FMCN and the Commission, aswell as having responsbility for ensuring SINAP/PA team
compliance with terms of the Operational Manual and other legally binding agreements.

58. The project proposed here would be implemented under a modified Operations Manual based on the
current project manual and updated to take account of structural changes aswell as additional activities and
criteria specific to the 12 areas selected. FMCN would increase saff by three positionsto cover additional
programs and regpong bilities, maintaining overall operating cods at the 12% ceiling. During the remainder of
preparation, corresponding ceilingswill be established for subcontracts for adminigrative support at the PA
level, based on the experience of the existing project. Under the guidance of FMCN's professonal investment
counselor and the leading experts from the financial community who form FM CN's Committee on
Adminigration and Finances, and with concurrence from the World Bank, new invesment guidelines
appropriate to current market conditionswill be developed and updated regularly as conditions warrant.

59. For the management of the on-going FANP program, FMCN and SEMARNAP signed a subsdiary
agreement to the World Bank-GOM-FMCN Grant Agreement, sating their mutual objectivesin conserving
PAsand their mutual obligations to cooperate in the achievement of the objectives of the project.
SEMARNAP isobligated to coordinate the establishment and adminigration of PAS, serve asliaison with
other government agencies, provide technical assstance, enter into agreementswith local and gate
governments and other organizations, promote financial mechanismsfor conservation, and oversee all
contracts, licenses, and concessonsin the PAs. UCANP (the unit responsible for PAs before the
Commission was created) is respong ble for management of the PAS, approving annual operating plans,
paying core personnel, working with the FANP technical committee on review of operating plans, seeing that
operating plans are faithfully executed, devel oping methodol ogies for prioritization of PAs monitoring the
impact of activities carried out in PASs program, carrying out evaluations, and providing financial information to
FMCN. FMCN isrespongble to give financial aid to authorized conservation activities, devel op manuals and
procedures, comment on protected area annua plans, verify compatibility of plans and budgets maintain
information about funds available and €ligible uses, coordinate and eval uate financia and technical reports,
implement a fundraisng srategy, contract financial agents for management of the endowment fund, and carry
out audits, among other functions.

60. The program proposed in this document would be carried out under the terms of an equivalent subsdiary
agreement.

Project Financing

61. Thefinancia plan includes US$ 106.4 million in amix of endowment and regular project funding.
Endowment funding of $45.0 million represents about 42% of project costs, and will be financed by GEF and
non-GEF resourcesin a 1:1 match. The timing of capital contributions to the endowment has been previoudy
described (see para 35). The reserves endowed by each capital contribution will be selected in the order of
their ranking as presented in Annex 4. As some variables may change overtime, the relative rankingswill be
recal culated each time the endowment is capitalized to ensure that the top priority reserve(s) isselected. It is
proposed that regular project disbursement mechani sms (non-endowment) be used for: fundraisng activities,



(sub-component 1.2), firg year start-up costs of PA conservation management activities for newly endowed
reserves (sub-component 2.1), incremental expendituresrelated to introducing a SINAP wide M&E sysem
(Component 3, Commission Coordination Program), and the mainstreaming component (Component 5). The
early gart of the maingtreaming component in 2001 will aid in leveraging additiona (non-capital) fundsfor
conservation and sugtainable use.

62. The Government of Mexico will provide basc gaff, planning, and some recurrent cost funding to the
lected areas on an annual bags, with an edimated total contribution of $19.4 million during the project
period. The GOM has aso committed to provide $7.5 million in capital endowment contributions during the
period 2000-2006. Additionally, the mainstreaming component is expected to re-orient subgtantial Mexican
government funding toward compatible, threat-reducing productive projectsin the PAS  zones of influence.
Since agreements are not yet official, and depend on the concurrence of the incoming government, financial
edimates for the GOM contributions included in this proposal are quite conservative (they are based on a
graight projection of 1999 expenditure levels). However, the National Commisi oVSEMARNAP is currently
negotiating with SHCP to incorporate the extraordinary US$ 9 million increase received in 2000 into its
regular yearly budget, o that it is possble for future fiscal levelsto be at a higher level than assumed here.

63. According to recent sudies, the private sector is currently supporting the consolidation of PAswith a
USS$ 7 million commitment directed to conservation programsin the 10 areas originally supported in the firgt
project. Based on that experience, and an analyss of current NGO and corporate support to the 12 selected
aress, it isexpected that this sector will provide some US$7.2 million from national private sources and
US$2.7 million from foreign private sources (from thisUS$ 9.9 million, US$ 2.8 million are contributed by
academic inditutions). The private sector will also be an important target in the capital campaign to build the
endowment. Bilateral funding for the project proposed here is esimated to amount to $2.6 million, including
support from the EU and USAID for the protected area conservation component. Details of the budget
caculations are provided in Annex 6.

64. Accounting, financial reporting, and auditing arrangements: FMCN/FANP will trangmit to the Bank
progress reports on project implementation and outcomes every four months, using the aready agreed format.
Auditswill be provided on an annual bass Mid-term and final independent evaluationswill be carried out.
Technical reports from the PAs, the Commisson Coordinating Program and FANP will be submitted every
four months.

65. Monitoring and evaluation arrangements: The monitoring and evaluation (M& E) sysem for this
project will be an updating and extenson of the current PAs M& E framework, based on the program
described in Annex 1. Care will be taken to integrate monitoring requirements of the GEF project as SINAP
implements a sysem-wide M& E program, to avoid creating two “ tiers’” of information management for PA
level gaff. Data collected for monitoring of supported areaswill be consstent and compatible with
information management sysems being devel oped in the National Commisson and CONABIO, and will be
shared with the CHM. Both for monitoring and financia reporting, the Project Management Information
Sysem already designed for the on-going project will be expanded.

D. PROJECT RATIONALE
1. Project alternatives considered and reasons for rejection

66. During the 1996-97 redructuring of the Consolidation of Protected Areas project, a multi-sectoral task
force consulted with some 80 public and private organizations to eval uate various options for establishment of



a PAstrug fund. The present structure of the FANP within FMCN, including a Central Coordination Unit
located inthe PAS  offices, was approved by consensus of the task force and worked out in detail by a desgn
committee in close conaultation with the Bank and GEF.

67. The project proposed here continues with essentially the same indtitutional arrangements, allowing for the
creation of the new Commisson and itsroles and responshilities The inditutiona sructure will evolve to
alow for full integration of the present central coordination functionsin the newmly formed National
Commisson as a Commisson Coordinating Program. With expert consultancies on final design and structure
of the new Commission expected to be completed in October 2000, the project desgn team decided to leave
gpace for devel opment of the details of thisintegration during final project preparation.

68. The project originally contemplated adding 24 PAsto the 10 supported by the origina FANP endowment,
and a reques to GEF for $40 - $50 million. Asthe desgn progressed, the team realized that this was overly
ambitious. Although the SINAP has made substantial advancesin recent yearsin terms of saffing and
preparing management plans for an increasing number of areas, 12 is a more reasonabl e estimate of the
number that can be ready to join the program throughout the proposed project duration. The intention is ill to
go beyond the initial 12 supported with GEF funds, adding more PAs to the program as funds are raised, but
the project a0 leaves room for matching funds to extend conservation programsin the origina 22 areas
beyond bas cs and toward more comprehens ve programs address ng intermediate and root causes of
biodiversty threats

69. The desgn team consdered funding the mai nsreaming activities from the permanent endowment but
decided ingead to propose financing via normal project disbursements. Thisis more cogt-effective: $5.3
million viaregular disbursement, vs $13 million in permanent endowment funds Alsp, it is expected that given
adequate funding over a medium-term period (5 years), maingreaming activitieswill reach critical massand
become self-sustaining on their own momentum.

70. Various aternatives and scenarios for the structure of the endowment matching funds have been
analyzed. A scenario in which other donors would match GEF money dollar-for-dollar in basic conservation
activitieswas rejected as unfeasble, given that few if any other donors are aswilling as GEF to support basic
congervation operation activities The option to request $22.5 million in GEF endowment funds and dedicate
that portion of the endowment to basic conservation in the fird tier of 12 “ urgent priority” areas was selected
asthe mogt favorable in terms of investment markets and coherence of the future fundraising strategy as well
as program clarity and continuity. The $22.5 in matching fundswill be used to extend basic conservation
support to more areas (adding an area to the program in order of priority asthere are sufficient fundsto
support it) and to go beyond basicsin any of the areas, giving specia priority to conservation programs that
test and demonstrate new ingruments and approaches, or programs that help PAs build financial sugainability
at the local level. These programswill serve aslearning experiences for other PAswithin and outsde of
Mexico. Generally it is expected that government and unrestricted funds would be used to extend basc
conservation to additional areas, and that private and bilateral donorswould tend to have policies favoring
donations for additional conservation activities (referred to as“ redtricted” funds).

2. Major related projects financed by the Bank and/or other development agencies (completed,
ongoing and planned)

71. The Government of Mexico is developing with the GEF Secretariat and the Implementing Agenciesa
Programmatic Framework for GEF support of biodiversty conservation initiativesin Mexico over the next 5-
10 years. The Framework conssts of a comprehens ve approach that commits to measurable progressin
conservation and sustainable use, while incorporating biodiversty objectivesinto the country’ s national



drategiesand plans. It isintended to be a cogt-effective means to help the country conserve and sugtain its
vast biodiveraty.

72. The Mexican biodiversty strategy has four principal areas (conservation, sugtainable use, biodiversty
knowledge and natural resource valuation) and identifies areas of opportunity for increased knowledge and
research aswell asfor cross-cutting efforts to and strengthen the country’ s capacity to respond to threats.
The combination of the Mexican biodiversty srategy and diverse policy ingruments and commitments enable
Mexico to focus on measurable outcomes and address the gaps identified in the devel opment of its Action
Plan.

73. Each of the projectsin the funding pipeline supports different agpects of the national srategy. The
present proposal is the centerpiece of the conservation component, and focuses on the government and civil
ociety sectors  The Indigenous and Community Conservation project in Oaxaca, Michoacan and Guerrero
also focuses on conservation but through the indigenous and community sectors, and protects biodivergty
through non-federal conservation regimes.

74. The conservation projects are complemented by sustainable use projects such as Biodiveraty
Conservation and Sugtainable Use in Priority Regions (PRODERS), the Mesoamerican Biological Corridor
project (which will complement maingtreaming aswell as conservation activities) and the Conservation and
Sugtainable Use in the Biosphere Reserve of Sierra Gorda. These will contribute to identifying innovative and
decentralized conservation and sustainable use mechaniamsthat can serve as modelsfor long-term, replicable
conservation, aswell as promoting the integration of civil society in decentralized PA management, condgent
with long-term government strategies. In the case of the projectsin the PAs Sierra Gorda and Los Tuxtlas,
new conservation modelswill be devel oped to increase the available ingruments for the GOM for in Stu
conservation over the long term.

75. The proposed project fitswell within the World Bank’ slending to baseline devel opment activities.

Cong gent with its commitment to maingtream the environment, the Bank’ s portfolio in Mexico emphasizesa
bal ance between direct support to the environment sector, and the integration of biodiversty condderations
into devel opment activities not primarily desgned to address environmental concerns



Sector isue

Bank-financed

Loss of Biodivergty,

biodivergty
conservation

Environmentd

M anagement,
udtainable use of
resources

Environment
Management and
Decentralization
Rura Development

Other devel opment
agencies

Loss of Biodivergty
and Environmental
Degradation,
biodivergty
conservation

Project

Protected Areas Program

Mesoamerican Barrier Reef (regiond
project)

Mesoamerican Biological Corridor (WP)
Gulf of Cdifornia Ecosysem Management
(Block B submitted)

Indigenous Biodiversty Conservation
(WP)

B Triunfo Biodiversty Conservation
through shade-grown coffee (M SP)

Private Lands Management (Block A)
PROCYMAF grengthening local communities
for effective management of natural forestry
resources (Oaxaca, Guerrero, Michoacén,
Chihuahua, Durango, Jalisco). EA:
SEMARNAP

PROMAD (in preparation)

Margina Areas (under supervison)

PRODEFOR (under supervison)
dreamlining/diversfying forest production,
education of producers
(SEMARNAP/gate governments).

Sierra Gorda Conservation Project
(UNDP)
(submitted for WP)

Latest Supervison (Form 590)

Ratings
Implementation | Devel opment
Progress (IP) Objective

(DO)

S S
Under prep. Under prep.
Under prep. Under prep.
Under prep. Under prep.
Under prep. Under prep.

S S
Under prep. Under prep.

S S
Under prep. Under prep.

S S

S S

Under prep. Cleared for
pipdine
inclusion.



Sector issue Project Latest Supervison (Form 590)
Retings

Integrated Ecosysem Management in Under prep. Under prep.
Three Priority Ecoregions (WP)

IP/DO Ratings. HS (Highly Satisfactory), S (Satisfactory), U (Unsatisfactory), HU (Highly Unsatisfactory)

3. Lessons learned and reflected in proposed project design

76. The main lessons learned affecting this project have been articulated in (a) the Independent Eval uation of
the current FANP project (February 2000), (b) the Implementation Compl etion Report of the Mexico
Environmental Project, dated February 8, 1999; and (c) the GEF Secretariat's Evaluation Report No. 1-99,
Experience with Conservation Trust Funds.

Findings and L essons from the I ndependent Evaluation

77. The evaluation team found that the restructuring of the Project in 1997 reulted in a highly effective
design, and that the three participating inditutions are implementing the Project in an efficient and effective
manner, with an expectation that the objectiveswill be achieved and, in some cases, even surpassed. The
evaluation concluded that the Project achievements are a remarkabl e success, not only at the national level,
but at the international level aswell.

78. Six key grengths were identified that have contributed to the present success of the Project:
A creative desgn that includes core personnel in every natural protected area paid by the GOM; a seed
capital administered by the FMCN, which generates income to cover basic cogts of operation for the
long-term management of the areas,
Vison, leadership, capacity, congant support and cooperation between the decison levels of the
participating inditutions,
Quality, dedication, creativity and technical capacity (know-how) of the personnel at the natural PAS,
especidly their Directors
Diverse and creative processes of local interaction that have achieved a high level of socia participation
and interingitutional cooperation;
An attitude of solidarity of the PAs personnel towards the communities within and around the reservesto
search together for long-term solutions to their basc needs that have to yet be satisfied; and
Excellent sysemsto use and control the budget of the Project.

79. The evaluation also identified agpects that can be improved, emphasizing that these are not areas of
concern S0 much as aspectsthat could be transformed into best practice with additional atttention. They are:

Norms, criteria and national sandards could be increased to define with greater precison the good
management of a protected area, and to identify indicators that can be verified for these norms,
Supervison processes of the Project could benefit from greater continuity and relevance, aswell asfrom
personal attitudes of greater mutual respect;

Proceduresin financial management could achieve greater gability in the long term with a more redlidic
planning of cogs invesment divergfication, and better local mechanismsto raise and adminiger funds
The labor stuation of the personnel in the PAs, which ishired under different schemes (GOM, NGOs,
donors, etc) could improve through a process of homogenization and definition of career paths,



Incipient common learning processes on management of PAs could be srengthened and improved;

The perception of the public vigt asathreat could be transformed to be seen as an opportunity;

A segmented vison of the natural and human systems of the natural PAs, aswell as sporadic use of the
ecosystem focus and social analyss applied to management, could be changed;

Rudimentary infragtructure that does not provide sufficient support to field work should be improved;
Diversfied mechaniamsto certify compliance with World Bank social safeguard requirementsin terms of
socia participation and indigenous peoples should be explored; and,

Economic and fiscal alternativesfor the owners of the land (elides, community and private owners)
should be devel oped to serve as an incentive to conserve natural ecosystems, epecially the core areas of
the natural PAs.

80. All of these agpects have been taken into consderation in the design of the present project.

Lessons identified in the | CR and Evaluation of Trust Funds

81. Supervision and monitoring. Very clear, tangible and quantifiable devel opment objectives and
indicators are needed to avoid digperang the project into activitieswith little overall impact on the gatus of the
environment. FANP and the National Commission for Protected Areas have applied thislesson in the current
proposal and have made sgnificant advances in identifying planned impacts and monitoring according to
condggtent program-wide indicators. Staffing and training at the Commisson Coordinating Program and
protected area levelswill take into account the need for increased attention to management practices and
outcomes in overall supervison.

82. Finances And Fund-Raising. One lesson that emerged from the GEF trugt fund evaluation asa
challenge was the possibility that government funding of conservation would actually decrease (by subgtituting
trugt fund financing). The FANP program was cited as a premier example of a government/fund partnership
that has actually leveraged increased government funding to PAs. The GEF evaluation concluded that
endowment funds are an appropriate response to conservation threats and needs that require sustained,
relatively low level inputs. Where the problem isimmediate and the need for resources to addressit in the
short termislarge, other mechanisms, such asatraditional project approach, are often preferable. The

M exican experience has confirmed the need to combine both traditional project and endowment funds While
endowment funds are essential to provide the bassfor permanent management in the areas, funding
mechanisms (including snking funds) are also important to address pecific short and medium term needs.
The GEF trug fund eval uation recommended that GEF support should be structured to provide incentivesto
encourage raigng additional capital and developing innovative capitalization approaches “ Ultimetely, a trust
fund’ sbes fundraisng tool isarecord of successwith itsinitial project cycles’ (GEF 1999). These lessons
have been taken into account by a structured approach to endowment building as described in Annex 6.

4, I ndications of Recipient Commitment and Ownership

83. Policy and institutional framework
Evidence of serious commitment to conservation legidation includes the LGEEPA (1998), which isthe
bassfor a public policy with rootsin sugtainable development (CONABIO 1998). Thislaw hasbeen
modified to promote socia participation in functions the government formerly executed without any type
of public consultation.
The right to sugtainable devel opment has been elevated to the level of a conditutional right for al
Mexicans.



84.

85.

86.

Both the National Development Plan 1995-2000 and the National Environment Program 1995-2000 for
the fird time emphasi ze the importance of conserving PAS.

SEMARNAP/National Commission for Protected Areas commitment

For the firg time, PAs are a national priority, and have received more than a tenfold budgetary increase
during the current Zedillo adminigration.

The National Commission for Protected Areas has built a team of committed and professonal protected
area managers, congdtituting a new generation of leadership for the sysem.

The GOM's* Program for Natural Protected Areasin Mexico 1995-2000" was the first coherent srategy
for protecting Mexico' srich biological resourcesin consultation with the national community of scientigs
conservationigs, and indigenous peoples.

In June 2000, SEMARNAP published the “ Balance of the National Program of Natural Protected Areas
1995-2000” , which will serve for the continuity of programs and processes between different
Adminigrationsin the GOM.

SEMARNAP has egablished a* trandtion team” with the aid of UNDP to ensure continuity between
Adminigrations, and elaborated a document that describes all present programs and their international
commitments, asalegacy and guide to the coming Adminigtration.

Inter-ingtitutional agreements and coordinating bodies have been esablished to identify common goals and
rationalize invesmentsin and around PAS, These include the Technical Council for the National
Commission for Protected Areas, and project-specific agreements, such asfor the M esoamerican
Biologica Corridor.

GOM Financial Commitment

In the context of the Programmatic Framework for GEF support to Mexico, the Government of Mexico' s
commitment to desgnate between a quarter and a third of the total resources available to a privately
managed fund, when it could have programmed all fundsfor public programs must be seen asa major
financial commitment to the public-private partnership and the proposed project.

The Government hasincreased annual fiscal support to the SINAP system from US$ 360,000 in 1994 to
US$ 5 million in 1999. Nearly two million hectares have been added to the sysem since 1994.

The Government has made, as a result of high-level negotiationsrelated to this proposal, an

“ extraordinary” appropriation of US$ 9 million to the SINAP sysgem in 2000. The continuation of this

level of support, above and beyond the basdline, could sgnificantly accelerate the rate at which PAs are
integrated to the sysem and receive in-9tu protection. Negotiations are currently under way to
indtitutionalize an increased baseline for fiscal support.

As explained in Annex 6, SEMARNAP will contribute directly to the program endowment through (a) a
contribution of US$1.5 million from SEMARNAP's 2000 budget; and (b) an agreement, which would be
sgned by the incoming Adminigration, to continue annual contributions of US$ 1 million to FMCN
throughout the next six years (these annual payments to date have been designated as match to the USAID-
funded endowment).

FMCN commitment and owner ship

The FMCN gructure includes two main programs: the conservation grants program and the natural PAs
program. The grants program has supported projectsin natural PAs snce the beginning. 64 of the 274
proj ects have supported PAsto atotal of US$ 1.75 million, or nearly 30 percent of the total funds
granted. FMCN has raised more than US$ 9 million for natural PAs since 1998. Thisincludes support to
fire prevention in nine reserves (USAID funds for US$5.75 million), support to conservation activitiesin
Ria Celestlin reserve (atotal of US$ 1.25 million from AES company, matching funds from FMCN and



Pronatura), support from the European Community to develop financial self-sufficiency in four marine
reserves (US$ 700,0000), support from the Spanish Agency for International Cooperation for
conservation and sugtainable use activitiesin the Vizcaino reserve (US$ 1.5 million).

FMCN’s grategic plan identifies the protection of PAsas one of the ingitutiona pillars of conservation in
parallel to the country drategy and SEMARNAP drategy.

87. SEMARNAP-FMCN commitment to quick project start-up.
To demondrate the feashility of implementing the ambitious fund-raisng srategy underpinning this proposal,
SEMARNAP and FMCN committed to raise an initial $7.5 million match for the proposed firg tranche of

capital contribution prior to submisson for WP entry. This collaboration has been successful and the matching
funds are composed of the following el ements

- edablishment of the Fund for the Conservation of the Monarch Butterfly within FANP, which will
support the communities with properties included in the core area under the new decree of the
Monarch Butterfly reserve, in order to ensure the conservation of their foress WWF, SEMARNAP
and FMCN have collaborated to secure a US$ 5 million endowment contribution from a private U.S.
Foundation. These funds have already been deposited.

- egtablishment of an endowment (US $1 million) within FANP for the Los Ajos-Bavigpe-San Pedro
reerve. The collaboration of SEMARNAP with the U.S. Minigry of the Interior, FMCN, the
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) and WWF has resulted in financial support from two
private US foundations. These funds have already been deposited.

- fiscal contribution in unredricted funds (US $ 1.5 million) for expanson of the endowment are
programmed into the 2000 SEMARNAP budget. These fundswill be released following GEF Council
approval of the SINAP 2 proposal for WP entry.

5. Value added of Bank and Global support in this project
88. The following are some of the key agpects of the World Bank’ s value added:

0] The Bank isin a postion to use itsinfluence in other sectors (social devel opment, agriculture,
etc.) to support the “ biodiverdty maindreaming” component by assuring that projects and
agencies receiving funding in those sectors include biodiversty conservation criteria and actions

(@) The Bank iswell positioned to catalyze additional support over the long term givenitsrolein aid
to Mexico, and to convince donorsto support trust funds,

(D) The Bank has several years of experience in supervisng smilar projectsin many other Latin
American countrieswith smilar ecologica and political redlities

89. The value added to the GEF relatesto:

() Its ability to commit permanent endowment fund resources,
(@) Its ability to act as catalys for the mobilization of additional resources and to disseminate lessons
learned.

90. Without GEF involvement, it would not be possble to consolidate the SINAP system within the proposed
time frame.

E. ISSUES REQUIRING SPECIAL ATTENTION

1. Economic



91. The proposed project has been evaluated using GEF Incremental Cost methodology. The baseline
scenario, in which basc ecosystem services are maintained, protecting some biodiversty of global
sgnificance and continuing the present level of social participation efforts amountsto US$ 59.8 million. The
expanded GEF Alternative program, assuring a fully representative selection of priority ecosysems and
biodiversty under protection, isesimated to cos $106.4 million. The incremental cogt of achieving global
biodiverdty benefitsistherefore edimated at $46.6 million. However, financial leveraging from public and
private sourcesis an integral feature of project desgn, and the agreed incremental cost support requested
from GEF is$31.1 million. Details of the incremental cost analyssare presented in Annex 2.

2. Financial

92. Fundraising SINAP 2. The GEF Evaluation of Experience with Conservation Trust Funds documented
the difficultiesthat mogt funds have encountered in raisng additional endowment capital: to date,
governments have been unwilling or unable to appropriate funds to private endowments, bilateral donors
generally have policies favoring short to medium-term projects and sinking funds, private donors have to date
contributed only small amounts of funding, and generally these, too are for specific programs and activities
rather than endowment capital. Only one fund (Bhutan) succeeded in raisng substantial endowment capital,
due to its gpecia relationship with several European donors.

93. Some funds have developed innovative approachesto capital fundraisng, including special management
agreements with donors of snking fundsthat allow interest to be captured and converted to endowment,
subgtitution of short-term funding for regularly programmed expenditures, thus allowing endowment earnings
to be “ plowed back,” recurrent income from various sources (fees and levies, voluntary surcharges and
contributions), and other sources. Mexico has, in fact, been a leader among countries with environmental
fundsin meeting ingtitutional challenges (FMCN isthe only fund to have received a governmental endowment
contribution from appropriated funds) and wel comes the challenge of the ambitious match set forth in this
proposal.

94. However, the level of additional capital funds foreseen in this project, together with FMCN' soveral
capital fundraisng goals (both USAID and GEF-supported endowments) represents almost an order of
magnitude increase in challenge. Capital fundraisng isa specialized field. It must be recognized that the
proven techniques and approaches — including but not limited to planned giving, solicitation of unredricted
contributions (usually private individual donations), and establishment of mechanismsfor collecting recurrent
income (fees, surcharges, memberships, cause-related marketing, event-based fundraising) — al have
sgnificant costs up front, and often require several yearsto achieve their goals (The normal time frame for
a*“ capital campaign” inthe USisthreeto five years) FMCN has secured the ass sance of both WWF and
The Nature Conservancy, organizations with a successtul track record in capital fundraisng, and will be
launching a campaign in 2001. To aid in thisendeavor, FMCN has already allocated $300,000 given by the
MacArthur Foundation. Fundraising goals and plans are included in Annex 6.

95. Fundraising FANP 1. During the remainder of preparation, GOM and FMCN will concentrate fund-
raisng efforts towards meeting the target, esablished during the 1997 re-gructuring of the GEF Pilot Phase
project, of raisng $5 million for the exiging FANP fund. Consultations are well advanced with several donors
firm commitments for some $3 million are expected to materialize during the fall of 2000; sources for the
remaining $ 2 million have been identified, and discussions are under way. CEO endorsement of this new
Consolidation of Protected Areas Program proposal will be conditional on securing the full $5 million fund-
raisng target for FANP .



96. Symmetry of GOM-FMCN relationship. Concerns have been reaised in some quarters about possible
asymmetry in financia relationhips between the Commisson and FMCN. However, thisisnot conddered to
be a serious concern by the project team. GOM will contribute $19.4 million to reserve management
programs during the life of the project to cover the core personnel (the most expensve salaries) at the PAS,
aswell asrelated operational expenditures. The positions of these core personnel are now included within the
formal sructure of SEMARNAP garting from year 2000 on. This represents a great successin terms of
permanence and commitment of fiscal resources. Moreover, experience showsthat it isessential that top
officiasat the PAs be invested with authority, which can only be achieved when GOM hiresthese

profess onals as employees. Consequently, annual disbursement of fiscal funds by the GOM and the
adminidration of a capital fund for 22 PAs by the FMCN make for ingitutional symmetry in the support for
natural PAs. The dedre to keep the relationship symmetrical can serve as an incentive for the GOM to
increase its budget in relation to that managed by FMCN, while keeping flexibility to address eventual
drategic actions.

3. Technical

97. Coordination of basic conservation activities. While the independent evaluation counted effective
adminigrative oversght as one of the original FANP project’ s notable achievements it also cited a“ missng
level” in the supervison and evaluation of protected area conservation, between the very specific objectives
and indicators established at each protected area, and the very broad general objective of conservation of the
sysgem’ shiodiverdty. The evaluation recommends attention to devel oping consg gent norms, sandards, and
best practices for defining good management of a protected area. As noted above, these issueswill be
addresed in the design of the M& E framework for this project.

4. I nstitutional

98. The Fund/Government partnership. The partnership has been extremely successful in making possible
alevel of protected area management and conservation not achievable before, and validates the emphasis on
the government/civil society relationship in the management of the program. Nevertheless the “ mixed
management” gructure |eaves certain key questions unanswvered, including (i) who is responsble for
fomenting sustainability at the protected area level rather than perpetual dependence on FANP; (ii) career
development of the protected area staff — some of whom work for the National Commission for Protected
Areas, some for NGOs or others, with corresponding differencesin salaries, benefits, opportunities for
training and promotion, and (iii) concerns about the value added at each level of participation. Human
resources being the greatest asset of the system, the partnership needs to focus on devel oping the field team
and making sure that career opportunities are equitably available. These issueswill be addressed in ongoing
negotiations and updating of the subsdiary agreement for implementation of the project.

5. Social

99. Social Assessent. The process of social assessment and participation, including indigenous peaples, is
currently under way. Progressto date include:

Analyssof exiging bad ¢ socio-economic information (from ingtitutional and academic sources, as
well asrelevant consulting reports)

Conaultations undertaken by protected area saffsin most of the 12 areas, including with members of
Technical Advisory Committees

Anayssof immediate, intermediate, and ultimate soci o-economic causes of biodiversity lossviatwo
project desgn and |ogframe workshop (January and June 2000)



Conaultation of a qualified social analyssteam for planning follow-on detailed field work

100. Onthe bassof these activities key socid issues have been identified and preliminarily analyzed: main
gakeholders, main productive activities, socioeconomic factors affecting conservation, srategiesto deal with
them, and recommended activitiesto be carried out by the participant local communities. These are illustrated
in further detail in Annex 5. During the remainder of preparation, the social assessment will be completed by
means of detailed fieldwork to be carried out by local NGOs and expert social consultants. For each reserve,
completion of the social assessment will generate the following products:

Formulation of a framework for social participation and specific plans for each protected area, focusing
on indigenous and marginaized peoples

Definition of the forms and forums for promoting participation and co-respongbility better suited to the
specific socia reality of each protected areg;

Identification of soecific inditutional srengthening and capacity building needs at the individual reserve
level, to enhance reserve gaff ability to deal with the social dimenson of conservation and promote
conflict resolution;

Recommendations for promoting sugtai nable use management options, including technical advice and
support for communities for accessng devel opment programs compatible with conservation objectives.

101.  Need to improve representativity and functions of technical advisory committees. A recent
SEMARNAP report on the ingitutional experience of social participation, including both CONANP and the
TACs (SEMARNAP 1999) made recommendations to improve mechanismsfor socia participation that will
be incorporated in the future annual operating plans of the PAs, aswell asin the SINAP drategy.

102.  Equity for non-indigenous groups. The independent evaluation raised the question whether the
particular attention given in World Bank projects to the needs of indigenous groups, including Indigenous
Peoples Devel opment Plans, might congtitute a form of discrimination againg equally marginalized groups of
megtizo heritage. Seeking to create a program, which digributes its benefitsin an equitable manner, the
dedgn team has given equal emphassto the needs of marginal communities regardless of ethnic compostion.
Data from the National Program for Attention to Priority Regions indicates communitieswith a very high
level of marginalization in and around Tehuacan-Cuicatlan and La Encrucijada. Project mainstreaming
activitieswill coincide with development programsin these areas.



o. Environmental

103.  The project components are not expected to have any sgnificant negative impacts on the
environment. However, there may be low-impact activities related to productive activities and rural
development in the buffer zones, in-park infrastructure, and projects brought on line through the

mai ngtreaming component. To ensure that the impacts of these activities are fully mitigated, protected area
personnel will ensure that they comply with the Management Program of the specific protected area.
Appropriate impact assessmentswill be prepared and reviewed in accordance with LGEEPA.

7. Participatory Approach

a. Primary beneficiaries and other affected groups.

104. The primary beneficiaries at the national and international level are the global beneficiaries of the
value of long-term conservation of Mexico' sbiodiveraty. While al-inclusve, this group has been represented
in identification and initia preparation of the project by:
Mexico' sNational Council on Protected Areas (CONANP), which includes representation of the
governmental, civil society, academic, and business sectors, has participated in the Desgn Committee,
officially reviewed drafts of al proposals and provided guidance and input through meetings and
conaultations

Leading expertsin biodiverdty and conservation, including representatives of the ingitutionslisted in the
table, who participated in (1) the identification workshop of January 1999, described in Annex 4, (2) the
design workshop of January 2000 and (3) consultations throughout design. The logical framework (Annex
1) isthe result of this consultation process

Representatives of organizations lised below have participated in workshops and consultations:

Academia: NGOs: Private sector: I nternational: Grassroots

organizations:
UNAM; ITESM; | Conservation CONDUMEX; Mexico-Germany | YumBalam, A. C,;
Indtituto de International; WWF; Comercializadora | Agreement; UK LosTalleresde
Ecologia, A. C.; | CIPAMEX; TNC; Veracruzana Department for Solaris S. C,;
Centro de Invest. | Pronatura Peninsula de International Indituto de la
Cient. De Yucatén, A. C.; FMCN,; Devel opment Naturalezay la
Yucatén (CICY); | Espacios Naturalesy Sociedad de
CECARENA Desarrollo Sugentable, A. Oaxaca, S.C,;
ITESM- C.; Naturdia; Pronatura; Ecoga 5
Guaymas, PROFAUNA

105. Attheloca level, the primary beneficiaries are the resdents of the PAsand their surrounding zones,
including indigenous and megtizo populations  These groups have been represented in identification and initial
preparatl on of the project by:
TACsof 11 of the 12 PAs (Sierra de Alamos has not established its TAC yet ). These committees
regularly provide input to the protected area director and gaff, who tranamitted thisinput via three formal
workshops (protected area identification, root cause analys's, and project desgn) and numerous informal
conaultations
Loca and national NGOs working in the PAs and their surrounding zones.




Detailed information on the project participation srategy is presented in Annex 5.



8.

Checklist of Bank Palicies

This project involves (check applicable items):

[X]

[X]

[X]

Indigenous peoples (OD 4.20)

Cultura property (OPN 11.03)
Environmental impacts

(OP 4.01) (BP 4.01) (GP 4.01)

Natural habitats
(OP 4.01) (BP 4.01) (GP 4.01)

106.

2.

(i)

(i)

(iv)

Gender issues (OP 4.20)
Involuntary resettlement (OD 4.30)
NGO involvement (GP 14.70)

NGO invalvement (OP 4.36)

Riparian water rights

(OP7.50) (BP7.50) (GP7.50)

Financial management (OP 10.02) (BP10.02)
Financing of recurrent costs (OMS 1.21)

Local cog sharing

(OP 6.30) (BP 6.30) (GP 6.30)
Cogt-sharing above country three-year average
(GP 6.30) (OP 6.30) (BP 6.30)
Retroactive financing above normal limit

(OP 12.10)

Disputed territory

(OP 7.60) (BP 7.60) (GP 7.60)

Other (provide necessary details)

F. SUSTAINABILITY AND RISKS

Sustainability

Sudtainability will be achieved through:

The independent and accountable private trust fund (FANP, within the inditutional context of FMCN)
will manage capital fundsin such away asto provide assured, long-term flows of resourcesto the
PAs, in accordance with Bank-approved investment guidelines

At the protected area level, identification of codt recovery and financing mechanisms which will be
used to augment FANP support and government budgetary allocations,

The adoption of participatory planning mechanisms and srategic partnerships with sakeholders, as
well as social assessments and monitoring of conditions affecting social sustainability;

(v) Building a srong management capacity in the National Commisson for Protected Areas,

(vi) Specific project components addressing biodiversty maindreaming, building partnershipswith civil
ociety, together with other national and international indtitutions, to asaure a more comprenensve
approach to the root causes of biodivergty loss

Critical Risks (reflecting assumptions in the fourth column of Annex 1)



107. Risksrefer to the posshility that assumptions defined in the logical framework may not hold. For
reading convenience, these (and the corregponding risk minimization measures) have been clustered in five
main groupsin the table below.



Rik

Ri
Rating

Risk Minimization Measure

Inqufficient government support
(financid and incertives).

Obstaclesto mainstreaming (re- subsidies
and sectoral programsincompatible with
protected areas)

Socid conflicts (poverty, migration)
affects project performance

Constraintsto sustainabl e use (options,
capacity, markets, support)

Fiscal crigsaffects project execution

Ingability in financid marketscould
limit endowment earnings

SINAP drategy and related budget isbeing
documented and submitted to the new
Adminigration with backing of discusson end
endorsement from scientific, civil society and
internationd circles in order to provide the best
case for continuity.

The Technica Committee within the National
Commissonwill promote palitical and policy
dialogue between the relevant government agencies
at the federd leve.

The socid participation drategy isdesgned to take
into account the legitimate interests of the owners
and users of the lands and resources protected
under the federd decree, grengthening their
organizations and inditutionsto empower themin
the process of developing contractual arrangements
and partnerships with the reserves management.

The sugtainable use component is complemented by
maindreaming efforts The inditutional support at
the central and reserve level where socia and
productive expertise will be integrated into the
rexerve team, is desgned with the participation of
the beneficiariesin order to guarantee that their
knowledge istaken into account in the selection of
technologies, products and market drategies
Additiona effortsby both executing agencieswill be
complement with support from international
agenciesassdance inthefidd.

Impactsof fiscal crigsshould be limited asthe
endowment isa long-term ingrument and could
bridge periods of occasona financid shortfals
Diverdfied, risk-managed invetment portfolio

Overdl Risk Rating

Risk Rating: H (Highrik), S (Subgantia risk), M (Modes risk), N (Negligible or Low risk)
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Annex 1. Project Design Summary

M EXICO - CONSOLIDATION OF THE PROTECTED AREAS PROGRAM

Narrative Summary

Key Performance Indicators

M onitoring and Evaluation

Critical Assumptions

a. Sector-related CAS goals

* indtitutional development and
decentralization of environmental
management

* improved management of natural
resources

* assstance in the design of sector
policies

b. GEF Operational Program
OP1, arid and semi-arid zone
ecosystems

OP2, coagtal, marine, and freshwater
ecosystems

OP3, forest ecosysems

OP4, mountain ecosystems

c. Project global objective
Consolidate the conservation of
biodiversty in Mexico's natural
protected areas.

Trendsin the rate of habitat conversior

in protected areasincluded inthe
project.

(Hectareslyear in Year 5)
(Hectareslyear in Year 0)

Trendsin the frequency of
observations of indicator species
selected for each area.

Baseline data

Monitoring on regular schedul
of FANP project

Midterm evaluation 2005

Final evaluation 2008

*Continuation of governmental
support for conservation and

sustai nabl e use of natural resourcesin
Cthe new and subsequent
administrations.

*Responsible agencies and

organi zations address problems having
negative effectsin protected areas.

* Elimination of government programg
that generate or promote migration

into protected areas.




Narrative Summary

| Key Performance Indicators

| M onitoring and Evaluation

| Critical Assumptions |

Project devel opment objectives

Conserve globally important

Frequency of observations of

Reports of protected area

There will not be extreme climate

3%

biodiversity in selected areasof the|  selected indicator species directors. conditions (* ENifio” years).
National System of Protected Natural - N i Government programs do not
Areas (SI mp) - Rate of habitat conversionin generate or promote migration intg
each area. protected areas.
Government support to the projec
is maintained or increased after th
change of government
Promote sustainability of productive - Proportion/ Rate of changein Reports from protected Sus‘a‘;‘ab' e Zmd“c“;’te practices
e ey . . . enerate equal or greater economic
activitiesin the selected areas the area under sustainable areadirectors g & g

(economically, socially, and
environmentally).

management

Proportion/ Rate of change in
the number of land users
applying sustainable practices
after 3 years.

Proportion of land users/ land
area practicing sustainable
technol ogies after 3 yearsfrom
their introduction

Proportion of land users
adopting sustainabl e practices
without continued reliance on
direct training from the project

Sel ectedsoci o-economic
urveys

value in comparison with
unsustai nabl e practices

National and international demang
for products generated by
environmental ly sustainable
projectsis stable or increasing.

There are no major subsidies for
practices not compatible with
conservation.

3. Promote social co-responsbility for | -

conservation.

Number of participatory forums-

functioning effectively after 3
years from their establishment

Number of conservation
initiatives where local
communities participatesin the

J7J

Selected reserve-level
sudies on socidl

participation

design and/or execution

Directors of protected areas-

Government support to social
participation fobiodiversity
conservation and sustainablaseis
maintained or increased




Narrative Summary

Key Performance Indicators

| M onitoring and Evaluation

Critical Assumptions

protected areas.

Promote the inclusion dbiodiversty
conservation and sustainable use
criteriain devel opment projects and
other practices affecting the selected

Proportion of protected areas
withmultisectoral Advisory
Committees CAMs) and other
mechani sms for participation
edtablished.

Proportion of development
projects incorporating
biodiversty-friendly criteria
Number of contractsand

agreements among protected
areas and other agencies sgneq

Number of consultations and
agreement between National
Commisson for Protected
Areas and Devel opment
Agencies at the Municipal, Stg
and Federal level

Community records

Devel opment project
documents

Ejido authorities
Protected area directors

Agreements and minutes of
meetings

fe

No negative fiscal incentivesfor
unsustai nabl e production

International aid supports
sustai nabl e uses ofbi odiversity

The macro-economic context is
favorable and does not cause
increasesin poverty levels

Products and Results

1.1 The selected protected areas achieve-
the objectives of their respective
management programs, short and

medium term.

1%

Rate of compliance with

obj ectives programmed by
protected area, with assgned
budget.

Annual reports of protected
area directors

Financial records of
protected areas.

1.2 Resourcesavailable at local levelsf
management of selected protected

areas are increased

Percentage of resources for
conservation mobilized at the
protected arealevel

Actual rate of increase in
resources per area, per year

Financial records of
protected areas.

Increasesin the private sector's
interest in conservation.

Approval of fiscal incentivesfor
the private sector to promote
permanent participation.

Information on local contribution
to protected areasisreadily
available




Narrative Summary

Key Performance Indicators

| M onitoring and Evaluation

Critical Assumptions

1.3 Capital resourcesfombiodiversity
conservation and sustai nabl e use increasg

Central level: percentage
increase of FANP resources

Local level: proportion of
protected areas with local
capital endowment

Financial records of
protected areas.

2.1 Areaunder sugainableuseis
increased or maintai ned

Proportion of areas under
sustai nable management, in the
buffer zones and zones of
influence of the project

Records of the protected
areas.

Project management
information system (SlI)

Maintenance or increase in
government support for activities
that avoid unsustai nable uses of
soil and water.

2.2 Protected areas, public and private| -
ingitutions, and social organization
have more personnel trained in
planning, design and implementatiqgn
of sustainable projects.

[72)

Number of personswho
participate in training and are
applying it.

Number of projects successfully
implemented, per year,
following training

Percent of projectsthat continu
operating after the third year.

[§]

Protected area records.

Project management
information system (SlI)

Climatic and social conditions
appropriate for training programs.

2.3 Appropriate technologies (including -
indigenous knowledge) for
sugtainabl e production are made
available for exchange, disseminatign
replication and adoption by
producers.

Number of personswho apply

appropriate technology without

receiving direct training each
year.

Number of projects

implemented per year, per areq,

Incorporating sustainable
technol ogies, without direct
financing from the project.

Number of projects ill
succeeding after the third year.

Protected area records

Project management
information system (SlI)

Government agencies, bus nesses,
and busi ness organi zations provid
additional assistance.

Economic conditionsin Mexico ar
maintained or improved after the
change of government.

Resources generated by improved
technology will be used in sociall
and environmentally acceptable
ways.

Qualified providers of training an

technical assistance, or resources
for their development, are availabl

2]




Narrative Summary

Key Performance Indicators

| M onitoring and Evaluation

Critical Assumptions

2.4 Knowledge about markets for
susgtai nable products and/or services
is disseminated

Proportion of producers
informed of market
opportunities for sustainable
products

Selected protected area
level surveys

Markets exist for products and
services generated in/around/by
protected areas.

3.1 Opportunitiesfor social participatio
in conservation and sustainable use
and biodivergty are increased

—

Degree of attendance to
participatory forums

Annual change in the number df .

agreements of collaboration for
management or environmental
aspects between protected
areas and NGOs, universgties,
research centers, the social
sector, etc.

Protected area records
Sli
Number of agreements

Political conditionsin the region
permit social participationin
conservation and sustainable use.

3.2 Principles and objectives of
conservation and sustai nable use of
biodivergty are gradually adopted [
inhabitants of the Protected Areas.

Proportion of the componentsip-

the management plan where
communities participated in
desgn and implementation

Number of agreements
negotiated and approved by
users and protected area
personnel each year.

Percent of projectsinitiated
continuing three years after

termination of financial supporf.

Protected area records
Sl

Community / elides minute
and records

)

No major social conflicts prevent
dialogue and agreement with socig
actorst




Narrative Summary

Key Performance Indicators

| M onitoring and Evaluation

Critical Assumptions

4.1 Objectivesand practices of

devel opment agencies are made
gradually more compatible with

conservation and sustai nabl e use of
protected areas (via reorientation of

public investment )

Proportion of relevant program
affecting protected area that
incorporate criteria of
compatibility with objectives o
biodiversty conservation and
ugtainable use

government agencies

—

5-  Annual reportsof involved| -

Government agencies not
responsible for the environment
have political willingnessto
increase their knowledge and
support of environmental
protection needs.

Government commitment to
biodiversity conservation and
sustainable development is
mai ntained or increased.

No major social conflict in the are:
beyond the scope of the social
participation sub-component

fS

4.2 Financing from ingtitutions other thg
the Protected Areas Commisson,
directed toward conservation and
sudtai nable use in the protected areg

isincreased

n

U)

Percentage of annual increase i
additional support, in cash or if
kind, coming from ingtitutions
other than the protected areas
commission.

Number of agencies not focuse
on environment, that provide
support relevant to the project,
per year.

Proportion of local producers
obtai ning access to sustainable
use programs financed by
devel opment agencies

n  Annual reports of
1 government agencies (sumg
in cash or equivalent)

Protected area directors

The allocation of additional
resources to sustainable
development and conservationis
maintai ned or increased.




Narrative Summary

Key Performance Indicators

M onitoring and Evaluation

Critical Assumptions

Components and Sub-components

(Component 1, 2 and 3 contribute to
objectives 1, 2 and 3; Component 4
contributesto all objectives, Componer]
5 contributes to objective 4)

1: Expanson of FANP

Financial report (asset manage
report, reports documenting
fund raisng campaign)

Matching funds available according to
predetermined schedule

1.1 Endowment of capital

Permanent endowment for protected
areas

US$ 45 million in endowment fung
(Total $45.00 M; GEF $ 22.50 M

IS

1.2 Fundraising

Conaultancies, studieson the donor
markets, travel, membership
campaigns, dissemination and
outreach

Total $2.40 M; GEF $1.20M

2: Protected Areas Conservation
Management

FANP quarterly report, fiscal
budget report, disbursement
report

Fiscal counterpartsfunds available,
FANP funds disbursedreguraly

2.1 Implementation of Protected
Areas Management Plans

Staffing, development of manageme
programs, and provision of basc
infrastructure and recurrent costs to
protected areas

Total $31.0 M; GEF $1.9 M

Nt

2.2 Increased knowledge of
protected areas

Targeted, applied research, includin
inventories, for M& E purposes

Total $2.80 M; GEF $0.0 M




Narrative Summary Key Performance Indicators | M onitoring and Evaluation Critical Assumptions

3: National Commission for Protected | Total $5.40 M; GEF $0.20 M FANP reports, disbursement
Areas Coordination Program reports

Capacity building and technical
asdg stance to the protected areas

Strengthening and operation of the
monitoring and evaluation system

Social participation in the protected
areas program: studiesand
consultations to eval uate rel ationshif
local stakeholdersand protected
areas

L =4

Training in conflict resolution for staff
of CTAsand protected areas

4; Inditutional Strengthening Total $2.50 M; GEF $0.00 M Disbursement reports,

Government ingtitutional strengtheniing Supervision reports

(studiesto define detailed functions of
the National Commiss ons department],
human resources and gtaffing plans,
etc.)

Consolidation of CONANP
(consultations with protected areas
participatory forums, travel expenses
for vidgtsto protected areas)

CSO¢ NGOsingtitutional
srengthening (web sites, workshops,
training, publicationsto establish the
M exican conservation learning
network)




Narrative Summary Key Performance Indicators | M onitoring and Evaluation Critical Assumptions

5: Maingreaming Conservationand | Total $17.30 M; GEF $5.30 M | Disbursement reports,
Sugtainable Use Policies supervison reports
Protected area-level:
Maingreaming strategies (sudies,
conaultations, workshops)
Training of saff and community
representative to improve access to
sugtainable devel opment programs
Local community planning
(workshops, smallconsultancies,
sudies)
National level

Studiesto assessimpactson
biodiversity of national development
programs and to propose alternative
desgn

Workshops and consultations to
facilitate dial ogue between the
National Protected Area commissor
and Federal/ State devel opment
agencies

The specific activities of each protected area (components) to achieve the projected results, will be designed by the technical team for the
area, maintaining the logic of the process, for medium term and final outcomes.




Annex 2 - Incremental Cost Analysis

Overview

The project’ sgeneral objective isto increase the permanent protection of the globally sgnificant
biodiversty of amega-diversity country. The project would contribute to the conservation of Mexico' s
highly diverse biota by establishing areliable bassfor sustainability of its protected area sysem. The

GEF alternative would achieve these outputs at atotal incremental cost of US$46.60 million, of which

GEF would contribute US$31.1 million and the Government of Mexico and otherswould contribute
US$15.5 million. Total project costs are US$106.40 million, of which US$ 44.6million isto be provided by
the Government of Mexico, US$ 30.7 million by private and bilateral donors, and US$ 31.1 million by
GEF.

Context and Broad Development Goals

Estimates suggest that Mexico harbors more than 10% of the biological diversity of the planet (Toledo
and Ordofiez 1993), making it one of the 1hegadiverse countriesin the world. Mexico isthe country
with the highest ecological diversity in the Americaffinersteinet al 1995), and akey center of origin of
agricultural crops Ramamoorthy et al 1993). Mexico has aready lost more than 95% of its humid
tropical forests and more than half of itstemperate forests Dirzo 1992). The percentage of arid regions
logt isdifficult to quantify, but it certainly amountsto more than half of the original cover (CONABIO
1998). Conversion of natural habitats has been dramatic in this century. Although decrees on protected
areas date back to 1876, it has only been in the last two decades that both GOM and broad sectors of
society have become involved in their protection. Until 1994, most of the protected areaslacked
management programs, personnel and a bas ¢ operating budget (SEMARNAP 1996). Significant changes
have occurred in the last five years, thanks to the mobilization of Mexican civil society and of the
international community in support of conservation. However, this ill does not guarantee the long-term
global biodiversity benefits from conservation of Mexico' s ecosystems and habitats.

Over the pat five years, the Government of Mexico has dramatically increased its support for protected
areas, increasng the total number of protected areasfrom 99 in 1994 to 119 in 2000 and the total budget
from lessthan half amillion dollarsin 1994 to $5 million in 1999. Asof early 2000, 52 areas have a "core
team” of basic personnel -- director, administrator, and two project directors, aswell as some level of

basi c recurrent cogs (office, equipment, coordination and administration). Ten of these al'so have

assured basic "resource security” for operating, conservation, and community activitiesviathe FANP
program endowed by a $16.48 million contribution in the 1996 restructuring of the pilot phase GEF
Mexico Environmental Project.

Mogt of the protected areas have additional support from a variety of academic, NGO, and private sector
sources, aswell asinternational public and private sources. A study of 24 priority areas (beyond the 10
covered by the FANP endowment) commissioned for the preparation of this project showsthat they
depend on public sourcesfor nearly 80 percent of their income (of which one-third comes from
international sources and two-thirds from national sources). Another 10 percent is provided by national
and internationalNGOs, 4 percent comes from the academic sector, and the remainder from others.
(Perez Gil 2000) The figures must be regarded as approximate because they do not take into account the



value of in-kind services provided by various organizations and because complete financial data was not
availablein all cases. On average, however, the level of investment per year in each of the 12 areas
selected as priority for this project was dightly lessthan US$ 106,000 and less than $20,000 from other
sources (national, bilateral and private) over the past three years. Perhaps not surprisingly, assstance
frominternational sourcesis concentrated in the northern part of the country, and ass ance from the
private sector is concentrated in two areas Cuatro Ciénegas and Banco Chinchorro. These funds all
contribute to a baseline of protection for Mexico' siodiversity but more resources are needed to assure
the long-term protection of these globally significant resources.

The broad devel opment goals of this project are to extend the concept of basic "resource security”
achieved in the 10 areas supported by the firs GEF project, to an additional 12 protected areas over an
eight-year period, and as additional capital israised, to gill more of the areasidentified as of highest
priority for conservation. These development goals al so include the long-term certainty of global
biodiversity protection in the SINAP. The project would:

a Conserve globally importantiodiversity in selected areas of the National System of Protected
Natural Areas (SINAP).

b. Promote and implement sustainabl e productive processesin the protected areas buffer zones,
to achieve conservation in collaboration with the communities and stakeholders,

C. Consolidate socia support for conservation by enhancing opportunities and local capacitiesfor
participation.

d. Promote the inclus on ofbiodiversty conservation criteriain development projects and other
practi ces affecting the selected protected areas.

e Maingtream biodiversity conservation into devel opment programs and practices affecting

protected areas, thereby helping to address the root causes of biodiversty loss.
Baseline

Under the Baseline scenario, Mexico will be able to manage a sub-set of its protected areas, (including
those that received support throughthe restructured GEF Pilot Phase Project that enabled the creation of
FANP) aswell asto maintain an adequate level of central support to the sysem. The 12 additional
priority areaswould continue to receive basic level of operational funding. SEMARNAP would provide
funds for supervison, management planning, and some monitoring aswell as coordination from the
central office. However, the baseline scenario resources are not adequate to assure permanent
conservation of the globalbiodiversty benefits of the SINAP. The estimated detailed baseline by
component isasfollows.

1. Expanson of the Fund for Natural Protected Areas

Fund raisng for the FANP endowment would be constrained by the dearth of donorswilling to fund basic
conservation and/or to contribute resourcesto a capital endowment, and would concentrate on meeting
the US$ 5m target established under the existing project. Considering that in addition to that target, other
funds are being raised to support conservation at the reserve level (e.g. San Pedro reserve), the baseline
isset hereat US$ 7m. Resourcesto aid fund raising would be limited to the $1.2m obtained by FMCN
from the McArthur foundation.

2.Protected area conservation programs




Reserve managers would engage in some level of public-private partnerships but would be extremely
limited in what they could accomplish in conservation because of the pressures of assuring a minimal

level of external support for basic operations, equipment, and community activities. Implementation of this
scenario would result in:

a development of basic management programs for each area and some protection of
biodiversity of global sgnificance

b. some level of badc conservation programs and community outreach

C. some level of inter-ingitutional coordination to identify alternate sources of support for
productive sustai nable devel opment projectsin buffer zones

d. l[imited generation of revenue from additional sourcesto cover other recurrent costs

Under the baseline scenario, fiscal resources for basic personnel in the 12 priority areas (estimated here

at $ 19.4 million over eight years) would be made available, but their conservation effectivenesswould be
limited by the lack of additional resourcesto finance additional conservation costs (community
participation, training, etc.). Contributions by private and bilateral donors are expected to amount to
US$9.7 million over eight years based on studies of the pattern and level of contributionsin the past. In
terms of knowledge management activities, these would be financed by private contributions leveraged by
CONABIO and academic ingtitutions for an estimated amount of US$ 2.8 million over eight years. Total
component cogt under the baseline scenario would be $31.9

3.Commisson Coordination Program

Under the baseline scenario, the National Commission would support system-wide conservation activities
benefiting 12 priority reserves, but it would not be able to finance improvements at the reserve level of its
M&E sysem. Taking 2000 as the reference point, the baseline is estimated asthe pro-rated costs of
central support to 12 reserves. thisisan appropriation of US$ 5.2 million over eight years.

4. Inditutional strengthening

The National Commission would pursue its objective of consolidating itself from the ingtitutional
standpoint, and to implement its strategic and operational plans. In addition, FMCN would continue its
partnership with PACT and TNC to create a Mexican Conservation Learning Network (MCLN). Total
estimate for the baseline is $2.5m

5. Mainstreaming Conservation and Sustainable Use Palicies

Data from the study of financial support to thePAs proposed for incluson in this project indicate that the
12 priority areasreceived some $1.5 million per year from Mexican agencies (municipal, state, national)
other than INE in 1999 (PerezGil andJaramillo 2000). On thisbasis, it is expected that baseline
counterpart funds for the 12 reservesin eight yearswill reach at least US$12 million. However, it is
unlikely that in the absence of effortsto re-orient, prioritize, and up-scale them, these activitieswould
make a lagting difference onbiodiversity conservation and sustainable use.

The total estimated cogt of the baseline scenario is US$ 59.8 million. Budget tables with additional
information on the sources of these figures are presented in Annex 6.



Global Environmental Objectives

A consolidated and sustainable protected area sysem will help conserve alarge proportion of Mexico's
rich and uniquebiodiversity and to maintain ecological and evolutionary processes of unique global
importance. The global objective of thisproject isto consolidate the conservation of globally sgnificant
biodiversty in protected areasin Mexico, guaranteeing conservation and maintenance of global
biodiversty benefits over the long term. Without the GEF contribution, these benefits would not be
realized.



GEF Alternative

Under the GEF Alternative scenario, Mexico will be able to set the basisfor sustainability of its SINAP
and maximization of the global benefits of enega-biodiversty country based on long-term planning,
comprehendgve social participation programs, inter-ingitutional coordination at local, intermediate and
national levelsto "maingtreambiodiversty concerns with state and national government and devel opment
agencies and to direct appropriate sustainable social development to zones around the protected areas. In
addition to basic personnel, the protected areaswill be able to count on adequate bas ¢ funding for
conservation and community outreach programs, enhanced biological and social monitoring, pilot funding
for programsto address the root causes of biodiversity loss, and effectively combat threatsto globally
critical habitat. Specific components of the GEF alternative include:

1. Expansion of the Fund for Natural Protected Areas

US$45 million would be provided in equal parts by the GEF and other donors for increased capitalization
of the endowment, thereby promoting long-term conservation of protected areas and permanent
protection of globally sgnificaritiodiversty.

In addition, fund-raising activities would hapscaled and expanded to atotal of $ 2.4m to meet the
challenge of increasing the FANP endowment.

The total alternative cost for this component is $47.4 million

2. Protected area conservation programs

The GEF alternative would permit full implementation of management programs, including more effective
social participation mechanisms, via the additional resources obtained from FANP interest, which would
complement the fiscal allocation of GOM, and contributions from private and bilateral sources ($29.1
million). In addition, GEF bridge financing of $1.9m would be provided (US $159,085 per-reserve added
to the endowment) to avoid the need for waiting one year until interests are accrued. These funds would
finance reserve operation upon their inclusion in the program during the initial start-up year during which
interest income is being earned. Baseline expenditures for knowledge management would be unchanged
under the GEF Alternative.

Total cost for this component under the GEF Alternative is etimated at $33.8 million.

3. Commisson Coordination Program

In addition to regular central coordination activities, the alternative would finance comprehensve
monitoring of biological and social indicatorsin the 12 priority reserves. Cogs of this component are
edimated at atotal of US$ 5.4m

4. Inditutional strengthening

The alternative encompasses the same activities of National Commission, NGO and CONANP
strengthening described in the baseline. However it is plausible that the same resources of $2.5m would



have larger biodiversty benefits than in the baseline because of the synergies with the GEF-financed
activities.

5. Maingstreaming Conservation and Sustainable Use Policies

The alternative entail s promoting a coordinated approach to regional development that would minimize
impacts of development on protected areas and maximize benefits of development in ways that address
root causes of biodiverdty loss. The GEF alternative would complement baseline resources by financing
protected area-level mainstreaming strategies, sub-grantsto maingreaming activities, and inter-agency
coordination at the national level, for atotal of $17.3m

Total expenditures under the GEF Alternative scenario are estimated at US$ 106.4 million.

Incremental Costs

Total expenditures under the Baseline scenario are estimated at $59.8 million, while the total estimated
codsof the GEF Alternative are estimated at $106.4 million. The difference between the cogt of the
Baseline Scenario and the cost of the GEF Alternative isUS$ 46.6 million. Thisrepresentsthe
incremental cost for achieving global environmental benefits. US$ 31.1 million isrequested from the GEF,
and the balance of $15.5mwill come from other sources, representing a Sgnificant leveraging of GEF
resources.

Process of Negotiation: The agreed incremental cost of the project and GEF contribution have been
the subject of intensve discuss on between the project team, WB gaff, and the GEF Secretariat during
project preparation. The proposed contribution to incremental costs from non-GEF sourcesisviewed as
ambitious, but the national focal point and regpons ble ministry (SEMARNAP) have agreed to this cost-
sharing ratio in view of the significant commitment of scarce GEF resources.



Incremental Cost M atrix

Component Cost Category Cost Domestic Benefit Global Benefit
(US$ million)
1. Expansion of the Fund for
Natural Protected Areas
1.1 Endowment capital Baseline $7.00 M|Basic level of ecosystem senices [Some protection of biodiversity of global
maintained importance
GEF Alternative $45.00 M|Enhanced lewel of ecosystem Fully representative selection of priority
senices maintained ecosystems and biodiversity under
effective long term protection
Increment $38.00 M
1.2 Fundraising Baseline $1.20 M|Endowment funds for some Some protection of biodiversity of global
areas/activities significance
GEF Alternative $2.40 M|Endowment funds for highest Protection of priority ecosystems under
priority areas/activities effective long-term management programs
Increment $1.20 M
2.Protected area conservation
programs
2.1 Implementation of Baseline $29.10 M|Basic lewel of ecosystem senices |Some protection of biodiversity of global
Management Programs maintained importance in the short term
GEF Alternative $31.00 M|Basic lewel of ecosystem senices |Effective implementation of management
maintained programs resulting in protection of
biodiversity of global significance in
selected protected areas.
Increment $1.90 M
2.2 Increased knowledge on PAs|Baseline $2.80 M Improved knowledge on genetic species
and ecosystem diversity in protected
areas
GEF Alternative $2.80 M Improved knowledge with additional
benefits on PA management
Increment $.00 M
3.Commission Coordination Baseline $5.20 M| Coordination of PA program in 12
Program priority areas
GEF Alternative $5.40 M Effective coordination of domestic and

global objectives, including strengthened
SINAP monitoring and evaluation system

Increment

$.20 M




Component Cost Category Cost Domestic Benefit Global Benefit
(US$ million)
4. Institutional strengthening Baseline $2.50 M|Improved capacity to carry out
programs
GEF Alternative $2.50 M|Same as baseline Synergy with expanded FANP-supported
activities may result in increased
institutional effectiveness.
Increment $.00 M. .
5. Mainstreaming Conservation [Baseline $12.00 M|Some economic alternatives Some potential for threat reduction in the
and Sustainable Use Policies deweloped for marginalized short term
populations
GEF Alternative $17.30 M|Improwved access to alternatives Economic alternatives dewveloped and
of sustainable use of biodiversity |selected in accordance with priorities and
criteria linked to reduction of threats.
Sustainable finance available due to
mainstreaming/reorientation of regular
dewvelopment programs
Increment $5.30 M
Total Baseline $59.80 M
GEF Alternative $106.40 M
Incremental Cost $46.60 M
Financing Plan:
GEF $31.10 M

GOM, other sources

$15.50 M




ANNEX 3. STAPREVIEW

STAPREVIEWER: DR. JOHN RAPPOLE

Thisannex contai ns documents which illustrates the process followed for the STAP review of the project,
including both a version of the project brief prepared in March 2000, aswell asthe current verson
(September 2000) of the project brief. The documents are the following:

March 2000 project brief:

a) Initial comments provided by the STAP reviewer

b) World Bank’ sresponse to the comments

c) Observationsof the reviewer on the World Bank response
September 2000 project brief:

d) STAP reviewer’ scommentsand Bank reply, consolidated in one documents, with STAP reviewer’ s
text initalics. (NOTE: referencesto page and paragraph numbering in the reviewer’ scomments may
not always correspond to the document presently submitted, due to final editing/ formattiyg

e) Asked for feedback on the Bank’ sreply (illustrated in section d) of thisannex), the STAP reviewer
indicated in a separate e-mail that “ The responses answer all of my questions on the proposal, and |
have no further comment. In my opinion, the proposal issound, and requires no additional
modification” .



Annex 3 — Part A: Independent Technical Review
(March 2000 version of the project brief)

Independert Technical Review of the Project Concept Document entitled
" M exico Consolidation of the Protected Areas Program’

by John H. Rappole
1500 Remount Road
Front Royal, Virginia, USA 22630
Tel. (540) 635-6537; FAX (540) 635-6551
emall jrappole@crc.s.edu

3 March 2000

1. Global Priority of the Proposal inthe Areaof Biodiversity Protection :

The"Globa Significance oBiodivergty Protection in Mexico" iswell-documented in the
proposal. The proposed project should be at the top of the lig of global prioritiesforodiversty
protection for three reasons

a. Mexicois one of the most biologically diverse regions in the world. (Ramos, 1988,
Dinergeinet a. 1995).

1) Mexico has been ranked fourth among the countries of the world in terms of overall
biodiverdty, after only Brazil, Colombia, and Indonesa.

1). The Biodiverdty Support Program identified 4 Major Habitats of Global Significance for the
country: Tropical Mois Lowland Forest; Tropical M oi##1ontane Forest; Mexican Dry Forest; and
MexicanXeric (USAID, 1995).

2) BirdLife International (formerly the International Council for Bird Preservation) identified 14
endemic bird areasfor the country, which together hold 102 species of redtricted-range birds (ICBP
1992).

3) Mexico containsareasranked "Regionally Outgdanding” in terms of Western Hemi sphere
biodivergty for plants mammals, birds, insects, fish, reptiles, and amphibians (USAID 1995).

3) 90% of North America's 350 species of long distance migratory birds spend some portion
of their life cycle in MexicoRRappole et al. 1983).

4) 1,070 speciesof birdsare found in the country, more than any other country in North
America (Howell and Webb 1995).

b. Mexico's natural habitats are among the most threatened in the world.
1) Lessthan 5% of Mexico's native humid tropical forestsremainDirzo 1992).




2) Among countriesin the Western Hemisphere, Mexico has the highest number of threatened
amphibian and reptile gpecies, and only Peru ranks higher in terms of number of threatened mammal
gpecies (World Resources Ingitute 1992:304).

3) Mexico's4 Major Habitats of Global Significance are all condgdered "Endangered” or
"Vulnerable" (USAID 1995).

c. Threats to human physical and economic well-being result from destruction of
biodiversity. Recent flooding and mud-dide eventsin Mexico, Venezuela, Guatemala, and Honduras
have demondrated the potentially catastrophic effects on human life and livelihood that can result from
removal of tropical forestsfrom seep dopesand watersheds These events make clear that
preservation and/or restoration of biodiversty are not altruistic endeavors. Rather, they are critical to
the long-term well-being of human populationsin the region. Intermsof the immengty of such threats
Mexico ranks quite high globally because of the extent of its deforetation, the frequency of intense
precipitation eventsin certain areas (e.g., theluxtla M ountai nsLacandon, Chimal apastUxpanapa, and
portions of the SierraMadre Oriental), theseepness of the dopesin these same areas and the
exposure of human popul ationsto the effects of these threats

2. Cost-Effectiveness of the Proposal in Achieving  Biodiversity Conservation in Selected
Protected Areas:

Cod effectivenesswill depend upon:

a. Government commitment in terms of both funds and human resources Ultimately,
the actual work of coordination, implementation, enforcement, and eval uation of any management plan
must be done by the Mexican government. Other organizations and individuals can provide advice,
guidance, funds, and oversght, but the principal regponghbilitiesfor action res on the government. No
other inditution can or should take on these regponghilities. If the government does not back the
project'sgoals little can be accomplished. Therefore, government representatives should be intimately
involved in their congruction. The proposal documentsthat the Mexican government, at least Snce
1994, haslent condderable support towards achieving important goalsin preservation bfodiversty.
Nevertheless with e ectionscoming in July of thisyear, there are reasonsfor concern regarding the
future of the programs. The electionsplace a critical element of time for gpprova and implementation of
thisproject. The Mexican palitical processisin the mids of Sgnificant change, the results of which
cannot be foreseen. Given the political environment, it seems probable that the best hope for
mai ntenance of government environmental programsisrapid congruction of a sound bureaucratic
infragtructure, which is, in turn, dependent in part on funding of thisprogram. The degree to which
programsare in place and well-established may determine the likelihood of their survival during the
change-over and beyond. Cond derable momentum has been devel oped to date, and every effort
should be made to build on that momentum.

b. Existing infrastructure for conservation planning. The current organization |0oks
sound, although | have some questions regarding composition of controlling and oversght bodies such
asthe FMCN board. How many representatives of government agencies and administration are
included onthe FMCN board? Are there people who know and have influence over the various
environmental respongbilitiesand programsat variouslevel of the government's conservation and
development agencies? Are there people familiar with or who have influence over the palitics of




conservation at the highes government levels? Isthere representation of local community values,
questions, and needs by one or more personswho actualy live in such communities? Isthere anyone
expert inthefield of trust invegment and adminidration?

c. Existing infrastructure for_conservation management implementation Thisaspect
must come largely from SEMARNAP, but what role do the FMCN or CONANP play in advice or
oversght.

d. Enforcement. The sectionsexplaining what has been done by the government to improve
enforcement of environmental regulationsare impressive. They represent a condderable improvement
on earlier efforts. Nevertheless, thereisagreat deal of information available on how to sructure
enforcement by involving local people, not only asadvisors, but asimplementers. Thisinformation
should be used to create enforcement sygemsthat are effective in making certain that regulations are
complied with while maintaining a good working relationship with local people.

e. Mechanisms for public involvement and support in achieving management goals
Several such mechaniamsare suggested inthe proposal. Others could be included, based on ideas used
elsewhere to raise public fundsfor support of national conservation initiatives such as: 1) Voluntary tax
check-offs, with funds earmarked for the Conservation Program; 2) Conservation license plates
available for amall, additional fees 3) Public service announcements on televison, radio, or newspapers
4) Incentives, mitigation, tradesffs, and paymentsfor natural resource usersand polluters, 5) Web dtes
with different emphases e.g., research, land use planninghi odiversity ecotourism, economic options
for local people, and social issues

f. Professional monitoring and advising for the trust investments to achieve the
optimum balance between safety and return Given the sze of the endowment, very sgnificant
differencesin amounts of annual funds available to support activities can be realized depending on how
the fundsare invesed. At present, 7.8% on the 45 million dollar endowment is projected, for a3.5
million dollar annual return (detailsin Annex 6). Invesment specialiss should be consulted to see
whether thisrate can be improved upon. All invesments, of course, bear a certain level of risk, and
given the urgency of current environmental needs and the aready sgnificant risks regarding long-term
government support for the program, perhaps a somewhat higher level of risk iswarranted for higher
returns. More money spent sooner may be arisk worth taking. Also, the current level of returns while
decent based on US inflation rates over the past few years, could be hurt sgnificantly by ayear or two
of higher inflation rates (5-10%), which would see the Sze of the endowment dwindling in purchasng
power. Inany event, the FMCN should, perhaps, include one or more board members from the
financial community to provide advice on thisaspect of the project.

3. Adequacy of the Project Design

The project desgn has been well-thought out with obviousinput from expertsin abroad array
of disciplines pertinent to management of protected areas fobiodiverdty aswell asthose involved with
bal ancingbiodiversty and sustainable development. There are two key, related issuesthat are not clear
in the present desgn: flexibility and ultimate respongbility.

a FElexibility Flexibility should be built into the program from the sart so that, if the political,
economic, or social conditions and assumptions under which the program was devel oped change, then
alternative objectives and procedures can be pursued to keep moving forward toward the ultimate goal



of protectingbiodiverdty while susaining development. The key to such flexibility isthe FMCN and
amilar overgght units They mug have the mandate and authority to devel op and implement alternative
prioritiesto meet changing circumstances. Without such flexibility built into the plan, there isa danger
that the programwill falter when the fird Sgnsof change occur. Examplesof such flexibility might
include: 1) change in the number or location of selected areas, 2) modification of programmatic content,
3) ateration of funding prioritiesfrom land acquigtion to infragtructure or vice versa.

b. Lines of authority Itisnot clear what the variouslines of authority and regponsbility are
within the inditutional framework of the organizationsinvolved. For ingance, who ultimately regponsble
for project overdght and implementation among the three partners the FMCN board asthose holding
and disbursang the funds?, CONANP as an outs de advisory group, SEMARNAP asthe chief
coordinator andimplementer? These roles should be very clear from the outset. An overview
identifying the principal adminigration entitiesisprovided on pp. 30-33 of the Project Concept
Document, but this does not make clear how major programmatic decisonswill be made and what
entity holdsoverall respongbility for project implementation. Also, it isnot cledio makes up each of
these unitsin terms of background, expertise, and professonal affiliation (i.e., are they academics,
politicians, bureaucrats, bus nessmenngo representatives, local functionaries, international consultants,
or who?). A Table of Organization spreadsheet showing who isin charge of what aspects, and who
answersto whom, would be very helpful.

c. Monitoring and evaluation - Monitoring and eval uation are described in detail on pp.32-
33 where it isexplained that theftonitoring and evaluation systemfor this project ...[ig].. based
on general indicators for the whole programas well asindicators for each area that sunmarize
the status of each aspect of the program™ Further along, however, a sygem isexplained that
edablishesonly 5 indicators 1) rate of habitat converson, 2) frequency of indicator species, 3) # of
people involved in sustainable use projects, 4) hectares under various types of management, and 5)
popul ation sze in buffer and core areas. These factors seem fine for evaluating progress at the level of
the protected areas But what about overall progress of the program. The PCD dates, The
independent evaluation noted that while administrative and financial supervision in the FANP
project is generally excellent, and the logical framework represents a significant advance, there
islack of consistent national standards and norms for nonitoring at the intermediate level..."
(PCD, p. 38). So an independent evaluation gatesthat the adminidrative and financial supervisonis
excellent, but what criteria are used, and who doesthe evaluation? For ingance, who examinesthe
following kinds of aspectsand how often: 1) coordination efficiency between the partners (FMCN, the
Mexican government, CONANP, and local communities), 2) rate of protected area esablishment, 3)
accountability for budgets and expendituresat al levels including FMCN, 5) return rateson
endowment fund investments, 6) successratesin locating funds from the private sector andoilaterals, 7)
successin esablishment of "maingream’ collaborative projects between SEMARNAP and Sder
devel opment agencies

d. Community involvement The "Executive Summary of the Interim Project Eval uation”
dates, "[There are] few economic and fiscal alternatives for the owners of the land (gjidos,
community and private owners) that could serve as an incentive to conserve natural ecosystens,




especially the core of the natural protected areas." Thisproblemiscritical. Edablishment and
mai ntenance of a pogtive dialog and relationship between local people and protected area managers
beginswith obtaining the land for the protected area. Care mus be taken so that those who own or
occupy the land are fairly compensated. Otherwise you lay the groundwork for bitternessthat will last
quite literally for generationsiReeder and Reeder 1978). This problem is mentioned oninthe PCD on
p. 38, but no pecific guidelines are given to explain exactly how landswill be procured.

Invesment in creating ecologically suitable, susainable economic effortsin the local community
and "maingream activities' a'so were not explained in detail. However, they should involve programs
such asadminigration of low-cog loans, formation of cooperatives, agricultural, forestry, and husbandry
extenson activities, etc. The present ideaisto pay for these effortswith a 6.5 million dollar snking fund
ingead of an endowment, based on the reasoning that these project should become salf-sugtaining.
Extengve experience with various sustai nable devel opment projects has shown The World Bank,
USAID, and other agenciesthat the "sugtainable” part isoften quite difficult to achieve (Wellsand
Brandon 1992). Yet, the long-term success of any protected area depends on successful maintenance
of good relationswith the local people. More thought should be put into devel opment and
implementation of maingream activities, and they should be simulated by endowment funding for as
long asthey are necessary. Once projectsin a particular area are judged self-sugaining, the funding
could be withdrawn for use elsawhere.

e. Research Researchisgiven short ghrift in the PCD (2 paragraphson p. 20), which gates,
while research isimportant, it will LE€ONABIO's respong bility and no GEF fundswill be used for this
purpose. Three reasons are mentioned for why research isimportant: 1) Knowledge isuseful for
protected area management ("vital" would be a better descriptor); 2) Data generated permit improved
underganding of complex ecosystem functions, and 3) The information can be used to val ue ecological
goodsand services These three seem pretty valuable in themsalves, but there are other reasonswhy
research isavitally important and sound invesment: 1) Establishment of protected areasoftenis
insufficient to reverse the deterioration and disappearance of the ecological valuesthat make agte
important. Research can identify the needsand corrective measuresfor those val ues deemed most
critical; 2) Studentswho will become the country'sleading scientists, environmental activigs teachers
and conservation managers get their training, and build their own values, doing research danodiversity
topicsin protected areas, 3) Research support isalow risk-high return invesment. The amount of
funds required to support a project on a protected area amount to only afew thousand dollarsa year,
while the returnsin terms of useful information and sudent training are condderable. In short, the
project should do more to encourage research on its Stesthan smply to allow CONABIO access. The
programwill profit in the long run.

4. Feasibility of I mplementation:

It isobviousthat implementation of the project, although challenging, isfeasgble. Theplanis
based on an extengon of gructuresalready in place, which have been tesed and used successfully for
10 exiging areas. The current plan takes the modified desgn of the original and attemptsto improve
upon it based on experiences gained in the previous efforts at implementation, aswell as additional
advice garnered from workshops and program review by outsde experts. It isclear from the depth and



breadth of the present plan that few details have gone unexamined. Nevertheless, there are Sgnificant
challengesto successful implementation:

a. Mexican government support The Mexican government will make the lion's share of the
support for the program with 22.5 million in endowment fundsand 22.5 million in other support
(presumably "In Kind" asalaries, infragructure, etc.). Thisfactor iscertainly the mos critical agpect of
the project, and, unfortunately, the most challenging. Perhapsthe best way to develop and maintain
such support isto involve as many decis on-makersfor environmental policy aspossbleinto the
processas soon aspossible. | do not know the current make-up of the FMCN board or other
oversgght bodies, but they should include several representatives from various levels of the new
government. The sooner these peopl e are brought into the process, the better. Otherwise, these new
people are likely to fed that the entire program isa doubtful legacy of the former government or, worse
dill, agroup of agitators attempting to use international fundsand influence to dictate internal policy.
The new government hasto be thoroughly integrated into the program to become part of the process,
not just the recipient of ingructions and funds.

b. Support for and by local people. The mog difficult agoect of management of any
protected area isdealing with the local people. The Project Concept Document acknowledgesthis
dtuation, addressng in general termsthe kinds of approachesthat have been used and are planned.
Primarily, these involve devel oping vari ous committees, workshops, and environmental educatiana to
make local people at least aware of what the goals of the protected areaare. The proposal also
mentions various long-term grategic benefits, e.g., air quality improvement, water supply protection,
eroson reduction, etc. However, these conceptual, hypothetical, and theoretical approaches often do
not achieve the goa of convincing local people, who are concerned over whether their next cropis
going to support their family, to buy into the idea of a protected area. Too often the people areright in
believing that protected area establishment isnot going to help them, and will probably hurt them
economicaly, at lead inthe short run. Therefore it isan important part of protected area establishment
to provide specific forms of involvement and economic incentivesfor the local people up front. These
can beinthe form of low-interest loanswith guidelines asto what they can be used for; advice oagro-
economic and marketing issues, formation of cooperatives, school congruction and gaffing, health
clinics etc. Thereiscondderable mention of "mai nsreamingdiodiversity programsin the proposal, but
it would be helpful if provision were made for concrete initiatives or partnershipswith specific kinds of
devel opment organi zations were incorporated - at least asmodel programsat one or two of the
proposed protected areas. Perhapsthe involvement of devel opment agencies from within the Mexican
government in partnershipswith FMCN and SEMARNAP could be included as part of the
government's"In Kind" financial contribution.

5. Summary | have made several comments and suggestions on specific aspects of the program.
However, | did not see any major flawsin the program'sgoals, objectives, or desgn. My overall
opinion of thisdocument isthat it presents a srong, reasonable, and realigtic approach to establishing
one of the mog ambitious conservation programsin the world. The sakesare highin Mexico, and the
problems are enormous. These factors make action daunting, and perhaps explain the hestancy that
characterized earlier phases of the program. Neverthel ess, there are many reasonsto move toward full



funding and implementation as quickly as possble, including the increasng coss of environmental
degradation, not only tdiodiversty, but to the human community aswell. The funds proposed
represent avital invesment in the future of the country and the region.
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Annex 3 — Part B: Response to the Independent Technical STAP Review of the Project
Concept Document entitled “ M exico Consolidation of the Protected Areas Program”
(March 2000 version of the project brief)

Response to the Independent Technical STAP Review of the Project Concept
Document entitled “ M exico Consolidation of the Protected Areas Program”

The World Bank team aong with its counterpart inditutions in Mexico (INE/ SEMARNAP and
FMCN) wishes to thank the STAP reviewer for the very ingghtful and helpful comments provided on
the project proposal. In conaultation with the Mexican team, the following observations have been
prepared on how the issuesraised by the reviewer are being addressed during preparation.

Cost-Effectiveness of the Proposal in AchievingBiodiversity Conservation in Selected Protected Areas
a) Government commitment in terms of both funds and human resources

The present Administration isinvolved in numerous effortsto ensure the continuity to the present
programsin conservation. Among these effortsthe following are noteworthy:

a) The edablishment of the Commisson of Natural Protected Areas,

b) Coordinating mechanismswith other Minidriesat the highest level,

c) The egablishment of a* trangtion team” in SEMARNAP with the aid of UNDP to ensure continuity
between Adminigrations,

d) Elaboration of a document that describes al the present programs in SEMARNAP and their
international commitments, asalegacy and useful guide to the coming Adminigtration.

b) Existing infrastructure for conservation planning

Composition of FMCN board

The FMCN sructure (an organigram iscotaied in the project files and is available upon request) is based
on an Assembly formed by present and past board members, a board of directors and four committees. In
addition, a General Director and four area directors compose the staff. The staff reportsto the committees
and these in turn report to the board. In the particular case of the Fund for Natural Protected Areas
(FANP), the staff reports to the Technical Committee of the FANP (CTFANP) and CTFANP reportsto the
board.

The board inthe FMCN iscomposed of 20 membersthat respond to the following areas of expertise:

Area Percentage of the FM CN board
1. Scientific, conservationist 20%

2. Financial, administrative 20%

3. Fundraising 20%

4. Legal (environmental law) 10%

5. Communities (native groups and 10%

indigenous cultures)




6. Business, national and internati onal 10%

7. Education, training 10%

Total 100%

According to the FMCN by-laws, members of the board are selected for their high commitment to

conservation and moral authority. Only three of the members represent institutions, the rest are selected as

individuals. One of these institutional membersisthe Minister of the Environment (SEMARNAP). A brief
description of each of the membersis also contained in the project file and is available upon request. As
can be observed from the description of the members, they are people with great knowledge on their

respective fieldswith high influence on the conservation world in Mexico at the highest levels.

¢) Existing infrastructure for conservation management implementation

While FMCN shares the oversight of the program, CONAP acts only as an advisory board. The following
paragraphs describe the mechanisms for oversight in the case of the FMCN, and the mechanisms for
providing advice in the case of CONAP:

FMCN
Reports

Within the FANP, financial and administrative controls are contained in the Operations Manual. They
involve the monthly review of administrative reportsand the four-monthly review of technical reports. The
latter have to be first cleared by the central coordination unit within the National Institute for Ecology
(INE). Once the monthly administrative reports and the four-monthly technical reports are approved, the

next four-monthly disbursement takes place.

Annual Programs

Every August, the directors of the natural protected areas, the central coordinator and the director of the
FANP present their Annual Operating Programs. In September, these programs are reviewed together with
representatives of World Bank. Once approved by INE, the final version of these Programsis presented to
the CTFANP asan Annual Spending Plan and Consolidated Budget. Once approved by the CTFANP, the
non-objection from the World Bank is requested. Finally, in December, the FMCN board approves this
Plan.

Financial oversight

Every month the financial agent in charge of the investment of the trust fund reportsto the FMCN and to a
financial expert hired by the FMCN and recommended by the World Bank. The financial expert sendsevery
month an analysis of the investment report to the Director of Financesand Operational Support. Under the
supervision of the General Director, the analysis is presented to the Committee of Administration and
Finances within the FMCN, which examines the reports and recommends changes in the investment
strategy, which are reported to the World Bank. Usually at the beginning of each year, the financial agent,
the financial expert and the members of the Committee of Administration and Finances meet to examine and
determine the most adequate investment strategy for the year. The conclusions of every meeting from the
Committee of Administration and Finances are presented to the FM CN Board, which meets three times per
year.

CONANP

CONANP meetsat least every four months during the year. At these meetings, both INE and FMCN report
on the implementation of the program of natural protected areas financed by GEF. Recommendations and




suggestions are gathered, followed-up and advances are presented in the following meetings. All
representatives of the CTFANP are CONANP members, which ensures continuity in the oversight. In
addition, one of these CTFANP membersisthe Chief of the Coordinating Unit of Natural Protected Areas
within INE.

d) Enforcement

Since mid-1997 INE has worked very closely with PROFEPA to design and implement supervision and
enforcement measures (which include prevention) in protected areas. Along this line, mixed supervision
committees (Comités Mixtos de Inspeccién y Vigilancia) have been integrated by representatives of |ocal
NGOs, land-owners and community members of a given protected area. Each member has to be carefully
selected on his moral background and acceptance of hisher peers. After the selection processis cleared,
PROFEPA, in coordination with the protected area director provides a training course, which is obligatory
for the members of the supervision committees. This course includestopics like environmental legidation,
structure of PROFEPA and INE, and what to doin case anillegal activity isdetected. An added plusto the
course is that the concept on sustainable development is presented, so that people link their daily
activities to conservation of natural resources. Each member has to approve the course in order to be
enabled by PROFEPA to undertake enforcement activities. The next step for the committee is to design
internal regul ations, to establish an annual operating plan, and to determibe-monthly meetings aswell as
foll ow-up mechanisms, so that PROFEPA will continue to give support and guidance on this difficult task.
One of the difficulties encountered in establishing the committeesisthe danger involved for the members
and their families undertaking these activities. However, indicators have been established (i.e. the number
of illegal activitiesidentified, changesin the types of activities (from non-sustainable to. sustainable)) and
results show a significant decrease in the number of illegal activities, which isvery encouraging. Presently
ten of these committees have been established in protected areas (sometimes more the one committee is
established per protected area) and forty new committeesin different protected areas are in the process of
being established. The activities will be monitored to evaluate the medium- and long-term effect of this
enforcement mechanism.

e) Mechanisms for public involvement and support in achieving management

Tax write-offsdo not exist at thispoint in Mexico, but SEMARNAP isworking with the Finance Ministry to
explore fiscal incentives in the near future. As a first step, tax exemption has already been obtained for
those NGOs that work in natural protected areas. Conservation license plates are being explored. National
TV already presents spots on the program of natural protected areas and fire prevention in the reserves.
Additionally public service announcements already take place in a few natural protected areas in local
radio and TV stations. SEMARNAP and several NGOs are working on incentives, mitigation, tradeffs,
and paymentsfor natural resourcesusersand polluters. Within the areas, extractive activitiesare under the
regulations of environmental impact, which determine the mitigation that is necessary under the different
uses. INE has a web page with basic information on each natural protected area, which is linked to the
CONABIO homepage, where additional information on fauna and flora can be obtained. Additionally, some
natural protected areas have their own homepages.

f) Professional monitoring and advising for the trust investments to achieve the optimum balance
between safety and return

Preparation activities include an evaluation of investment performance of the endowment and the
corresponding recommendations. Asaresult of a January videoconference on the financial aspects of the
current program, the financial agent in charge of the investment and the financial expert are preparing
different investment scenarios for the current and the new program. The financial agent has also been
instructed to issue his recommendation given the present conditions of the market. These different
scenarios and proposal to modify the investment guidelines (as suggested by the recent independent
evaluation) will be analyzed by a group of financial experts on a World Bank mission next April. Leading



experts from the financial community that form the Committee on Administration and Finances will be
involved in all stagesof thisprocessto ensure the optimum bal ance between saf ety and return.

Adequacy of project design
a) Flexibility

Asstated by the independent eval uation, flexibility in the current program has been one of the key to its success,
sinceit allowsfor adaptive management. The eval uation mentions several examplesof thisflexibility, which include
the relationship between the reserve staff and the residentsin the area, institutional support provided in
interinstitutional coordination, the relationship between INE and FMCN, and the different mechanismsthat have
been designed to hire staff in the natural protected areas. Such flexibility isbuilt into the program, which incorporates
mechanismsto treat extraordinary circumstanceson a case by case basis. Changesto the program usually stem from
areguest from INE, endorsed by CTFANP and approved by World Bank. So far, changes have been generally

granted whenever solid justification has been provided.

In terms of specific changesin the natural protected areas supported by the program, CONANP has played aleading
rolein determining the areasthat are considered priority. Changesin the areas protected would have to be the result
of arequest from INE, reviewed by CONANP and endorsed by CTFANP, before the authori zation from the World
Bank. The expansion to other areas (for example due to financial independence acquired by present reserves) and the
specific budgets per area (whether infrastructure or other eligible activities are emphasized) are reviewed by CTFANP
in collaboration with INE (represented in the CTFANP). M odificationsto the programmatic content have taken place
toalimited extent inthe current program. The possibility of their explicit incorporation to the program will be
reviewed in collaboration with representatives from the World Bank during the mid-term review of the current
program. Thisreview will serve asamechanism to incorporate the lessons|earned into the current and the next
program.

Flexibility should be maintained through official institutional channelswithin the mandate and roles of the
institutions.

b) Lines of authority

In this unprecedented partnership, SEMARNAP isin charge of the implementation of the program and isresponsible
for the management of the reservesthrough the INE. FMCN isresponsi ble for the adequate management of the

funds. Together INE and FM CN work to ensure that the project cycleiscompleted on time, and that additional funds
areraised for the natural protected areas. CONANP acts as an independent advisory body to SEMARNAP, providing

recommendati ons on the management of natural protected areas, including those supported with GEF funds.

SEMARNA | 4

FMCN World Bank

The threeinstitutions (World Bank, SEMARNAP and FMCN) are related to each other in terms of specific rolesand
functionsthrough the Global Environment Facility Trust Fund Agreement TF028678. This agreement specifiesthe
responsi bilities of the FMCN asthe Recipient and SEM ARNAP asthe Guarantor in the program. Further, a detailed
explanation of the functionsof INE and FMCN isfound inthe* Subsidiary Agreement” between SEMARNAP and
FMCN signed on July 2, 1997. These documentswill serve asabase for further definition of rolesand functions



during the mid-term revision of the current program planned for June 2000, which will consider the current
institutional arrangements.

Within SEMARNAP, UCANP ispart of INE and INE reportsto SEMARNARP. Within FMCN, the aff in the FANP
reportsto CTFANP and CTFANP reportsto the FMCN Board.

The representation of all sectorsof society isensured at the national level, at the program level and at the reserve
level. At the national level, CONANP iscomposed of membersof all sectorsof society. The President isarecognized
academic with enormous experience on natural protected areasin Mexico. Other membersinclude representatives of
communitiesNGOs, academia, public and private sector recognized for their expertise in natural protected areas. At
the program level, seven members of CONANP form the CTFANP within the FMCN. They include one busi nessman,
two community representatives, two academics (one from CONABIO), one representative from the NGO community
and the Chief of the Coordinating Unit for Natural Protected Areasat INE. At the reserve level, the Technical
Advisory Councilsinclude al so representativesfrom the private, public, academic, NGO and social sectors.

Regarding the staff currently involved in the program, diverse backgrounds are found in the different institutions.
Within INE, CONANP isinvolved in the selection process of the reserve directors, proposing the three candidates
with highest qualifications (considering academic, social, administrative and field background) to the Minister of the
Environment. Thefield staff and personnel at INE central offices have worked ilNGOs, academia, inthe field and

have diverse backgrounds. Asan exampl e, the Chief of the Coordinating Unit isabiologist, while the central
coordinator isanoceanol ogist. The latter relieson the coordination with different directorswithin the unit that
include adirector on fundraising with afinancial background, adirector on social participation with expertisein
anthropol ogy, a director in management with a biology background and an expert of international relationswith a
background on social issues. Withinthe FM CN, the director of the Fund for Natural Protected Areasisan ecol ogist
assisted by an accountant and an institutional developer. Thisdirector reportstothe CTFANP.

¢) Monitoring and evaluation

The program includesindicators at the program and at the reserve level. Indicators at the program level
measure impact (such as rate of habitat converdon) and performance (program overall progress). The
overal progress of the program is monitored through indicators that measure aspects such as the
following (contained in the logical framework of the proposal):
a) efficient management of the resourcesin the program.
Indicator: timely disoursement of resources every four months according to the guidelines
edablished in the Operations Manual
b) coordination between the different program components.
Indicator: the delay in the project cycle does not surpass one month.
¢) Increasein financial support to the areas.
Indicator: additional resources that are channeled to the trugt fund, additional resources channeled
to the natural protected areas

Every four months, areport on these indicatorsis prepared by the FANP and sent to the World Bank, accompanied
by the administrative and technical reportsfrom the central coordination and the reserves. Under the current
program, the different components (reserves, central coordination and the unit within FM CN, the FANP) report on
the basis of indicators.

Expenditures by the different components are monitored on a monthly bads by the FANP within the
FMCN. The FANP provides to the World Bank an account of the expenditures in relation to the



budget every four months The FMCN independent audit takes place yearly and results are reported to
the World Bank. As explained in the section 2 (c) of the present document on financial oversght, the
financial agent and the financial consultant report the return rates on the endowment to the FMCN every
month. The Committee of Adminigration and Finances, who reports to the FMCN board, reviews
these reports every three months. Return rates are reported to the World Bank every year and during
the supervison missons, which take place at |east three times per year.

In addition to reporting on the above-mentioned indicators, additional measures of program advance are
being consdered and will be defined during the mid-term review. Examples will be drawn from
indicators used by UCANP logical framework, which was developed at the beginning of the
Adminidration and upon whichbi-yearly reports are prepared to the corresponding authorities in
SEMARNAP. Other measures include aspects included in the reports from UCANP to CONANP on
the advances of the National System of Natural Protected Areas.

d) Community involvement

Landswill not be procured under the current program. Natural protected areasin Mexico are found in
community and private land (very little in national area), and thus rely on mechaniams that foster
sugtainable use of natural resources and protection to ensure the conservation of biodiverdty. As the
independent evaluation has documented, one of the main successes in the program is the relationship
that reserve personnel have devel oped with the communities, ance they have accompanied communities
in the search for solutions and access to programs from different government entities and fronNGOs.
FMCN hasasone of itsinditutional objectivesingditutional srengthening of 1o¢i5Os and grassroots
organizationsin the reserves. While reserve gaff will work with communitiesto ensure their organization,
FMCN will provide training and resources to srengthen the capacities of these communities FMCN is
exploring through programs outsde of the current proposal community access to financing mechaniams,
auch asthe  Fondo Peninsular” currently implemented by FONAES, the Swiss Government and GEF
through UNDP.

b) Research

Synergies to increase research in natural protected areas are being sought in collaboration with
CONABIO, different academic inditutions and CONACYT. This objective was discused in the last
CONANP meseting, where a committee was formed, which included representatives from different
academic inditutions, CONABIO and FMCN. Aninitial gep in this collaboration has centered on the
monitoring and evaluation sysem of the program of natural protected areas It is expected that this
sysgem will lead to partnerships with research inditutions that will be involved in training reserve
personnel and analyzing the monitoring data through the involvement of sudents that work in natural
protected areas. As part of the preparation activities to the current proposal, World Bank will seek
funds to edablish a project management information sysem. INE and CONABIO have aready
discused the initial geps of this process In addition, FMCN has dgned an agreement with
CONACYT, where projects selected by CONACY T on biotechnologies can access additional funds
from FMCN to make these technol ogies accessble to communities



Feasibility of Implementation
a) Mexican Government Support
Asexplained earlier, Government support in the present project isensured through:

a) The presence of the Miniger of the Environment in the FMCN Board;

b) The presence of the Chief of the Coordinating Unit of Natural Protected Areasin the CTFANP,

c) The grant agreement and the subsdiary agreement, which commits SEMARNAP to itsrole as a
Guarantor in the program.

b) Support for and by local people

The STAP reviewer is absolutely right in highlighting the critical importance for the success of the
project of securing the consensus and support of local people. The reviewer isalso correct in observing
that in many cases such a support will be conditional on local communities ability to meet basc needs
such as health, education, nutrition, etc. As mog if of these development objectives are outsde of the
scope of the project (and outsde of GEF eligibility criteria), the proposed project would concentrate
efforts ad scarce resource available (under the maingreaming component) in facilitating access of
communities to development programs and projects provided by other organizations, as a way to
mitigate social pressure on reserve conservation.

The reviewer al so highlightsthe importance of actual examples or model swhich could be followed in devel oping the
mai nstreami ng component. To be sure, examples abound, of partnershipsalready established between reserves staff
and devel opment agencies, asreported by the Independent Eval uation, and as documented by the proceedings of
the project’ sinception workshop inXochitla. These range from technical assistance to communitiesfor devel oping
funding proposal s, to brokering resource pooling among different donorsto finance sustainabl e use projectsin
buffer zones. The project will assist in replicating, systematizing, and scaling up thisexisting experiencein
institutional coordination for protected areas management and conservation.



Annex 3 — Part C: Observation of the STAP reviewer on the World Bank response
(March 2000 version of the project brief)

Comments on the Response to I ndependent Technical Review
for the Project Concept Document entitled

" M exico Consolidation of the Protected Areas Program®

by John H. Rappole

1500 Remount Road
Front Royal, Virginia, USA 22630
Tel. (540) 635-6537; FAX (540) 635-6551
email jrappole@crc.s.edu

8 March 2000

1. Cost-Effectiveness of the Proposal in Achieving  Biodiversity Conservation in Selected Protected Areas:

a. Government commitment in terms of both funds and human resources

RESPONSE: The present Adminigration isinvolved in numerous effortsto ensure program
continuity. Four specific areasare cited asexamples 1) establishment of CONANP; 2) setup of
coordinating mechaniams with other minigries; 3) formation of atrangtion teamin SEMARNAP to
assure program continuity during the changeover in adminigrations, and 4) drafting of alog of al exiging
programs and commitmentsin SEMARNAP.

COMMENT: The program adminidrators are well aware of the dangers posed by the coming
elections, and have done what they could, in cooperation with the current Adminigtration, to prepare for
them.

b. Existing infrastructure for_conservation planning .

RESPONSE: The prircipal oversght board, FMCN, has 20 membersincluding scientigs,
conservationigs, financial experts, adminigtrative people, fundraisers, lawyers, bus nessmen, educators,
and peopl e representing local communitiesall of whom are selected based on their knowledge, integrity,
and commitment to conservation. The only representative from the government isthe Miniger of the
Environment (SEMARNAP).

COMMENT : 1) Perhapsaddition of a board member who isamid-level SEMARNAP
conservation manager would provide a program mplementer's pergpective aswell asadditional tieswith
the next government. 2) What provisons are there for turnover of board members (e.g., 3-year
daggered termg)? 3) It sounds as though being a board member requiresa high level of commitment
and energy. Arethere provisonsin the by-lawsfor retiring a board member if they missa certain
number of meetings or otherwise fail in their duties?

c. Existing infrastructure for conservation management implementation
RESPONSE: The variousroles played within the program by FMCN, CONANP, INE,
FANP, World Bank, etc. are clarified.




COMMENT: The arrangement appears extraordinarily detailed and thorough, with a number
of checksand balances. Thisprogram should serve asan outsanding model for future projectsin other
countries Asin any good form of government, it isthe sructure that must carry the program, no matter
what people are involved.

d. Enforcement.

RESPONSE: Detailsof enforcement recruitment, training, and implementation are provided.

COMMENT: The protocol issound and based on best principles of conservation
enforcement devel oped over many yearsand in many different countries.

e. Mechanisms for public involvement and support in achieving management goals

RESPONSE: Severa of the suggedions presented are already being explored or
implemented. Othersare not feasgble in Mexico (e.g., tax checlaffs).

COMMENTS: Fine.

f. Professional monitoring and advising for the trust investments to achieve the
optimum balance between safety and return

RESPONSE: The sysem used to make decisons regarding the endowment is explained.

COMMENTS: The argumentsare convincing.

2. Adequacy of the Project Design

a FElexibility

RESPONSE: Severa examplesof the adaptive management aspects of the program are
given.

COMMENTS: The examplesdocument that there are excellent mechanismsin place to allow
for conddered change in response to altered circumstances.

b. Lines of authority

RESPONSE: Therales, relationships, and respongbilitiesfor the principal partnersare
explained. In addition, the background and training for members of the major advisory and oversight
bodies are detail ed.

COMMENTS: The adminidrative sructure for the program isremarkably well-organized,
and gaffed by an impressive group of individual swith backgroundsthat should cover the broad range of
experience and expertise required.

c. Monitoring and evaluation

RESPONSE: Measuresof accountability at both the "programmatic” and "protected area
level are explained.

COMMENTS: Inearlier reviews of GEF programs, monitoring and eval uation were a
sgnificant problem. The processes described herein are exemplary, and should help to assure long-
term success

d. Community involvement

RESPONSE: No landswill be procured under the current program. Reserves are edablished
mosgtly in community €jidos andcolonias?) and private land through cooperative programswith
landowners. FMCN istrying to locate funds to support |oan programs.




COMMENT: Thispart of the program does not seem to be asrigoroudy planned and
organized asthe other parts which isnot surprisng. Often the aimsof conservation are in conflict with
those of local people, or at least that istheir general perception. Furthermore, true "sugtainable
development™ that does not have negative effects on the environment has proven to be an elusve goal in
many parts of the world. Nevertheless, given the extraordinary intelligence and expertise with which
other parts of the project have been addressed, | don't doubt that ground-breaking community
development partnerships could be put in place if they were given a higher level of priority. Problems
with the TACswere mentioned inthe PCD. Perhapsthere would be fewer problemsif theTACs could
be focussed |ess on conservation issues, for which they have little underganding, and more on such
isues as devel oping guidelinesfor conservation-friendly |oan programs, formation of cooperatives,
investigation of markets, implementation of health and clean water programs, and solicitation of training
by agricultural, forestry, and husbandry extenson agents.

e. Research

RESPONSE: Research isrecognized as being important, and efforts are being made to attract
partnerships with research ingitutions, especially for training refuge personnel in monitoring.

COMMENT: Encouragement of badc ecological research should be an integral component
of the Protected Areas program. Monitoring isfine, but too often it just generates reams of data that
are never used because no one understands what kinds of questions should be asked with them.
Someone hasto provide the intellectual framework for monitoring design, periodic analyss,
interpretation, and re-desgn. Also, it isthrough conduct of basic, on-dte research that your future
conservation leadersare trained. The protected areas program should be atraining ground for the
Sarukhans, Gomez+Pompas, Bernardo Villas, andRodolfoDirzos of tomorrow.

3. Feasihility of Implementation:

a. Mexican government support

RESPONSE: The respondentsreiterate that several safeguards have been implemented to
assure the long-term support of the Mexican government.

COMMENT: It would seem that what could be done in thisregard, has been done.

b. Support for and by local people.

RESPONSE: The respondents note that much of what is suggested as possible methods for
working with local people in the Protected Areas program isoutsde the GEF digibility criteriaand
scope of the project.

COMMENT: Clearly, the Protected Areas program is not the same asaforestry program,
dam congruction, road-building, or any of the other devel opment initiatives for which the World Bank
provides actual loans. Nevertheless, the success of this program hinges, in part, on ability to work with
the local people, and if the program isto succeed asamodel for others, it will have to incorporate some
forms of conservation-friendly community devel opment, perhapsin collaborati on witigo's or
government agencies other than SEMARNAP.

4. Signature



| certify that the above Satements represent my comments on the responsesto my review of the Project
Concept Document entitled, "Mexico Consolidation of the Protected Areas Program.”

Signed: Datee 9 March 2000
John H. Rappole




Annex 3— Part D: STAP review and World Bank response
(September 2000 verson of the project brief )

1. Those involved directly with the intensive negotiations between GEF and the Mexican
Government are certainly aware of the formal and informal commtments made by the new
Mexican Government to assure the continuity and long-term success of the program
However, the nature of these commitments will be the first question in the minds of those
not directly involved in these negotiations. Private donors, for instance, are likely to want
solid assurances of the long-term commitment and support of the government. Therefore,
some statement should be added to the proposal at the very beginning, or some document
attached up front, that makes explicit mention of the guarantees provided by the new
government.

Response : We agree with the importance of thiscommitment. As stated in the proposal, the
commitment of the present adminigtration to support the natural protected areas needsto be
evaluated in light of the exponential increase in fiscal resources observed in the last Sx years.
Starting in 1994, less than US$0.5 million was channeled to protected areasin Mexico by the
Government. Today the budget for year 2000 is US$15.47 million dollars. High-level negotiations
are currently underway to ensure that the coming Adminigtration (which will take office in
December 2000) recognizes US$15.47 as a baseline budget for the next Sx years, which will
provide not only permanence of support but continued increase in budgetary allocation. The
observed fiscal support meansthat the legal commitments acquired by SEMARNAP under the
current protected areas project supported by GEF were surpassed. The salaries of the core
personnel in the ten protected areas were not only covered, but more than five people per area
were hired, 52 reserves have now core personnel and the permanence of these postions as
federal employees has been ensured after long negotiations with the federal personnel office of
the Finance Ministry

For the coming project SEMARNAP istaking a lead to continue and increase this commitment.
Already in 1999, SEMARNAP included in its 2000 budget a contribution of US$1 million to
FANP as matching fundsto the firss GEF endowment disbursement. This allocation will be
deposited in the FMCN before the change of Adminigtration. Further, a smilar contribution has
been budgeted for 2001 (the present Adminigtration till prepares the budget for 2001together
with the trangition team of the new Adminigration). This contribution in 2001 will be the firgt of
sx contributions from the coming Adminigtration (2001 to 2006). The importance of the protected
areas program has already been stressed in conversations between the Minister of the
Environment and the next President, who has recogni zed that the protection of natural resources
isanissue of national security. EnvironmentaNGOs have also met with the future President and
sressed the importance of this program. The future Presdent has ensured that all international
commitmentswill be respected. It is expected that the agreement of the yearly endowment
contributions will be finalized during the transition months (November to December 2000).



2. ltem#19, p.9 - The document states, " The Technical Council and CONANP will likely
have cross-representation and other means to ensure coordination of their efforts..." This
statement sounds vague. The procedures for making arrangements between local people
and CONANP should be formalized so that coordination is assured.

Response: Initsnew structure, the National Commission for Protected Areas has two advising
bodies. the Technical Council and the National Council for Protected Areas (CONANP).
Members of sx different ministries congitute the former, which ensuresthat devel opment
programs designed by the different public sectors do not enter in conflict with environmental
programs. The focus of the Technical Council isto ensure coherence of public programs and
promote cross-disciplinary synergies. Members of the different ministries have been meeting for
the last year before the formal congtitution of the Technical Council of the National Commission,
which they consder an important step towards mainstreami ngoiodiversty into public policy.

CONANP, on the other hand, isa specialized advisory body in which representatives of all
sectors of society participate. Members are sel ected based on their knowledge and dedication to
protected areas. CONANP members participated in the design of the National Commission for
Protected Areas. The creation of the Technical Council with the representation of the different
ministriesis consdered a great advance, as CONANP members area aware of the frequent
conflictsthat arise between opposing public programs that often meet in protected areas.
Currently, the mechanism of cross-representation between the two advising bodiesis being
analyzed. Mogt likely, a chair in the Technical Council will be occupied by CONANP, while a
chair in CONANP will be offered to a representative of the Technical Council.

Another related and important issue, as Dr.Rappole mentions, isthe link between CONANP and
the Technical Advisory CouncilsTACS) of the protected areas. This has been a topic often
discussed within CONANP and has been recognized as of the first stepsto take next
(SEMARNAP 1999. An experience underway. Social participation at SEMARNAP,
SEMARNAP, Mexico City). In addition to CONANP, SEMARNAP relies on a network of 23
advising bodies comprised by all sectors of society, which link government actionswith more
than five thousand representatives of social, academic, private and civil society sectorsin the
whole country. These networks of social participation operate at the national (as CONANP),
macro-regional (asthe Councilson Sugtainable Use and the Watershed Councils), sate (asthe
Regional Forestry Councils), micro-regional (asth&@ACsin the protected areas) and municipal
levels. Following the experience in the sustainable use area of SEMARNAP, it is expected that
asthe TACsof the protected areas gain ingitutional strength, regional advising bodieswill
develop, which will provide a natural link with CONANP, thus ensuring feedback between the
national and local needsin protected areas. Asafirs step, presdents of divers€TAs have
already begun to participate in CONAP meetings.

3. Item#28, p.11 - The document states, " The response to issues (h) and (i) is the program
of inter-institutional coordination (biodiversity mainstreaming). This will include, for
example, inter-institutional coordination at the protected area level to identify and
pronote local access to sources of financial and technical assistance with alternative
livelihood activities." These activities must come fromexisting government prograns, |



suppose, and thus the statement would be greatly strengthened by the addition of specific
"sources of financial and technical assistance" and "alternative activities."

A study conducted by Pérez Gil andJaramillo in 1999 identified that in the 12 reserves proposed
to be supported by the GEF endowment, public programs already channel an average of US$1.5
million dollar per year to activities compatible with the M anagement Programs of the protected
areas. Naturally, these are the financial sourcesthat will be explored first followed by related
public programs. The Technical Council in the new National Commission for Protected Areas
will aid further in the identification of those public programs where technical ass sance from the
protected areas or directed interventions can ensure that these programs are not only compatible
with the environment but can further help in its protection. Specific activities have been added to
the logical framework (annex 1) and to the description of the “ mainstreaming component” in the
proposal.

4. 1tem#39b, p. 20 - The document states, " The PAs, in partnership with NGOs, would
submit plans/proposals for mainstreaming activities consistent with annual operating plans
and mainstreamng frameworks." Presumably most mainstreaming activities derive from
government programs. How will the PAs and NGOs obtain information on these
programs? It seems as though government representatives will have to be involved, at least
in an advisory capacity.

The maingtreaming component has three sub-components. (a) development of protected area-
level maingtreaming strategies, (b) sub-grantsto mainstreaming activities and (c) inter-agency
coordination at the national level. The latter sub-component will ensure that protected areas and
NGOs obtain the relevant information on public programs that require mainstreaming according
to the needs of the protected areas. Through workshops, seminars and publications, aswell as
the help from the Technical Council at the National Commission for Protected Areas, it is
expected that personnel from the areas and NGOs voice their needs and obtain information on
public programsthat urgently require maingreaming. It is expected that this mechanism will
provide a“ bottom-up” influence toward inter-agency coordination at the national level, so that
information on public programswill then permeate to the protected areas and thBlIGOs working
with them. Since the maingtreaming component will be administered fully by the National
Commission the flow of information between its sub-componentswill be facilitated. The
personnel of the protected areas are expected to be strengthened through the hiring of

anthropol ogists, sociologists, economists and other specialized saff in order to better conduct
mai ngreaming activities.

5. Item#53, p. 22 - The docunent states that " Inplementation at the protected area level is
the responsibility of the Protected Area Director, in collaboration with local stakeholders
through TACs and other mechanisns.” What "other mechanism' will be used?

Response: Socia assessment studies conducted in two reserves, RiaL agartos and Montes
Azules, have indicated the need to expand the concept of social participation beyond the
Technical Advisory Council. Specifically, it isrecognized that other social participatory forums
exig that can provide important feedback to the reserve personnel on the use of natural
resources in protected areas. Such forumsincludeejido assemblies and sector or regional forums
already functional in the protected area. For large reserves, such asviontes Azules, it may be



more convenient to find local mechanisms of participation, such agido assemblies, than one
monolithic group, which may gather political leadersthat do not necessarily represent the needs
of the communities. In areas where many different productive sectors coincide, such aRia
Lagartos, it may be more effective for the reserve personnel to work on marine issues with the
fishermen cooperatives and on land issues with the union of cattle ranchers. Asthe myriad of
social participation poss bilities expands, adaptation to local conditionsisfacilitated allowing for
more effective participation. In this respect, more project flexibility is consgdered an advantage.

6. Item#78b, p. 30 - The document states, " For the first time, PAs are a national priority,
and have received more than a tenfold budgetary increase during the current
administration.” Does "current admnistration” mean the Fox administration? If not, then
this should be changed to read "..., and received more than a tenfold budgetary increase
during the previous administration."”

Response: Presdent-elect Fox will take office in December of 2000 to govern the country until
December 2006. Thus, current Administration still means the government under Pres dent
Zedillo.

7. Item#78c, P. 30, etc. - Smilarly, other references to commitment by the Government of
Mexico should be qualified according to whether or not they refer to the present or
previous gover nment.

Response: Same as above.

8. The document lists a number of plansfor studies and analyses to help alleviate the
social conflicts occurring at the various protected area sites. It would be more convincing
if some specific kinds of actions that have been taken or are planned were included as
well. Those listed under Item 10, p. 86, are at least a start. Are there others? What specific
actions have been taken?

Response : The specific actionsthat take place to help alleviate social conflicts vary according
to the reserve. As protected areas personnel have taken permanent residence in the reserves,
their everyday interaction with stakeholders has eventually lead to collaboration and ass stance to
aleviate socia conflicts, asthe independent eval uation indicates. Two good examples can be
found in ElTriunfo and Calakmul. In the former, the personnel in the area have incorporated into
their functions the regulation of irregular settlements. The reserve personnel report that there
arel20 private properties, four popul ation centers and one common property whose property
rights are to be defined. Seventy of the private properties are in process of acquiring their legal
rights, and the personnel are providing help in 25 of these cases. In the case of the reserve
Calakmul, aformal service of consulting has been established, where residentsin tharea obtain
advise from the reserve personnel on how to prepare proposal s to obtain funding from the
FMCN grants program and from other funding sources, including public programsin the area. In
other cases, social conflict isdirectly tied to the use of natural resources. At th&/izcaino

reserve, piratesin the area were serioudy affecting local oyster fishermen. Between the
fishermen communities, the reserve and inspectors from the Enforcement for Environmental
Protection Agency social surveillance teams were organized, which have resulted in the
elimination of illegal fishing and a threefold increase in oyster extraction by the local fishermen.



9. In general, since this document must necessarily be both a report on successes
obtained, as well as a proposal for additional efforts, the nore specific it can be with
regard to achievements and planned actions, the more convincing it will be.

Response: The successes and lessons learned are presented under section “ D. Project
Rationale, 3.Lessonslearned and reflected in proposed project design” . We agree that planned
actions need to be more specific. The logical framework (annex 1) and description of the project
components has been revised in an attempt to make this definition more specific.

Overall, the document represents an excellent effort in responding to the points raised during
initial review and comment.



Annex 4 — Information on Protected Areas | ncluded in the Project

This annex contains the following material :

a) A description of the processmethodol ogy followed for their selection;

b) amatrix summary of the key characteristics of protected areasincluded in the project (24 priority areas as sel ected according to procedures described in this
annex);

c) amap with the location of the areas

Protected Areas Selection Process

1. The selection of the Natural Protected Areas (PAS) for inclusion in this project must be seen in the context of a larger process of transformation in the entire
SINAP system, and indeed, in Mexico' s approach to conservation and protected areasin general. Under the direction of the National Commission for Protected
Areas and with guidance from the National Council for Protected Areas (CONANP), a protected area system that until a few years ago had been dominated by sites
selected for scenic and recreational value has evolved to a system with a primary focus on conservation of the nation’ ssgnificant biological diversty. Since 1994, 18
ecologically sgnificant new stes have been added, and the exigting stes are in a process of re-eval uation, with those meeting new criteria being formally registered as
part of SINAP and others being transferred to other networks of protected areas, including networks of areas managed by states and other jurisdictions. Thusthereis
adiginct hierarchy of conservation, with SINAP coming to represent the “ crown jewels’ of national and international ecological sgnificance, and other networks of
areas managed by states, communities, and indigenous peoples, protecting areas of regional and local, recreational and cultural sgnificance. Intheir entirety, these
networks represent a coherent national program of conservation, cons stent with the Mexicari odiversity srategy aswell aslocal and regional priorities

2. The selection of priority areaswithin SINAP isthe result of an interactive processincluding academic groug§GOs and official agencies aswell asthe direct
participation of CONANP. The process began in December 1998 with an analysis of the entire sysem — 114 areas at that time — focusing on obtaining benefits for
the protected area sysem as a whole and not on any isolated PA. Aninitial selection processidentified those areas meeting a threshold of ecological significance and
management criteria. Subsequent phases of the process narrowed the list and developed an order of priority.

3. The four stages of the process are summarized below and described in detail in the following sections.

l. From the total number of exiging protected areas (114) an initial universe of 49 areas was determined to meet criteria of ecological sgnificance, current
conservation status, management priority and financial need.

. In January 1999 a workshop, “ Selection of criteriaand NPA” gathered 34 experts from different sectors (NGO, academic, government, social) and regions of
the country. The workshop began by defining 8 criteria and used those criteriato prioritize areasin the initial universe.



1. The priority list developed by the workshop was further analyzed to take into account criteria of global sgnificance (degree of relevance and degree of
conservation according toDinersein and other studies) and criteria defined by the National Commission for Protected AreasSEMARNAP related to the level
of consolidation of a protected area. Thisled to a priority list of 24 protected areas, |eaving space to add two areas to the lis due to under-representation of
key ecosysems, especially dry deciduousforest.

V. The final step was to update information on each of the 24 protected areas and assgn values (points) to each criteria used Snce stage Il. At thispoint it had
been decided that the proposal to the GEF would support an initial group of 12 areas, and those receiving the highest scores were selected for incluson.

l. Selecting aninitial universe of 49 areas

4. Beginning with the entire sysem of 114 areas, it was important to identify areas meeting minimum requirements of sgnificance and conservation satus. Many
protected areas were decreed in the 1930°s when the GOM’ s priorities were scenic values and recreation, and as a consequence, national parks tended to be areas
near cities, for familiesto vist during holidays, not necessarily protecting values like biological richness or other ecological criteria. Another priority of the time wasto
protect watersheds -- an initiative carried out without a logical plan, leading to absurdities such as whole cities being included in protected areas. In both Stuations the
areas remained as “ paper-parks’ snce no effective protection programs (personnel, budget, regulations, etc) were established. In consequence, a large proportion of

the areas have logt biological value and thus national relevance. Modifications in 1996 to the General Law of Ecological Equilibrium and Environmental Protection
(LGEEPA) required the past Coordinating Unit for Protected Areas (UCANP) with the input of CONANP to review each of the protected areas according to criteria

of national relevance (Art. 76). These criteria were developed by CONANP, which has carried out a process of defining and registering into SINAP those areas
meeting criteria, and proposing to revoke decrees or transferring to other jurisdictions (Sate governments, academic ingtitutioNg50s) areas that do not.

5. A total of 49 areasfromthe 114 existing in December 1998 remained asthe initial universe after elimination of those that:

(@) aready had financial support from GEF;

(b) are being trangerred to the corresponding states, since they do not comply with the requirements of national relevance described in LGEEPA Article 76 Section
IV, but are of local importance;

(c) are adminigered by an inditution other than the National Commisson for Protected Areas (such as academic ingitutions or non-governmental organizations)
through an agreement signed with SEMARNAP;

(d) show a high level of ecological disurbance, have low viability to establish conservation programs and/or have a very small surface area;

(e) areinthe processof having their decree repealed, due to compl ete degradation of the natural resources and/or lack of compliance with legal requirements,

(f) have present or potential financial support to cover their basic cods.

. Workshop to prioritize the initial universe



6. The workshop conducted in January 1999 had as an objective to “ Identify, select and apply evaluation criteria to establish a ranking order of importance of the
protected areasthat require financial support” .

7. A general scheme of the workshop isasfollows:

DEFINITION PRIORITIZATION EVALUATION EVALUATION OF
OF THE ® |OF CRITERIA ® | CRITERIA ® |[CRITERIA FOR
EVALUATION WEIGHING EACH PA
CRITERIA

8. The methodology started with the question, “ What eval uation criteria should be used to assgn an order of importance of protected areas where financial support
could best lead to conservation ofbiodiversity?’ The 34 expertsthat participated in the workshop proposed three categories for the selection of these criteria:

a. Socioeconomic

b. Environmenta

c. Threats

9. The participants proposed criteriain each category. Those that obtained the highest number of voteswere selected for each category. Further, values were given
to each criterion to assgn weightsto them. Each of the 49 natural protected areas was evaluated according to the criteria that obtained the highest number of votes.
This process allowed a ranking in importance of the 49 areas.

10. The criteria proposed for the socioeconomic category were the following:

a Environmental servicesand functions

b. Recognition by other priority exercises

C. Socioeconomic feasibility for a conservation project

d. Productive potential for sustainability

e Historic and cultural importance

f. Presence of resources of genetic diversity of cultivated species and related
11. The criteriathat obtained the highest number of voteswithin this category were:

a Environmental servicesand functions

b. Socioeconomic feasbility for a conservation project

12. The criteria proposed for the environmental category were the following:
a Speciesrichness



Endemism content

Size

Representativity of ecoregions (biogeographic regions)

Number and type of ecosystems (gradients)

Suitability for the establishment of biological corridors

Exigtence of specia biological phenomena

Ecological and evolutionary processes within a range of variability
Concentration of speciesat risk

Conservation status

oS ano

13. The criteriathat obtained the highest number of votes were:
a Speciesrichness
b Endemism content
C. Concentration of speciesat risk
d. Number and type of ecosystems (gradient)
e Representativity of ecoregions (biogeographic regions)

14. Within the category “ threats’ only one criteria was identified:
Type, dimension and immediacy of threats

15. In order to determine weights for each selection criterion, each participant assgned a value between 1 and 10 to each of the eight criteria that obtained the highest
number of votes. The average and standard deviation obtained for the weights indicate no significant difference between the weights assgned for criteria. The average
weight per criteria obtained were the following:

Criteria Average

1. Type, dimenson and immediacy of threats. 8.46
2. Number and type of ecosystems (gradient) 7.92
3. Speciesrichness 7.72
4. Endemism 7.68
5. Socioeconomic availability for a conservation project 7.52
6. Services and environmental functions 7.44
7. At risk species concentration 7.00

8. Eco-regionrepresentativity 6.80



16. The next step wasfor each participant to issue higher score for each PA on al criteria. A rule for voting was that only those participants who felt they had enough
information and/or experience in each specific PA should issue a vote; and those lacking experience and knowledge of that PA would abstain. The criteria were
scored according to the following scale:

Very high (VH) = 5
High H = 4
Medium M) = 3
Low (L) = 2
Very Low (VL) = 1

17. According to the weight of each criterion and the average val ue obtained, a grade (weighted average) was given to each natural protected area. Outcomes of the
ranking were asfollows.

TABLE 1. GRADE RANKING FOR 49 AREAS

Protected area Opinions [Average |Grade
1 Tehuacan-Cuicatlan 100 4.22 4.21
2|Alto Golfo de Californiay Deltadel Rio Colorado 106 4.08 4.07
3 Los Tuxtlas 94 4.06 4.07
4 Cuatro Ciénagas 87 4.10 4.07
5|Corredor Zempoala Chichinautzin 93 4.01 4.01
6|Sierra de Alamos 46 4.02 4.01
7|Sierra Gorda 68 3.96 3.95
8 Huatulco 84 3.92 3.92
9 El Ocote 95 3.87 3.87
1Q Abra Tanchipa 16 3.88 3.86
11| a Encrucijada 53 3.89 3.89
12/Pantanos de Centla 74 3.84 3.79
13Banco Chinchorro 74 3.82 3.71
14/ aguna de Términos 43 3.8 3.76




Protected area Opinions [Average |Grade
15Ria Celestiin 56 3.75 3.76
16LosAjos Buenos Aires 3 3.77 3.75
17/ Sigema Arrecifal Veracruzano 38 3.74 3.73
18L a Sepultura 37 3.70 3.68
19Bonampak 63 3.67 3.65
20 Y axchilan 47 3.66 3.65
21{Pinacate 103 3.66 3.65
22/Lacantin 52 3.65 3.63
23Montebello 46 3.63 3.62
24 Cumbres M onterrey 46 3.6 3.61
25Sierrade laLaguna 54 3.6 3.60
26Maderas del Carmen 80 3.60 3.59
27 Laguna de Chacahua 46 3.59 3.57
28 Papigochic 8 3.63 3.56
29 Cuenca del Rio Necaxa 8 3.50 3.53
30 Bahiade Loreto 55 3.53 3.53
31jValle delosCirios 48 3.54 3.53
32 Metzabok 40 3.53 3.52
33 Puerto Morelos 69 3.57 3.51
34 Los marmoles 8 3.50 3.49
35 Yum-Balam 59 3.46 3.45
36Naha 32 3.47 3.45
37|Izta-popo 63 3.41 3.42
38 Canén de Santa Elena 38 3.37 3.35
39 Cafion del Sumidero 47 3.26 3.27
40 San Pedro Martir 111 3.29 3.24
4 Mapimi 103 3.25 3.23
42 Palenque 69 3.22 3.22
43 Zoquiapan y anexas 56 3.16 3.17
44 Cofre de Perote 39 3.13 3.13
45 Cascada de Basaseachic 38 3.1 3.10
46LaMichilia 57 3.14 3.10




Protected area Opinions [Average |Grade
47 Congtitucion de 1857 40 3.08 3.07
48 Campo Verde 0 0 0
49Filo Mayor 0 0 0

18. Each area obtained a different number of votes, depending on the amount of participants that were acquainted with the particular reserve. Since the areasthat
obtained the highest values did not correspond with those with the highest number of opinions, it can be concluded that familiarity with the reserve did not result in
higher val ues being assgned.

19. Thelig of the 49PAs was reduced to 45 due to the grouping suggested by the participants in the workshop oBonampak-Y axchilén-LaCojolita,M etzabok-Naha
and San Pedro Martir-Congtitucion of 1857.

[11.  Analysis of global and institutional criteria

20. The third phase began with the results from the workshop and added criteria of global significanc®fnersteinet al. 1995), took into account the criteria of GEF
Operational Programs, and also added the National Commisson for Protected Areas criteria for consolidation BAS.

21. Various gudies identify areas that could be consdered priorities for conservation at a global scald®inerstein et al. (1995) identifies areas in terms of their
conservation gate and biological digtinctiveness, in accordance with 5&co-regions of top regional priority (Level 1) and 19 additionato-regions, with an extensive
geographical representation (Level 1a). Mexico has 14eco-regions of these categories (See Dinergein et al., frame 7-1). On the other hand, Olson et al., (1995)
identifies 117 aguaticeco-regions as regions of high conservation priority. Of these, 14 occur in Mexico (See Olsoret al., 1995, frames 4 and B). Mexico is
outstanding in Latin Americawith atotal of 28co-regionsincluded in the maximum regional priority category.

22. Thisphase of the selection process assessed whether the 45 PAsligted in the workshop bel onged to areco-region of global, regionalbioregional or local relevance
according toDinergein, et al. (1995) This was accomplished by the superposition of the 45 selectedPAs and the eco-regional map, according toDinerstein, et. al.
(1995).

23. Eco-regions, with acritical, endangered, vulnerable or relatively stable classfication were identified in each of the 45 prioriti)As. It is important to underline

that within the 45 priorityPAs, 9 (20%) are classfied as globally sgnificant, 13 (30%) regionally sgnificant, 15 (33%) to bio-regionally sgnificant, 7 (15%) locally
sgnificant and 1 (2%) without classfication. At the same time thBAs contain 18 (40%) eco-regions classfied as endangered, 8 (18%) vulnerable, 6 (13%) stable, 4
(9%) critical and 9 (20%) unclassified.

24. Level | refersto eco-regions in which biological diginctiveness falls within the category “outstanding at global level” with a conservation degoetical,
endangered, vulnerable or relatively stable, and “ outsanding at regional level” , with a degree of conservationritical, endangered or vulnerable (Dinergein et



al., 1995). Levellarefersto the inclusion, within each bio-region, of aeco-region classfied as top regional priority. Level Il refers teeco-region of a high priority in
the regional scale, Level |l refersto a moderated priority in aregional scale and Level 1V to anational prioritinerseinet al., 1995).

25. Of the 45 PAs 21 (47%) belong to Level 1 and | &, 5 (11%) to Level 1l, 5 (11%) to Level 1lI, 3 (7%) to Level 1V regarding terrestriaéco-regions (Dinerstein et
al., 1995). According to therepresentativity of the aquatic marineeco-regions, the 45PAs included 1 of global priority, 3 of regional priority and 2 of high marine
priority respectively (Olsonet al., 1995; BSP, TNC/USAID in press). This prioritization of théPAs is consstent with criteria and ranking established by other
conservation agencies such as World Wildlife Fund (WWF Global 200), Sullivan, TNC daddLife International .

26. The National Commisson for Protected AreasSEMARNAP has defined certain basc characterigtics for a PA to be consdered as viable in the long term and
thus consolidated. This was defined in the publication of the Protected Area Program for Mexico 1995- 2000. The criteria include existence of professonal field
personnel, basic operation financial resources, field offices or infrastructure, field equipment, Management Program and a diversfied financial strategy, among others.
It is also important to consder that the consolidation state of each PA is part of along process with different speeds according to specific threats, social-political and
economical conditions, etc.

27. For example, an essential element for consolidation is the presence of professonal field staff whose respongbility is to manage, operate and coordinate

adminigrative and conservation activities. The basic personnel concept isthat it must center attention on being managers, obtaining support from many ingtitutions and
becoming coordination units where diverse ingitutions and groups agree to carry out different conservation efforts and sustainable devel opment projectsin and around

the PA.

28. Application of these criteria by the National Commission for Protected Areasidentified 24 of the 45 listed areas as having the highest priority for inclusonin the
GEF project (included in the matrix). Thislist was presented to CONANP in their meeting in April 1999, who ratified the selection. The lig includes the following
areas.

1) Tehuacan-Cuicatlan

2) Alto Golfoy Deltadel Rio Colorado
3) Los Tuxtlas

4) Cuatro Ciénegas

5) Corredor Chichinautzin-Zempoaa
6) Sierrade Alamos

7) Sierra Gorda

8) Huatulco

9) El Ocote

10) La Encrucijada

11) Pantanos de Centla

12) Banco Chinchorro

13) LosAjos-Buenos Aires

14) La Sepultura

15) Bonampak-Y axchilan-La Cojolita



16) Pinacate y Gran Desierto del Altar

17) Lacantin-Chan Kin

18) Sierrade la Laguna

19) Maderas del Carmen

20) Metzabok-Naha

21) Cafidén de Santa Elena

22) San Pedro Mértir — Congtitucion 1857
23) Mapimi

V. Scoring and Ranking the 23 areas, s election of the initial 12 to be included

29. The final stage was an analys's conducted by the National Commission for Protected Areas (through an independent consultant). This analys's determined a
“priority value” per area based on: (a) grade from the workshop, (b) biological digtinctiveness according inerseinet al (1995), (c) degree of consolidation of the
Protected Area defined by the personnel in the area, fiscal support, other financial support, the existence of a Management Program, the establishment of a Technical
Advisory Council and the participation of other ingitutionsin the PA.

30. To obtain the “ priority value™:

(a) the grade for the workshop was assigned the following points.

3 points where the grade was larger than 4.00

2 points where the grade was 4.0 or larger than 3.60

1 point where the grade was 3.60 or less

(b) biological digtinctivenesswas assigned the following points according to the categories Binersein et at:

4 pointsfor “ global” priority for conservation

3 pointsfor “ regiona” priority for conservation

2 pointsfor “ bio-regional” priority for conservation

1 point for “ local” priority for conservation

(c) 1 point was assigned for the existence of any of the following elements consi dered important for the consolidation of the management of a natural protected
area:

personnel inthe area
fiscal support

other financial support
Management Program (in existence or in preparation)



Technical Advisory Council
Participation of ingtitutions other than the National Commission for Protected Areas

31. The* global priority grade” per reserve is shown in the following table:

Table 2 “ Global Priority Value”

Protected Area Grade|Priority Priorities Priority
Dinerstein |other studies Value
Tehuacan-Cuicatlan 4,21 |Regional G2000,CI-HS 11
Alto Golfoy Deltadel RC ~ |4,07 |Regiona G2000,GRSMPA 11
Los Tuxtlas 4,07 |Bio-reg CI-HS EBA 11
Cuatro Ciénegas 4,07 |Global G2000 13
Corredor Chichin-Zemp. 4,01 |Regiond G2000,CI-HS 11
Sierrade Alamos 4,01 |Global G2000,CI-HS,EBA |11
Sierra Gorda 3,95 |Regional G2000,CI-HS,EBA |11
Huatul co 3,92 |Regiona G2000,CI-HS 8
Sierra de Huautla ** *x Regional 10
El Ocote 3,87 [Regional CI-HS,EBA 11
Abra Tanchipa 3,86 |Loca 3
La Encrucijada 3,86 |[Bioreg CI-HS,GRSPA ,EBA |10
Pantanos de Centla 3,79 (Bioreg CI-HS 10
Banco Chinchorro 3,77 |(Bioreg G2000,GRSMPA ,EB|10
A
Laguna de Términos 3,76 |Bio-reg CI-HS 9
Ria Celestiin 3,76 |Loca 9
LosAjosBuenos Aires 3,75 |Global G2000,EBA 11
Sigema arrecifal veracruzano |3,73 [Bio-reg 6
La Sepultura 3,68 |[Global CI-HS,EBA 12
Bonampak-Y axchilan-Cojolitg3,65 |Bio-reg CI-HS 7
Pinacate y Gran Deserto 3,65 |Regiond G2000 11
Lacantun-Chan Kin 3,63 |[Bioreg CI-HS 8




Protected Area Grade|Priority Priorities Priority
Dinerstein |other studies Value

Montebello 3,62 |[Bioreg 6
Cumbres Monterrey 3,61 [Regional 8
Sierrade laLaguna 3,60 |[Global G2000,EBA 10
Maderas del Carmen 3,59 |Loca G2000,EBA 5
Laguna de Chacahua 3,57 [Regional 8
Papigochic 3,56 |Global 5
Cuenca del Rio Necaxa 3,54 2
Bahia de Loreto 3,53 [Regional 9
ValledelosCirios 3,53 |[Bioreg 5
M etzabok-Naha 3,52 (Bioreg CI-HS 6
Puerto Morelos 3,51 |Bioreg 6
Los marmoles 3,49 [Regional 4
Yum-Balam 3,45 (Bioreg 6
Izta-Popo 3,42 |Regiona G2000, EBA 4
Caron de Sta. Elena 3,35 (Loca G2000 5
Cafion del Sumidero 3,27 |Bio-reg 5
San Pedro Martir-Condtit. 3,24 |(Global 10
1857

M apimi 3,23 |Locd 4
Palenque 3,22 |(Bioreg 5
Zoquiapan y anexas 3,17 [Regional 7
Cofre de Perote 3,13 |Loca 2
Cascada de Basaseachic 3,10 |Global 5
LaMichilia 3,10 |(Globd G2000, EBA 7
Campo Verde 0,00 (Global 5

* for year 2000, to be confirmed by the Financial Ministry
** Not included at the workshop, decree occurred after Jan 99
CA Technica Advisory Council established

G2000
CI-HS
GRSMPA
EBA

WWEF Global 200
Conservation International Hot Spots

Marine Priority

Birdlife International - Endemic Bird Area




32. From the table where the “ priority value” isshown, the reservesthat obtained the highest values were consdered to be in the top priorities. All of the reserves
selected for the proposal obtained “ priority values’ equal or higher than 10 points and a grade (from the workshop) higher than 3,5. Based on these results the following
12 protected areas are included in the present proposal:

1) Tehuacan-Cuicatlén

2) Alto Golfoy Deltadel Rio Colorado
3) Cuatro Ciénegas

4) Corredor Chichinautzin-Zempoal a
5) Sierrade Alamos

6) Sierrade Huautla

7) LaEncrucijada

8) Pantanosde Centla

9) Banco Chinchorro

10) La Sepultura

11) El Pinacate y Gran Dederto del Altar
12) Sierrade La Laguna

The final selection of the 12PAsincluded in the present proposal was presented to CONANP on February 24, 2000, receiving the corresponding approval .

33. Inreaching thisligt, some modifications have been made to the absolute ranking of the individual areas asfollows) Kluatul co was subgtituted by Sierra de
Huautla, which was decreed after the January 1999 workshop. Asisthe case for Huatulco, Sierra deHuautla represents dry deciduous forest, which the experts at the
workshop consdered an under-represented ecosystem in SINAP. In comparison withHuatul co, Sierra deHuautla has a higher “ priority value” , has a surface area
almost five timeslarger and encompasses a larger gradient of ecosystems. (Sierra deHuautla has an area of 59,031 ha whereasHuatul co has an area of 11,890 ha.)
(i1) LaSepultura subgtitutedel Ocote, since an assessment of the impacts of firesin 1998 in ElOcote indicates high damage. The effect of the fires has resulted in the
incluson of ElOcote reserve into an ecological restoration program. (iii) Lo uxtlas and SierraGorda are reserves with 11 points each; however, they were not
included in the present program, since they are seeking GEF funds through other means. Loguxtlasisincluded in the SEMARNAP/UNDP proposal for Priority
Regions, where the funds obtained for the region will be under the coordination of the reserve Director with other participantsin the project. Fundsfor SieGarda
are being solicited through the local NGO and UNDP, it has al so been agreed that these fundswill be executed in coordination with the reserve director. In both
ingtances the funds are directed towards obj ectives compatible with the existing Management Programs. They were subgtituted by Binacate y Gran Deserto del
Altar and Sierra de la Laguna because they obtained the highest scores down the lig. (iv) Lo#\jos-Buenos Aires (with a score of 11 points) was not included since it
isin the process of obtaining long-term financial support through funds raised by SEMARNAP and FMCN (in collaboration with NFWF and WWF).

General review and notes



35. In each of the stages previoudy described, CONANP participated and approved the steps taken. Several of its members participated in the workshop and in later
sages ass sed the National Commission for Protected Areas.

36. The methodology developed to identify selection criteria, the evaluation and the prioritization of #&s conditutes a great sep in the development and
establishment of policies focused to the country’ siodiversty conservation. The workshop organized by FMCN and the National Commission for Protected Aresas,
with the participation of 34 NPA experts, including academic, official agencieblGOs and social groups representatives, allowed the identification to proceed
objectively and quantitatively, based on 8 selection criteria.

37. The detailed selection of PA with additional criteria suggested by GEF, with intense work bycansultancy with the National Commission for Protected Areas, and
with the reviewing and endorsing by CONANP, resulted in the ligt of the 12 prioriBAs to be included in the proposal. It isimportant to note that the sequence of the
selected priorityPAs, must be susceptible to future changes. Due to a high rate of environmental changes, a high growth of the agrarian limits (Toleds al., 1989) and
afast modification of the rural and urban geography in Mexico, it is plausble that the given gradesto tRAs in this selection exercise might be different in the short
term. For example, the selectedPAs as priority due to their high grade of vulnerability and deforestation threats, might become in a few years, not suitable to establish
conservation programs of its biota. At the same time, PAs that were not selected in this exercise due to their apparent low level ofbiodiversty might obtain higher
scores as a result of increased knowledge in the future. These examples give us the idea of the possbility spectra in whichHPAs that were not included at this time,
might be included under the same methodol ogy, when executed in a few years and vice versa.

38. In conclusion the 12PAs selected for the present proposal has taken into consderation the protected areas sysem (SINAP) focusing on how to obtain the most
benefits for the sysem asawhole. With the 12 areas the SINAP benefits by:

Increasing the number of PAs under effective protection

Increasing the number of hectares (by 3,313,417 ha) under effective protection

Increasing the representation of ecosystems under effective protection

39. Additionally the group of 1PAsrepresents every globally critical ecosystem, contributing substantially to long term global conservation.

40. Progresswithin the project will contribute to the overarching SINAP strategy of Mexico where among other benefits are that the investmentsin these 12 areaswill
leverage additional activitiesand additional areas becoming a win-win situation for Mexico and its participation in global conservation.

Table 3. Key Characteristics for 24 Priority NPA (In descending order according to the grade ranking table)

NPA LOCATION| SIZE HABITATS | MANAGEMENT| POP.IN POP.IN [ IMPORTANT| ENDEMISM LAND USE | DEGREH ROOT SUSTAINABILITT PRODERS
(Has) STATUS RESERVH ADJACENT| SPECIES OF CAUSES | Y OF FUNDING
AREAS THREAT? EFFORTS




NPA LOCATION| SIZE HABITATS | MANAGEMENT| POP.IN POP. IN IMPORTANT | ENDEMISM LAND USE | DEGREH ROOT SUSTAINABILIT PRODERS
(Has) STATUS RESERVH ADJACENT| SPECIES OF CAUSES | Y OF FUNDING
AREAS THREAT? EFFORTS
Tehuacan- |Oaxaca, 490,186|Deciduous Management 626,814 232,000 Polaskia Largest area in |Agriculture, 1.85(llegal expl. of |UAP, Mixteca,
Cuicatlan Puebla forest, pine- |published, chende, Mexico with  |wood flora and Alternativas y  |Tehuacan-
oak forest, [staffed, TAC Oaxacania endemic cacti |exploitation, fauna, cattle |Procesos de Cuicatlan
cloud forest, malvifolia, cattle grazing, grazing Partic. Soc. A.CJ,
arid scrub Beucarnea mining, rural UNAM, UAM, INJ|,
gracilis and urban INAH, ASPRO,
SERBO,
IMECADE, CODE
Alto Golfoy (Baja 934,756|Arid scrub, |Management 4,464 65,764 Batis 1 marine Agriculture, 1.5|Less quality |CEDO
Delta del Rio [California, marine and  |published, maritima, mammal, 1 fish [fishing, tourism and quantity |A.C.,DICTUS,
Colorado Sonora estuarine, staffed, TAC Salicornia species of water from [IMADES, ITESM,
coastal dunes bigelovii, S. the US, CICESE, CIAD,
subterminalis fertilizers, DUMAC, ClI,
water UABC,CIBNOR,
retention, CIRIO,
agriculture,
population
growth and
non
controlled
tourism.
Cuatro Coahuila 84,347|Desert, arid |Management 267 11,329|Fams: Moluscs, Agriculture, 2|Water WWEF, TNC,
Ciénegas scrub, published, Streptocephali |crustaceans  |wood extraction PROFAUNA,
halophyte, staffed, TAC dae, and fish exploitation, and pollution, [PRONATURA,MU
grasslands Stenaselledae mining flora and seo de las Aves
, Percidae, fauna UANL
Cyprinodontid exploitation,
ae, cattle
Testudines grazing,
agriculture,
tourism
infrastructure
Chichinautzi | Distrito 65,971 Pine-oak Management 50,000 800,000|Romerolagus |1 mammal, 1  |Agriculture, 1.58|Agriculture, |Ford Mo. Sur del D.F.
n-Zempoala |Federal, forest, arid  [program in diazi, amphibian wood urban Co.,GEMA,
Edo. De scrub, process, staffed, Amazilia species exploitation, settlements, |Univers. Aut.
Mexico, decidious TAC beryllina, cattle grazing, pollution Morelos, GALIA
Morelos forest Falco urban A.C.
sparverius,

Lynx rufus




NPA LOCATION| SIZE HABITATS | MANAGEMENT| POP.IN POP. IN IMPORTANT | ENDEMISM LAND USE | DEGREH ROOT SUSTAINABILIT PRODERS
(Has) STATUS RESERVH ADJACENT| SPECIES OF CAUSES | Y OF FUNDING
AREAS THREAT? EFFORTS
Sierrade Sonora 92,889| Thorn forest, |Staffed 432(Around Panthera N/A* Cattle grazing, 2|Wood expl., [IMADES, FMCN,
Alamos pine-oak 10,000 onca, Felis agriculture, ilegal hunting,|U.S. Fish and
forest wiedii, Ara wood expl., agriculture,  [Wildlife,
militaris tourism cattle Pronatura
grazing,
tourism
Sierrade Morelos 59,030| Deciduous Management 3,300 16,339Bursera sp., |High rates Agriculture, Agriculture, [CEAMISH,
Huautla forest, pine- |[program in Brongniartia cattle grazing, cattle INIFAP, UNAM,
oak forest process, staffed vazquezii, tourism grazing, IPN,CIDHAL,
Leopardus fertilizers, Comunidad A.C.
pardalis, exotic
Herpailurus species, flora
yagouaroundi and fauna
exploitation
La Chiapas 144,868 Marine, Management 29,000 450,000| Rhizophora 1 bird, 1 Agriculture, 2[Cattle UNAM, UAM, |Costa de
Encrucijada estuarine, program in mangle, ecosystem wood grazing, TNC, USAID, IHNfChiapas
mangrove, process, staffed, Panthera (zapotonal) exploitation, agriculture, |ECOSUR,
deciduous TAC onca,Ateles cattle grazing wood expl., |UNACH,
forest, thorn geofroyii fire, human |UNICACH,
forest, settlements. |Chapingo, WWF,
coastal dunes| Packard Found,
NAUCA, FMCN,
RAMSAR,
ISMAM,
IDESMAC.
Pantanos de [Tabasco 302,707|Mangrove, Management 16,293| Around Rhizophora 3 bird species, [Agriculture, 1.7|Fire, pollution[SAGAR, INI,
Centla halophyte published, 10,000 mangle, 5 mammal wood urban SCT, State
staffed, TAC Panthera species, 5 exploitation, settlements, |Gowvernment,
onca,Ateles reptile and cattle grazing, oil industries. |IREBITA.C.,
geofroyii, amphibian fishing Chapingo
Alouatta species and 2
palliata fish species
Banco Quintana 144,360[Coral reefs, [Management 0 DAporocactus |1 plantand 1 [Fishing, 2.7|Fishing and |ECOSUR,
Chinchorro |Roo mangroves program flagelliformis, |bird species tourism tourism CINVESTAYV,
published, Thrinax Amigos de Sian
staffed, TAC radiata, Ka'an,
Acrophora Biocenosis,
palmata, A. Ecociencia, GAR,
cervicornis, Yum Balam,
Plexaura WWF
omomalia P.

dichotoma




NPA LOCATION| SIZE HABITATS | MANAGEMENT| POP.IN POP. IN IMPORTANT | ENDEMISM LAND USE | DEGREH ROOT SUSTAINABILIT PRODERS
(Has) STATUS RESERVH ADJACENT| SPECIES OF CAUSES | Y OF FUNDING
AREAS THREAT? EFFORTS
La Sepultura [Chiapas 167,310 Thorn forest, |Management 23,145 355,116 Ceratozamia |3 plants, 4 Agriculture, 2.4|Agriculture, [UNAM, Costa de
pine-oak program alvarezzi, amphibians, 8 |wood cattle PRONATURA, |Chiapas
forest, published, Dioon reptiles, 8 bird, [exploitation, grazing, fire, |[TNC, WWF, BSP,
deciduous staffed, TAC merolae, 1 mammal cattle grazing wood expl., |FORD, USAID,
forest, cloud Panthera onca [species fertilizers, IHN, IDESMAC
forest, hunting,
chaparral, tourism,
savannah coffee
growth,
fishing.
Pinacatey [Sonora 714,556|Desert, Management 200 146,883|Heterotheca [20% of plant  [Agriculture, 3.23|Mining,ilegal [IMADES, UCSD,
Gran chaparral, published, thinniicola, species cattle grazing hunting, TNC, Pinacate
Desierto de arid scrub. staffed, TAC Chamaesyce cactacean A.C.
Altar platysperma, expl., wood
Croton expl., water
wigginsii,Dimo expl.
rphocarpa
pinnatifida,
Puma
concolor, Ovis
canadensis
Sierradela |Baja 112,437|Pine-oak Staffed, TAC 800 369,200| Scaphiopus 12 bird species|Agriculture, 3.17|Agriculture, |[CIR, SRA,
Laguna California forest, counchi, wood wood expl., |SECTUR
Sur deciduous Melanerpes exploitation, fishing,
forest, formicivorus, cattle grazing mining,
chaparral, Sitta tourism
grassland, carolinensis
lagunae
Los Tuxtlas [Veracruz 155,122(Rain forest, |Management 26,000 307,937 Panthera 1 bird species, |Agriculture, 1.08| Cattle UNAM, UV, Tuxtlas
tropical program in onca, 6 bird wood grazing, SAGDR, INAH,
evergreen process, staffed, Herpailurus subspecies exploitation, agriculture, |Sierra Sta.
forest, cloud |TAC yagouaroundi, cattle grazing, wood expl., |Martha,Inst.
forest, Cocodrylus fishing and fire, human |[Ecologia
deciduous moreleti urban settlements, [A.C.,Pronatura,
forest, pine- water EDUCE A.C.
oak forest, exploitation
coastal,
mangrove,

savanna




NPA LOCATION| SIZE HABITATS | MANAGEMENT| POP.IN POP. IN IMPORTANT | ENDEMISM LAND USE | DEGREH ROOT SUSTAINABILIT PRODERS
(Has) STATUS RESERVH ADJACENT| SPECIES OF CAUSES | Y OF FUNDING
AREAS THREAT? EFFORTS
Sierra Gorda |Queretaro | 383,567|Pine-oak Management 93,336 24,500 Ara militaris, |11 plant Agriculture, 2.56|Wood expl., |Sierra Gorda
forest, cloud |published, Panthera species wood ilegal hunting, [IAP, ACREAC,
forest, arid |staffed, TAC onca, Ateles exploitation, agriculture, |SAGAR,
scrub, geofroyii cattle grazing, cattle SEDENA,
tropical fishing, rural grazing, SEDESOL
evergreen and urban tourism,
forest, water
grasslands pollution
Huatulco Oaxaca 11,890| Deciduous Management 12,645 25,093 Puma 4 plant and 11 [Agriculture, 2.09|Wood expl., [INAH, SERBO,
forest, program in concolor, bird species wood ilegal hunting,|UNAM,
coastal process Herpailurus exploitation, agriculture, [FONATUR
dunes, yagouaroundii, cattle grazing cattle,
mangroves, Rhizophora tourism,
marine grass, mangle water
coral reefs pollution
El Ocote Chiapas 48,140|Rain forest, |Management 8,000 149,293| Swietenia 1 bird and 4 Agriculture, 1.5|Peasant ECOSFERA,
tropical program in macrophylla, [mammal cattle grazing invations PRONATURA,
evergreen process, staffed, Ateles species TNC, SAGAR
forest, palms | TAC geofroyii,
Panthera onca
Los Ajos- Sonora 184,776.|Montane Staffed, TAC 0 84,820 Juglans 40 bird Wood 2.75|Mining, SARH, IMADES,
Buenos 41(grassland, major, Abies exploitation agriculture, [USAID, FORD,
Aires- prairie, pine- concolor, wood expl., [U.S. Fish and
Bavispe oak forest, Erethizon exotic Wildlife, TNC,
arid scrub, dorsatum, species, FMCN, National
chaparral, Aquila narcotics, Park Senice,
riparian forest chrysaetos ilegal hunting |BLM, Audubon
Soc.
Bonampak- [Chiapas 6,500 Rain forest  |Staffed, 0 10,300|Harpya N/A* Tourism 2.46| Tourism NABOLOM, ClI, |Comunidad
Yaxchilan-La Management harpya, growth INLSEDETUR Lacandona
Cojolita program in Panthera
process onca, Lutra
anectens,
Palma
chaemadora,
Ateles
geoffroyii,
Ramphastos

sulfuratus




NPA LOCATION| SIZE HABITATS | MANAGEMENT| POP.IN POP. IN IMPORTANT | ENDEMISM LAND USE | DEGREH ROOT SUSTAINABILIT PRODERS
(Has) STATUS RESERVH ADJACENT| SPECIES OF CAUSES | Y OF FUNDING
AREAS THREAT? EFFORTS
Lacantun- Chiapas 86,200|Rain forest |Staffed, 0 9,900 Harpya 1 plant, 4 Non timber 2.43|Fire, NABOLOM, ClI, |Comunidad
Chan Kin management harpya, reptiles, 1 bird [products overexploitati [ INI Lacandona
program in Panthera and 4 mammal on
process onca, Lutra species
anectens,
Palma
chaemadora,
Ara macao
Maderas del [Coahuila 208,381 Desert, Management 85 735| Scalopus 4 mammal Agriculture, 3.3 Mining, UAAAN, UANL,
Carmen grassland, program montanus, species, 10 wood hunting, cattlg PROFAUNA,
pine-oak published, Eutamias plant species |exploitation, grazing, NGOs
forest, staffed dorsalis, mining, cattle exotic
riparian Erethizon grazing species
dorsatum,
Ursus
americanus
Metzabok- [Chiapas 7,215(Rain forest  |Staffed, 480 2,500|Harpya 30 plant Agriculture 2.35|Invasions NABOLOM, ClI, |Comunidad
Naha management harpya, species INI Lacandona
program in Panthera
process onca, Lutra
anectens,
Palma
chaemadora,
Tapirus
bairdii
Cafién de Chihuahua | 277,209|Desert, Management 2,578 500Falco 0 Agriculture, 3.4|Agriculture, [SAGAR, SEP,
Santa Elena chaparral, program peregrinus, cattle grazing cattle INAH, FONATUR
arid scrub,  [published, Aquila grazing,
grassland, staffed chrysaetos, mining
riparian, pine- Felis rufus
oak forest
San Pedro |Baja 63,000( Pine-oak Management 0 500Puma 1 plant, 2 Wood 3.57|Fire, hunting, |CICESE, UNAM,
Martir California forest, program in concolor, Ovis |mammals exploitation, cattle grazing|UABC, Espacios
chaparral process, staffed, canadensis, cattle grazing Naturales A.C.
TAC Aquila
chrysaetos




NPA LOCATION| SIZE HABITATS | MANAGEMENT| POP.IN POP. IN IMPORTANT | ENDEMISM LAND USE | DEGREH ROOT SUSTAINABILIT PRODERS
(Has) STATUS RESERVH ADJACENT| SPECIES OF CAUSES | Y OF FUNDING
AREAS THREAT? EFFORTS
Mapimi Durango 20,000] Arid scrub, [Will be staffed onfAround 700,000( Opuntia Several cacti | Tourism, 3.08|Cactiexpl., |US Fish and
grassland 2000 500 violacea, species mining, cattle cattle Wildlife, UNAM,

Ariocarpus grazing grazing, WWEF, IE
fisuratus, water
Amathacactus extraction,
sp., urban
Epithelantha growth.
albispina

Degree of

threat: 1-

Very high; 5-

Very low

N/A*: info.

Not available
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Annex 5 - Social Assessment and Participation Strategy

1. This Annex provides background information on the social context of protected areas in Mexico;
outlines the approach developed at the SINAP-wide level to address social dimenson of protected areas,
presents the social strategy proposed by the present project; and summarizes progress to date in the
project’ ssocial assessment.

Background and Context

2. Protected areas are geographic spacesin which many groups, ingtitutions and authorities converge at
different levels. Thisisabasic fact that needsto be taken into account when evaluating the social context
and designing and implementing a participation Srategy.

3. Inthe protected areasthere are insgances of conflicts among the objectives of conservation of natural
resources and the devel opment objectives of the populationsliving insde or near the areas. In other cases
the deterioration of natural resources has a direct negative impact on local resdents and induce them to
look for new approaches more compatible with conservation and sustainability.

4. The policy instruments and guidelines governing management of natural resources recognize that one
of the fundamental dimensions -- both a challenge and atool for sustainability -- isthe devel opment of
grategies responding to human needs as well as ecological processes. Resdentsin and around the
protected areas are, in many cases, the legitimate owners of the areas under protection. Thustheir
cooperation and consensusis a key element in any management regime. However, the level of
participation has been limited. Landowners and inhabitants generally do not see direct benefits from the
existence of protected areas, and would prefer to convert and use resources rather than participate
actively in their conservation. On the one hand,ocal res dents have the potential capacity to organize,
manage, promote new and traditional good practices, and give them legitimacy. On the other hand
ingitutional programs seldom have devel oped knowledge of the specifiociocultural and economic
characterigtics of local communities andadecuate strategies for promotion of sustai nable socioeconomic
devel opment. The program of activities proposed here would build social support for conservation by
enhancing opportunitiesand local capacitiesfor stakeholder participation. Thisconsgsts mainly of rural
communities, whose members are both indigenous andmestizo peoples.

5. The cultural diversity of the 12 protected areas selected for this project isvery high. Five of the 12
reserves are inhabited by or traditionally used by various ethnic groups. Municipalitiesin and around some
of the 12 areas are classfied as highlymarginalized. The table 1 below shows the distribution and

popul ations of indigenous groups and other populations of special concern because of their high degree of
marginalization.



Protected Area # State(s) Populatio Indigenous Level of
municipa n groups marginalization
lities (inside
PA)
Alto Golfo de 3 BAJA 4,464 Cucapés and Very low
Californiay CALIFORNIA/ Tonho O'odham.
Delta del Rio SONORA
Colorado
Banco 1 QUINTANA ROO
Chinchorro*
Corridor 11 M ORELOS/ 50,000 Nahua M edium
Chichinautzin- MEXICO
Zempoala
Cuatrociénegas 1 COAHUILA 1,329 267 M edium
La Encrucijada 6 CHIAPAS 29,000 M ediumt-high
Pantanos de 3 TABASCO 16,293 Chontal M edium
Centla
La Sepultura 6 CHIAPAS 23,145 M edium
Sierra de Alamos 2 SONORA 432 M edium
- Rio Cuchujaqui
Sierrade 5 M ORELOS 3,300 M edium
Huautla
Tehuacan- 50 PUEBLA / 626,814 M ixteco, High
Cuicatlan OAXACA mazateco,
cuicateco and
others popeloca
El Pinacate y 3 SONORA 200 Tohono O’odham M edium
Gran Desierto de (papagos)
Altar
Sierradela 2 BJA 800 High
Laguna CALIFORNIA
SUR
Source: National Commission for Protected Areas




promote biodiverdty conservation aswell as academic and research inditutions There are also private
landowners and groups providing services, for example, in the tourism sector. Numerous agencies of the
federal, gate and local governments are al o important actorsin the devel opment process

Social Participation in Protected Areas. Advances to Date

7. During the padt five years snce the creation of SEMARNAP and the devel opment of the Natural
Protected Areas Program 1995-2000, there have been sgnificant advancesin the establishment of
mechanismsfor social participation in the management of protected areas, and the concepts of

sugtai nabl e devel opment have been adopted at various level s of government. 32 areas now have
Technical Advisory CouncilsTACS), and at the national level, the National Council on Natural
Protected Areas providesaforum for input and participation by representatives of diverse sakeholder
groups government, academiaNGOs, and the private sector. The National Commisson for Protected
Areas has esablished a Social Participation Unit to desgn and carry out Srategiesto enhance socid
participation in the protected areas. This Unit hasrecently completed sudiesof social participationin
two of the areasincluded in the firgt phase GEF projectRialLagartosand MontesAzules, aswell asa
aurvey in the performance of TACs.

8. The experience so far with TACs has been overall postive. In the survey conducted in 1999 by the
social unit within the National Commisson atotal of 567 CTA members were interviewed. On average,
every Council has 21 participants, and they have had 185 meetings since their establishment. In addition,
several subcommittees have evolved around specific themes or regions, which ensures that the Councils
meet at least three times per year to discuss with the reserve personnel the sustainable use and
conservation of natural resourcesin the protected areas. These Councils have played a significant rolein
the elaboration of the Management Programs. The composition by sector of these 26 councilsisthe
following: private 8%NGOs 12%, academic 20%, social 27% and public 33%.

9. Some specific examples of important agreements promoted by theCTAs can be found in the
experience of some of the reserves proposed for financing under the present project. These include:

Cuatro Ciénegas
Permanent monitoring of the reserves watershed levels.

Development and application of the “ exotic flora and fauna project” by the Universty dfuevo Ledn.



Establishment of the commissionsto develop and apply sustainability projects and to addresgdal
issues.

Establishment of anecoturism commisson.

Corredor Chichinautzin:
Inclusion of theTepozteco National Park to the reserve area.
Service reorganization of thelagunas de Zempoala recreation area.
Reserve’ ssgns placement in the east part of the reserve.

Establishment of civic groupsto watch the east part of the reserve. These groups are formed in
coordination with PROFEPA.

Creation of a promotion program for thecorredor Chichinautzin.

Tehuacan — Cuicatlan:
Elaboration of an assessment project to establish the limits of the protected area.
Elaboration of feasible projects to promote sustai nable devel opment in the reserve.

Legidation review about protection to the reserves genetic pool andhiodiversity richness.

10. Along with achievements TACs gill face congraintsin terms of their ability to promote consensus on
conservation objectives and protected area management. One the findings of the studies mentioned above
inRiaLagartos, Montes Azules, and the TAC survey isthatTACs are not alwaysthe ideal (or the only)
vehicle for adequate participation in every protected area. Additional forms of social participation are
being explored (and will be included in the final design of the project). Suggestions already on the table
include establishment of sub-committees (thematic or geographic) and different forms of supporting local
groups to organize themselves for effective participation.

Social participation: Toward a New Concept



12. At the same time, the vison of local communities asthreatsor , in the best cases, "users' or "clients"
has changed to an appreciation of their role as owners and fundamental actorsin the tasks of

conservation. Local populations now are beginning to be seen not only in terms of problems --
demographic growth, unsustainable use of resources, environmental impact, conflicts -- but as a resource -

- of organization, of administration, of knowledge, experience and capacity, of promotion, of demand, of
adoption and dissemination of sustainable practices. The participation of the people forms the backbone of
the conservation program. On the other hand, the communities have begun to incorporate or recognize
conservation objectivesin their own interests, and they have begun, though dowly, to develop the
technological processes, financial and legal instruments, and organizationsthat will result in transformation
of productive activitiesin sustainable directions.

13. With the objective of strengthening the full participation of the society in the tasks of sustainable

devel opment, the design of the Technical Advisory Committeeswill be revised, establishing their functions
according to the specific Stuation of each protected area, srengthening their role as consultantsin
technical aspects, aswell as creating spaces for participation at the local level, such aslocal committees,
regional committees, and committees representing existing associations of producergthnnic groups,
communities and other localCSOs.

14. It isvery difficult for communitiesto fully adopt conservation objectives and demand actions of this
type, if conservation activities congtitute a net cost or burden to the communities, with no mechanisms for
compensation or development alternatives permitting the transformation of productive activities toward
sugtainability. In order to reduce the pressure on the natural resources by offering alternative waysto the
improvement of production and well being.

15. A fundamental component of social participation in the conservation of the protected areas should be
devel oping and promoting sustainabl e alternatives for accessto sources of income and well-being,
appropriate in terms of the communities own cultural and economic perspectives, alternativesthat
contribute to the improvement of the quality of life of the inhabitants of the protected areas and their
surrounding zones with the achievement of tangible, concrete social benefits via participation in productive
projects. "Appropriate and feas ble sustainabl e alternatives' refersto the necessity of beginning with the
daily life, the culture, the organization and even the ways of traditional production, at the time that options
are selected and actions designed, so that res dents make the protection agenda their own.

16. The lack of knowledge of technological optionsfor sustainable devel opment, and the failure of
economic and political decison makersto incorporate environmental values, are some of the underlying
causes of degradation of the natural resources. Social participation in the conservation of natural resources
requires a wide campaign of communication and environmental education, with appropriate formats for
each protected area, recognizing that in each one of the regions, there are differingocio-demographic,
ecological, cultural and political conditions.



planning not only conservation activities but also the transformation of productive activities toward
sugtainable uses, aswell asthe design of tasks, objectives, and systems for monitoring achievements.

18. Specific objectives of the social srategy are:

(a) egtablishment and support offora, mechanisms and individual capacities, aswell asthe capacities of
groups and ingtitutions, at the local and regional level, for social participation in planning, management,
implementation and eval uation of sustai nable management of the protected areas natural resources,

(b) improving capacity of protected area saffsto address social issues, by supporting additional staff,
training and capacity-building (including, for example, conflict resolution, community planning,
knowledge, sustai nable use techniques, knowledge of ingtitutional programsthat offer opportunities for
local productive and marketing projects), and special projectsincluding public-social-private
partnerships,

(c) drengthening local groups and organizations with the potential to participate and represent key
condituencies,

(d) developing a broad and permanent strategy of awareness, information, communication and
environmental education that promotes positive changes in the perspectives of the public and
ingitutions with regard to the value of protected ecosystems,

(e) contributing to the improvement of the quality of life of the inhabitants of the protected areas and their
surrounding zones, with the achievement of tangible social benefits by means of participation in
susgtai nabl e productive projects tending to reduce pressures on natural resources,

(f) identification of internal and external conflictsthat impede social participation and adoption of
appropriate devel opment models, and application of conflict resolution and mediation methods, and

(9) inan objective shared with the mainstreaming component, identification of agencies and organizations
whose programs have the potential to affect local resdents, and focusing resources of those agencies
toward appropriate sustainable devel opment programs addressing root causes ofbiodiversity |oss.

Social Assessment

19. The process of social assessment of the protected area to be supported by the GEF project (including
indigenous peoples) isunder way. Progressto date include:



with them, and recommended activitiesto be carried out by the participant local communities. For the 12
reserves as a group, the following key social and economic root causes ofbiodiversity |oss have been
identified:

Migration into the protected areas and surrounding zones by people who have no other options
for devel opment;

Growing demand for land,;

- Inequitable digribution of lands and lack of accessto land bgnarginalized popul ations,
Lack of accessof the local produce to the national markets;
Lack of knowledge about natural resources and ecological cycles,

Lack of knowledge of laws and regulations governing use of natural resources,

21. Specific findings of the social assessment, related to the first four areas scheduled to receive GEF
support upon project inception, are summarized bel ow.

AltoGolfo de Californiay Deltalel Rio Colorado.

The contamination and, most important, almost compl ete drying up of the river beforergaches the
sea, due to agricultural use and urban devel opment through its course, has provoked an ecol ogical
catastrophe that deeply affectstraditional activities. There isneed for regulation of water use among
agriculture, industry (mainly fisheriesturigtic services and natural systems.

Since most of the population resortsto fishing, a resource that has noticeably diminished in the last
years, (due to overexploitation and growing scarcity of non salty water in the marine life reproductive
areas of the delta), it isalso urgently needed a better regulation of fishing rights.

There isaready an excess of tourist impact the zone and pressures in favor of touri tmegaproj ects.

Cucapés and Papagos (O'odham) indigenous popul ations demand assurance that several places of
religious and ceremonial significance will not be disturbed and they will keep unrestricted access.

Tehuacan-Cuicatlan

An enaormatis comnlexitv of a reqion that extends aover 490 thotisand hectares with a lona higorv



Eroson and desertification caused by heavy deforestation of surrounding mountainsresultsin
decreased water infiltration for aquifer recharge, rapid runoff with erosion and flashfloods. Natural
springs and groundwater levels are decreasng threatening supply to urban and rural populations and
agricultural production in the valleys.

Irregularitiesin land titles and exploitation rights, and disputed boundaries among communities put an
obgtacle to the development of along term vison in the use of resources.

Corredor bioldgico Chichinautzin-Zempoal a

Isan area in the south center of the country, near the capital of the country; with an extensive grill of
highways and secondary roads and subject to very intense social-urban pressures, air and waste
contamination, and an excess ofturism. The creation of the Natural Protected Areaispart of an
effort to regulate the urban growing of México city and surrounding municipalities.

Main threats are desertification, deforestation, eroson, urban growing and new settlements, expanson
of roads, over-grazing, illegal hunting, provoked fires, lowering of water levels, illegal

commercialization of flora and fauna. Some government programs have had a very negative impact on
resources by promoting change of land cover, cattle expanson and all owing unregulated urbanization.

Traditional communities and social property are subject to intense pressures from higher income
settlers and new developments. There are gill somendhuatl speakers among the older generation of
rural population.

Cuatro Cienegas

The reserve isentirely on private (49.5 thousand hectares) and socialejido property (34.7 thousand
hectares). The abundance of wellsat ground level raises expectation for the devel opment of
agriculture, industry and recreational activities. Inadequate irrigation and use techniques, and lack of
regulation, make for a very wasteful use of water that threatens to diminish water levelsibiodiversty
important water ponds.

Regtrictions and prohibitions for the extraction of mineral resources, hunting and fishing of endemic
species, and use of other traditional vegetation gatheringsdandelilla wax,mezquite and burning

woods) make it necessary for a compensation and economic activities diversification srategy;
alongsde with participatory defined regul ation of water, land and recreational resources and protection
of fosslsand prehispanic stes and artifacts from looting.
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23. It isexpected that for each reserve, completion of the social assessment will generate the following
products.

Formulation of aframework for social participation and specific plans for each protected area,
focusing on indigenous andmarginalized peoples.

Definition of the forms and forums for promoting participation and co-regponsibility better suited to the
specific social reality of each protected area

Identification of specific ingitutional strengthening and capacity building needs at the individual reserve
level, to enhance reserve staff ability to deal with the social dimension of conservation and promote
conflict resolution

Recommendations for promoting sustai nabl e use management options, including technical advice and
support for communities for accessng devel opment programs compatible with conservation objectives.

24. Because the project includes a major component dedicated to assist local communitiesto increase
their accessto existing social programs for support of appropriate productive activitieslinked to
conservation and sugtainable use, the social impacts are generally expected to be positive. However, there
will be cases where the project may generate adverse impact for some social groups, completion of the
social assessment will permit the devel opment of specific plansto mitigate those impacts.

I ndigenous Peoples Strategy and Action Plan

25. The social marginalization of the communitiesin and around protected areas can be exacerbated by
their ethnic conditions (lack of recognition and respect of their knowledge, rights, differences, and
cultures).

26. Some of the twelve protected areas are inhabited by several indigenous groups -mayas-chontalesin
Pantanos de Centla; cuicatecos, nahuas, popol ocas, mixtecos, and some othersinTehuacan-Cuicatl an;
Cucapa and Tohono O'odham (papagos) in AltoGolfo y Deltadel Rio Coloradonahuasin Zempoaa-
Chichinautzin androhono O’ odham (papagos) in El Pinacate y Gran Deserto de Altar. Also, there are
protected areas, athough not inhabited by indigenous groupsin their immediate area of influence, whose
resources are used by indigenous groups, such asthe Kikapis in Cuatrocienegas, where they usethetule.



difficulty, there isthe problem of communities consderetiiestizas,' that do not speak indigenous
languages, and suffer marginalization on the part of surrounding indigenous groups. Theestizo
communitiesin largely indigenous municipalities frequently are even more marginal than the indigenous
groups that govern them.

29. In this sense, the project proposes to include programs of development not only in municipalities clearly
‘indigenous (defining them mainly with approaches of territory and language) but also in other
municipalities, equallynarginalized, that conserve knowledge, beliefs and other forms of traditional culture.

30. The social assessment will identify the indigenous and/ amarginalized popul ationsto be asssted with
specia programs of attention, to be developed in accordance with applicable World Bank policies (in
particular, the OD. 4.20)

Conclusion

31. The process of social assessment, development of the participation strategy, and formulation of
indigenous (and othermarginalized) peoples devel opment is being completed during the remainder of
project preparation. It will provide (1) baseline data on current social agpects and participation satus, (2)
clear prioritiesand guidelinesfor project activities, and (3) identification of potential social impacts of
project activities, with optionsfor prevention and mitigation.



Annex 6 — Budget, Financial Projections and Fundraising Plan

|. Budget for Endowment Funding

The budgets for endowment funding are cal culated according to the following data and
assumptions.

The US$22.5 million endowment capital requested from the GEF would support basic
conservation cogsin the 12 initial priority protected areas (PA), generally following the criteria
and formulas devel oped for the 10 areas supported by the first US$16.48 million FANP
endowment.

The US$22.5 million in matching capital will be used:

a. To extend the endowment support for basic conservation to protected areas beyond the
original 12, to the next “tier” of 12 PA, to the extent that it isgiven by GOM or other donors
who concur with this priority either as part of the FANP endowment or in local PA
endowment funds (in this case the same cal cul ations of amount per PA would apply) (in case
endowment funds for bas ¢ conservation activities are obtained for the original 12 areas
proposed here, GEF endowment funds will support the areas next in priority within the 34),
and/or

b. To support conservation activities above and beyond the “ basics” congstent with
management plans and identified threats, intermediate and root causes, in any of the 34
protected areasidentified as priorities for the GEF program as part of the FANP endowment
or inlocal PA endowment funds (10 currently receiving support, 12 to be supported by initial
GEF endowment, 12 in the next tier of priority areasto be added). These activitieswill
provide inputs, lessons and |earning experience that will be serve for other protected areas
within and outsde of Mexico. In this case, the amount per protected area, and the selection of
the areas to be included, would depend on the specific program to be supported and conditions
of the donor.

Thus, the calculationsfor the GEF portion of the endowment proceed from the assumption that
this endowment will be the total endowment support for basic conservation in theinitial 12 areas.
Additional endowment capital will be dedicated to (a) other areas or (b) other activities. This
annex showsinvestment of both GEF and other donors endowment for illugtrative purposesonly.
Thisisbased on the assumption that endowment donorswill expect their funds to be maintained in
Separate accounts, and that projections for investment and use of those fundswill be developed in
conaultation with the donors. FMCN and the GOM will oversee the fundsin such away asto
maximi ze coherence of grategies, uses, monitoring, and reporting procedures among the funds
from different donors.



Mr. Ken King -12- September 28, 2000

Benefitsfor personnel (acc. Law) 19,313 231,751
NGO accounting and hiring 14,797 177,563
Comm. Coordination Program (CCP) 12,618 151,416
FANP costs 19,878 238,536
Total 175,961 2,111,538
Of the cogts presented above, the tax element isdigtributed asfollows:
Type of expenditure Per reserve For 12 reserves
Taxesfor NPAs 12,247 146,964
Taxesfor CCP and FANP 2,837 34,044
Total 15,084 181,008

The following table calculates the total endowment required for the entire group of 12
priority areas, after considering all costs to be supported, excluding non-eligible costs
(taxes) to be paid by the GOM , a 3% return from local management, and assuming an
8.3 percent return on the endowment.

Funds from the endowment 1,869,029
GOM contribution 181,008
Local interest income (3%) 61,501
Total 2,111,538
Endowment required 22,500,000

I1. Financial Projections (Endowment)

The following financial projection pertains both to the GEF endowment contribution and to
contributions from other donors. It isassumed that donorsthat contribute to the endowment will
request separate accounts and specific investment strategies, so that the projection will differ from
the one presented here only for illugtrative purposes. The projections assume that the first GEF
disbursement will occur in 2001, followed by disbursements according to the amount necessary to
endow one reserve (US$ 1.875 million). Although it ishighly unlikely that fundraising results are
linear in time, they are presented here in yearly additions of US$ 2 million for smplicity.

The current proposal assumesthat the initial GEF capital contribution will occur in 2001 in the
amount of 7.5 million dollars, which will generate income to cover the basic costs of four protected
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fixed income securities (Eurobonds, Sovereign Debt). This strategy avoids market fluctuations that
can affect the availability of the required annual cash flow. At least 10% of the endowment will
be invested in equities or protected capital products. Thisinvestment should help partially offset
the erosion of the real value of FANP capital with the oversght of afinancial consultant and the
Committee of Adminigtration and Finances of the FMCN under the current investment guidelines
approved by the World Bank.

Based on the experience of the FANP, the Emergency Fund to cover natural disaster and labor
contingenciesis not expected to go beyond 0.3% of the capital per year (in 1998, when firesin
Mexico reached a higtorical record, US$64,327 were required for ten reserves). While the
emergency fundswill not be withdrawn from the invessment on ayearly bass (if not needed they
will be reinvested), they will be invested in instrumentsthat allow their immediate withdrawal
should they be needed.

SINAP II: Example of a Financial Projection (amounts in thousands of US dollars)

Year 2001| 2002 2003 2004| 2005| 2006| 2007 2008
GEF contributions 7,500 3,750 1,878 1,875 1,875 1,875 1,875 1,875
M atching funds contributions 9,500 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 1,00d
Accumulated contributions 17,00(22,75(26,62|30,50 |34,37 (38,25 (42,12 45,00

0 0 5 0 5 0 5 0
Baance of invetments 17,00|22,79|26,73|30,70 (34,69 (38,71 (42,76 45,85

0 3 7 4 7 7 8 2

Invesment in Fixed Income (90%) 15,30(20,51 (24,06 |27,63 (31,22 34,84 (38,49 |41,26

0 4 3 3 7 6 1 7
Investment in Equities (10%) 1,700 2,279 2,674 3,07Q 3,470 3,872 4,277 4,585
Growth from Fixed Income (9%) 1,374 1,846 2,166 2,487 2,810 3,136 3,464 3,714
Growth from Equities (12%) 0,204 0,274 0,321 0,368 0,416 0,465 0,513 0,550
Total Growth 1,581 2,120 2,487 2,855 3,227 3,601 3,977 4,264

Emergency Fund (0.3%) 0,051 0,068 0,080 0,094 0,104 0,116 0,12§ 0,138
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End of year balance 17,04 (22,86 (26,82 (30,82 (34,84 (38,89 (42,97 |46,01
3 2 9 2 2 3 7 2

(1) Feeswill be negotiated between alow fixed fee plus a portion according to performance.

Total annual requirements of the program will consider offshore income derived from the
endowment (except for the year 2001), a 9.7% contribution from the M exican Government to
cover the taxesin the program (including the taxes of the fundraisng component) and a 3%
income from local management. The latter can be obtained since disbursementsto the project
componentswill occur at four-monthly intervals, which allowsfor local management. Hence, the
total income available to the FANP program for the portion of the GEF endowment will be the
following:

Total income available to FANP program

2002 [2003 |2004 [2005 |2006 |2007 |2008 |2009
Total Offshore Income 623 |935 1090 |1246 |1402 |1558 (1713 |1869
GOM contributionsto FANP |60 91 106 (121 136 151 (166 181
Local Interest Income 21 31 36 41 46 51 56 62
Total 704 |1056 |1232 (1408 |1584 |1760 |1936 |2112

I11. Budgets for Traditional Project Activities (Non-Endowment) GEF Funds

The following table provides the cost assumptions behind the estimated incremental cost request
for non-endowment GEF funding:

COMPONENT /SUB-COM PONENT CosT ESTIMATES

1. Expansion of the Fund for Natural
Protected Areas
Cods per year Codsfor 8 years
1.2 Fundraising Campaign ® 158,758 1,270,060
(disbursements starting in 2001)
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Subtotal 2.1 159,085 1,909,020
(Disbursements proportional with
endowment di sbursements)

3. Commission Coordination Codts per Total cods

Program (CCP) Reserve

M&E (22 reserves) initial costs® 9,091 200,000

5. Mainstreaming Conservationand  Codts per Codsfor 22 Codgsfor 5 years

sustainable use policies @ reserve per year reserves per year

Maing/social participation at reserves 40,000 880,000 4,400,000

Maingt/social participation aComisson 4,000 88,000 440,000

Admin formaingt/social participation 4,000 88,000 440,000
48,000 1,056,000 5,280,000

ubtotal 5
Grand total ® 8,659,080

(1) Fundraising costs have been cal culated according to the estimates by the “ National Society for Fundraising
Executives’ (1998, First course, NSFRE, Alexandria, VA, USA), which recommend an investment between US$0.20

and US$0.50 for every dollar obtained from private donors, foundati ons, and membership campaigns. These costsare
calculated for non-endowment donations, which require lessinvestment than endowment contributions. Under the
proposed fund-raising plan (See Section V below), an investment of $2.4 million isexpected to generate US$9 millionin
endowment capital, equivalent to $0.26 per dollar raised. GEF isrequested to fund half of the fund-raising
expenditures, or $0.13 per dollar raised.

(2) At each disbursement of capital funds, the first year of the program will be covered with non-endowment funds,
which will allow the endowment portion to accrue interestsfor ayear. The endowment return will begin to cover the
costsfor the priority reserves one year after capital disbursement.

(3) The costs are based on the incremental needsfor the 12 new reserves and the 10 reservesin the GEF Pilot Phase
project. Disbursement is expected to occur in 2001.

(4) The costs are based on the incremental needsfor the 12 new reserves and the 10 reservesin the GEF Pilot Phase
proj ect. Disbursements are expected to start in 2001.
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for fiscal appropriations (including personnel) is US$19.4 million, and a pro-rated share of
Commission's costs amounts to US$5.2 million over eight years.

Data for reserve conservation funding from other sourcesis derived from the sudy by Ramoén
Perez Gil and FernandoJaramillo (1999), with corrections and updates from the National
Commission for Protected Areas. The total amounts for the baseline year (1999) are asfollows
national public (hon-Commission's) sources, US$1.5 million (under “ GOM” contributions); private
sources, US$1.24; and international public sources US$326,000 (referred to as* bilateral”
contributions). This baseline is probably a conservative eimate, since this project includesa
component specifically directed at generating funds from other sources for appropriate productive
proj ects (mainstreaming). Taking 1999 as the baseline year, and projecting income from each
source for atotal of eight years produces the estimatesin the following table (for comparison,

GEF non-endowment contributions are included):

GOM GEF PRIVATE BILATERA TOTAL
L

1.Expansion of the
FANP
1.2 Fundraisng 1.2 1.2 24
2. Protected area
conservation
programs
2.1lmplementation of [19.4 19 7.1 2.6 31.0
Management Programs
2.3 Increased 2.8 2.8
knowledge onPAs
3. Commission
Coordinating Program
M&E gart-up 0.2 0.2
CNANP central costs  |5.2 5.2
4. Institutional
strengthening
CNANP 0.5 0.5
NGO 2.0 2.0
5.M ainstreaming
reserve level 12.0 45 16.5
central coordination 0.8 0.8
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funds from international and private sources, including partnership with GOM in approaching
bilateral sources.

The following text gives an overview of plansfor amajor capital fundraising campaign from the
perspective of the GOM firgt, followed by the perspective of the FMCN.

The GOM

The GOM has recognized the protected areas program as a priority instrument to achieve
conservation of biodiversity. Thisrecognition has been followed by incrementsin the fiscal budget
and support to negotiate with other ministries and authorities. The National Commission for
Protected Areasisthe responsble unit for all of the federal protected areasin Mexico and has
created in recent years a working group oriented toward fundraising, mainly in the Mexican private
sector. The results have been significant and through the present project will continue to be so. Asde
from the private sector, ongoing negotiations with the Ministry of Finance (SHCP) are at hand to
receive income from service fees within protected areas (tours, restaurants, environmental
education, etc.) and in turn use the fees for management and operation improvements. Other
incentivesto invest in protected areas are being explored with SHCP.

The GEF support has been an incentive for the GOM to support the idea of diversfying funding
sources for the protected areas, and the GOM sees this as an opportunity to involve different sectors
of society in a co-responsbility toward conservation. Tangible examples of thisteamwork include the
following:

- the establishment of the Fund for the Conservation of the Monarch Butterfly within FANP in
FMCN, which will support the communities with propertiesincluded in the core area under the
new decree of the Monarch Butterfly reserve, in order to ensure the conservation of their
foreds. In thisinitiative, WWF, SEMARNAP and FMCN have collaborated to ensure a US$ 5
million endowment contribution from a private U.S. Foundation.
the establishment of an endowment (US$1.0 million) for the reserve Lo#jos-Bavispe-San
Pedro within FANP in FMCN, where the collaboration of SEMARNAP with the U.S. Ministry
of the Interior, FMCN, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) and WWF has
resulted in the financial support from individuals and private foundations.
direct US$ 1.5 million contribution to the FANP endowment for the project presented here asa
result of a contribution from SEMARNAP 2000 budget .

The above mentioned contributions are already secured and amount to US$ 7.5 million, which
corresponds to the match required by GEF for the firgt disbursement to the endowment (of these,
US$ 6 million have already been deposited, and US$ 1.5 million from the government have been
committed, and will be deposited following GEF Council approval in November 2000).
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counterpart fundsto a US$19.5 million contribution from USAID. This endowment has all owed
the successful establishment, operation and growth of the Conservation Program within the

FMCN.
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The FM CN

The assurance of sufficient resources (both endowment and sinking funds) to achieve the objectives
of the FMCN, within the framework of its misson and the context of the national strategy for the
conservation of biodiversty, isa permanent task fundamental for the ingtitution. Since the origin of
FANP, the FMCN has raised US$9.3 million in snking funds and with the support and collaboration
of SEMARNAP, WWF and NFWF, and US$6.5 million (sated above) in endowment funds directed
to PA.

For the match to the US$22.5 million requested from GEF in this proposal, US$ 7.5 million have been
obtained (US$ 6 million aready deposited, and US$ 1.5 to be deposited during the fall of 2000) and
US$ 6 million will be contributed by SEMARNAP during the next Adminigtration. The remaining
US$ 9 million will be raised asaresult of ateam effort between FMCN, GOM and othélGOs.

The main inputs and elementsthat are required to implement a successful fundraising Strategy to
financially consolidate the National System of Natural Protected Areas (SINAP) in the country
and meet the GEF matching requirement are:

1. Support and unconditional commitment of the different groupsinvolved in the initiative,
including the FMCN Board, its Presdent, the members of the CTFANP, the Executive
Director, the DFANP, the corresponding GOM sectors, in thiscase SEMARNAP, the
Finance Minigtry (SHCP), aswell asthe recipients or direct beneficiaries, which in this case
are the protected areas and the central coordination of the program.

2. A clear vison towardsthe future, aswell asa good Strategic Plan for the fundraising
campaign, developed in a participatory manner.

3. Objectives supported in defined priorities, plans, budgets, and needsthat are clearly delimited,
according to the country reality.

4. Judification of the needs (Case Statement) through a convincing and attractive document for
the potential donors.

5. A market sudy on the potential donors whose philosophy and mandate isin accordance with
the ingtitutional profile of the FMCN in the context of a developing nation.

6. Partnershipswith international ingitutions, such as WWF and NFWF that can provide their
expertise and help in these important fundraisng goals.

Through a private donor, FMCN has already obtained partial resourcesto initiate a major fundraisng
campaign (US$300,000). These fundswill be complemented with US$200,000 from FMCN. Asa
first step, the Strategic Plan developed in 1998 will be revised in September and October 2000. The
presidents of the fundraisng campaign have been identified, and a pilot phase of mechanisms, such
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Aninitial analyssfor potential sourcesand mechanismsfor fundraisng to be consdered as part of
the dtrategy to obtain US$9 million in the next eight yearsinclude:
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Private

1. Fundraisng for the direct application to the endowment (foundations, bilateral and multilateral
organizations, individuals, and internatiordGOs). A Mexican private foundation has already
indicated interest.

Fundraising for sinking fundswith the possbility to direct intereststo the endowment.

Joint implementation (projects on carbon sequestration).

Co-investments and joint projects with the private sector for providing tourism services.
Individual membership through market campaigns.

Voluntary donations from the private sector present in the urban centers close to the natural
protected areas.

Creation of local, regional or sate funds (already two being established).

8. Promotion of fundslinked to international tourism visits (already under design).

O hAWLN

Public

1. Fundraising from governmentsfor the direct application to the endowment or for sinking funds
where interests can be directed to the endowment.

Income from services such as ethnotourism, ecotourism, and adventure tourism through the
natural protected area infrastructure.

Entrance fees.

Bio-prospecting and research rights.

Feesfor environmental services.

Debt swaps.

Fees on concesson rights.

Commissionsfor privatization processes.

N
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With respect to the possibility of the generation of resources through membership campaigns, it is
suggested that this mechanism be explored as an alternative to link a greater number of individuals
committed with conservation and with influence on environmental politicsand ethics on the
conservation of the country. While this mechanism is consdered aslong-term, it will ensure a public
image and recognition for the GOM aswell asfor the private conservation sector. The financial
gability for the support of SINAP requires the confluence of contributions from diverse sources and
mechanisms, g nce this strengthens the message of commitment that favors fundraisng schemesin
the international arena. It istherefore strategic to link the value of the protected areaswith the
economic and social viability of the country.

The following table presents a summary of some of the potential sourcesidentified, aswell astheir
feagbility asafunction of the time-frame.
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8 Membership campaigns - 1,000
9 Private foundations 500 2,000
Total 5,000 9,000
* 1: Short-term, 1-2 years 3: Long term, 6-8 years

2: Medium-term, 3-5 years

Conclusion

US$22.5 million endowment funds area required as a match to the endowment requested from GEF.
US$ 7.5 million have already been secured (US$ 5 million for the Monarch Butterfly Reserve, US$

1.0 million for the Log\jos-Bavispe-San Pedro reserve and US$ 1.5 million as part of the 2000
SEMARNAP budget contribution to the FANP endowment) and US$ 6 million will be provided by

SEMRNAP in yearly US$ 1 million contributionsin the next Sx years. The remaining US$ 9 million
will be raised using different strategies. Thiseffort will require the coordination of a fundraisng team

composed of members from different ingitutions: the National Commission for Protected Areas,

FMCN, internationalNGOs and consultants. Following table presents a projection of fundsraised (as

a commitment from different donors) in relation to the proposed disbursement of equivalent GEF

funds
Year SEMARNAP contribution | Fundraisng team
2001 US$1.0mi US$1.0mi
2002 US$1.0mi US$1.0mi
2003 US$1.0mi US$1.0mi
2004 US$1.0mi US$1.0mi
2005 US$1.0mi US$1.0mi
2006 US$ 1.0mi US$1.0mi
2007 - US$1.0mi
2008 - UsS$2.0mi
Total US$ 6.0 mi US$9.0 mi




