1818 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20433 USA
Tel: 202.473-0508

Fax: 202.522.3240,/3245

G E F internet: www.theGEF.org

Global Environment Facility

September 5, 2008

Dear Council Member,

The World Bank as the Implementing Agency for the project entitled Mexico:
Consolidation of the Protected Area System (SINAP II) - Fourth Tranche: has
submitted the attached proposed project document for CEO endorsement prior to final
Agency approval of the project document in accordance with the World Bank procedures.

The Secretariat has reviewed the project document. It is consistent with the
project concept approved by the Council in November 2000 and the proposed project
remains consistent with the Instrument and GEF policies and procedures. The attached
explanation prepared by the World Bank satisfactorily details how Council’s comments
and those of the STAP have been addressed.

If by September 26, 2008, I have not received requests from at least four Council
Members to have the proposed project reviewed at a Council meeting because in the
Member’s view the project is not consistent with the Instrument or GEF policies and
procedures, I will complete the Secretariat’s assessment with a view to endorsing the
proposed project document.

We have today posted the proposed project document on the GEF website at
www.TheGEF.org. If you do not have access to the Web, you may request the local field
office of UNDP or the World Bank to download the document for you. Alternatively, you
may request a copy of the document from the Secretariat. If you make such a request,
please confirm for us your current mailing address.

Sincerely,

oy

Monique Barbut
Chief Executive Officer and Chairperson

Attachment: Project Document

cc: Alternates, GEF Agencies, STAP, Trustee



THE WORLD BANK/IFC/M.I.G.A.

OFFICE MEMORANDUM

June 5, 2008

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

EXTENSION:

SUBJECT:

Ms. Monique Barbut, CEO/Chairman, GEF

Steve Gorman, GEF Executive Coordinator, The World Bank

x35865

MEXICO: Consolidation of the Protected Area System (SINAP II)

1.

Fourth Tranche - Submission for Final CEO Endorsement

Please find attached the documentation for the fourth tranche release for the Mexico
SINAP II Project for CEO Endorsement. The procedure followed to request the
release of this fourth trance replicates the one already agreed and followed for the
release of the third tranche. We would appreciate receiving your endorsement of this
fourth tranche, so that we may finalize the Bank Board submission.

Approval of all tranches of the project was delegated by the GEF Council to the GEF
CEO, as described in Annex 14 of the originally approved Project Document. From
the recipient’s side, the fourth tranche, in the amount of $5.44 million, has been re-
endorsed by the Government as the highest priority for their GEF-4 biodiversity
program. The World Bank is also requesting approval of the associated Implementing
Agency fee of $544,000.

. Background: The original SINAP II Project Document was approved by the GEF

Council for Work Program entry at the November 2000 Council Meeting, and a
commitment was made to finance the SINAP II project under an innovative multi-
tranched structure with a total final grant amount of $31.1 million. CEO Endorsement
for the first US$16.1 million was issued on January 7, 2002. It was agreed that
subsequent tranche approvals would be delegated by the Council to the GEF CEO,
and would then be presented for World Bank Board approval under streamlined
procedures developed specifically for tranched GEF projects. The initial tranche of
US$16.1 million included US$7.5 million endowment funds to cover the basic
conservation of four protected areas. According to the Project Appraisal Document
(Annex 14, page 104) further expansion of the Natural Protected Areas Fund (FANP)
endowment to cover eight additional protected arecas would follow streamlined
procedures. A second tranche of US$2.21 million, to support basic conservation in
Sierra de Alamos in the state of Sonora in Mexico, was disbursed on July 1, 2004,
while a third tranche of US$7.35 million was disbursed on October 26, 2007 to
endow four protected areas.

Contribution of SINAP to the overall Government’s conservation strategy: The
SINAP II project has become a flagship conservation initiative for the Government of
Mexico. Far beyond an isolated project supporting only a few protected areas, the
SINAP II project has facilitated a process of prioritization of areas for protection; the
construction of a broad network of civil society, private sector, and governmental
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actors working together to conserve Mexico’s most critical areas; and the
demonstration of an extremely successful long-term model for sustainable financing
of conservation. As such, the contribution of SINAP II to the Environmental
Sustainability pillar of the 2004 Mexico Country Partnership Strategy has been far
greater than what might be expected of a single project. In addition, the present
administration supports the strategy followed under SINAP II, and proposes to
expand its application. The increase in real area under protection and in staff and
budget is one of the priorities of the present administration.

Global Benefits: The protected areas included in the SINAP II project were selected
because of their global biodiversity value, as well as the degree of threat they face.
The fourth tranche of SINAP II will provide long-term financing to three additional
Biosphere Reserves, each of which shelters unique and endangered biodiversity.
Benefits generated by the protection of these areas will include the long-term
preservation of globally important biodiversity in:

e the La Sepultura Biosphere Reserve in the state of Chiapas, which is of
highest importance due to its ecosystem services, important tracts of cloud
forest, rain forest and deciduous forest, as well as being located in an areas of
highest biodiversity and endemism,;

e the El Ocote Biosphere Reserve in the state of Chiapas, which is located in the
confluence of the Neartic and Neotropical areas, represents the largest
connected area of tropical humid forest in Mesoamerica with high ecosystem
diversity due to its topography that allows for a wide range of microclimates;

e the Mapimi Biosphere Reserve in the states of Coahuila, Durango and
Chihuahua, which protects the main portion of the Chihuahuan desert, which
has been recognized as one of the most species rich in the world.

SINAP 1II also serves as an example of a successful, replicable model for a strategy
for the long-term financing of global biodiversity conservation. The FANP is a
private fund managed by the well-respected Mexican Fund for the Conservation of
Nature (FMCN). Its design includes private sector control over fund management;
financing of clearly-established national conservation priorities, as determined by the
government; co-financing from a wide range of partners; and a focus on the long-term
recurrent costs of protected areas. This design has made the FANP a model for
biodiversity conservation funds worldwide.

Assessment of progress made: As agreed, tranche release is based on meeting five
conditions: the preparation of a logical framework with indicators; evidence of the
deposit of matching counterpart funds in a 1:1 ratio; approval of a social assessment
for each protected area; if appropriate, Indigenous Peoples Development Plans for the
relevant protected areas, and endowment contributions by SEMARNAT to the
Protected Areas Trust Fund to cover taxes during project implementation. Each of
these trigger conditions has been met, as discussed in the Supplemental GEF Grant
Document and summarized below:
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e Logical frameworks with indicators for each of the three protected areas have
been completed and are included in Annex A to this memo.

e A total of $10.15 million in matching funds (nearly doubling the requested ratio
of 1:1) have been received and deposited, and the Bank has reviewed all the
documentation showing the deposits. The deposited funds are endowment funds,
and the interest will be channeled to priority protected areas as established by the
original PAD. The funds were provided by both SEMARNAT, a state government
and by private conservation foundations. The supplemental GEF Grant Document
includes a summary of the sources and amounts of the matching funds for the
fourth tranche, as well as those for earlier tranches. Additional information
(including copies of the bank statements showing deposits amounting to
US$10.15 million accompanied by the agreements signed by the donors) are held
in our project files and available upon request.

e The executive summaries of the completed social assessment for “La Sepultura,”
“El Ocote,”, and “Mapimi” are included and provide an appropriate design of
remedial actions, which are also defined in the logical framework. The social
assessments have been reviewed and cleared by the project’s social specialist, and
meet the World Bank’s safeguard requirements.

e Social assessment identified that 80% of population in “El Ocote” is of
indigenous descent, therefore the whole social strategy for this area has been
prepared as an Indigenous Peoples Plan (IPP). In the case of “La Sepultura”, there
is only a small community of indigenous migrants concentrated in Villahermosa;
an IPP has been prepared for this community. There is no indigenous population
in “Mapimi”. The IPP have been reviewed and cleared by the project’s social
specialist, and meet the World Bank’s safeguard requirements.

e The documentation showing endowment contributions by the Mexican
Government (SEMARNAT) to the project has been reviewed by the Bank and is
held in our project files. SEMARNAT has deposited a total of US$2.3 million in
endowment funds to cover taxes during project implementation for the third
tranche.

7. Information on the above requirements, as well as the Independent Evaluation and
Bank Mid-Term Review of the project, conducted in 2005, have been included as
attachments to this memo:

Independent Evaluation of SINAP II Project

A summary of key findings of the independent evaluation in English, as well a
full executive summary in Spanish, have been included. The full 220+ page
independent evaluation in Spanish is available for review upon request.
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Bank Evaluation of SINAP II Project

A short summary of key points in English, as well as the full Aide Memoire and
annexes from the 2005 Bank Mid-Term Review of the project, have been
included.

Documents for Fourth Tranche

Social Assessments for 4 Protected Areas and IPP

English-language summaries of the social assessments and IPP of the three
protected areas included in the Fourth Tranche have been included. The full social
assessments are available in Spanish upon request.

Logical Frameworks for the three Protected Areas
The logical frameworks for the protected areas have been included, in English, in
the attachments.

Summary of Cofinancing Deposits and Letters of Deposit of Cofinancing Sources
A summary of the deposits of the $10.15 million in cash co-financing, as well as
letters from the foundations, state and federal government, which have provided
the co-financing, have been attached. Full bank statements confirming the
deposits are available upon request in the project files.

8. Based on the information presented above and detailed in the Annexes, we would
greatly appreciate receiving your endorsement for this fourth tranche in the amount of
US$5.44 million and the associated fee of $544,000. We will then proceed with
submission to the Bank Board approval and subsequent disbursement to the SINAP
endowment.

Many thanks.

Attachments

cc: Messrs./Mmes. GEF PROGRAM COORDINATION (GEFSEC); L. Tlaiye, A.
Moreira, K. Ashida, D. Aryal, M. Isaac (LCSEN); G. Saltiel, J.
Albert (LCSSD); S. Gorman, R. Khanna, S. Wedderburn, L. Shaw-
Barry (ENVGC); ENVGC ISC, IRIS4



REQUEST FOR CEO ENDORSEMENT/APPROVAL

PROJECT TYPE: Full-sized Project

THE GEF

GEF

PART I: PROJECT INFORMATION
GEFSEC PrRoJECT ID:

TRUST FUND

Submission Date:
Re-submission Date: September 3, 2008

June 5, 2008

GEF AGENCY PROJECT ID: . Expected Calendar
COUNTRY(IES): Mexico Milestones Dates
PROJECT TITLE: Consolidation of the Protected Areas System Work Program (for FSP) Nov 2000
(SINAP I1) Fourth Tranche GEF Agency Approval Sept 2008
GEF AGENCY(IEs): World Bank, Implementation Start Oct 2008
82;55 EXECXT' NG P{*;.TO'\(;.ER(S.): na Mid-term Review (if planned) N/A
OCAL AREA(S): Biodiversity, . . ) Implementation Completion June 30, 2010
GEF-4 STRATEGIC PROGRAM(S): SP1 — Sustainable Financing
of Protected Area Systems at the National Level
NAME OF PARENT PROGRAM/UMBRELLA PROJECT: N/A
A. PROJECT FRAMEWORK (Expand table as necessary)
Project Objective:
Indicate GEF
) whether Expected Expected Financing* Co-financing* Total ($)
Project Components | Investment, | oytcomes | Outputs ® % ® %
TA, or
S‘I’A**
1. Expanson of the | Investment | Capitd Fund for 5,440,000 | 50% | 5,440,000 | 50% | 10,880,000
Fund for Natura resources for Eatggled
Protected Areas® protected Ao
areas established
increased with US$
66.5 million
endowment.
4. Project management na na na na na
Total Project Costs 5,440,000 5,440,000 10,880,000

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

1 —The key outcomes for each PA are detailed in the attached logical frameworks

B. FINANCING PLAN SUMMARY FOR THE PROJECT ($)

Project Preparation* Project Agency Fee -lE_ﬁtdEtI)rZ:ariEn? _T_Zi;?;?;d:
GEF na| 5,440,000 5,440,000 na
Co-financing na| 5440,000 [ 5,440,000 na
Total na| 10,880,000 10,880,000 na

* Please include the previously approved PDFs and PPG, if any. Indicate the amount already approved as footnote here and if the GEF
funding is from GEF-3. Provide the status of implementation and use of fund for the project preparation grant in Annex D.

C. SOURCES OF CONFIRMED CO-FINANCING, INCLUDING co-financing for project preparation for both the PDFs and PPG.

(expand the table line items as necessary)

Name of co-financier (source) Classification Type Amount ($) %*
SEMARNAT Nat'l Gov't Grant 2,300,000 23%
Summit Foundation Foundation Grant 600,000 6%
State of Mexico Loca Gov't Grant 250,000 2%




Global Conservation Fund NGO Grant 1,000,000 10%
(Conservation International)
Packard Foundation Foundation Grant 1,290,000 5%
(select) (select)
Total Co-financing 5,440,000 100%
* Percentage of each co-financier’s contribution at CEO endorsement to total co-financing
1 - Thetotal contribution from Packard Foundation was US$ 6 million, representing an additional US$ 4.7 million from the requested
cofinancing funds

D. GEF RESOURCES REQUESTED BY FOCAL AREA(S), AGENCY(IES) OR COUNTRY (1ES) N/A

(in$)

GEF AgenCy Focal Area g?gl;]atj‘y Name/ Proj ect Agency
Preparation Project Fee Total
(select) (select)
(sdlect) (sdlect)
(sdlect) (sdlect)
(sdlect) (sdlect)
(select) (select)
(select) (select)
Total GEF Resources

* NO need to provide information for thistableif it isasingle focal area, single country and single GEF Agency project.

E. PROJECT MANAGEMENT BUDGET/COST?

Total
Cost Items Estimated GEF Other sources Project total
person weeks % %) %

Local consultants* n/a n/a n/a n/a
International consultants* n/a n/a n/a n/a
Office facilities, equipment, n/a n/a n/a
vehicles and communications* *

Travel** n/a n/a n/a
Total n/a n/a n/a

*  Provide detailed information regarding the consultantsin Annex C.

** Provide detailed information and justification for these lineitems. n/a

Y This isasupplemental gr ant to the protected areas Trust Fund. The project management budget has been included in the original grant.
F. CONSULTANTSWORKING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENTS:

Estimated Other sources | Project total
Component person weeks GEF(%$) (%) (%)
Local consultants* n/a n/a n/a n/a
International consultants* n/a n/a n/a n/a
Total n/a n/a n/a n/a

* PROVIDE DETAILED INFORMATION REGARDING THE CONSULTANTSIN ANNEX C.

G. DESCRIBE THE BUDGETED M&E PLAN: All indicators in the PA Logica Frameworks are aligned to the
program level results. Every year, the project sends an M&E report to the World Bank. For detailed information,
please find attached the 2007 M& E Report.

PART II: PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

A. DESCRIBE THE PROJECT RATIONALE AND THE EXPECTED M EASURABLE GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL
BENEFITS!:

The Project's objective is to promote the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in Mexico through the
consolidation of the National System Protected Areas (SINAP) by: (a) conserving globally important biodiversity in
selected areas of SINAP through an endowment fund; (b) promoting the economic, socia and environmental2



sustainability of productive activities in selected protected areas; (¢) promoting social co-responsibility for
conservation; and (d) in general, promoting the inclusion of biodiversity conservation and sustainable criteria in
development projects and other practices affecting selected protected areas. This project extends the protected areas
program initiated with GEF funding in 1992 and restructured as an endowment fund for 10 protected areas in 1997
(Project SINAP ), by adding 12 new protected areas to the program. The protected areas included in the SINAP 11
project were selected because of their global biodiversity value, as well as the degree of threat they face. The fourth
tranche of SINAP |1 will provide long-term financing to three additional Biosphere Reserves, each of which shelters
unique and endangered biodiversity. Benefits generated by the protection of these areas will include the long-term
preservation of globally important biodiversity. The expected global environment benefits to be achieved with the
inclusion of these three PAs are: reduced land degradation/desertification; critical ecosystem integrity and
regulation functions preserved, restored and improved; freshwater ecosystems maintained and protected, reduced
land-use conflicts and pasture pressure due to better land use planning. These benefits will be measured with the
tracking tool system and the indicators defined in the logical frameworks for each area (see Annex 2).

. DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH NATIONAL PRIORITIES/PLANS: The present
administration supports the strategy followed under SINAP |1, and proposes to expand its application. The increase
in real area under protection and in protected area staff and budget is one of the priorities of the present
administration. The project is consistent with national and government policies. The National Development Plan
(2007-2012) is structured in five main chapters and the fourth refers to Environmental Sustainability. This chapter
indudes abiodiversity topic, with a strategy towards areas with conservation schemes, use and sustainable
management of the nationa territory. One conservation scheme supported by this National Plan is the National
Protected Area System. The Commission of Natural Protected Areas (CONANP) recently published its National
Program (2007-2012) with three main objectives. 1) Biodiversity conservation, 2) Protection, management and
restoration of ecosystems, and 3) Sustainable activities in accordance with conservation objectives. This project
contributes to achieve these strategic objectives established by CONANP and the National Development Plan.

. DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH GEF STRATEGIES AND STRATEGIC PROGRAMS: The
proposed project is consistent with the Biodiversity Focal Area Strategic Priority SP-1: Sustainable financing of
protected area systems at the nationa level. Consolidating the National System for Protected Areas by focusing on
the conservation of key protected areasis acritica component of the GEF Strategy on Biodiversity. A consolidated
and sustainable protected area system will help conserve alarge proportion of Mexico's rich and unique biodiversity
and to maintain ecological and evolutionary processes of unique global importance. The global objective of this
project is to consolidate the conservation of globally significant biodiversity in protected areas in Mexico,
guaranteeing conservation and maintenance of global biodiversity benefits over the long term.

. OUTLINE THE COORDINATION WITH OTHER RELATED INITIATIVES: The proposed project fits well within the
World Bank's lending. Consistent with its commitment to mainstream the environment, the Bank's portfolio in
Mexico emphasizes a balance between direct support to the environment sector, and the integration of biodiversity
considerations into development activities not primarily designed to address environmental concerns. The project is
closely coordinated with Mexico-Mesoamerican Biologica Corridor project and the PROCY MAF Community
Forestry project, to provide an important enabling element for effective management of biodiversity in Mexico.

. DESCRIBE THE INCREMENTAL REASONING OF THE PROJECT: This grant will benefit the PA with an annual
average income of USD$ 97,087, which increases substantially the government budget. In the last three years this
budget has varied between USD$ 67,960 — 136,990. The grant will increase on an average 52% the income to the
PA. Therefore, without this grant the level of achievement on their conservation objectives goas would decrease on
asimilar percentage. The targets established on the logical frameworks of each PA could not be achieved on afive
year basis without the grant. For example, La Sepultura Biosphere Reserve is planning to increase 20% the habitat
quality in its vegetation cover over afive year period (2009 — 2013). Without the grant (nearly 50% increase on the
PA budget) this god would take ten years to complete.

. INDICATE RISKS, INCLUDING CLIMATE CHANGE RISKS, THAT MIGHT PREVENT THE PROJECT OBJECTIVE(S)
FROM BEING ACHIEVED AND OUTLINE RISK MANAGEM ENT MEASURES: Thelogical frameworks of each PA



include assumptions which can rearrange the strategy due to consequences of climate change. In other words this
instrument can be updated through adaptive management and therefore respond adequately to potentia risks related
to impacts of climate change.

G. EXPLAIN HOW COST-EFFECTIVENESSISREFLECTED IN THE PROJECT DESIGN: Asdetailed in the PAD,
alternatives considered and rejected include an explicit discussion of cost-effectiveness and why the selected
financing plan is the most cost-effective. The design team considered funding the mainstreaming activities from the
permanent endowment but decided instead to propose financing via normal project disbursements. Various
aternatives and scenarios for the structure of the endowment matching funds have been analyzed. A scenarioin
which other donors would match GEF money dollar-for-dollar in basic conservation activities was rejected as
unfeasible, given that few if any other donors are as willing as GEF to support basic conservation 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 first tier of 12 "urgent priority” areas was selected as the most 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 funds will be used to extend basic conservation support to more areas (adding an area to the
program in order of priority as there are sufficient funds to support it) and to go beyond basicsin any of the areas,
giving specia priority to conservation programs that test and demonstrate new instruments and approaches, or
programs that help PAs build financial sustainability at the local level.

PART I11: INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT

A. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENT: The endowment funds will be managed by the Mexican Fund for
the Conservation of Nature (FMCN), whichis a private organization. The FMCN will channel the interest
accrued to the protected areas, where the National Commission for Protected Areas (CONANP) is responsible for
applying these funds to the conservation priorities in each protected area according to specific logical frameworks

PART IV: EXPLAIN THE ALIGNMENT OF PROJECT DESIGN WITH THE ORIGINAL PIF: n/a

PART V: AGENCY(IES) CERTIFICATION

This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the GEF
criteriafor CEO Endorsement.

i /%r/”’/ Jo Albert,

J a8 Sr. GEF Regional Coordinator, LCR
The World Bank

Steve Gorman

Executive Coordinator, The World Bank

Date: September 3, 2008 Tel. and email:(202) 473-3458

Jalbert@worldbank.org




ANNEX A: PROJECT RESULTSFRAMEWORK
Seetables annex A1, A2 and A3 with logical frameworks of each of the three protected areas included in
tranche V.



ANNEX B: RESPONSESTO PROJECT REVIEWS (from GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, and Responses to
Comments from Council at work program inclusion and the Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF)

GEF Secretariat Review

Comments

Team Responses

1. The endorsement letter dated April
30 2008, written in Spanish is attached.
GEF now requires al endorsement
letter submitted in English. Please
kindly provide atrandation (informal
oneisfine) for our record.

Trandation of the endorsement letter attached in Annex 1

2. No information is provided on the fit
to specific GEF strategic objective and
program. The project fits well with the
SP1 on sustainable financing of PA
system, however, further information is
required under section C of the GEF
template on Request for CEO
endorsement approval.

The proposed project is consistent with the Biodiversity Focal Area
Strategic Priority SP-1: Sustainable financing of protected area systems at
the national level. Consolidating the National System for Protected Areas
by focusing on the conservation of key protected areasis acritical
component of the GEF Strategy on Biodiversity. A consolidated and
sustainable protected area system will help conserve alarge proportion of
Mexico's rich and unique biodiversity and to maintain ecologica and
evolutionary processes of unique globa importance. The global objective
of this project is to consolidate the conservation of globally significant
biodiversity in protected areas in Mexico, guaranteeing conservation and
maintenance of global biodiversity benefits over the long term.

3. In addition to the general description
that has been provided at this point,
please summarize the GEB of the three
protected areas that this tranche will
focus on and how they are being
mesasured.

The expected globa environment benefits to be achieved with the
inclusion of these three PAs are: reduced land degradation/desertification;
critical ecosystem integrity and regulation functions preserved, restored
and improved; freshwater ecosystems maintained and protected; reduced
land-use conflicts and pasture pressure due to better land use planning.
These benefits will be measured with the tracking tool system and the
indicators defined in the logical frameworks for each area (see Annex 2).

4. Regarding the project framework
(section A), we expect that in addition
to the expansion of PA fund in
monetary term, it also summarize some
of the key outcomes of the three
targeted PAs that would be covered by
this tranche. Please provide necessary
information.

The requested information is detailed in the logical frameworks for each
protected area (see Annex 2)

5. Please provide information on the fit
to the latest relevant national strategy,
plan and policy related to this project
initiative.

The project is consistent with national and government policies. The
National Development Plan (2007-2012) is structured in five main
chapters and the fourth refers to Environmental Sustainability. This
chapter includes a biodiversity topic, with a strategy towards areas with
conservation schemes, use and sustainable management of the national
territory. One conservation scheme supported by this National Plan is the
National Protected Area System. The Commission of Natura Protected
Areas (CONANP) recently published its National Program (2007-2012)
with three main objectives: 1) Biodiversity conservation, 2) Protection,
management and restoration of ecosystems, and 3) Sustainable activitiesin
accordance with conservation objectives. This project contributes to
achieve these strategic objectives established by CONANP and the
National Development Plan.

6. Isthe project consistent and properly
coordinated with other related

The proposed project fits well within the World Bank's lending. Consistent
with its commitment to mainstream the environment, the Bank's portfolio




initiatives in the country or in the
region? Please provide relevant
information under section D.

in Mexico emphasizes a balance between direct support to the environment
sector, and the integration of biodiversity considerations into development
activities not primarily designed to address environmental concerns. The
project is closdly coordinated with Mexico-Mesoamerican Biologica
Corridor project and the PROCY MAF Community Forestry project, to
provide an important enabling element for effective management of
biodiversity in Mexico

7. Has the cost-effectiveness
sufficiently been demonstrated in
project design? Please summarize and
provide relevant information under
section G, not only referring to the
PAD.

Asdetailed in the PAD, dternatives considered and rejected include an
explicit discussion of cost-effectiveness and why the selected financing
plan is the most cogt-effective. The design team considered funding the
mainstreaming activities from the permanent endowment but decided
instead to propose financing via normal project disbursements. 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 activities was rejected
as unfeasible, given that few if any other donors are as willing as GEF to
support basic conservation 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 first tier of 12 "urgent priority"
areas was selected as the most 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 funds will be used to extend basic
conservation support to more areas (adding an area to the program in order
of priority as there are sufficient funds to support it) and to go beyond
basicsin any of the areas, giving specia priority to conservation programs
that test and demonstrate new instruments and approaches, or programs
that help PAs build financial sustainability at the local level.

8. Does the project take into account
potential major risks, including the
consequences of climate change and
includes sufficient risk mitigation
measures? Please provide relevant
information under section F, including
risks related to climate change.

The logical frameworks of each PA include assumptions which can
rearrange the strategy due to consequences of climate change. In other
words this instrument can be updated through adaptive management and
therefore respond adequately to potentia risks related to impacts of
climate change.

9. Isthe vaue-added of GEF
involvement in the project clearly
demonstrated through incremental
reasoning? This question is related to
section E of the GEF template. Rather
than only referring to the relevant
section of the PAD, please summarize
them under the section and provide
necessary information.

This grant will benefit the PA with an annua average income of USD$
97,087, which increases substantially the government budget. In the last
three years this budget has varied between USD$ 67,960 — 136,990. The
grant will increase on an average 52% the income to the PA. Therefore,
without this grant the level of achievement on their conservation objectives
goals would decrease on asimilar percentage. The targets established on
the logical frameworks of each PA could not be achieved on afive year
basis without the grant. For example, La Sepultura Biosphere Reserveis
planning to increase 20% the habitat quality in its vegetation cover over a
five year period (2009 — 2013). Without the grant (nearly 50% increase on
the PA budget) this goal would take ten years to complete.

10. How would the proposed project
outcomes and global environmental
benefits be affected if GEF does not
invest? Please provide necessary
information.

The targets established on the logical frameworks of each PA could not be
achieved on afive year basis without the GEF grant. For example, La
Sepultura Biosphere Reserve is planning to increase 20% the habitat
quality in its vegetation cover over afive year period (2009 — 2013).
Without the grant (nearly 50% increase on the PA budget) this goa would
take ten years to complete.

11. No cofinancing letters are attached.
For every tranche in the past, we
received copies of the letter in addition

Pease find attached the copies of the cofinancing letters and summary of
confinancing in Annex 3




to proof of deposit. Please kindly
provide the copies asitisa
requirement.

12. Please provide necessary summary
information under section G on the
M&E plan, in light of the new GE
M&E policy.

All indicators in the PA Logical Frameworks are aligned to the program
level results. Every year, the project sends an M&E report to the World
Bank. For detailed information, please find attached the 2007 M& E Report
(Annex 4).

13. Please also provide tracking tools
for all the three PAs.

Please find attached tracking tools for each protected area (Annex 5).

14. Logica framework is provided for
all three new Pas that this tranche will
be focused on. Baseline information

for quite a number of indicators are yet
to be provided. GEF requires these
information by the time of CEO
endorsement. Please provide necessary
information.

Please find basdline information in the logical frameworks for the three
PAs (Annex 2)

15. The PM did not find an attachment
of the summary of the Independent
Evaluation and Bank evauation
athough it has been noted on the cover
memo. Please kindly provide these
information.

Please find attached a copy of the independent evauation (Annex 6).

16. Please a'so ensure that these project
level indicators and targets fit

with the program level results
framework and adequately monitored
a the program level. Please provide
necessary information that this

has been done.

All indicatorsin the PA Logica Frameworks are aigned to the program
level results. Every year, the project sends an M&E report to the World

Bank, which is complemented by periodica field visits and supervision

missions.

RESPONSE TOOBSERVATIONSMADE ON JULY 16, 2008

Comments Team Responses
1. Please provide summary of the Mexico has atotal of 164 protected areas at the federa level, which are
aggregated measurable considered of national importance. They cover 23,098,391 ha. Through a

GEB among the three PAs that the
project isfocusing on at this

tranche, i.e. total hectare coverage.,
Species conservation etc to have

a holistic understanding about the
scope of the project.

Regarding the project framework
(section A), we expect that in

addition to the expansion of PA fundin
monetary term, it aso

summarize some of the key outcomes
of the three targeted PASs that

would be covered by this tranche.
Please provide

aggregated information on outcomes
and outputs among the 3

targeted PAsin the project framework

priority-setting exercise conducted by experts and described in Annex 13
of the Project Appraisal Document (PAD) a group of 34 protected areas
were considered of globa importance based on eight criteria and a
thorough analysis. These 34 protected areas cover an area of

9,443,625 (40% of the total) and include the most representative
ecosystems in the country. Mexico is one of the countries with both
highest biodiversity and ecosystem diversity in the world. The 34
protected areas are thus considered of key global importance.

While Mexico has ensured that the 34 protected areas have personnel and a
fiscal budget, basic operation requires additional funds to conserve the
natural resources harbored by these sites. The GEF funds and the co-
financing already obtained for 26 of the 34 protected areas ensure their
basic operation and conservation. The funds for three protected areas
included in the fourth tranche will increase to 29 the protected areas which
have their basic operation covered.




and/or GEB section as appropriate. In
addition, the PM referred again on the
submission of the earlier tranche to see
how these information has been
provided and recognized that
supplemental GEF grant agreement
document was attached (including
some summary and logframes of

the Pas) at the previous tranches.

The three protected areas included in the fourth tranche will complete the
12 protected areas covered in the four tranches by GEF. They cover
610,925 ha of the 3,412,660 hatotal area of the 12 protected areas. The
three protected areas are biosphere reserves recognized for their nationa
and global importance. They contain awide array of unique ecosystems,
such as the Chihuahuan desert and transition ecosytems between Central
and North-America. They are particularly important for their vegetation
types, species richness, and number of endangered species they contain
(see table included in Annex 7).

The project funds and the investment by CONANP in the three protected
areas will ensure that deforestation rates within these protected areas slows
down, that the species that dwell in these areas are maintained as indicated
by the registry of indicator species defined per area, and that the area under
sustainable practices and number of people involved in these practices
increases (as defined per areain each logica framework). Preliminary data
on aress aready supported with GEF funds indicate that deforestation is
significantly lower inside the protected areas and most protected areas
analyzed show decreasing deforestation through time.

2. Copies of the cofinancing letters are
provided. The PM recognized

that these cofinances are dedicated to
specific sub-funds within the

Mexico PA fund, such as Monarch
Butterfly Fund, Bahia de los

Angeles fund, Gulf of Cdifornia
marine fund. Please kindly clarify

that these funds are indeed cofinancing
the GEF's finance to the

three targeted PAs under this tranche.

As explained in Annex 13 of the Project Appraisal Document (PAD) the
consolidation of the Protected Areas System requires focusing on
obtaining benefits for the protected area system as awhole and not on any
isolated protected area. Through a thorough priority-setting exercise a
group of expertsidentified eight criteria, which were applied to 114
protected areas. This exercise is summarized in Annex 13 of the PAD. As
aresult of this exercise, 34 protected areas were identified as priority from
aglobal benefit perspective.

As explained in Annex 14 of the PAD the one-to-one matching
endowment funds will either cover basic conservation or other
complementary activities in the group of 34 priority areas identified
through the exercise described in Annex 13 of the PAD. Hence the co-
finance involves matching funds in some of the 34 priority aress. It isthe
result of the fundraising plan described in Annex 14 of the PAD.

3 Additional information and
documents are provided, including the
TTsand evaluation reports. However,
information provided on the

M&E plan is not sufficient. In addition
to the annua reporting, please
indicate al monitoring and eval uation
actions planned for the

project, including monitoring missions,
evaluation activities (ICR,

etc) based on GEF and WB guiddlines
for M&E.

M&E of the project involves the following actions:

a) based on the 5-year logframes the personnel in each protected area
defines annual goals for each indicator. Advances in each indicator
toward the annual goas are measured every semester through
written reports that are reviewed by the central coordination unit
of the project;

b) field visits are conducted according to a program defined by the
central coordination unit and the National Commission for
Protected Areas (CONANP) to ensure that advancesin the field
correspond to the reports and to update logframes every five years;

c) theWorld Bank conducts supervision missions at least two times
per year, which include field visits to the protected areas;

d) indicators at the project level are measured yearly and reported to
the World Bank every March;

e) theindependent evaluation and mid-term review involved experts
in monitoring and included areview of M& E activities,

f) GEF tracking tools were updated for the mid term review;

g) an independent evaluation is planned for 2009 in preparation for




the ICR and the June 30, 2010 closing date.

The monitoring methodology is based on indicators that measure impact
on stakeholders and biodiversity at the project and site level, aswell as
management performance. Feedback in writing is provided to the protected
areateams every semester by the project staff and by the World Bank
during supervision missions. In addition, CONANP measures periodically
the performance of the protected area personnel.

RESPONSE TOOBSERVATIONSMADE ON JULY 25, 2008

Comments

Team Responses

1. Adequate explanation has been
provided. However, the PM recognize
that the total cofinance noted on Annex
C notes $5.44 million (with $1.29
million contribution from Packard
Foundation), while the Request for
CEO Endorsement Approva document
notes atotal cofinancing of $10.15
million (with $6 million contribution
from Packard). Please revise the
document to ensure coherence and
GEF appreciates the larger cofinance
for the project.

Asexplained in Annex B of the supplemental grant document (see note on
the second column of table under paragraph 6) the total contribution from
Packard Foundation in December 2007 was US$ 6 million (see bank
deposit statement). Only US$ 1.29 million of these US$ 6 million were
required to complete the required 1:1 match to complete the US$5.44
million at that point. Hence, the project raised an additional US$ 4.7
million (US$ 6 million minus US$1.29 million) to the required US$5.44
million.

RESPONSE TOOBSERVATIONS MADE ON AUGUST 22, 2008

Comments

Team Responses

1. After an internd financia review of
the CEO endorsement package, the
GEFSEC recognized that there should
not be any agency fee included in the
tranches, based on the information in
the cover note from Nov 2000 WP. It
states "It is anticipated that there would
be afuture additiona request for $15
million in GEF. This additional

assi stance would be made without
additional fee to the World Bank as
Implementing Agency."

Please revise and resubmit the CEO
endorsement request form without the
10% Agency Fee. Please dso inform
the Mexico OFP accordingly about this
change.

Done.
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ANNEX C: CONSULTANTSTO BE HIRED FOR THE PROJECT

$/ Estimated

Position Titles person week | person weeks Tasks to be performed
For Project Management
Locd
na na na na
na na na na
International
na na na na
na na na na
na na na na
For Technical Assistance
Locd
na na na na
na na na na
International
na na na na
na na na na
na na na na

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

A. EXPLAIN IF THE PPG OBJECTIVE HAS BEEN ACHIEVED THROUGH THE PPG ACTIV ITIES UNDERTAKEN.
N/A

B. DESCRIBE IF ANY FINDINGSTHAT MIGHT AFFECT THE PROJECT DESIGN OR ANY CONCERNSON
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION. N/A

C. PROVIDE DETAILED FUNDING AMOUNT OF THE PPG ACTIVITIESAND THEIR IMPLEMTATION STATUSIN

THE TABLE BELOW:
GEF Amount ($)
Project Preparation Implementation | Amount Amount Amount Uncommitted Co-
Activities Approved Status Approved | SpentTo- | Committed Amount* financing
date ($)

na (Select)
na (Selech)
na (Select)
na (Select)
na (Select)
na (Select)
na (Select)
na (Selec)
Total

* Uncommitted amount should be returned to the GEF Trust Fund. Please indicate expected date of refund transaction to Trustee.

1
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MEXICO

Supplemental GEF Grant — Consolidation of the Protected Areas System Project
SINAPII

Background:

1 This report refers to a supplemental GEF grant to the United Mexican States and

Nacional Financiera S.N.C. and Fondo Mexicano parala Conservacion de la Naturaleza (FMCN)
for US$5.44 million, to provide additional funding for the Mexico: Consolidation of the Protected
Areas System Project (SINAP [1). The SINAP 1 Project was approved by the Board on February
7, 2002. The corresponding Grant Agreement was signed on February 13, 2002, and became
effective on April 25, 2002. The Project is expected to close by June 30, 2010.

2. The Project's objective is to promote the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity
in Mexico through the consolidation of the Nationa System Protected Areas (SINAP) by: ()
conserving globally important biodiversity in selected areas of SINAP through an endowment
fund; (b) promoting the economic, socia and environmental sustainability of productive activities
in selected protected areas; (c) promoting social co-responsibility for conservation; and (d) in
general, promoting the inclusion of biodiversity conservation and sustainable criteriain
development projects and other practices affecting selected protected areas. This project extends
the protected areas program initiated with GEF funding in 1992 and restructured as an
endowment fund for 10 protected areas in 1997 (Project SINAP 1), by adding 12 new protected
areas to the program. There have been no substantial changes to the project's original objectives
and design since Board approval.

3. The total GEF grant amounts to US$31.1, while the total cost of the project is US$60.12
million. The disbursement of the first trance (US$16.1 million) took place on May 10, 2002 and
included US$7.5 million in endowment funds to cover the basic conservation of four selected
protected areas. A second trance of US$2.21 million in endowment funds, to support basic
conservation in Sierra de Alamos in the state of Sonorain Mexico, was disbursed on July1, 2004.
The third tranche with a corresponding disbursement of US$7.35 million took place on
October 26, 2007 to support four protected areas: La Encrucijada in the state of Chiapas,
Banco Chinchorro in Quintana Roo, El Pinacate in Sonora, and Sierra La Lagunain Bga
California Sur. The proposed supplemental GEF grant would be used to further capitalize the
endowment of the protected areas fund under FMCN ("Fondo para Areas Naturales Protegidas” -
FANP) for the following protected areas. La Sepulturaand El Ocote in Chigpas and Mapimi in
the states of Chihuahua, Coahuila and Durango. All three Reserves are considered to be areas of
high biological and ecological importance and are facing important threats to the conservation
and sustainable use of their natural resources, therefore they are considered of high priority for
protection. These areas have been pre-selected according to the criteria established in the Project
Document (PAD of January 10, 2002, Annex 14, page 99). More details on the ecology of the
three protected areas and the threats they face can be found in Annex C.

4. Per the policy adopted by the Board in March 2002, this supplemental grant includes
additional information on the following: (i) summary of evidence for compliance with established
conditions for the supplemental grant; (ii) the estimated project costs, procurement and
disbursement arrangements, (iii) the social assessment and social strategy, (iv) the FANP
endowment, (v) the environmenta analysis; (vi) revised logical framework; (vii) changes to the
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matching funds; and (viii) additiona information on the Socia Assessment and Operational
Strategy design for La Sepulturaand El Ocote in the state of Chigpas and Mapimi in the states of
Coahuila, Durango and Chihuahua.

Summary of evidence for compliance with established conditions for supplemental grant:

5. Compliance of the supplemental GEF grant with applicable Bank safeguard and fiduciary
policies were ensured by applying the procedures established in the Project Appraisal Document
(PAD) and Legal Agreement, particularly in the annexes on procurement, disbursement and
environmenta analysis. The conditions required the submission of the following documentation:

Reserve-specific logical framework with protected area-specific indicators.
Evidence of matching contributions to the endowment.
Adeguate socia assessment for the entering protected areas.

Adeguate evaluation of indigenous peoples issues and appropriate design of Indigenous
Peoples Devel opment Plans, as needed.

Endowment contributions by SEMARNAT (Secretariat for the Environment and Natural
Resources: Secretaria del Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales) to FANP, in order to
cover taxes during project implementation.

6. These conditions have been met and are summarized below and detailed in the
attached annexes;

a) Thelogica frameworks with the indicators for the La Sepultura, El Ocote, and Mapimi
protected areas are included in Annex A.

b) Evidence of matching contributions to the endowment: Annex B includes a table that
summarizes the matching funds to date. Copies of bank account statements showing
deposits amounting to US$ 10.15 million accompanied by the agreements signed by the
donors are available in project files.

¢) Thesocia assessmentsand socia strategies for La Sepultura, EI Ocote, and Mapimi are
available in project files; executive summaries are included in Annex C. The appropriate
designs of remedial actions are defined in the logical framework in Annex A.

d) Social assessment identified that 80% of population in NPA El Ocote is of indigenous
descent, therefore the whole social strategy for this area has been prepared asan
Indigenous Peoples Plan (IPP). In the case of NPA La Sepultura, thereis only a small
community of indigenous migrants concentrated in Villahermosa; an IPP has been
prepared for this community. There is no indigenous population in NPA Mapimi. Socia
strategy in Annex C comprises a summary of 1PP for El Ocote and Villahermosa PP in
La Sepultura. Both 1PP were fully discussed and agreed with indigenous populations and
localy disclosed. Full IPP are available in project files and will be sent to the Infashop
for further disclosure.

€) Theendowment contributions by SEMARNAT (Secretariat for the Environment and
Natural Resources: Secretaria del Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales) to FANP are
shown in the bank account statements described in Annex B. SEMARNAT has deposited



atotal of US$2.3 million in endowment funds to cover taxes during project
implementation.

References to the PAD Annexes:

7. The procedures described in the Project Appraisal Document, particularly in the annexeson
procurement, disbursement, and environmental analysis were followed, and no significant
modifications are required in Annex 3, 6, 11, 14 and 15, since the expansion of the FANP was
part of the original project design and is included in the Project Appraisal Document in the
following fashion:

Annex 3. "Estimated Project Costs': the funds requested by the supplemental grant are
included in the US$ 15 million under the GEF column in the third table found on page 49.
The matching funds described in Annex B of this report are included under the "GOM" and
"Private" columns of the same table.

Annex 6. “Procurement and Disbursement Arrangements’: the supplemental grant will be
part of the endowment capital. 1ts generated income will finance the areaimplementation
Annua Operating Plans (POAS). The $5.44 million supplemental grant by GEF and the
corresponding $6.44 million matching funds should be added to the “Other” column under
“4. Endowment Fund.”

Annex 11: “Socia Assessment and Socia Strategy”: as stated above, the socia
assessments for the La Sepultura, El Ocote, and Mapimi protected areas have been
submitted and cleared by the World Bank. Their summaries are included in Annex C. The
socid gtrategy that will be followed in La Sepultura, El Ocote, and Mapimi is the one
described in Annex 11 for the origina four protected areas, since it is a generd strategy
designed for the 12 new protected areas to be supported by the endowment income.

Annex 14: Annex 14: “Further Expansion of the FANP Endowment”: this Annex
incorporates the supplemental grants for the remaining three protected areas, including La
Sepultura, El Ocote, and Mapimi as part of the expansion of the endowment. The average
costs per area are the ones described in this Annex and have suffered no changes.

Annex 15: "Environmental Analysis': the procedures described in this annex will be
followed, in case any of the activities included in the annual operating plans of the La
Sepultura, El Ocote, and Mapimi protected areas require an environmental impact
assessmert, in accordance with the procedures set forth in the FMCN/FANP Operational
Manual and the CONANP Operationa Manual.



Annex Al. Logical framework with theindicators of theNPA “La Sepultura” in Chiapas.

| nditos  gification

Strategy U Assumptions

‘ I ndicator (s) Basdine Target

OBJECTIVE
Maintain the
biodiversity and the

ecosystem services of
the Reserve through

CoreZone: 10
halyear.
Buffer Zone:
300 halyear.

2009: CZ: 10
halyear. BZ: 270
halyear.
2010:CZ:5

GIS analysis
reports, fire
statistical
reports and

No extraordinary
meteorological
conditions or
earthquakes.

Rate of change
of vegetation
cover.

its protection,
conservation and
management in
collaboration with
residents, users and
key partners.

halyear. BZ: 240
halyear.

2011: CZ: 25
halyear. BZ: 190
halyear.

2012: CZ:13
halyear. BZ: 167
halyear.

2013: Cz: 1.3
halyear. BZ: 167
halyear.

Databases.

Habitat quality.

70% of the
vegetation
cover with
good habitat

quality.

2009: 70% of the
vegetation cover
with good habitat

quality.

2010: 75% of the
vegetation cover
with good habitat

quality.

2011: 80% of the
vegetation cover
with good habitat

quality.

2012: 85% of the
vegetation cover
with good habitat

quality.

2013: 90% of the
vegetation cover
with good habitat

quality.

Habitat quality
studies and
reports.

Quantity and
quality of
water.

Water quality
acceptable (6
to 30 DBO)
Annua mean
volume of 70
million square
meters.

DBO data

2009: Water
quality
acceptable (6to
30 DBO)
Annua mean
volume of 70
million square
meters.

Quantity and
quality of water
report.

Political and
institutional will
from organisms
with incidencein
the reserve.

Socia stability and
will from the
communities.




according to 2010: Water
the Nationa quality
Commission of | acceptable (6 to
Water (CNA) | 30 DBO)
and Annual mean
hidrometrelogi | volume of 70
ca dtations. million square
meters.
2011: Water
quality
acceptable (6 to
30 DBO)
Annua mean
volume of 76
million square
meters.
2012: Water
quality
acceptable (6 to
30 DBO)
Annua mean
volume of 83
million square
meters.
2013: Water
quality
acceptable (6 to
30 DBO)
Annua mean
volume of 88
million square
meters.
Abundance of | Passerina 2009: Maintain Annua
five indicator rositae 83% baseline species | Monitoring
and/or key abundant (5 abundance. Report
Species. observations 2010: Maintain
per site) baseline species
Phantera onca | abundance.
80% (1 —
observation 2011: Maintain
per site) Puma baseline species
concolor 80% abundanc_e. .
(1 observation | 2012: Mantan
per site) baseline species
Tapirus bairdii | 3oundance.
80% (1 2013: Mantan
observation baseline species
per site) abundance.
Chamaedora
guezalteca, 0.5
individuals per

square meter




inwild

populations.
Erosion Index | 100 Tons per 2009: 100 Tons | Erosion
ha per year. per ha per year. monitoring
2010: 97 Tons report.
per ha per year.
2011: 95 Tons
per ha per year.
2012: 93 Tons
per ha per year.
2013: 90 Tons
per ha per year.
RESULTS
MANAGEMENT AND CONSERVATION STRATEGY
R1. lllega Number of 15illegd acts | 2009: 15 annua Database No
environmental acts illegal actshy | per year illegal acts. analysis. extraordinary
arereduced withthe | typeand 2010: 10 annua meteorologica
execution of the Severity. illegal acts. | conditions or
vigilance and 2011: 8 annua earthquakes.
protection programme illegal acts. Political and
in coordination with 5012 S5annua institutional
residents and illegal acts. will from
ingtitutions. : organisms
ﬁ?elg?’al E;Ctar;nual with incidence
i : in the reserve.
Number of 50% of illegd | 2009: 50% Database Social
illega acts acts reported 2010: 60% analysis. stability and
reported / and followed. [ 2011 70% will from the
followed. 2012: 80% communities.
2013: 90% Mechanisms
Number of 12 annual 2009: 12 annual Database to enforce
toursand area | tourscovering | toursin 5,000 has. analysis. norms and
under vigilance. | 5,000 has. 2010: 12 annud regulations.
toursin 5,000 has.
2011: 100 annud
tours in 40,000 has.
2012:140 annua
tours in 60,000 has.
2013: 160 annud
toursin 80,000 has.
R2. Negativeimpact | Number of 35 fires per 2009: 35 fires per Database No
from firesin the fires. year. year. analysis. extraordinary
Reserve ecosystems 2010: 35 fires per meteorologica
are reduced through year. | conditions or
the implementation of 2011 30 fires per earthquakes.
an integrated fire year. Political and
management 2012: 25 fires per institutional
programme. will from

year.




2013: 20 fires per organisms
year. with incidence
Affected area | 286 haper fire. | 2009: 286 ha per Database in the reserve.
(ha) per fire. fire. analysisand Socid
2010: 250 ha per technical reports | stability and
fire. from the dry will from the
2011: 200 haper season. communities.
fire.
2012: 150 ha per
fire.
2013: 100 haper
fire.
Areawith fire | 10,000 ha 2009: 10,000 ha Database
regime retained. 2010: 50,000 ha anaysisand
2011 100000ha | technical reports
2012: 130,000ha | fromthedry
2013: 149,000 ha. | Se&son.
Areaunder fire | 1000 Ha 2009: 1000 ha. Database
management. 2010: 1000 ha andysis and
2011; 2000 ha technical reports
2012: 2000 ha from the dry
2013: 3000 ha. Season.
Number of 4 communities | 2009: 4 Technica reports
communities communities. of the Fire
with a 2010: 6 Management
Community communities. Programmes.
Fire 2011: 8
Management communities.
Programme. 5012 10
communities.
2013:12
communities.
R3. Thecommunities | Number of 1 municipality | 2009: 1 Agreements of Political and
of the PA haveurban | municipalities municipality, community or institutional
developmental plans | that include Arriaga municipal will from
at amunicipd level environmental 2010: 2 assemblies. organisms
with environmental criteriain their municipalities, with incidence
criteria urban Arriaga and Tonaa in the reserve.
developmental 2011 3 Socid
plans municipalities stability and
Arriaga, Tonald and will from the
Villaflores. communities.
2012: 4
municipalities,
Arriaga, Tond4,
Villaflores and
Cintalapa.
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2013: 4

municipalities,
Arriaga, Tond4,
Villafloresand
Cintalapa.
Number of 0 2009: 0 Agreements of
communities communities. | communities. community or
with abasic 2010: 2 municipal
management communities. assembliesand
programme for 2011 4 technical reports.
solid waste communities.
residues 2012 6
communities.
2013: 8
communities., Los
Angeles, Tierray
Libertad (de
Villaflores), Tierray
Libertgad
(Jiquipilas), Tiltepec,
Rosendo Salazar,
Col. Agricola 20 de
Nov., LasPamas
and Raymundo
Flores.
R4. A research and Number of 27 research 2009: 1 research Annua report. No
monitoring research projects. project. extraordinary
programmeisapplied | projects that 2010: 3research meteorologica
to the management stick to the projects. | conditions or
decision making Management . earthquakes.
within the PA. Programme of i?oljtcg research Political and
the PA and ' ingtitutional
support 2012: 6 research will from
decision projects. organisms
making. 2013: 7research with incidence
projects. in the reserve.
Number of 0 agreements. | 2009: 2 agreements. | Signed Socid
collaboration 2010: 4 agreements. | agreement. stability and
agreements 2011: 6 agreements. will from the
with research 2012; 6 agreements. communities.
institutes. 2013: 6 agreements.
R5. Damaged critical | Areaunder a 150 has 2009: 50 has Technical report. | Thereareno
zones are restored restoration 5010 100 has extraordinary
with social process 2011: 150 has metrological
participation and aid | (includes areas : conditions or
fromingtitutions from | abandoned or 2012: 200 has earthquakes.
the environmental recovered). 2013: 250 has Thereis
sector. Number of 2000 works (8 | 2009: 200 restoration | Technica report. | political and
restoration works per Ha). | works. ingtitutional
works, 2010: 400 restoration will with
works. incidencein
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2011: 800 restoration the reserve.
works. Thereis socia
stability and
2012: 1200 will from the
restoration works. communities.
2013: 1600
restoration works.
Number of 2 species 2009: 2 species. Technical report.
exotic species | (Tilapia sp. 2010: 2 species.
(controlled and Hiarrenya | 2011: 2 species.
and/or ruffa). 2012: 2 species.
eradicated). 2013: 2 Spedies.
SOCIAL STRATEGY
R6. PA producers Area under 1700 ha. 2009: 500 ha Technical report. | No
adopt sustainable sustainable 2010: 1,000 ha extraordinary
agriculturaland management. 2011; 1,500 ha meteorologica
livestock techniques 2012 2,000 ha | conditions or
with support from 2013: 2500 ha earthquakes.
Institutions. Number of 588 producers | 2009: 250 producers. | Technica report. EIOSIJI?SSI Oggld
producers 2010: 500 producers. (SAGARPA
involved in 2011 750 producers, SC, FONAES,
sustainable 2012: 1,000 and
activities. producers SEDESOL)
2013: 1,250 will from
producers. organisms
Number of 5 systems of 2009: Maintain 5 Technica report | with incidence
sustainable production. systems of PET and in the reserve.
techniques production. PRODERS. Socid
(systems of 2010: Maintan5 stability and
production) systems of will from the
adopted. production. communities.
2011: Maintan 5
systems of
production.
2012: Maintain 5
systems of
production.
2013: Maintain 5
systems of
production.
R7. Loca Areawith 10,420 ha. 2009: 500 ha. Technical report | No
communities from the | sustainable 2010: 1,000 ha CONAFOR, PET | extreordinary
PA have other alternatives 2011; 1,500 ha and PRODERS. | meteorologica
sustainable activities | (includes 2012: 2,000 ha. | conditions or
(productive payment for 2013: 2,500 ha. earthquakes.
aternatives) or ecosystem Political and
conservation services). institutional
schemes. Number of 919 people 2009: 60 people Technica report | (COFOSECH,
people involved. involved. CONAFOR, PET | CONAFOR,
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involved. 2010: 210 people and PRODERS. | CONCAFE,
involved. and
2011: 360 people Municipdlities
involved. ) will from
2012: 510 people organisms
involved. with incidence
. in the reserve.
voved TTC There s socia
Number of 5 sustainable 2009: 5 sustainable | Technical report St?b' lity and
) o o will from the
sustainable activities. activities. CONAFOR, PET | munities.
activities 2010: 5 sustainable | and PRODERS.
(productive activities.
alternatives) 2011 5 sustainable
adopted. activities.
2012: 5 sugtainable
activities.
2013: 5 sustainable
activities.
R8. Population % of population | 5530 form a 2009: 50% according | Evaluation No
awareness level of the | of thePA and | total of 11, 061 | to baseline. resultsand extraordinary
importance of its influence habitants 2010: 6083 annual report. meteorologica
biodiversity and area that (49%). habitants, 55% | conditions or
ecosystem benefits recognises the according to earthquakes.
that the PA generates. | importance of baseline. Political and
the ecosystem 2011: 6636 institutional
services of the habitants, 60% will from
reserve. according to organisms
basdine. with incidence
2012 7189 in the reserve.
habitants, 65% Social
according to stability and
basdine. will from the
2013: 7742 communities.
habitants, 70%
according to
baseline.
% of vistorsof | 3750 of atota | 2009: 30% according | Evaluation
the PA that of 12,500 to baseline. resultsand
recognisesthe | visitors (30%). | 2010: 35% according | annual report.
importance of to baseline.
the ecosystem 2011: 40% according
services of the to basdine.
reserve. 2012: 45% according
to baseline.
2013: 50% according
to basaline.
R9. Increasein socid | Number of 4 mestings. 2009: 4 mestings. Meeting reports. | No
participation in meetings of 2010: 4 meetings. extraordinary
conservation advisory 2011 4 meetings. meteorologica
activities. council with | conditions or

2012: 4 mestings.
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minimum 2013: 4 meetings.
quorum.
Number of 7: CMDRS of | 2009: 7 fora Meeting reports.
active fora Villaflores, 2010: 8 fora.

Villacorzo and [2011: 9 fora

Cintalapa; 2012: 9 fora.

CDDRScoast 50139 fora,

and Frailesca,

Comité de

Cuenca

Lagartero and

Zanatenco.
Number of 1507 people 2009: 310 people Meeting reports.
inhabitants participating. above basdline. Technical report
participating in 2010: 610 people CONAFOR, PET
conservation above basdline. and PRODERS.
and 2011: 910 people
management above basdline.
practiceswithin 2012: 1210 people
the PA. above basdline.

2013: 1510 people
above basdline.

earthquakes.
Political and
institutional
will from
organisms
with incidence
in the reserve.
Socid
stability and
will from the
communities.
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Annex A2. Logical framework with theindicators of the protected area“ El Ocote” ” in Chiapas

Strategy

Objective:
Maintain
karstic tropical
ecosystems as
well asthe
continuity of
natural
processesand
cycles of the
Biosphere
Reserve Selva
El Ocote.

Indicator (s)

Indicators

Basdine

Verification
Sour ces

Between 2009 Between 1995 2009. The Satellite images.
and 2013 2000 annua deforestation Vegetation and
deforestation deforestation rate | rateis land use study
within the within the reserve | maintained. reports.
reserve doesnot | was 2.54 %. 2010. The
exceed the deforestation
halyear surface rateis
of the basdline maintained.
generated in 2011 The
2000. deforestation
rateis
maintained.
2012. The
deforestation
rateis
maintained.
2013. The
deforestation
rateis
maintained.
Underground All sitessurveyed | 2009. Water qudity
waters of the (eight) for Underground yearly reports
Reserve do not underground water quality is
exceed the water quality are | kept as per
established within the official | NOM-001-
standards of [imit (NOM-001- | ECOL-1996
contaminants ECOL-1996). standards for all
NOM-001- sites surveyed.
ECOL-1996, 2010.
which set the Underground
maximum water quality is
alowable kept as per
contaminant NOM-001-
limit of residua ECOL-1996
water discharge standards for all
into national Sites surveyed.
waters. 2011.
Underground
water quality is
kept as per
NOM-001-
ECOL-1996
standards for all
sites surveyed.

Assumptions

No extreme

meteorological
phenomena.
Environmental issues
are kept in the
national political
agenda.
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2012.
Underground
water quality is
kept as per
NOM-001-
ECOL-1996
standardsfor al
Sites surveyed.

2013.
Underground
water quality is
kept as per
NOM-001-
ECOL-1996
standardsfor al
Sites surveyed.

Frequency of
observation of
key specieswith
yearly presence
recordsin the
core zones of the
Reserve.

Four specieswith
presencein the
reserve; Pantera
onca, Spizetus
ornatus, Boa
constrictor andy
Hylorchilusnavai.

2009. An
increase on the
observation
frequency for
the four species
with presencein
the reserve.

2010. An
increase on the
observation
frequency for
the four species
with presencein
the reserve.

2011. An
increase on the
observation
frequency for
the four species
with presencein
the reserve.

2012. An
increase on the
observation
frequency for
the four species
with presencein
the reserve.

2013. An
increase on the
observation
frequency for
the four species
with presencein
the reserve.

Y early reports on
the monitoring
projects of key
Species.

Increase of

500 hain 2008.

2009. 600 has.

Y early reports on
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sustainable 2010. 700 has. | sustainable
managed areas devel opment
from 500 hato 2011. 800 has. projects.
1,000 ha 2012. 900 has.
2013. 1,000 has.
Increase of the 2,800 hain2008. | 2009. 2900 has. | Yearly reportson
area under 2010. 3000 has. | ecological
ecologica 5011, 3100 has, | restoration
restoration in the projects.
evergreen and 2012. 3200 has
subevergreen 2013. 3300 has.
medium altitude
rainforest of the
Reserve from
2,800 to 3,300 ha
Results
Management and conservation strategies
R1. Avallability | Number of 5 research projects | 2009: 1 project | Availability of Interest shown by
of basic support | research projects | carried out in 2010: 1 project | research academic institutions
information for | carried out. 2008. 2011: 1 database | documents in the development of
the Reserve of research applied research
management. projects. projects.
2012: Update of
the database of
research projects.
2012: Update of
the database of
research projects.
R2. Mitigation | Areaof the PA 25,000 haiin 2008. | 2009: 25,000 Field reports. Cooperation and
of the negative | under has. Inspection efficiency on
impact of illicit | surveillance. 2010: 25,000 minutes taken applying regulations.
acts on natural has. by PROFEPA. | Politica will from
resources. 2011: 35,000 corresponding
has. institutions in order to
2012: 45000 enforce the law.
has.
2013:
Surveillance
over 45,000 hais
kept.
Number of illicit | 15% of illicit acts | 2009: 15% of
actsreported by | in 2008. illicit acts
the PA and followed
followed by 2010: 20% of
PROFEPA. illicit acts
followed

2011: 20% of
illicit acts
followed
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2012: 30% of
illicit acts
followed
2013: 35% of
illicit acts
followed

R3. Mitigation | Areaaffected by | 4,000 hain 2008. | 2009: 4,000 ha Feld reports. No extreme

of the negative | fires. 2010: 4,000 ha Damage meteorological

impact of fire ; assesment phenomena.

on the karstic 2011: 4,000 ha documentation. | Political will from

tropical 2012: 4000 ha | satelliteimages. | ingtitutions of the

ecosystem. 2013: 3,000 ha productive and socid
Number of fires | 8firesin 2008. 2009: 8fires iﬁﬁ&im order to
affecting more 2010: 8 fires . .
: environmental issues
than 100 ha 2011 7 fires into thair
2012: 7 fires programmes.
2013: 7 fires

R4. Areas Restored area 2,800 hain2008. | 2009: 100 haand | Satellite images. | Will from

deteriorated by follow-up of the | Yearly reports | communities so asto

forest firesand 2,800 ha on the projects. | participatein
anthropogenic 2010: 100 haand restoration projects.
activitiesgo follow-up of the Availability of
through a 2,900 ha germplasm.
restauration 2011: 100 haand Favourable weather
process. follow-up of the conditions for

3,000 ha seedling.

2012: 100 haand

follow-up of the

3,100 ha

2013: 100 haand

follow-up of the

3,200 ha

Social strategy

RS. Both locals | Number of 25% out of 8,000 | 2009: 25% of Survey Interest shown by

and usersvalue | peopleinvolved | peoplelivingin inhabitants and documentation. | local leadersin

thenatural and | inconservation | the Reserve users of the Field reports. participating in
cultura activitiesof the | (INEGI 1995) and | Reserve conservation
richnessof the | PAina 3,500 usersin 2010: 30% of activities.

PA. conscious and 2008. inhabitants and SEP remains open to
responsible users of the colaboration.
manner. Reserve L ocal and regional

2011: 30% of mediaare willing to
inhabitants and spread the word on
users of the the importance of the
Reserve Reserve.

2012: 35% of

inhabitants and

users of the

Reserve
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2013: 35% of
inhabitants and
users of the
Reserve

Number of
people aware of
the natural and
cultura
relevance of the
PA.

30% out of 8,000
people living in
the Reserve and
3,500 users are
aware of the
benefits of the
environmental
services of the
Resarvein 2008.

2009: 35% of
inhabitants and
users of the
Reserve

2010: 35% of
inhabitants and
users of the
Reserve

2011: 40% of
inhabitants and
users of the
Reserve

2012: 45% of
inhabitants and
users of the
Reserve

2013: 50% of
inhabitants and
users of the
Reserve

R6. Locals
carry out their
productive
activitiesin
accordance
with sustainable
management
models.

Number of
productive
projects carried
out under
sustainable
management.

3 successful
productive
projects
(conservation
coffee, sustainable
tourism, and
agrosilvopasture
systems) in 2008

2009: 3
successful
productive
projects
(conservation
coffee,
sustainable
tourism and

agrosilvopasture

systems) -
Follow-up

2010: 4 ongoing
productive
projects
(conservation
coffee,
sustainable
tourism,

agrosilvopasture

systems, and
organic
apiculture)

Technica
dossiers.
Producer and
surface under
management
census
documentation.
Map of surface
under
management.

Political will from
institutions of the
productive and socid
sectorsin order to
include
environmental issues
into their
programmes.
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2011. Follow-up
of the4
successful
productive
projectsin 2010
(conservation
coffee,
sustainable
tourism,
agrosilvopasture
systems, and
organic
apiculture)

2012: Follow-up
of the4
successful
productive
projectsin 2011
(conservation
coffee,
sustainable
tourism,
agrosilvopasture
systems, and
organic
apiculture) and
undertaking of
another
productive
project
(management of
non-timber-
yielding forest
resources)

2013:5
successful
productive
projects
(conservation
coffee,
sustainable
tourism,
agrosilvopasture
systems, organic
apiculture, and
management of
non-timber-
yielding forest
resources)
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Areaof the PA
under sustainable
management

500 hain 2008.

2009: 100 haand
follow-up of the
500 hain 2008.

2010: 100 haand
follow-up of the
600 hain
previous years.

2011: 100 haand
follow-up of the
700 hain
previous years.

2012: 100 haand
follow-up of the
800 hain
previous years.

2013: 100 haand
follow-up of the
900 hain
previous years.

R7.
Strengthening
of socid
participation in
the planning
and execution
of the PA
management
and
conservation
actions.

Number of fora
of project
planning and
management.

2 fora (Council of
sustainable
municipal rura
development in
Coitaand
Cintalapa) in
2008.

20009:
Participation of
the 2 forain
2008 is retained.

2010: 1 forum
(Advising
Council or
Group of Allies
of the PA) and
both sustainable
municipal rural
development
fora

2011:
Participation of
the 3 forain
previous yearsis
retained.

2012:
Strengthening of
the participation
in the 3 fora of
previous years.

2013:
Strengthening of
the participation
in the 3 fora of
previous years.

Number of
organisations
collaborating
with the PA.

11 organisations
participating in
the PA's
conservation

2009: Follow-up
of the
participation of
thell

Collaboration
agreements.
Work minutes.

Socia stability
remains both localy
and regiondly.
Government
credibility at all
levels.
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projects in 2008.

organisationsin
2008.

2010: Follow-up
of the
participation of
thell
organisationsin
previous years.

2010: A new
organisation
participatesin
the conservation
of the PA.
Follow-up of the
participation of
thell
organisationsin
previous years.

2012: Follow-up
of the
participation of
the 12
organisations.

2013: Follow-up
of the
participation of
the 12
organisations.
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Annex A3. Logical framework with theindicators of the NPA “Mapimi” in the statesof Durango,
Chihuahua and Coahuila.

Indicators Verification _
Strategy Assumptions
Indicator(s) Baseline Sources
OBJECTIVE
Conserve the 100 ha per year | 2009: The change Satellite No
biodiversity and (2008). rate generated on images. extraordinary
hidrological function basdineis Vegetation and | meteorologicad
of the Biosphere maintained. land usestudy | conditions or
Reserve of Mapimi Rate of 2010: 10% decrease | reports. earthquakes.
with the participation | change of in the change rate. GIS andysis
and benefit of locals | vegetation 2011: 10% decrease | reportsand Political and
and usersin cover. in the change rate. Databases. ingtitutional
coordination with 2012: 15% decrease will from
other key partners. in the change rate. organismswith
2013: 15% decrease incidence in the
in the change rate. reserve.
1989: 1.8 2009: Increase Indicator ) .
turtles per frequency of species Social stability
square km. observation for the | protocols. and will from
five species with Yearly reports | the .
presence in the on the communities.
reserve. monitoring
2010: Incresse projects of key
frequency of Species.
observation for the
five species with
presencein the
Frequency of reserve.
observation of 2011: Incresse
indicator frequency of
species observation for the
(turtle, five species with
lizards, eagle, presencein the
cacti, and reserve.
birds). 2012: Increase
frequency of
observation for the
five species with
presencein the
reserve.
2013: Increase
frequency of
observation for the
five species with
presencein the
reserve.
Water balance | Annual water | 2009: water balance | Yearly reports
(relation availability of | is maintained. on the
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betweengain | 3.0mm3iin 2010: water balance | monitoring
and loss of 2008. is maintained. projects of
water volume 2011: water balance | water balance.
in the PA). is maintained. Signed
2012: water balance | agreement with
is maintained. CONAGUA.
2013: water balance
is maintained.
RESULTS
MANAGEMENT AND CONSERVATION STRATEGY
R1. A system for 2006: 8,000 2009: Rate of Collaboration | No
grassland cattle in the PA | stocking reduced to agreements extraordinary
management to with acarrying | 50% according to the | with ownersof | meteorological
reduce overgrazing in capacity for carrying capacity for | properties conditions or
the PA isexecuted in 4,000. property 1. within the PA. | earthquakes.
coordination with 2010: Rate of Technica
residents and stocking reduced to | reports. Political and
institutions. 50% according to the | Certificates institutional
carrying capacity for | fromtechnical | will from
Number of property 2. councils. organismswith
heads of 2011: Rate of incidence in the
livestock per stocking reduced to reserve.
ha (rate of 50% according to the
stocking) for carrying capacity for Social stability
each property property 3. and will from
in the PA. 2012; Rate of the
stocki ng reduced to communities.
50% according to the
carrying capacity for
property 4.
2013: Rate of
stocking reduced to
50% according to the
carrying capacity for
property 5.
Status of Four sites for 2009: Better graze Technica
graze fields monitoring the | field condition for reports for soil
(biomass, soil | condition of property 1. and vegetation
compactation, | grassandsin 2010: Better graze condition for
vegetation Guadalupein field condition for the properties.
structure, 2005 show that | property 2.
hydrological | two havea 2011: Better graze
function, etc). | negative field condition for
tendency _and property 3.
two postive.  [2012: Better graze

field condition for
property 4.
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2013: Better graze
field condition for

property 5.

Erosonratein | 2009: Erosion rate Erosion
2004: below 27tonghalyear. | technica
27/ton/halyear; | 2010: Erosion rate reports.
Erosion rate 2005: 26 below 27tonghalyear.
: Iton/halyear; 2011: Erosion rate
(oneof ol 1 2008:20 | below 27tonshhalyear.
fg ; eacr?/ &) /ton/ha/y_ear 2012: Erosion rate
oroperty and 2007: 23 | pelow 27tong/halyear.
' /ton/halyear. 2013: Erosion rate
below 27tong/halyear.
Onegrazing 2009: 1 grazing Collaboration
property inthe | property certified per | agreements
PA year. with owners of
(Guadalupe) 2010: 1 grazing properties
Number of witha property certified per | within the PA.
properties Management year. Technica
certificated Programme for [72011:1 grazing reports.
(applying GrassFidd property certified per | Certificates
grassland Conservation. year. from technica
conservation 2012:1 grazing councils.
techniques). property certified per
year.
2013: 1 grazing
property certified per
year.
R2. Thereisan One annua 2009: 10% reduction | Collaboration Political and
interinstitutional illegal act inillegd acts. agreements ingtitutional
coordination system related to flora | 2010: 20% reduction | with will from
for planning, extraction. inillega acts. PROFEPA in organismswith
inspection and Number 2011: 30% reduction | the states of incidence in the
vigilance of works illegal acts inillegal acts. Coahuila, reserve.
and human activities | detected and 2012: 40% reduction | Chihuahuaand
in the PA and denounced to inillegal acts. Durango. Socia stability
influence zone. proper 5013 50% reduction | Annua report | and will from
authorities. inillega acts. and the
denouncements | communities.
to PROFEPA
of illegal acts
in the PA.
Area under 2007: 295,000 | 2009: Mai _nta' n the Collaboration
;o ha under area (baseline) under | agreements
vigilance (ha). | . . , L :
vigilancein the | vigilance. with
PA and 2010: Maintainthe | PROFEPA in
influence zone. | area (baseline) under | the states of
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vigilance.

2011: Maintain the
area (basgline) under
vigilance.

2012: Maintain the

Coahuila,
Chihuahua and
Durango.
Annua report
and

area (baseline) under denouncements
vigilance. to .PROFEPA
— of illegal acts
2013: Maintain the in the PA
area (basgline) under '
vigilance.
2009: 10% of the PA | Technical No
under control, report of extraordinary
management and plagues and meteorological
prevention for diseasesinthe | conditions or
plagues and diseases. | PA. earthquakes.
2010: 20% of the PA
under control, Political and
management and institutional
prevention for will from
plagues and diseases. organismswith
53' Theplaguesand | o sffected 2011, 30% of the PA incidence in the
iseasesinthe PA are reserve
managed and / controlled under control, :
controlled with the for plagueﬁ 500 ha management and
participation of and diseases prevention fOI“
locals. in flora plagues and diseases.
2012: 40% of the PA
under control,
management and
prevention for
plagues and diseases.
2013: 50% of the PA
under control,
management and
prevention for
plagues and diseases.
R4. A system for Number of 2009: 1 properties Technica No
management, control, | properties that participating in report (maps extraordinary
and prevention for participatein | 1 property control, eradication and Databases) | meteorological
exotics speciesis control, and prevention of of exotic conditions or
operationdl. eradication exotic species. speciesin the earthguakes.
and 2010: 1 properties PA.
prevention of participating in Political and
exotic control, eradication institutional
Species. and prevention of will from

exotic species.

2011: 1 properties
participating in
control, eradication
and prevention of
exotic species.

organismswith
incidencein the
reserve.
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2012: 1 properties
participating in
control, eradication
and prevention of
exotic species.

2013: 1 properties
participating in
control, eradication
and prevention of
exotic species.

2009: 10% of the Technica
areaunder control, report (maps
eradication and and Databases)
prevention of exotic | of exotic
Species. speciesin the
2010: 20% of the PA.
area under control,
eradication and
prevention of exotic
Species.
Areaaffected 2011: ?aO% of theI
area under control,
joonroled | 100,000ha | evasicationand
species. prevention of exotic
Species.
2012: 40% of the
area under control,
eradication and
prevention of exotic
Species.
2013: 50% of the
areaunder control,
eradication and
prevention of exotic
Species.
From 1977to | 2009: 2 research Technica Political and
R5. Research and 2005, only 1 % | projects. report of infstitutional
monitoring developed | Number of of resear e 201.0: 2 research resgarch_ will fr_om .
in the PA operates as | research projects projects. projectsin the _org_amsms_wnh
atool for making projectsfor | [0CUsed as 2011 2 research PA. incidence in the
management taking tools for projects. Databases. reserve.
decisions with the management management | 2012: 2 research Publications,
N . decisionsinthe | projects. Signed
participation of locals | decisions. PA -
and users. - 2013: 2 research agreements
projects. wlth ac_ademlc
ingtitutions.
ESTRATEGIA SOCIAL
R6. Solid wastesare | Number of 0 communities. | 2009: 1lcommunity. Signed Political and
managed in the PA in | communities 5010. 2 communities. | @dreements ingtitutional
coordination with that manage _ with statesand | will from
ingtitutions and solid wastes. 2011: 3 communities. | mynicipalities | organismswith
participation of 2012: 4 communities. | for the incidencein the
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locals. 2013: 5 communities. | management of | reserve.
solid wastes.
Technica Socia stability
reports. and will from
the
communities.
R7. Negative impacts 2000 annua 2009: 100% visitors | Technical Political and
on the PA are visitors. 100% | follow the Public Use | report. ingtitutional
reduced through of vistorswith | Programme. Visitors will from
verified and recreationa 2010: 100% visitors | database. organismswith
controlled activitiesin follow the Public Use | Technical incidence in the
recreational activities | Number of Public Use Programme. evaluation of reserve.
and itsvisitorsknow | visitors that Zones. 2011: 100% vistors | impactson PA
its value and respect | follow the follow the Public Use | by visitors.
the local population. | Public Use Programme.
Programme. 2012: 1009 visitors
follow the Public Use
Programme.
2013: 100% vigitors
follow the Public Use
Programme.
Cero sites 2009: Two Technica
regul ated. recregtionda sites evauation of
regul ated. impacts on PA
2010: Two by visitorsin
recreationd sites recrestiona
b o
recreationa s :
Stes recr?gttlec()jnal Sites
regu :
regulated. 2012: Two
recreationd sites
regulated.
2013: Two
recreational sites
regulated.
R8. Resdents and Number of 2006: 111 2009: 120 people Assistanceto Political and
users recognize and locals people participate in conservation institutional
valueenvironmental | (inhabitants) | participated in | conservation events. will from
goods and services, that conservation activitiesand Annual report. | organismswith
and participate in participatein | activitiesfrom | programmes. Databases. incidencein the
conservation conservation | atota of 353. | 2010: 130 people reserve.
activities. activitiesand participate in
programmes. conservation Social stability
activitiesand and will from
programmes. the
2011 140 people communities.
participatein
conservation
activitiesand
programmes.
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2012: 150 people
participatein
conservation
activitiesand
programmes.

2012: 160 people
participate in
conservation
activitiesand
programmes.

Number of
teachersthat
follow the
environmental
educational
and
dissemination
programme
and apply its
techniques.

2002: 130
teachersand
only 30%
apply the
environmental
techniques.

2009: 40% of
teachers apply the
environmentd
educationa and
dissemination
programme and its
techniques.

2010: 50% of
teachers apply the
environmental
educationa and
dissemination
programme and its
techniques.

2011: 60% of
teachers apply the
environmental
educational and
dissemination
programme and its
techniques.

2012: 70% of
teachers apply the
environmental
educational and
dissemination
programme and its
techniques.

2013: 80% of
teachers apply the
environmental
educational and
dissemination
programme and its
techniques.

Assistance to
conservation
events.

Annual report
of the
environmental
educationa and
dissemination
programme.
Databases.
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Annex B. Total matching fundsto the project “ Consolidation of the Protected Areas System

Project” with grant agreement number TF050311 (SINAP 2)

1. The following table shows the matching funds to the “Restructured Project of Protected Areas in
Mexico “ (SINAP 1), where GEF requested a commitment of US$ 5 million (FMCN stands for Fondo

Mexicano parala Conservacion de la Naturaleza):

Proj ect Amount Status

El Triunfo Conservation Fund | US$ 1.0 million Deposited in FMCN (January

(Packard Foundation) 16, 2001)

Strategic support for two USS$ 3.0 million Disbursement in accordance

priority watersheds: El with GEF deposits: US$ 1.5

Triunfo and Manantlan million deposited on May 16,

(Gonzalo Rio Arronte 2002; US$ 0.5 million

Foundation) deposited on December 11,
2002; and US$ 0.5 million on
December 11, 2003

San Pedro River Initiative (Ford | US$ 0.5 million Deposited in FMCN

Foundation) (September 15, 2000)

San Pedro River Initiative USS$ 0.5 million Deposited in FMCN

(Packard Foundation via (September 26, 2002)

NFWF)

Total US$ 5.0 million

2. The following table shows the funds obtained to match the first deposit to SINAP 2 (US$ 7.5

million):

Project (donor) Amount Status

The Monarch Butterfly | US$ 5.0 million Deposited in FMCN

Conservation Fund (Packard (September 15, 2000)

Foundation)

The Monarch Butterfly | US$ 1.0 million Deposited in FMCN

Conservation  Fund  (The (November 7, 2000)

Environmental Ministry)

Contribution to the firs GEF|US$ 1.5 million Deposited in FMCN

endowment for the ten (November 7, 2000)

protected areas

Total US$ 7.5 million

3. Thefollowing table shows the funds obtained to match the start-up funds (US$1.9 million) in SINAP

2, which were part of the first SINAP 2 deposit by GEF:

Pr oj ect Amount Status

Banco Chinchorro-Xcalak US$ 0.20 million Deposited: US$ 0.20 million
Conservation Fund (April 16, 2001)

(Summit Foundation)

San Pedro River Initiative| US$ 0.20 million Deposited in FMCN
(Summit Foundation) (November 1, 2000)

Espiritu  Santo  Conservation | US$ 1.50 million Deposited in FMCN
Fund (Packard Foundation) (September 23, 2002)

Total US$ 1.90 million
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4. The following table shows the funds obtained to match the second deposit (tranche) to GEF for

SINAP 2 (US$2.21 million):

Project Amount Status*

1. Banco Chinchorro-Xcalak | US$ 0.10 million Deposited in FMCN (June 3,

Conservation Fund 2002 and June 18, 2002)

(Summit and Homeland

Foundation)

2. San Pedro River Initiative| US$ 0.10 million Deposited in FMCN (part of a

(NFWF) US$ 0.6 mi deposit (September
26, 2002)

3. San Pedro River Initiative US$ 0.01 million Deposited in FMCN (January 9,

(Wick Communications) 2001)

4. Monarch Butterfly | US$ 0.25 million Deposited in FMCN in pesos

Conservation Fund (State of (March 12, 2002)

Mexico)

5. Monarch Butterfly | US$ 0.25 million Deposited in FMCN in pesos

Conservation Fund (State of (November 29, 2002)

Michoacan)

6. Mach to SINAP 2| US$1.50 million US$ 0.5 million deposited in

(SEMARNAT) pesos in FMCN on December
27, 2001, US$ 0.2 million
deposited in FMCN on April
14, 2002, US$ 0.55 million
deposited in FMCN on October
25, 2002 and US$ 0.25 million
deposited in  FMCN on
December 11, 2002

Total US$ 2.21 million

5. The following table shows the funds obtained to match the third deposit (tranche) requested in March
2006 to GEF for SINAP 2 (US$7.35 million):

Project Amount Status

1. Banco Chinchorro-Xcalak | US$ 0.30 million US$ 0.05 deposited in FMCN

Conservation Fund  (Summit on February 20, 2003; US$ 0.05

Foundation) deposited in FMCN on June 9,
2004; $0.2 million deposited in
FMCN on February 10, 2005 by
the Summit Foundation

2. Bahia de los Angees|USS$0.38 million US$ 0.13 million deposited in

Conservation Fund (Packard FMCN by Marida Foundation

and Marida Foundations) on December 30, 2003; US$
025 million deposited in
FMCN by Packard Foundation
on April 27, 2004

3. Mach to SINAP 2{US$2.17 million US$ 0.71 million deposited in

(SEMARNAT) FMCN on December 29, 2003;

US$ 0.18 million deposited in
FMCN on October 1, 2004;
US$ 0.35 million deposited in
FMCN on October 22, 2004,
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and US$ 0.18 million deposited
in FMCN on November 9,
2004; US$ 0.60 million on
December 21, 2005; and US$
0.15 on February 9, 2006

4.  Fire Prevention and|US$4.5 million US$ 4.5 million assigned by

Restoration Fund (FMCN) FMCN and deposited in
exclusive account on March 1,
2005

Total US$ 7.35million

6. Additiona deposits from 2006 to 2008 to match the fourth and last deposit requested to GEF for
SINAP 2 in 2008 (US$ 5.44 mi):

Project Amount Status*
1. Match to SINAP 2 US$ 2.30 million Deposited on March 17, 2006
(SEMARNAT) (US$ 0.17 million), March 27,

2006 (US$ 0.28 million), June
30, 2006 (US$0.85 million),
June 1, 2007 (US$1 million)

2. Banco Chinchorro-Xcalak US$ 0.60 million Deposited on June 7, 2006

Conservation Fund (US$ 0.2 million), on March 15,

(Summit Foundation) 2007 (US$ 0.2 million), and on
February 29, 2008 (US$0.2
million)

3. Monarch Butterfly Fund US$ 0.25 million Deposited on March 28, 2007

(State of Mexico)

4. Bahiade los Angeles US$ 1.00 million Deposited on August 28, 2007

Conservation Fund (Global
Conservation Fund)

5. Gulf of Cdifornia Marine U$ 1.29 million (atota of U$ | Deposited on December 6, 2007
Endowment (Packard 6 million were deposited but
Foundation) only US$ 1.29 million are
required to complete the match)

Total US$ 5.44 million

*Copies of bank statements available in project files.
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Annex C: Social Strategy

Preparation of the socia strategy for this tranche follows the methodology established in the Project
Appraisal Document (Annex 11). The main objectives of the socia strategy are:

To address socia issues that might be affecting natural resources conservation, while
avoiding or mitigating social impacts, through sustainable development activities consistent with
the project’ s conservation strategy.

To build partnerships with the private sector and mainstreaming conservation into public sector
programs to optimize conservation efforts and sustainability in PA.

To ensure socia participation and commitment to conservation by consolidating the project's
participation system including direct community involvement in Consegjos Asesores and strengthening
community-based organizations.

The design of the strategy takes into account the results of the social assessment completed during
preparation of this fourth tranche and consultation carried out with community organizations, indigenous
communities, gjidatarios, comuneros, academics and research ingtitutions, as well as NGOs. Socid
strategy comprises the following action lines:

a. Indigenous peoples plans. IPDP" are to be prepared in NPA where socia assessment has
identified indigenous population linked to NPA to ensure that their rights are protected and that they
participate and benefit from the activities developed under SINAP. Accordingly, Indigenous Peoples
Pans (IPDPs) have been prepared for La Sepultura and El Ocote.

b. Sustainable development action plans Sustainable development action plans (SDAPs) will be
implemented to mitigate possible social impacts due to restrictions in the access and/or use of natura
resources. SDAPs are jointly identified and agreed with communities defining alternative activities to
substitute damaging practices; it comprises grants to executing sustainable subprojects including training
and technical assistance.

C. Participation Strategy. Participation strategy will ensure stakeholders involvement in the
planning and execution of conservation strategy mainly through the Advisory Council. It will also
include the establishment of alliances and partnerships with civil society organizations, NGOs, and the
private sector to support conservation efforts and sustainable alternatives. It will aso seek
mainstreaming conservation criteriain public sector programs to be executed within PA.

d. Communication. A communication campaign for each NPA will promote public awareness about
biodiversity values, commitment to conservation practices, and dissemination of good practices. This
campaign will target general public within the reach of NPA and stakeholder within NPA to support
conservation efforts.

Socid strategy isincluded in the logical frameworks in Annex A and its activities are included in annua
operational programs and budgets for each NPA.

L IPDPinstead of |PP because this project was prepared in 2005 before the change in Indigenous Peoples Policy
33



1. NPA “La Sepultura’
Social Assessment and Social Strategy
Background

La Sepultura, located in the state of Chiapas, was declared a Biosphere Reserve (NPA) in 1995 over a
surface of 167, 309 hectares, comprising five core areas (13,759 Has) at the heights of the Sierra Madre.
The buffer zone covers an area of 153,550 hectares most of which has been transformed to farming and
stock breeding. The expansion of the agricultural frontier is the main threat on the NPA. To address this
threat, the conservation strategy has identified eight micro-regions targeting with specific actions agreed
with local inhabitants in: (i) Los Amates-Pando, (ii) El Tablon; (iii) Hojas Moradas; (iv) Macuilapa; (v)
Las Arenas; (vi) El Lagartero; (vii) Zanatenco-Tiltepec; (viii) Ocuilapa (Tonaa). These microregions are
spread over five municipalities (Villacorzo, Villaflores, Cintaapa, Arriagaand Tonald)

Social situation

Thisregion has been populated for centuries. However, the ariginal indigenous popul ation mostly
disappeared during colonial times. By the X1X century the mgjority of its inhabitants were “mestizo™ and
their lands converted in big haciendas and cattle ranches. Currently, there are 186 communities within the
reserve perimeter with an estimated population of 9125 inhabitants. Moreover, 124 communities with
25,182 inhabitants living outside the NPA have lands within the NPA. Population concentrates in two
major communities. Hojas Moradas (31.9 percent of the total) and El Tablon with 24.7 percent, which has
the largest population within the reserve. In the last ten years a group of indigenous migrants, mainly
Tzotziles, Zoques and Tseltales arrived to the NPA seeking lands and have established in the area; away
from their main communities they have been assimilating and adopting the “mestizo” local culture.

The NPA lands are split between gidos’, 52 percent and small owners, 43 percent; only 5 percent are
national lands belonging to the reserve. Ejidos lands comprise: 45 gidos, legally recognized and 31 gidos
in the process to gain legal status; this area aso includes “avencidados’ who are farmers authorized to
live in the gidos but are not land owners. Small owners live outside the reserve but use its land for cattle
rearing. National lands are occupied by 65 families, called for that reason “nacionaleros’ who seeking to
regularize their situation and by 1500 persons who received five hectares each from a trust fund created
by the state government to buy lands.

The breeding of cows is the most important activity followed by subsistence agriculture of maize, beans
and vegetables; these activities concentrate at micro-regions Los Amates, El Tablon, Hojas Moradas y
Macuilapan; however coffee growing has been gaining importance at the heights parts of these areas. The
extraction of woods and palms (camedor) is another source of income for these micro-regions and aso for
Zanatenco y Ocuilapa. There is a mix of these activities in each micro-region according with the
traditions and needs of the population.

Main Organizations

2 Mestizois a Spanish term that was formerly used in the Spanish Empire to designate people of mixed European
(Spaniard) and Amerindian ancestry living in the region of Latin America. (From www.wikipedia.org)

3 The gjido (from latin exitum) is a property system that combines common ownership of lands with individual

exploitation by each member in the gjido called gjidatario. This use of community land was a common practice
during the time of Aztec rule in Mexico. (From www.wikipedia.org)



Local organizations in the region evolved until recently under a paternalistic system linked to electora
purposes. The movement of landless population to obtain lands was the most important social movement
in the last decade. However, once the process was completed, it lost force. Now organizations grow
around productive activities, therefore the most important organizations are linked to cattle-rearing and
agriculture including: Locd cattle-rear associations, EjidoUnions, Uniones de Ejidos, Consgo de
Vigilancia del Comité de Cuenca Zanatenco, Sociedad Cooperativa “Unién de productores de la Sierra de
Villaflores’, Organizaciones agrarias (SOCAMA, CNC, CEC, OCEZ-CENPA y OPFl), Sociedades de
Produccién Rural.

Academia and research institutions that also play an important ole in the region include: Chiapas
University, Chapingo University local campus, ECOSUR, INIFAP, and biology faculties from other state
universities such as Veracruz University and UNAM. Some nationa and international conservation
NGOs are also activein the region.

Municipa governments and some federa institutions mainly linked to agriculture, forestry and natura
resources management are dso involved in the NPA (FIRCO, CNA, SAGARPA, PROFEPA,
SEMARNAT, CONAFOR, and Mesoamerican Biological Corridor). MASECA (the maize flour
producer), and other private firms linked to the processing of loca products are also relevant for the
reserve because influence local production.

Conservation issues

Because the mgjority of the reserve lands are either gidos or small properties, conservation of its natural
resources and biodiversity represented a challenge for CONANP. The establishment of the reserve created
initially a negative reaction from local population; it took a constant education process to gain their
support over the importance of the biodiversity richness and the need to conserve. The approach of
“working with the people” has been the basis for a change in their attitude. Now there the mgority of the
population recognizes the importance to conserve the NPA and have agreed to change the most damaging
practices.

The introduction of aternative production systems such as “conservation coffee,” palm cultivation and
the development of ecotourism, and environmental services, as part of conservation strategy, have gained
the collaboration of the communitiesit is anew source of income rather than arestriction.

Consultation carried out during social assessment preparations indicates that the loca population
recognizes the benefits of conservation and it actively participates in programs such as fire prevention,
reforestation and voluntary forestry guards.

Social Strategy

The proposed socia strategy is based on the socia assessment carried out, including consultation carried
out with loca population within the NPA, its buffer zone and key stakeholders including loca
government and federal institutions as well as NGOs and research ingtitutions.

a. Indigenous Peoples Plan

Since the XIX century origina indigenous oples in the region had disappeared giving place to a
“mestizo” population. However, in the last decade, a smal group of indigenous population, Tseltal,
Tzotzil and Zoque coming from other poor areas in Chiapas arrived to the reserve under an offer by the
state's Agrarian Reform Secretariat, to create a trust-fund to buy them land. This indigenous population,
less than 500, has integrated into existing gidos to receive lands and has adopted the mestizo culture of
the magjority (19,982 persons).
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However, an Indigenous People Plan (IPP) has been prepared for Villaflores where the mgority of
indigenous population, Tzotzil, concentrates. They were consulted to prepare this IPP that includes, in
addition to sustainable activities described next, their participation in programs such as
OPORTUNIDADES and PROCAMPO. This IPP, agreed with indigenous population, is available in the
Infoshop and in project files.

b. Sustainable Development Action Plan

The Sustainable Development Action Plan integrates the various actions designed and implemented
jointly with the communities to gradually substitute damaging practices for sustainable aternatives, thus
avoiding or mitigating impacts. This action plan comprises two main aress, taking into account socio-
economic and cultural conditions and productive practices as well as natural conditions advantages, as
explained in next table.

GrijalvaBasin Pacific Basin
Productive diversification
=  Forestry production (wood and non = Sustainable cattle rearing
wood species) = Maizefor sdf- consumption
= Coffee production = Pam cultivation (instead of extraction)
» Maize and been commercia
production

= Sustainable cow rearing

The establishment of alternative practices that take into account communities capacities and their
priorities has gained support to conserve and avoid socia impacts.

c. Participation

The NPA Directorate has been very active reactivating the Advise Council (AC) that is the maximum
assembly forum to discuss and take decisions about the reserve. In 2007 the AC was re-structured with
the participation of all gidos and small owners organizations to make it more operational around the
established micro-regions and critical activities linked to local population priorities and conservation
strategy. A sub council will be established in each micro-region comprising participatory commissions
around the following activities:

Management of forestry products (wood and non wood resources)
Sustainable agriculture

Combined conservation and cattle rearing

Community forestry

Conservation coffee

Ecotourism

Carbon capture and environmental services

Integrated fire management.

Soil and water conservation

Environment education and training.

d. Communication

Communication program in La Sepultura intends to inform and build consensus around the importance of
the reserve and its conservation among stakeholders. This program includes thematic events, round tables,
information and experiences exchange and school children programs and specia training for teachers.
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The establishment of field schools to train local producers and the offering of economic incentives to
introduce innovative practices, have been very successful because they directly involve land owners and
gidatarios. There are also radio programs and the distribution of posters and educational materials.
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Annex C2. “El Ocote”
Social Assessment and Social Strategy
Background

El Ocote was initidly declared natural protected area in 2000. It became a biosphere reserve (NPA) in
2006 over an area of 101, 288 hectares and was incorporated into the Man and Biosphere Program of
UNESCO. The reserve was established over an area comprising several indigenous communities, mainly
Zoque, as well as mestizo population, both living in poverty. Of the 101,288 hectares comprising the
reserve, only 36,674 hectares are nationa lands while 2,736 hectares are illegally occupied; 26,845
hectares are “gjidos’ and 35,010 hectares are small property. This situation is taken into account in the
conservation strategy of the NPA, which aims at:

= Promoting sustainable development under equity principles;

= Strengthening commu