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Supporting Country Action on the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas

Application for funding

	1. Country
	Guatemala

	2. Agency and/or ministry responsible for protected areas
	National Protected Areas Council (CONAP)

	3. CBD ratification date
	June, 14th 1995

	4. GEF OFP endorsement
	Lic. Juan Mario Dary
Minister for the Environment and Natural Resources

	5. CBD PoWPA Activities (out of those eligible) to be supported
	2.1.2 ; 3.2.1 and 3.1.6


	6. LDC country (Yes/No)
	No

	7. SIDS country (Yes/No)
	No

	8. Application submission date
	September 7th, 2007

	9. Duration: (24 months maximum)
	24 months

	10. Contacts
	Contact for project substantial issues

Name: Arq. Sergio Véliz
Title: Executive Secretary 
Ministry: CONAP
Phone: (502) 2422-6700 ext. 3010
Fax:: (502) 2422-6700 ext. 1001
E-mail: seconap@conap.gob.gt

	
	Contact for budget issues

Name: Ing. Ricardo I. Avila Folgar
Title: Coordinador NISP-Guatemala 
Ministry: CONAP
Phone: (502) 2422- 6700; ext 1001
Fax:: (502) 2422-6700; ext. 1001
E-mail: ravila@conap.gob.gt

	11. Financing plan, in US$*

	Funding requested from GEF:
	$150,000.00

	Co-financing
 total, including:
	$192,629.00

	
Government
	$86,231.00

	
Bilateral
	$36,000.00

	
NGOs
	$70,398.00

	
International multilateral organizations
	

	
Private Sector
	

	
Other 
	

	TOTAL FOR PROJECT BUDGET
	$342,629.00


* Details to be provided in the Financing Section of the proposal document below. $1= 7.67 Quetzalez.
ACRONYMS
BC


Biological Corridor

CECON

Conservation Studies Center
CI


Conservation International

CONAP

National Protected Areas Council 

FDN
Defenders of Nature Foundation (Fundación Defensores de la Naturaleza)
FONACON

National Fund for Conservation
FUNDAECO
Foundation for Ecodevelopment and Conservation (Fundación para el Ecodesarrollo y la Conservación)
FunDary
Mario Dary Foundation for the Conservation of the Environment and Natural Resources
IDAEH

Anthropology and History Institute 

INAB


National Forestry Institute

INGUAT

Guatemalan Tourism Institute

IUCN


World Conservation Union 

MARN

Ministry for the Environment and Natural Resources
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National Implementation Support Partnership
PoW


Programme of Work

PA


Protected Area

SEGEPLAN

General Secretariat for Planning
SIGAP


Guatemalan Protected Areas System

SPA


Special Protection Area
TNC


The Nature Conservancy

WWF


World Wildlife Fund

WCS


Wildlife Conservation Society

bh-M


Montane moist forest
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Tropical dry forest

   PART I
APPLICATION

Section I.1
Summary

I.1.A
Rationale and objective of the country project

The Guatemalan Protected Areas System (SIGAP) has 216 legally declared protected areas, covering 3,484,519.24 Ha, equivalent to 32% of the national territory.  The SIGAP’s objectives are to conserve biodiversity and to protect representative samples of the country’s ecosystems, chosen for their biological richness or for the environmental goods and services they generate.  

The goods and services generated by the SIGAP are tangible benefits for Guatemalan society, including food, construction materials, firewood, medicinal plants, water, natural disaster mitigation, ecotourism and recreation opportunities, among others.
These and other benefits are crucial not only to environmental sustainability, but to reducing poverty and improving human well-being.  Although the number of protected areas has increased significantly since 1980, reaching almost 3.0 million Ha and covering 32% of the national territory, major problems remain.  The SIGAP has significant gaps:  in particular, ecological gaps in terrestrial, freshwater, and marine ecosystems; inadequate participation of local and indigenous communities; and inadequate sharing of benefits associated with protected areas.  Another challenge faced by the protected areas is the lack of political and public support, and thus the lack of necessary financial resources.  Therefore, it is of great concern that if such gaps continue to exist, there will be loss of biodiversity affecting the well-being of nearby communities.

Thus, in order to meet with the agreed commitments and to implement the Program of Work in Protected Areas it is necessary to work toward the establishment of an effectively managed, representative, National Protected Areas System. 
In addition and to fulfil with the commitments acquired in the 7th Conference of the Parties to the Convention of Biological Diversity, and to implement the Programme of Work on Protected Areas, the government of Guatemala, jointly with allied organizations, signed a National Implementation Support Partnership (NISP) Agreement on November 23, 2005. Members of this alliance include WWF, CI, WCS, TNC, FONACON, co-managers roundtable, CONAP, SEGEPLAN, MARN and IIA (Environmental Incidence Institute), which contribute with technical and financial resources.  

The main objective of the project is:

To contribute towards the efforts made in the NISP framework in order to consolidate the Guatemalan Protected Areas System (SIGAP), toward the support of the 3 main components of the work of NISP program:  ecologic gap analysis, capacity assessment, and financial sustainability plan for the SIGAP. 
I.1.B
Expected outcomes, indicators, risks and mitigation measures

	Expected outcomes
	Indicators
	Risk associated with attaining the indicator (high, medium, or low)
	Risk mitigation measures

	Establishment of a locally managed conservation area as an innovative form of governance.
	One technical study of area describing land tenure, biophysical and socio economic characteristics.

Workshops and consultations with key stakeholders reports

Participatory Conservation Area Plan  agreed by central government and local stakeholders
At least one locally managed “conservation area” acknowledged by the central government as a conservation model. 
	Low concern from the communities and local actors to accept and participate in the proposal. 
	Engagement of local communities through workshops

	Municipal governments and local organizations with the potential to manage protected areas have improved their knowledge and capacity to get involved in Protected Area and Natural Resources sustainable management.
	One action plan to strengthen local capacity
One communication strategy design in order to improve local knowledge about  protected area importance
	There is little agreement between local actors and the governmental and non-governmental institutions involved in the development of the training modules
	Role of partners in the project (TNC) is key in ensuring the mitigation of this risk

	Most promising incentives for financing of protected area system identified and their feasibility developed.
	Test results for at least 2 protected areas, of the mechanism for payment for ecosystem services. 
One feasibility study of promising incentives for financing protected area system 
Financial PA scorecard is integrated as an instrument to track the financial sustainability of the PA system.

	An inadequate selection of the area, due to insufficient information available.
	Leading national and international consultants will participate in the selection of sites and collection of data to ensure its best quality


Section I.2
Link to initial PoWPA analysis

This project is linked to the initial results and activities implemented under the PoWPA framework. 

Initial PoW on Protected Area analysis were made in three main topics: 
· Ecological gap analysis and sites portfolio
· Strengthening of Capacity plan for the effective management of the SIGAP
· Financial sustainability plan for the SIGAP 
The project is linked to the initial results and major conclusions of the ecological gap analysis, which pointed out that the current dynamic and the information obtained in the field strengthen the trend towards the search and/or strengthening of alternate conservation mechanisms, different to the traditional line of declaring protected areas.  This re-affirms decentralized (community, municipal) processes and individual initiatives (private owners).  As a follow up of these findings, this project will implement activities towards to the establishment of a model of conservation areas governed at the local level and acknowledge by the central government. 

Regarding the capacity strengthening plan, among the strategies identified to address challenges and abate threats highlights the need to: i) strengthening of decentralization processes in protected area management (management by communities, municipal governments, and private owners); and ii) designing a communication strategy to improve knowledge at the local level to eliciting active participation by rural and indigenous communities and to achieve public awareness and support. The project will support in advancing in assessing local capacity and developing an action plan to strengthen capacity needs of key stakeholders for managing protected areas at the local level.   A communication strategy will be developed to improve local knowledge about protected area importance and foster local participation.
Initial results regarding the financial sustainability plan has identified the financial gap to manage the Protected Area System and potential options of sustainable mechanisms.  However, it is needed to analyze the range of options for filling the financial gap to generate revenue for SIGAP.  One of these options that has proven to be successful in other countries is payment of environmental services.  The project will assess the feasibility of the most promising incentives for financing the National Protected Area System.
Section I.3
Action plan to implement the PoWPA
To fulfil commitments acquired during the COP-7, and to implement the Programme of Work on Protected Areas, the government of Guatemala, jointly with allied organizations, signed the NISP Agreement on November 23, 2005, to support, initially, 3 main components of the Programme of Work:  ecologic gap analysis, capacity assessment, and financial sustainability plan for the SIGAP.  Members of this alliance include WWF, CI, WCS, TNC, FONACON, the co-managers roundtable, CONAP, SEGEPLAN, MARN and IIA (Environmental Incidence Institute), which contribute with technical and financial resources.  

Within the NISP Agreement framework, a Promoter Group, and thematic committees for each of the three components mentioned above were established, to implement, coordinate, and follow-up on the convened actions.  In this sense, general guidelines were developed for the Promoter Group’s work, with concrete objectives and an Action Plan. 

Detailed information is presented in annex III.1

Section I.4
Project description
I.4.A.
Overview of the national protected area system
The first protected areas in Guatemala were declared in 1955 as national parks, no-take zones, and recreational parks.  It was until the 80s that the State of Guatemala created the Guatemalan Protected Areas System (SIGAP), by approving Congressional Decree 4-89, which has the purpose of conserving biodiversity and protecting representative samples of the country’s ecosystems, whether for their biological richness or for the environmental goods and services they generate.
The SIGAP is formed by all the protected areas, regardless of their management category and/or their management effectiveness, or the entities that manage them.  Although preserving scenic beauty was the main reason for declaring protected areas in the beginning, economic, cultural, and scientific reasons weighed more later, in response to local population needs and the national demand for sustainable development.  Currently, the SIGAP has 216 legally declared protected areas, covering 3,484,519.24 Ha, equivalent to 32% of the national territory.  They belong to IUCN management categories I – VI.  
The system as a whole is more oriented to the function of sustainable use than protection:  it dedicates 22% of its extension to protection (IUCN categories I, II, and III), and the remaining 78% to sustainable use (categories IV, V, and VI).  

Regarding representativeness, the analysis performed in 2006 indicates that at leas 2 of the 14 life zones in Guatemala are not represented in the SIGAP, and 5 of them have representation under 10%.  This indicates that half of the country’s life zones are poorly represented in the SIGAP.
The National Protected Areas Council, CONAP, leaded by the Ministry of the Environment and Natural Resources is the directive and coordinating body of the SIGAP.  However, there is a wide spectrum of protected area management modalities that range from direct management, co-management, to delegated management.  There is also a wide array of managers, including state institutions, research centers, national NGOs, municipal governments, community organizations, and private owners.  However the State is responsible for 75% of the SIGAP; and about 20% is in co-management with NGOs.
Despite the growth of the SIGAP in number of areas and extension since its creation, only 37 areas have a management plan.  The others, excluding the Private Natural Reserves, have no planning instruments for their management and administration (CONAP.  2006. Current Situation Report for the SIGAP).  It is important to point out that, although only 23% of all the areas have a management plan, this is equivalent to 91% of the SIGAP’s territorial extension (CONAP, 2005).

Infrastructure and equipment are adequate in some areas, but 58% of them have no infrastructure or equipment for management and visitor facilities (CONAP.  2004.  Strengthening protected area and biodiversity management in Guatemala:  An opportunity for local development).
	PA category/type
	Quantity
	Surface area, hectares
	Corresponding IUCN category
	Management authority

	Biosphere Reserve 
	5
	2,577,642.00
	VI
	CONAP, FDN, IDAEH, CECON

	National Park 
	21
	34,721.00
	I
	CONAP, IDAEH, INAB, FDN

	Wildlife Sanctuary
	6
	362,504.45
	III
	CONAP, FunDary

	Multiple Use Area
	4
	162,914.00
	III
	CONAP, community organizations

	Protected Biotope 
	6
	7,287.00
	II
	CECON

	Definite No-Take Zone
	36
	93,302.00

	V
	CONAP

	Cultural Monument 
	6
	64,734.00
	II
	CONAP, INGUAT, IDAEH

	Biological Reserve 
	1
	60,878
	I
	CONAP

	Water Springs Protecting Reserve
	1 
	52,805.00
	III
	FUNDAECO

	Municipal Regional Park
	20
	29,666.59
	III, IV
	local NGOs, municipal governments

	Private Natural Reserve 
	104
	25,515.74
	V
	private owners

	Natural Monument
	1
	1,714.00
	II
	CONAP, INGUAT, IDAEH, municipal governments

	Municipal Forestry Reserve 
	3
	158.50
	III
	municipal governments

	Municipal Natural Recreational Park 
	1
	38.28
	IV
	municipal governments, local NGOs

	Municipal Regional Park
	1
	3,383.28
	IV
	municipal governments


Source:  Gap Analysis Assessment.  2006.  Jolon–Morales, M.R. / CONAP
I.4.B
Threats to the protected areas

Threat 1.

Unsustainable agriculture, including the advance of the agrarian frontier, is the strongest threat to protected areas in Guatemala.  In general, agricultural practices do not consider best management practices.  In many cases, intensive agriculture is practiced, using great quantities of agro-chemicals and causing erosion.  The advance of the agrarian frontier is characterized by being subsistence and sub-subsistence agriculture, consisting of the production of basic grains, with low yield for self-consumption.  The advance of the agrarian frontier is the main cause of deforestation, which is calculated to cause the loss of 40,000 Ha each year. 
Threat 2.

Forest fires, resulting from unsustainable agricultural practices and encroachment in protected areas, are the second strongest threat to the SIGAP, although it has been acknowledged that they have diminished.  Operational personnel and available resources, as well as the knowledge and skills required to prevent and fight forest fires are limited.  

Threat 3.

Weak law enforcement in protected areas against wood extraction, poaching, and illegal fishing is another of the principal threats to the SIGAP.  Trained personnel in the field are limited, and there are deficiencies in the country’s judicial system, with high impunity indices.
I.4.C.
Barriers and limitations preventing the existing PA system from achieving the targets of the CBD PoWPA

Barrier 1.

Deficiencies in the availability of systematized information for decision-making.  The freshwater and marine gap analysis requires field information gathering, because there is very little baseline information.  In the same manner, to define strategies for specific sites, such as the new areas proposed by the sites portfolio, it is necessary to gather information in the field.
Barrier 2.


Sustainable financial resources.  The financial resources received by the protected areas are very limited and unstable.  While public funding has increased, amounts do not supply needs to reach effective management in the protected areas, much less to have a representative protected areas system. 
Barrier 3.
Limited institutional capabilities to conduct effective management.  There is no institutional presence in 50% of the protected areas.  In those with active management, field personnel are insufficient and often do not have the skills and abilities do efficiently perform their work.  

CONAP, acknowledging its limitations, has driven management decentralization, establishing alliances with NGOs, community organizations, and municipal governments.  However, local participation has been scarce and little active, due in part to their own limited capabilities, as well as lack of knowledge and/or an inadequate perception of the benefits that protected areas provide.

I.4.D
Project outcomes and activities, and PoWPA Activities related to outcomes

The project contemplates implementation by three components, in follow up to the activities that have been conducted within the NISP Agreement.  The three components, detailed below, will be implemented separately, even though there is a close relationship among them.

1. Progress towards the establishment of local conservation areas

2. Strengthening local capability and participation

3. Environmental services

The objectives, activities, and expected outcomes for each component are:

1. Progress towards the establishment of local conservation areas

This component has the objective of establishing an innovative conservation model, managed locally.  It is intended that this conservation model will be developed by a highly participative and legitimate local process.

The ecologic gap analysis and the sites prioritization to fill representativeness gaps identified 10 new priority protected areas, which are mostly of community, municipal, and private ownership.  Many of the populations here are indigenous, with high poverty levels.  The areas are characterized by having patches of forest mixed with cultivated areas, forming a landscape mosaic.  According to the ecologic gap analysis, conservation methods alternative to the traditional declaration of protected areas must be sought or strengthened:  decentralized, local models must prevail.  This reaffirms what the National Biodiversity Strategy pointed out:  areas of interest to conservation must be established with local support and acknowledgement. 

However, to begin establishing an area of interest to conservation and strategic conservation lines, it is necessary to have detailed information on the area.  In this sense, this component will conduct the following activities to enable the first steps toward establishing a local conservation model:

· Prioritize at least 2 new areas proposed by the sites portfolio, and by local consultations, determine the viability and the interest of the population and key stakeholders in developing and implementing conservation practices.

· In areas where there is viability and interest in establishing a conservation area, conduct a technical study to learn about their biophysical and socio-economic characteristics, gather land tenure information, etc.

· By a widely participative process involving the key stakeholders, jointly design an Area Conservation Plan.  This plan will define, under a participatory process, the area’s mission, vision, and conservation objectives; it will identify conservation elements and existing threats and opportunities; and it will determine the strategies to address challenges and abate the threats, identifying responsible parties and establishing commitments.  It is hoped that existing traditional and ancestral conservation practices will be identified, to strengthen them, and to the extent possible, to replicate them.  Participation throughout the whole process is key to ensure its legitimacy. The process aims also, CONAP as the main director and coordination agency of SIGAP to acknowledge this locally managed area as a conservation model.  
The expected outcome is: 
· Establishment of a locally managed conservation area as an innovative form of governance.
2. Strengthening of local knowledge and capacity
The ecological gap analysis and the capabilities assessment and plan include among their strategies the strengthening of decentralization processes in the management of natural resources in general, and protected areas in particular.

The government of Guatemala has a decentralization policy, by which seeks, among other things, to:

a. focus public funding on local needs 

b. promote the active and responsible participation of civil society in the construction of a better country

c. protect and recover the country’s natural heritage

d. maintain the cultural identity of the country’s peoples

The objective of this component is to strengthen the decentralization processes, by strengthening knowledge and local capacity in order to foster an active participation of key local stakeholders.

The activities to be conducted are:

a. Scope potential stakeholders for protected area management, such as, municipal governments and/or communities that own protected areas

b. Assess the capabilities of these stakeholders, identifying their strengths and weaknesses, both technical and administrative.

c. Design a plan to strengthen their capabilities and implement initial guidelines, by identifying potential finance resources and establishing alliances with like programs and projects.

d. Design a communication strategy on the importance of protected areas, to foster local participation.  The strategy will identify its target audience, determine the most effective communications media in the local (rural) area, and determine the message to be transmitted, in order of getting local stakeholders to actively participate in decision-making for the sustainable management of natural resources.  It is also intended to have final designs, as defined in the strategy, and finally, design a detailed plan with timetable and costs for the implementation of the strategy.

The outcome expected from this component is:

· Municipal governments and local organizations with the potential to manage protected areas have improved their knowledge and capacity to get involved in Protected Area and Natural Resources sustainable management.
3. Promising financial incentives for Guatemalan Protected Area Management at local level
According to the first results from the studies conducted for the design of a financial sustainability plan, the financial gap to achieve a representative, effectively managed protected areas system varies between $10 and $15 million a year.  To sustainably stop this gap, the establishment of a broad range of sources or innovative financial mechanisms has been posed.  The mechanisms might include:

· fees on tourism, timber and non-timber and other resources uses

· finding new donors (such as large corporations, private philanthropists, other government agencies)

· tax revenue-sharing

· sharing costs and benefits with local stakeholders (e.g., private landholders and local communities)

· employing new financial tools (such as business planning)

· improving wider policy and market conditions (such as reforming environmentally-harmful subsidies and creating positive incentives)

· raising funds from new markets (carbon offsets, water, or other payments for environmental services), etc.
Payment for ecosystem services has proven to be very successful in countries like México, Costa Rica, Ecuador, and others.  In the case of Guatemala, there are some experiences in payment for the conservation of water springs, where peasants downriver pay owners upriver in kind (mainly labour).  Another example is the Sierra de las Minas Water Fund, by which water users contribute directly to this fund for the conservation and management of the Sierra de las Minas Biosphere Reserve.  There are other examples like these, but they have not been documented nor systematized.  However, the potential and feasibility of a mechanism for the payment for environmental services in the country are unknown.

Therefore, this component has the objective of identifying the feasibility of developing the most promising incentives for financing the protected area system.

The activities that will be conducted are:

a. Conduct a base study to document and systematize payment for environmental services experiences in Guatemala, and with that, identify the environmental services and range of options that have the most market potential (water, carbon-fixing, scenic beauty, natural disaster mitigation, entrance fees, etc.); including  a willingness to pay for these options.
b. Conduct a market study for each ecosystem that has market potential, defining both supply and demand.

c. Conduct an economic valuation study for the potential environmental services and other options, using indirect valuation methods, or defining costs of opportunity, to quantify potential income.

d. Develop a feasibility study of developing the most promising incentives based on environmental services and other options revenue.

e. Conduct a feasibility study of public or private institutions to manage an incentive programme, determining legal limitations, transaction and operation costs, etc.

f. Determine the guidelines for operationalizing such a mechanism.

The expected outcome is:

· Most promising incentives for financing of protected area system identified and their feasibility developed.
Project implementation will be under CONAP in coordination with the NISP agreement members, who will act as a steering committee and will be responsible for approving terms of reference,  monitoring  and evaluating progress performance and to approve final documents and results.

CONAP has hired a full time employee as the NISP coordinator and with financial support of the Netherlands project, three additional consultants have been contracted to coordinate and implement activities in each NISP commission.  The NISP coordinator will be responsible for presenting technical and financial reports to GEF/UNDP. 

	PoWPA activities to be addressed
	Project outcomes that correspond to PoWPA activities
	Activities per each outcome

	Activity 2.1.2
	Establishment of a locally managed conservation area as an innovative form of governance.
	· Assessment of prioritized protected areas
· Describe the biophysical conditions

· Describe the biological characteristics

· Describe the socio-economic conditions

· Describe land use
· Detail land ownership
· Describe threats to the ecosystems in the protected areas
· Conduct a participative workshop and consultations with key stakeholders to determine their interest in conserving natural resources

· Conduct a workshop to define the area’s mission and vision, and to detail the conservation elements

· Conduct a participative workshop to identify and describe threats and opportunities

· Develop conservation strategies and validate them with key stakeholders

· Analyze management viability

· Establish a Monitoring Strategy

· Define and describe action lines

	Activities 3.2.1

	Municipal governments and local organizations with the potential to manage protected areas have improved their knowledge and capacity to get involved in Protected Area and Natural Resources sustainable management.
	· Stakeholders scoping (municipal governments and local organizations) with potential to manage natural resources and protected areas
· Assessment of current human and institutional capabilities, and identify weaknesses and strengths
· Propose an action plan to strengthen local capabilities 

· Define and develop a communication strategy to improve local knowledge and foster participation in decision making



	Activity 3.1.6
	Most promising incentives for financing of protected area system identified and their feasibility tested at 2 sites.
	· Identify 2 protected areas for testing environmental service payments.

· At those 2 sites: identify environmental services and other options with potential for market transactions.

· For those 2 sites: develop a market study (supply and demand, and valuation) for environmental services and other options for establishing an incentive programme for PA system 
· At the national level: Training on the introduction and use of the financial sustainability scorecard. Initial filling out of the scorecard by the government to quantify, using the scorecard, the baseline situation with regard to the PA financial sustainability of Guatemala.
· At the national level: Develop a feasibility study of most promising incentives 

· Identify capabilities at the national level (public and private institutions) for managing an incentive programme for the PA System
· Propose necessary mechanisms and instruments to operationalize an incentive programme, and to continue the application of the scorecard by the Government to track the success in increasing the financial sustainability of its the PA system.


I.4.E.
Related projects and initiatives (not to be included in co-financing)

There will be no overlap with this project in any activity since all of them will be implemented in different geographical areas.
	Project name
	Funding: source and amount, US$
	Implementing agency(ies)
	Which PoWPA activities are supported and how

	Improvement of Management Effectiveness in the Maya Biosphere Reserve (MBR).
	World Bank GEF
US$ 4.4 million 
	CONAP/CATIE
	Strengthening the institutional and local capacity for conservation and sustainable use of the biodiversity in the MBR.  There will no overlap with this project, since they will be implemented in different geographical areas.  However, coordination will take please to share lessons learned from both projects..

	Integrated Management of the Montecristo Trinational Protected Area. Regional (El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras). 
	World Bank/GEF US$ 3.6 million 
	
	The project will establish an efficient and operational trinational framework for the integrated and sustainable management of the Montecristo Trinational Protected Area (MTPA), and contribute to the consolidation of the biological corridors that connect it to the MBC within the Trifinio Region of El Salvador, Guatemala and Honduras.
There will be no overlap with this project in any activity since both will be implemented in different geographical areas.  

	Consolidating a System of Municipal Regional Parks (MRPs) in Guatemala's Western Plateau.
	UNDP/GEF
	Helvetas/Probosques
	This project will enhance decentralized and participatory conservation management in Guatemala by expanding and consolidating a network of municipal regional parks (MRPs) in the Western Plateau region.
Even though there will be no overlap in geographical areas, close coordination seeking for synergies will take place.  For this project it is important to learn from the experiences and lessons learned from Helvetas/Probosques.  
Helvetas/Probosques is working in 5 municipal regional parks. This project will give initial steps to expand and consolidate a broader network of municipal regional protected areas.

	Marine gap analysis
	TNC

30,000
	TNC
	Activity 1.1.5 by completing the National Protected Area System gap analyses at national  level based on the requirements for representative systems of protected areas that adequately conserve marine ecosystems. 

	Project to strengthen the management of Guatemalan protected areas and biodiversity (PFGAB)
	Government of the Netherlands.  
$ 6.5 million
	CATIE/CONAP


	Activities 1.1.2, 1.1.10, 14.3, and 3.2.1, by supporting improved management to consolidate the protected areas, by supporting broad participation of key stakeholders through regional and national workshops, and by supporting the planning process of priority areas.  This project supports the strengthening of CONAP capabilities.


Section I.5
Stakeholder involvement

	Stakeholder
	Mechanism for involvement in the project

	MARN
	NISP Promoter Group. MARN will have a monitoring and evaluation of projects performance rol.

	NGOs (FDN, FUNDAECO, CALAS)
	Both NGO’s are part of the NISP Commissions and will be involved giving feedback to the different activities and outcomes.
FDN will be specifically involved in outcome 3, due to its experience in establishing the Water Fund in Sierra de las Minas Biosphere Reserve

FUNDAECO and CALAS will be involved in outcome 1, as these organizations have conservation activities in some of the new potential PA identified in the ecological gap analysis. Both organizations have experiences in working in indigenous communities. 



	International NGO’s (WWF, CI, TNC,WCS)
	International NGO’s will be involved in the project as they are part of NISP Promoter Group and Commissions. 
TNC will co-finance workshops needed in the three outcomes

CI, WCS and WWF will be involved in outcome 3 by giving technical assistance. 

	Municipal governments (In Sololá: Santa María de Jesús, San Juan La Laguna,, San Pedro La Laguna, Santa Clara La Laguna, San Marcos La Lagua y San Lucas Toliman. In Chimaltenango:

Patzun, Patzicia, San Pedro Yapocapa, Acatenango, Santa Maria de Jesus y Magdalena Milpas Altas

In El Progreso:

El Jicaro)

	They will be involved in outcome 2, as the project will strengthen municipal capacities 
Other municipal governments that will be identified to be involved in Outcome 1, and 3.

	Communities (not defined yet)
	Communities will be directly involved in Outcome 1 and 2.  In outcome 1 they are expected to have an active rol.  Outcome 2 will strengthen capacities of local/community organizations.

Communities will be involved across the project through local and national workshops for feedback and validation of outcomes.

	Co-managers (FDN, FUNDAECO, FUNDARY, INAB, CECON, INGUAT)
	Co-managers will be involved through local and national workshops for feedback and validation of the 3 outcomes.

	Scientists 
	They will be involved through consultations in outcome 1 and 3.


Section I.6
Monitoring and evaluation of expected outcomes

	Type of M&E activity
	Responsible party (ies)
	Timeframe

	1. Inception report
	CONAP in coordination of NISP members
	January 2008

	2. Quarterly technical and financial reports
	CONAP in coordination of NISP members
	March, June, Sept, Dec 2007
March, June, Sept, Dec 2009

	3. One-page travel reports
	No travel is expected
	none

	4. Project completion report, including filling out the UNDP/GEF financial PA scorecard
	CONAP in coordination with NISP members and with assistance from UNDP/GEF global project coordinator
	March 2010


Project implementation will be under CONAP responsibility in coordination with the NISP agreement members, who will act as a steering committee and will be responsible for approving terms of reference, monitoring and evaluating progress performance and to approve final documents and results.

CONAP has hired a full time employee as the NISP coordinator and with financial support of the Netherlands project, three additional consultants have been contracted to coordinate and implement activities in each NISP commission.  This team will be responsible for managing the project. The NISP coordinator will be responsible for presenting technical and financial reports to GEF/UNDP. 

The UNDP/GEF Financial Scorecard will be used as a monitoring instrument for the Outcome which deals with sustainable PA financing

Section I.7
Budget
I.7.A
Estimated project costs

	Outcome
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	Establishment of a locally managed conservation area as an innovative form of governance.
	67,000
	24,398
	91,398

	Municipal governments and local organizations with the potential to manage protected areas have improved their knowledge and capacity to get involved in Protected Area and Natural Resources sustainable management.
	45,000
	23,000
	68,000

	Most promising incentives for financing of protected area system identified and their feasibility developed.
	35,000
	23,000
	58,000

	Project Management
	3,000
	122,231
	125,231


* A maximum of 10% of the funding request may be spent on project management, not taking into account audit costs.

I.7.B
Budget lines

Outcome 1:  Establishment of a locally managed conservation area as an innovative form of governance.
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	55,000
	     9,398
	64,398

	2. International consultants
	     
	     
	     

	3. Training
	12,000
	10,000
	22,000

	4. Travel
	     
	5,000     
	5,000 

	TOTAL for Outcome 1
	67,000
	24,398
	91,398


Outcome 2:  Municipal governments and local organizations with the potential to manage protected areas have improved their knowledge and capacity to get involved in Protected Area and Natural Resources sustainable management.
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	40,000
	8,000
	48,000

	2. International consultants
	
	
	

	3. Training
	5,000
	10,000
	15,000

	4. Travel
	
	5,000
	5,000

	TOTAL for Outcome 2
	45,000
	23,000
	68,000


Outcome 3:  Most promising incentives for financing of protected area system identified and their feasibility developed.
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants
	35,000
	8,000
	43,000

	2. International consultants
	
	
	

	3. Training
	
	10,000
	10,000

	4. Travel
	
	5,000
	5,000

	TOTAL for Outcome 3
	35,000
	23,000
	58,000


Note: Continue by presenting similar tables for all listed outcomes. An explanation of eligible budget items is provided in the Guidance Note.

Project management: (maximum 10% of the total amount requested from the GEF under this application):
	Budget category
	GEF(US$)
	Co-financing (US$)
	Total (US$)

	1. Local consultants engaged in managing the project
	     
	101,451
	101,451

	2. International consultants
	     
	     
	     

	3. Stationery and disposable items
	     
	20,780
	20,780

	4. Travel
	     
	     
	     

	5. Inception and closing workshops (two maximum)
	
	
	

	TOTAL, before audit costs
	
	122,231
	122,231

	6. Audit cost
	3,000
	
	3,000

	TOTAL project management,
 including audit
	3,000
	122,231
	125,231


I.7.C
Co-financing (provide information on all co-finance sources directly relevant to the PoWPA activities which are the focus of this application)

	Institution
	Classification
	Type
	Amount (US$)

	
	
	
	Confirmed*
	Unconfirmed

	Project CONAP/HOLANDA
	Bi-lateral
	In kind
	36,000
	     

	TNC
	International NGO
	cash
	25,000
	     

	CONAP
	Government
	In kind
	57,600
	     

	CI
	International NGO
	cash
	39,098
	     

	WWF
	International NGO
	cash 
	6,300
	     

	FONACON
	Government
	cash
	28,631
	

	Total co-financing
	192,629
	


· Please present copies of letters of co-financing as confirmation. Please note that only confirmed co-financing is counted by ITRC at the project assessment. 

   PART II
Response to ITRC Review and comments – if applicable

	Comment
	Response from project developer

	The financing mechanisms had very little description and no field testing, Is it possible to include field testing of particular financing mechanisms?
	One such mechanism is raising revenues at the local level and retaining them for protected areas. We intend to do a market survey to identify the potential environmental services that can be offered from protected areas and the viability of being implemented at the local level. The GAP analysis will be the base to make the field survey,  in which we will identify the environmental services to concentrate on, the financial mechanisms that can be applied to tap those services, and who would be he potential users who would need to pay for them, as well as to establish payment  procedures.

	The funds and time allocated to the economic studies are inadequate. Given the nature of the proposal, this would seem to imply that there has been less thinking on implementing these ideas on larger scales  within the country.
	Our idea is to develop a pilot project in two specific protected areas within the country, instead of working on a nationwide scale. The results of the study will identify the incentives with greater potential at the local level, and guide their replication in other regions of the country. The acquired knowledge is intended to serve as a model for the strengthening of the SIGAP.

	Activity 3.2.1 (improving local management capacity) will require specific training activities that are not discussed in the proposal. 
	This part of the project will only consider an assessment of local actors that will be involved in the conservation of the area (local government or municipalities, landowners, communities) as well as their current capabilities.

In line with the results we will develop a detailed plan to build capabilities in the following topics: natural resources and biodiversity, administration and management, and financial sustainability.  In addition, a communication program will be aimed to inform and create awareness to the general public. 

The project does not consider training activities. It is important to understand, before undertaking the trainings, that training of local actors must be based on the analysis of their current capabilities to attend to their real needs. While the analysis is part of the project, the training and other ways of its implementation will be undertaken by the government beyond the project boundaries.

	Indicators could be better defined and more specific.
	We are ready to redefine each indicator so that they allow us to effectively assess the achievement of our goals.

	Production of studies and reports does not insure conservation outcomes. It would be good to see acknowledgment of risks that outcomes may not be achieved.
	Results will be linked to a extensive socialization of the project, as well as an agreement between all the parties involved and the suitable selection of the region where the project will be carried on (based on socio-economic and environmental aspects). We will insert new risks as follows: 

1. Low concern from the communities and local actors to accept and participate in the proposal. 

2. There is little agreement between local actors and the governmental and non-governmental institutions involved in the development of the project. 
3. An inadequate selection of the area, due to insufficient information available.

	The rights and obligations relating to potential PAs should be established, as should any existing governance arrangements in respect of these areas should be determined and included in the subsequent actions.
	The project does not look for the establishment of new protected areas. The project goal is to conduct a conservation plan in accordance with the active participation of local actors, on the basis of the following guidelines:  conservation vision and objectives, threat-oriented strategies to confront challenges and the assignment of roles and tasks. It is expected that the project will promote the will and interest of local communities towards the proposal of their lands as new protected areas.


What the project are looking for, is to create an innovative model of conservation locally managed, to ensure that local communities recognize the value of protecting their natural resources and associated biodiversity. We have not the intention to impose the current management categories stated by the law, to the experimental pilot area, if these are opposite to the interests of the local communities.


   PART iii
Annexes

Annex III.1
Outcomes of the initial PoWPA analysis

The National Implementation Support Partnerships (NISP) Agreement to implement the Programme of Work on Protected Areas was signed on November 23, 2005.  Members of this alliance include WWF, CI, WCS, TNC, FONACON, the co-managers roundtable, CONAP, SEGEPLAN, MARN and IIA (Environmental Incidence Institute), which contribute with technical and financial resources.  

A NISP Promoter Group and thematic committees for each of the three components supported by this agreement were established (see Figure 1: Organization to implement Agreement activities) to implement, coordinate, and follow-up on the convened actions. General guidelines, with concrete objectives and an Action Plan were developed. 

The Action Plan’s general objective is:

To contribute to the implementation of the activities proposed by the strategic plan of the National Agreement to implement the Programme of Work on Protected Areas of the Convention on Biological Diversity.

The specific objectives are:

· Conduct the evaluation and assessment of the representativeness of the ecosystems that exist in the Guatemalan Protected Areas System (SIGAP) with full capability to conserve biodiversity and the terrestrial, freshwater, and coastal-marine ecosystems of Guatemala.  This will also determine the strategy to fill representativeness gaps and to achieve the best ecoregional coverage in the SIGAP.

· Design and conduct an evaluation of needs to strengthen governmental and private capabilities to develop the Guatemalan Protected Areas System (SIGAP) region by region.

· Create a sustainable financing plan for the SIGAP that includes political, legislative, institutional, or other necessary measures.

The expected outcomes are:

· A document that describes the evaluation and assessment of the representativeness of the ecosystems that exist in the Guatemalan Protected Areas System (SIGAP) with full capability to conserve biodiversity in terrestrial, freshwater, and coastal-marine ecosystems of Guatemala.

· A strategy to fill the representativeness gaps, to achieve the best ecoregional coverage in the SIGAP.

· A document that describes needs to strengthen governmental and private capabilities to develop the Guatemalan Protected Areas System (SIGAP) region by region.

· A sustainable financing plan for the SIGAP that includes political, legislative, institutional, or other necessary measures.

· A descriptive instrument of policy impingement, to be presented to decision-makers at various levels, to influence the management and sustainability of the SIGAP.

Figure 1:  Organization to implement NISP Agreement activities


[image: image1]
Strategies to implement PoWPA include a number of national, regional and local workshops with partners, such as communities, PA directors, municipal authorities and government institutions (INAB, MAGA, INGUAT, IDAEH) among others, in order to foster broad ownership of implementers. 

The planning, expected outcomes, activities, and indicators for the PoWPA implementation are:

	ACTIVITIES 
	INDICATORS
	MEANS OF VERIFICATION

	RESULT 1 

COORDINATION AND INTEGRATION OF THE COMMISSION AND PROMOTER GROUP ACTIVITIES

	1.1 

Coordinate, integrate, and document Promoter Group and Commission activities
	Monthly meetings by the Promoter Group and the Commissions held
	Notifications sent and meeting minutes presented for work meetings by the Promoter Group and the Commissions

	1.2

Integrate the Commission workplans
	A national workplan to execute the National Agreement activities made and approved 
	Document containing the national workplan for the Agreement, approved by the Promoter Group

	1.3  

Participate in the Commission and Promoter Group meetings


	Bi-monthly meetings with the Promoter Group, and monthly meetings with the Commissions 
	Promoter Group and Commission meeting minutes approved

	1.4

Produce the document for the regulation and operation of the Promoter Group and the Agreement Commissions
	A regulation for decision-making in the Promoter Group and Commissions made and approved
	Regulation for the operation of the Promoter Group and the Commissions

	1.5

Integrate the information generated by the Commissions and consultancies hired by the Commissions
	A document containing and integrating the information generated by each Commission that furthers fulfilling Agreement objectives
	Report on the integration of the consultancy reports with the Commissions’ work 

	1.6

Conduct workshops to coordinate, validate, and integrate information
	4 workshops held:  1 to coordinate, 1 to validate reports, and 2 to integrate information
	Planning documents and content report for each workshop, including general elements and conclusions reached

	RESULT 2

ECOLOGIC GAP ANALYSIS CONDUCTED FOR THE SIGAP.

	2.1

Produce the workplan for the Commission, and identify the criteria for  the biologic representativeness gap analysis


	A document containing the objectives, timetable for the Commission’s activities, and definition of the conservation goals and objectives for the representativeness analysis
	Workplan approved by the Commission

	 2.2

Produce the terms of reference for hiring the consultancy
	Minutes of the discussion and approval by the Commission of the conceptual elements necessary for the representativeness analysis identified 
	Terms of reference for hiring the consultancy, and publication of the terms

	2.3

Discuss and approve the hired consultant’s workplan
	Consultant’s workplan made compatible with the Commission’s workplan 
	Consultant’s workplan approved by the Commission

	2.4 

Assessment to identify information relevant to determining representativeness gaps in the SIGAP ecosystems
	A progress report containing the diagnosis and representativeness maps 
	Document with national conservation goals, maps with species occurrence, and maps with threats



	2.5

Integrate threat analysis and species occurrence information, and identification of gaps
	A workshop to determine criteria to determine priorities for representativeness gap filling
	Sites portfolio and comparison of current sites; workshop minutes 

	2.6

Hold a workshop on software for identifying ecosystem representativeness
	A workshop on the use of the Marxsam software  to identify the type of baseline information necessary, and to interpret the results 
	Workshop course and workshop minutes 

	2.7

Discuss and approve the consultancy’s final document
	A workshop to validate and approve the content, and fulfillment of the terms of reference by the consultants
	Minutes of the workshop to approve the gap analysis final document 

	2.9

Edit and print the final document 


	500 copies of the final document on the analysis to identify ecologic representativeness gaps
	Final document of the consultancy published 

	2.10 

Assessment of biodiversity in freshwater and coastal-marine ecosystems


	A document containing a systematization of the information regarding freshwater and coastal-marine ecosystems in Guatemala, as well as the biodiversity existing in each of those ecosystems
	Document

	2.11

Define criteria for prioritizing freshwater and coastal-marine ecosystems


	A document originating in a study, and activities to validate the prioritization of criteria to define ecosystems and identify priority freshwater and coastal-marine sites for management and conservation
	Documents and workshop minutes

	2.12

Design a strategy and policies to incorporate the freshwater and coastal-marine systems into the SIGAP


	A document containing the institutional strategies and the conservation and management strategies for the freshwater and coastal-marine ecosystem regions, zones, and sites
	Document

	RESULT 3

EVALUATION OF CAPABILITIES, AND DEVELOPMENT OF A PLAN TO STRENGTHEN CAPABILITIES

	3.1

Produce the Commission workplan


	A document containing the Commission activities to achieve its objectives
	Commission workplan

	 3.2 

Determine the terms of reference for hiring the consultancy
	A document containing the terms of reference, publication of the terms of reference for the contract
	Dissemination of the terms of reference for the contract

	3.3

Discuss and approve the hired consultant’s workplan
	A document containing the hired consultant’s work elements, complying with the established terms of reference
	Consultancy workplan

	3.4

Diagnose recommendations to strengthen the SIGAP’s capabilities


	A document presenting the consultancy’s progress
	Progress report document

	3.5

Prioritize necessities to strengthen SIGAP capabilities and to strengthen activities that favor the region
	A workshop presenting the necessities to strengthen capabilities
	Workshop minutes and report

	3.6

Develop the strategic plan to strengthen capabilities 
	A workshop to present progress and to discuss the strategic plan to strengthen capabilities
	Workshop minutes and report

	3.7

Discuss and approve the consultancy’s final document
	Review the content and compliance with the consultants’ terms of reference
	Minutes of the meeting to approve the gap analysis final document 

	3.8

Edit and print the final document 
	500 copies of the final document with the Plan to strengthen capabilities 
	Consultancy’s final document published 

	RESULT 4.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE SIGAP STRENGTHENING AND FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

	4.1

Produce the Commission workplan


	A document containing the Commission activities to achieve its objectives
	Commission workplan

	 4.2 Determine the terms of reference for hiring the consultancies
	3 documents containing the terms of reference, publication of the documents to hire 3 consultants
	Dissemination of the terms of reference for the contracts

	4.3 

Discuss and approve the hired consultants’ workplans


	3 documents containing the hired consultants’ workplan elements, which comply with the established terms of reference
	Workplans for the consultancies, an minutes of the Commission meeting with approval for the plans

	44 

Identify the current financial situation, using protected area baseline information and the current financial gaps


	A document with the characterization and diagnosis of the financial situation of the Guatemalan Protected Areas System 
	Document produced and presented

	4.5

Develop a protected area funding program that incorporates elements identified by the gap analysis and capabilities evaluation
	A document containing the SIGAP funding program, incorporating the elements identified by the gap analysis and the plan to strengthen capabilities 
	Document produced and presented

	4.6

Develop an institutional strategic plan for development and sustainability, with ideal situation, programmed activities, actors and donors inventory, and policy and financial instruments. 
	A document containing the SIGAP institutional development and financial sustainability strategic plan 
	Document produced and presented

	4.7 

Discuss and approve the financial strengthening plan document
	A workshop to validate the content and compliance with the objectives in the Finances Commission workplan
	Minutes of the meeting to approve the final gap analysis document 

	4.8

Edit and print the final document 
	500 copies of the financial strengthening Plan 
	Final document of the consultancy published

	RESULT 5

INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF THE FINAL REPORTS FOR THE AGREEMENT PRODUCTS

	5.1 

Develop a proposal to present, approve and institutionalize final reports of the NISP agreement commissions.
	Opinion of results to be submitted  to CONAP 
	CONAP resolution approving final reports of the NISP agreement commissions.


III.1.A

The initial POWPA analysis process

The initial gap analysis included ecologic, capabilities, and financial gaps. 

The ecologic gap analysis focused on ecosystem representativeness, ecologic, and management gaps, and was conducted for the terrestrial ecosystems.  The gap analysis for marine ecosystems will be financed by The Nature Conservancy.  

The ecologic gap analysis resulted in a sites portfolio that proposes new areas and biological corridors.  The portfolio was prioritized, and strategies are presented to stop the gaps.  Among the recommendations, and to follow up on the work, it is proponed to strengthen local participation opportunities, and to manage the new areas as areas of interest to conservation or other modalities.  For this, it is necessary to gather more precise field information, to learn the situation and to reach consensuses by participative processes and wide consultation.

The capabilities gap analysis included making a capability diagnosis for the SIGAP, the sites, and their managers.  The diagnosis was based on the results of management effectiveness monitoring that CONAP performs annually, which were complemented with consultations and workshops with experts and field personnel.  Based on the diagnosis, an action plan to strengthen capabilities was made.  This plan contains grand strategies and general guidelines, activities, indicators, preliminary costs, responsible parties, and a timetable.

The financial gap analysis is still in process.  We expect to have this analysis complete in the short term, to be able to begin identifying potential mechanisms according to the existing national capabilities. 
III.1.B

Initial POWPA analysis outcomes
· Gap analysis in terrestrial ecosystems
· Capacity assessment for the SIGAP

· Preliminary plan to strengthen capacity for effective management of the SIGAP
· Financial Gap Analysis and proposal of financial sustainability mechanisms (in process)

III.1.C
Linkage between initial gap analysis outcomes and activities proposed under this application

	Initial gap analysis result
	Which activity is it linked to in the application

	Prioritized sites portfolio, with absolute and functional gaps, and guideline strategies to fill the gaps.

	· Technical study on new areas proposed in accordance with the portfolio 

· Site Conservation Plan of at least one new area
· Establish of a locally managed conservation area as an innovative type of governance.



	Preliminary plan to strengthen capabilities for effective management of the SIGAP


	· Capabilities study of municipal governments and local entities with the potential to manage protected areas, with a corresponding action plan to strengthen their capabilities

· Communication Strategy to improve local knowledge of the importance of conserving protected areas and to foster local participation

	Financial Gap Analysis and proposal of financial sustainability mechanisms (in process)


	· Feasibility study of most promising incentives to finance the PA System
· Viability study on public and private institutions with the potential to receive funds from the payment for environmental services


III.1.D
Maps, records, relevant scientific publications, and 
additional web-links

· BALAM.  2007.  Análisis espacial y generación de capas de información para el análisis de vacíos del Sistema Guatemalteco de Áreas Protegidas.  Fase III. Informe Consultoría.  Guatemala:  TNC.  1 CD. 

      (Spatial analysis and generation of information layers for the SIGAP gap analysis)

· Jolon-Morales, M.R.  2007.  II Reporte de Avance Análisis de Vacíos:  Metas Nacionales y Amenazas.  Informe de Avance de Consultoría.  Guatemala:  TNC.  83 p.  1 CD.

      (Gap analysis progress report:  National goals and threats)

· Jolon-Morales, M. R.  2007.  Documento Técnico de Soporte II.  Análisis de Vacíos y Omisiones:  Priorización de Áreas del SIGAP y Portafolio de Sitios.  Informe Intermedio de Consultoría.  Guatemala:  TNC.  37 p.

      (Gap and omission analysis:  Prioritization of SIGAP areas, and Sites Portfolio)

· Lopez, CM/CATIE. 2006. Diagnóstico de Capacidades del Sistema Guatemalteco de Areas Protegidas. Informe Intermedio de Consultoría. Guatemala: PROARCA/TNC. 

· Lopez, CM/CATIE. 2006. Plan Preliminar pare el fortalecimeinto de capacidades para el manejo efectivo del SIGAP. Informe II de Consultoría. Guatemala: PROARCA/TNC.
Annex III.2
GEF OFP endorsement letter
Attached separately.

Annex III.3
Co-financing letters

Attached separately.
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� Please see the definition of co-financing in the Guidance Note. 


� The scorecard is an instrument developed by UNDP/GEF for countries to track the financial sustainability of their PA systems. The scorecard will be made freely available to the country by the Global Project Management Unit, and some capacity building about its use will be rendered within the project.


� Please see a clarification for Activity 3.2.1 in the ITRC Responses.
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