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MEMORANDUM TO THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS AND THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Project Performance Assessment Report on Ecuador
Biodiversity Protection Project (GEF TF 028700-EC)

This is a Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR) for the Ecuador Biodiversity
Protection Project for which the Giobal Environment Facility (GEF) approved a grant of US$7.2
million on May 9, 1994. The grant was made effective July 24, 1995 and closed on March 31,
2000.

The main objective of the project was to support the restructuring and strengthening of
institutional capacities and of the overall policy and legal framework to ensure adequate
management of the National System of Protected Areas. The project components included
institution strengthening, reform of the legal framework, outreach activities, and investments in
protected areas.

The relevance of the project is rated substantial. The project addressed policy, legal, and
institutional issues, including the need to build system and local capacities, civil society
participation, and investments for biodiversity protection. Efficacy is rated modest because, while
the project delivered most of its outputs, it did not achieve the restructuring and strengthening of
the institutional capacities, and of the overall policy and legal framework for the management of
protected areas, that were the objective of the project. Efficiency is rated modest because
centralized decision-making resulted in inaction, lost opportunities for capacity building, and
purchases that where not always appropriate for local conditions in protected areas, needlessly
increasing operation cost. The outcome of the project is rated moderately unsatisfactory
because although its objectives were relevant and fit well with the environmental priorities of the
country, the project had only modest success in changing the most important institutional, legal,
and social impediments to sound biodiversity management in Ecuador.

Sustainability is rated unlikely because the project large]y failed to build the institutional

nd g al o atainahil ot
SuppGrt, stakeholder Gv‘v'ﬂerSuAy, and social support necessary 1o ensure aucuuuauuu_y O1 pr(‘)jevt

accomphshments Also, planned financial instruments were not put in place to ensure cost
weovcry l]'lbllluu()ﬂdl acvcxopmem lmpaCl lb rdIC(l mOﬂeSt occause ICW OI mc capacny DUHGlng
objectives were achieved. Bank and borrower performance are both rated unsatisfactory. The
project design was compiex and attempted to accomplish too much. Having no benchmarks or
indicators to assess the extent to which the project was on track, implementation emphasized the
completion of activities rather than meeting the project’s strategic objectives. Also, lack of
implementing agency ownership and support for the project and its proposals was a major

impediment in the accomplishment of the project’s strategic objectives.

This document has a restricted distribution and may be used by recipients only in the performance of
their official duties. Its contents may not otherwise be disclosed without World Bank authorization.




[\

This PPAR highlights and confirms a number of OED lessons.

¢ The promotion of biodiversity protection needs to take the political dimension into
account and plan and provide for building alliances in support of the necessary reforms
of the system. Lacking internal and external support, many of the studies,
recommendations, and proposals produced by the project did not result in action by the
implementing agency. Thus, the impact of the project on policies, regulations, and
institutional reforms was indirect and small. To generate the necessary support, the
follow-up project needs to incorporate a strategy to build alliances that support the policy

nd ingtitutianal rafarm adad ta angtain the achia af tha nraiant Tha nraiect
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should insure ownershlp by the 1mplementmg agency, build lmkages with environmental
OIHCCS UI SCLLOFdl mlnlbl]'lCS ana provnue IOI' me acuve pamclpanon OI NUUS ana lOC&l
communities in project planning, execution, and monitoring.

e Realistic objectives, clear benchmarks, and sound monitoring are crucial to ensure that
project activities contribute to strategic goals. The project’s objective was too broad.
Lack of information regarding biodiversity and project impacts made it difficult to assess
the utility of the project’s approach during implementation Lack of benchmarks or
specific guidelines contributed to poor supervision. The follow-up project should define
clear objectlves benchmarks, and impact monitoring indicators. Supemsmn should focus

on the extent to which activities are contributing to the strateegic n‘-upnhupc of the proiect
il viiw AW WAL AUV WL 5 VWOl g‘lu Va YWl Vi Lilw P J

and not just on implementation of activities.

o The protection of biodiversity is a complex process. To make it manageable, projects
should address a few crucial factors and seek to gradually build capacity. Excessive
complexity was one of the project’s major flaws. The project sought to address too many
factors simultaneously, some of which required careful coordination. Another flaw was
the emphasis on products (largely reports and studies), to the detriment of the support of
capacity-building processes, and insufficient attention to building upon existing
institutions and social organizations. Had the project focused on fewer activities and

given more attention to linking with existing initiatives, and working with other
institutions and nrosmvmhrmc the nrmpnf could have been more successful. The follow
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up project should concentrate on a few crucial aspects affectmg blOleel'Slty protectxon
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processes.

Attachment /___;j?
]




[

OED Mission: Enhancing development effectiveness through excellence and independence in evaluation.

About this Report

The Operations Evaluation Department assesses the programs and activities of the World Bank for two
purposes: first, to ensure the integrity of the Bank’s self-evaluation process and to verify that the Bank's work is
producing the expected resuits, and second, to heip develop improved directions, poiicies, and procedures inrough
the dissemination of lessons drawn from experience. As part of this work, OED annually assesses about 25
percent of the Bank's lending operations. Assessments are conducted one to seven years after a project has
closed. In selecting operations for assessment, preference is given to those that are innovative, large, or complex;
those that are relevant to upcoming studies or country evaluations; those for which Executive Directors or Bank
management have requested assessments; and those that are likely to generate important lessons. The projects,
topics and analytical approaches selected for assessment support larger evaluation studies.

A Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR) is based on a review of the Implementation Completion
Report (a self-evaluation by the responsible Bank department) and fieldwork conducted by OED. To prepare
PPARs, OED staff examine project files and other documents, interview operational staff, and in most cases visit
the borrowing country for onsite discussions with project staff and beneficiaries. The PPAR thereby seeks to
validate and augment the information provided in the ICR, as well as examine issues of special interest to broader
OED studies.

Each PPAR is subject to a peer review process and OED management approval. Once cleared internally, the
PPAR is reviewed by the responsible Bank department and amended as necessary. The completed PPAR is then
sent to the borrower for review; the borrowers’ comments are attached to the document that is sent to the Bank's
Board of Executive Directors. After an assessment report has been sent to the Board, it is disclosed to the public.

About the OED Rating System

The time-tested svaluation methods used by OED are suited o the broad range of the World Bank’s work.
The methods offer both rigor and a necessary level of flexibility to adapt to lending instrument, project design, or
sectoral approach. OED evaluators all apply the same basic method to arrive at their project ratings. Following is
the definition and rating scale used for each evaluation criterion (more information is available on the OED website:
hitp://worldbank.org/oed/eta-mainpage.html).

Reievance of Objectives: The extent to which the project’s objectives are consistent with the couniry’s
current development priorities and with current Bank country and sectoral assistance strategies and corporate
goals {expressed in Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, Country Assistance Strategies, Sector Strategy Papers,
Operational Policies). Possible ratings: High, Substantial, Modest, Negligible.

Efficacy: The extent to which the project’s objectives were achieved, or expected to be achieved, taking into
account their relative importance. Possible ratings: High, Substantial, Modest, Negligible.

Efﬂclency The extent to which the project achieved, or is expected to achieve, a return higher than the
opportunity cost of capital and benefits at least cost compared 1o alternatives. Possible ratings: High, Substantia
Modest, Negligible. This rating is not generally applied to adjustment operations.

Sustainability: The resilience to risk of net benefits flows over time. Possible ratings: Highly Likely, Likely,
Unlikely, Highly Unlikely, Not Evaluable.

Institutional Development Impact: The extent to which a project improves the ability of a country or region
to make more efficient, equitabie and sustainabie use of its human, financiai, and naturai resources through: (a)
better definition, stability, transparency, enforceability, and predictability of institutional arrangements and/or (b)
better alignment of the mission and capacity of an organization with its mandate, which derives from these
institutional arrangements. Institutional Development Impact includes both intended and unintended effects of a
project. Possible ratings: High, Substantial, Modest, Negligible.

Outcome: The extent to which the project's major relevant objectives were achieved, or are expected to be
achieved, efficiently. Possible ratings: Highly Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Moderately Satisfactory, Moderately
Unsatisfactory, Unsatisfactory, Highly Unsatisfactory.

Bank Performance: The extent to which services provided by the Bank ensured quality at entry and
supported implementation through appropriate supervision (including ensuring adequate transition arrangements
for regular operation of the pro;ect) Possible ratings: Highly Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory, Highly
Unsatisfactory.

Borrower Performance: The extent to which the borrower assumed ownership and responsibiiity to ensure

quality of preparation and implementation, and complied with covenants and agreements, towards the

achisvement of de\lnlnnment cbmnhune and su |cfmnnh|hh/ Possible mtmne Hmhlv th:far‘tnrv Qahcfm‘tn

Unsatisfactory, Highly Unsatlsfactory
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Preface

This is a Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR) on the Ecuador Biodiversity Protection
Project, for which the World Bank provided a Global Environment Facility (GEF) grant for
US$7.2 million that was approved May 9, 1994. The grant was made effective July 24, 1995. It
was scheduled to close on June 30, 2000, but closed three months early on March 31, 2000.

This report is based on a review of the Implementation Completion Report (ICR) prepared by the
Latin America and Caribbean Remnn (anm't No. 20481, June 29, 7000\ the annrmca] report

(Report No. 12363, May 1, 11994) other project documents and dxscussxons w1th Bank staff An

Oineratinne Fual + Nanart: NED
Operations Evaluation Department (OED) mission visited Ecuador in November 2001 to discuss

the effectiveness of the Bank’s assistance with govemment officials and the pro;ect § various
lmplcmcmmg dgCHble dIl(l to Vlbll I.III"CC Ol LHC protcucu areas lﬂdl DCHCIHCU 1r0m lﬂC pru_]t:u
The cooperation and assistance of government officials at the Ministry of the Environment is
gratefully acknowledged.

This PPAR contains a more detailed review of the project than the ICR, particularly regarding the
evaluation of citizen particii?ation and biodiversity monitoring. Because it is now two years after
project disbursements have concluded, this report has also devoted special attention to assessing
factors that may contribute to sustainability.

Following standard OED procedures, a draft of this PPAR was sent to the borrower for
comments, but no comments were received.
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1. The main objective of the Biodiversity Protection Project was to support the restructuring
and strengthening of institutional capacities and of the overall policy and legal framework to
ensure adequate management of the National System of Protected Areas. The project components
consisted of institutional strengthening, reform of the legal framework, outreach activities, and
investments in protected areas. A total of 35 activities were planned, only 24 of which were
completed or partially completed. The remaining 11, mainly related to the Galapagos protected

arca, were only partially undertaken, largely because of problems with government

disbursements.

2. While the project was relevant, overall project accomplishments were modest. The main
factors affecting project implementation were poor project design, a lack of project ownership by
the implementing agency, and centralized decision-making in the Central Project Unit (CPU).
The most successful project activities were related to investments in protected areas and field
staff training. These two activities together accounted for most of the improvements in park
protection that were achieved. The development of protected area management plans (PAMP)
was another important activity that established precedents for local participation in protected
areas. Nevertheless, most successes were confined to specific protected areas and did not have an
impact across the National System of Protected Areas (SNAP). Moreover, the project did not
bring about any significant change in the legal and regulatory framework governing protected

areas, and made few contributions to strenethening park management institutions. The main

2a%8 AlaGNa Bivaiiipy poaas LRLS BYIIviis 2SNV, 2230 2Aalll

problem with the project is that, while it produced a set of proposals for legal and regulatory
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communities, and other stakeholders in support of the proposed reforms.

Country and Sector Context

anging from arid lands to hlgh

ia ‘D"'Q 11

mountains and tr plcal forests. It also has one of highest concentrations of blOleCTSlty per

+h +1d (O D o
unit area in the world \7.« ayu.,u.a per 1,000 squarc kilometers, exclud.ng f"“\. At the time of

appraisal, the government had established a National System of Protected Areas (SNAP). This
system included 15 conservation units of global importance for their endemism, high levels of
biodiversity, and multiplicity of life zones. Fourteen of these sites are located on the mainland
and one, the Galapagos National Park, is located in the Galapagos Archipeiago.

3 Ecuador is endowed with a wide diversity Qf habitats ra

4. Strong pressures from economic activities such as petroleum, gas, mining, and wood
extraction and shrimp production threaten protected areas in Ecuador. Wood exports, for
example, more than doubled from just under 5 million cubic meters at the time of appraisal in
1993 to more than 10 million cubic meters in 2000. New petroleum and gas development projects
continue to threaten some of Ecuador’s most valuable protected areas. Some of the major
problems stem from the lack of a national policy on protected areas, inadequate institutional
frameworks, lack of compliance with existing laws and regulations, and insufficient budgetary

n
allocations. Also, many protected areas and their buffer zones are home to indigenous groups and

non-indigenous poor farmers who used these lands and resources. However, until the early 1990s,
there were no government policies to involve local communities in the management of
conservation units, which often led to conflicts between indigenous peoples and the park
administrator. Multipie and sometimes contradictory laws and reguliations, and property rights
superimposed over resources, make natural resource management particularly complicated. In the

1. The GOE committed to US$1.5 million in counterpart funds, but provided only US$370,000.
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absence of an encompassing environmental law, each sector considers its legal instruments to
prevau Oover UlﬂCl’b nlgmy bCﬂlrdllZC(] dl'l(.l WCaK gOVCITlanI II]S[I[UIIOHS Cumocrsomc
bureaucratic structures, and insufficient budgetary allocations exacerbate these problems.

5. To address some of these constraints, in 1992 the government created the Ecuadorian
Institute of Forestry, Natural Areas, and Wildlife (INEFAN), which assumed responsibility for
forestry matters and the management of the National System of Protected Areas (SNAP). An
important feature of INEFAN was its financial autonomy; it was allowed to establish and retain
revenues generated from park fees, tariffs on logging operations, and fines for misuse of
resources, and to use them for the management of the SNAP. In 1992 the Ecuadorian Congress,
w1th the participation of NGOs, passed a law that established a set of hmad nrmcmles for

Institutional Arrangements for Biodiversity Protection

6 INEFAN was responsible for overall project implementation, including coordination with
other government agencies, NGOs, local communities, and the private sector. In 1993, INEFAN
signed a service agreement with the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) for

BYVies S

estabhshed under the INEFAN’s Executwe Dlrector s Ofﬁce in charge of pro;ect 1mplementat10n.
‘V‘V 1‘(}‘11]1 H‘YEFAN thC }Jauuuail Dll CDLUldl'C Uf rxuu:ucu ﬂlcdb \UlVl'\.l' V D) was gl véna l\C)’ IUlC lll
providing technical assistance in preparing terms of reference for studies and in preparing and
reviewing PAMP for protecied areas. With the change of administration in 1998 and the
disappearance of INEFAN, DNPAVS and much of the responsibility for the project were
transferred to the newly created Ministry of the Environment.

RELEVANCE

The objectives of this project were consistent with the Country Assistance Strategy. They were
based on a reasonable assessment of the challenges affecting protected areas and parks in
Ecuador. The project addresses policy, legal, and institutional issues including the need to build
system and local capacities, civil society participation, and investments for biodiversity
protection. Project relevance is rated substantial.

7. The project addressed important obstacles to biodiversity conservation specific to
Ecuador and was consistent with the Bank’s overall country and sector strategy in as far as it
sought to strengthen the institutional framework for the environment in Ecuador. In accordance
with the Bank’s 1991 Forestry Strategy, the project appraisal gave considerable attention to the

need for eh‘moﬂnpnn\u citizen narhmnahnq in the formulation nf'nnlmmc and reoulations. and o
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the need to set as:de land rich in blodlversny for protectlon It stressed the need to build human
bapawuca, uupluvc pxcuuuug, and direct investments in pruu:ucu areas. The pru_]cu also reflected
the Bank’s policy on Indigenous Peoples (OD 4.20) by adopting an approach to biodiversity
protection that inciuded the participation of indigenous communities and institutions.” The
appraisal report also proposed to ensure the financial sustainability of the SNAP by putting in
place a revenue system to finance the management cost of the system. The project met GEF’s
“incremental funding” requirements by obtaining the commitment of other donors and the

Government of Ecuador to the project. The main objective of the project was to support the

2. The project did not involve any relocation of population, and therefore did not trigger the Bank’s policy on
involuntary resettlement (OP 4.12).
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restructuring and strengthening of the institutional capacity and overall policy and legal

frampwnrl( f'nr ndpnnatp managr—-manf nf fhe SNA D. ’rhp oppronca! repnﬂ gavn c}gnnlﬁcanf‘ attention

to the need to strengthen citizen participation in the formulation of policies and regulations and to
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human capacity, improving planning, and directing investments in protected areas. The appraisal
report also proposed to ensure the financial sustainability of the SNAP through the establishment
of an efficient system of fees and tariffs. The project had four components that were divided in 35
activities, the components were (See Annex B for a list of the project activities):

1) Institutional strengthening (US$3.6 million): improvement of INEFAN’s
management systems, decentralization, staff training, preparation of PAMPs for
protected areas, the design of a revenue-generating system, and design and
establishment of a monitoring and evaluation system.

2) Improvement of the legal and regulatory framework (US$0.54 million): legal
studies and recommendations to regularize land tenure, extractive activities,
tourism, and civil society participation in protected areas. Particularly important
was the drafting and promulgation of new/updated regulations for granting

e SNAP and for limiting -

onerating nermits to official and nrnmfp users of th
Vpwasatinig puaas iRty
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extraction activities within reserve areas.

Outreach(US$ 1.9 million): conflict resolution in protected areas and raising
public awareness, including the creation of Regional Coordinating Committees to
oversee park management and assist park administrators in conflict resolution and
the development of public education strategy.

4) Investments( US$ 2. 93 mzllzon) civil works and mfrastructure (demarcatxon trails,

PO papee | e mrmac A Ariiisnens ot aved VAol odl oo

and visitor centers) in eight critical reserve areas, and equipment and logistical

support for INEFAN field staff.

w
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While the project delivered most of its outputs, it did not achieve the restructuring and
strengthening of the institutional capacities, and of the overall policy and legal framework for the
management of protected areas, that were its objectives. Thus, the efficacy of the project is rated
modest.

Inctitntinnal Qéman aning
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PPAR mission identified two specific project activities that resulted in significantly strengthened
institutions. In both cases attention to process and alliance-building were key to success. One was
the training and education system for the protection of natural resources. This system was
custom-made for the needs of INEFAN staff, and included distance education at all levels
(primary, secondary, and professional). The program had a national scope and reached 24
protected areas and more than 40 surrounding communities. By the end of the project more than
1,000 students were enrolled in the program. This training program was carried out in
collaboration with the Ministry of Education, the National Training Service, and the Private
Technical University at Loja. This aspect of the project was so successful that the Dutch funded
its continuation. In September 2000, the sttance Educanon Program was formahzed in an

nt hatwoan the Minicetru of BEducatian and thae Minictry af tha Fn nt Thic nraoram
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has now been spun off and has become an institution on its own right with its independent
sources of funding, staff and management structure.
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9. The other project activity that helped build local capacities was the developme nt of
pi‘(‘)tt‘:ucu area management pldllb t\uumwwuglug that there was no \.apauuy in Ecuador for the
elaboration of such management plans, the CPU formed a group that provided technical support
and training to collaborating NGOs and universities to assess resource management, biodiversity,
social development, cartography, and nature tourism. The project supported the development of
such management plans in Machalilla, Sangay, Yasuni, and Cayapas-Mataje and components of
plans for Cayambe-Coca, Antisana, and the Galapagos Marine Reserve. Based on a previously
successful experience in Podocarpus, the project supported the formation of consultative groups
formed by local communities and other resource users to discuss problems, options, and strategies
for park management. While the process was slow (up to two years) and often resulted in plans
that were too descriptive and ambitious for the resources available, some universities and NGOs

in Ecuador began developing know-how for the formulation of protected area management plans.

Also, while most consultative groups seem to have disappeared and have not played a role in

monitoring, this experience was important because it was a first attempt to systematically
incorporate stakeholder participation in park management. In Machalilla, the elaboration of the
park’s management plan had a longer lasting impact: it established an important precedent of
citizen participation that has been emulated by all subsequent regional planning initiatives.

10. As the ICR indicates, most other institution-building activities carried out within the
program were not successful or only partially successful. While most reports and studies were
completed, they often did not translate in action, and had only a modest impact on reforms or
improvements of the SNAP and other institutions. Examples of key project products that were not
adopted by INEFAN include the SNAP’s strategic plan, the methodology for environmental and
economic valuation, the information and evaluation system and the proposal to organize the
SNAP in regions Also most studies and proposals were done Without sxgniﬁcant participation

af athe ctriag affacting nratectad araac- noamence thace chu"‘nc did n
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collaborative work to build the inter-sectoral alliances needed to support the SNAP.

11. Several key impediments to institutional strengthening were rooted in the administrative
procedures used by the CPU and UNDP during implementation. The project administrators
adopted a “short list” approach for contracting out studies and project activities. This approach
qualified specific institutions to bid for contracts on the basis of their technical capacities to
deliver products. Many NGOs with strong field capacities were excluded from the project and
complained of a lack of transparency in the process. Even NGOs that won bids felt frustrated with
UNDP’s complicated administrative processes, the lack of clarity of who was in charge (the CPU
or UNDP), and INEFAN’s lack of action once products were submitted. Moreover, participating
NGQOs felt they were treated like contractors hired to implement decisions made by the CPU with
little or no input from them. The CPU lost an opportunity to build capacity among NGOs and

nd ta triat tha allin adad t, vt tha nd ingtitit al
grassr TOOtS groups and 1o Consruct U a1i1anccs neCacda 1o support inc xvsal and institutional -

reforms intended by the prolect On the other hand, the decision to handle all procurement

mr ougn lﬂC UlVUl' cnburca [l’la[ Il(lUCIary rcsponsmmncs were met ina sauslduory mannecr.

12. The project also failed to build the internal alliances necessary to support its proposals.
For example, at the core of the project strategy for institutional strengthening was the
development of a series of management systems and staff training for these systems. Operational
manuals covering technical, financial, and administrative systems were developed, and more than

3. Parts of the Strategic Plan supported by the project were used as inputs for the restructuring of the MMA. Also,
some of the aspects of the Plan are now being adopted by the MMA. The MMA long term vision seeks a SNAP that is
self-sustained, transparent, decentralized and managed lnruugn parinerships with local communities governments at
various levels, NGOs and the private sector. This is a step in the right direction but falls far short of the objectives of

the project , which went much further than developing a vision for the SNAP.
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200 staff were trained to use them. Owing to a lack of consensus among INEFAN’s management,
however, these systems were not put into effect. As the ICR puts it, “At the root the failure to
adopt the systems and training appeared to be irreconcilable differences within INEFAN over the
balance between the roles it should be playing in two essentiaily different aspects of natural
resource management — biodiversity protection and minimal use versus forestry resource
development. From its position as a project unit, the CPU was unable to integrate itself into
INEFAN’s mainstream operations so that its proposals were largely unsupported” (World Bank
2000:9).

Legal and Regulatory Framework

13. The impact of the project in the legal arena is rated modest. While most of the project’s
legal and regulatory studies were completed, few were endorsed by INEFAN’s management.
Later, when the Ministry of the Environment was created, some of the studies were used as inputs
for the new laws, policies, and regulations promoted by the ministry.

14, The project did make several contributions to the legal and regulatory framework. The

first is the design of a plan to decentralize the SNAP, which was incorporated into the master plan
of the SNAP and later became part of the draft Biodiversity Law that is currently under review by
the president of Ecuador. The second contribution is the Special Law 278, of March 8, 1998. This

law established the groundwork for follow-up activities in sound urban development in the
f‘-clqnonnc Reserve, The third ic the onnrnva] ]-\\r NBFAN’Q ‘-\narr] nfrpmﬂahnne that |nc|nr‘pc
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processes to update delimitation of protected areas and rules for w1ld11fe research, collection and
exploitation. Other accomplishments include regulations for community participation in protected
areas and new regulations for granting operating permits to official and private users of the NSPA
and for limiting extraction activities within reserve areas.

15. These accomplishments, except for the Special Law 278, have contributed little to the
improvement of the management of protected areas. The SNAP master plan was never approved
by INEFAN’s management and INEFAN did little to promote participation beyond that which
took place within the context of the formulation of management plans in four protected areas.
Regulations regarding extractive activities in protected areas are likely to achieve little if they are
not harmonized with and supported by laws and regulations of other ministries, such as energy,
mining and agriculture. Creating alliances with these ministers should have been a priority of the

prnjpnt censgdenrlg that the npprnuca‘ rppnrt had anhrﬂnafpr‘ that the reform of the rpon]afnry

framework might not be acted upon on account of its political complexity.

Outreach and Citizen Participation

16. Accomplishments in the area of outreach and citizen participation were modest.

Achievements that did take place were localized in a few protected areas and, except as possible
models to replicate, had little impact on the system as a whole.

17. At the national level, the appra.s 1 report called for the creation of a Consultative
Committee that would assist the pro;e with the pohcy and regulatory reform components But

tensmns QCVCIOPCG m IHC IlI'S[ mccung DC[WCCI] mc L/I' U anu lVUUb, dI]U llVEI' ﬂlV blUppCU
convening the Consultative Committee. NGOs for their part failed to find a vehicle to properly
articulate and promote a collective strategy.

18. At the regional level, accomplishments with citizen participation were few and confined
to specific parks or protected areas. As mentioned, the project did make important contributions
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to citizen participation in protected area planning by incorporating local communities in the
formulation of PAMPs in Machalilla, S oauga_y, Yasui, and Cayapas-Mach In these pluwuwd
areas, support groups were formed to assist in the formulation of the management plans;
nonetheless, only in Machaliila did the support group develop into a permanent consuitative
body. In Yasuni, a consultative group was formed but was not convened until recently by the
Ministry of the Environment. Participatory methodologies were also applied in a case study for a
land tenure conflict with communities along the Guamote Macas highway in the Sangay National
Park. Negotiations and border marking took place with the participation of the people themselves.
Relationships have markedly improved and right now Fundacion Natura is carrying out the
Sangay Project, doing community project implementation as designed in the Sangay Management
Plan.

19, According to the annraisal renort Rpmnnal Consultation Committees IP(“("Q\ were to
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assist in the e]aboratlon and implementation of the protected areas management plans and in
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communities, NGOs, and INEFAN’s Regional District staff. But the regionalization of the SNAP
did not take place, so RCCs were not created (Baracatt et al. 1999: 14-15). The ICR indicates that
six areas, out of the eight included in the project, were under the management of RCCs, that
operated in effect as NGOs because they did not enjoy legal standing (World Bank 2000 9).
Nevertheless, the PPAR mission did not find any supporting evidence regarding the establishment
of RCCs. In general it appears that neither INEFAN’s management, nor the CPU were supportive
of participation whether at the local level or in policymaking processes. As a result, those cases in
which participation took place were quite limited. When opportunities arose, the NGOs were not
always able to agree on a common agenda (Box 1).

Box 1. Participation Experience of NGOs in Cotacachi-Cayapas

The project financed an NGO consortium to develop a participatory planning process in the buffer zone of
the lowlands of the Cotacachi-Cayapas Ecological Reserve, an area known for its conflicts over natural
resources. The objective was to develop a strategy to reduce pressures on the protected area while
improving the economic situation of the local population. The process included participatory diagnosis of
the biological and socioeconomic situation, land use, and local organizations. The result was a preliminary
strategy for the sustainable management of the buffer zone, sub-community PAMPs, assessment of non-
forestry resources, training strategy for communities, and a set of pilot subprojects for natural resource
management. Unfortunately, this activity was only begun toward the end of the project and few resources
were left to carry out actions outlined in the plans. Subsequently, disagreements on roles among members
of the consortium resulted in its disintegration. This process tested a valuable approach for conflict
resolution potentially useful in other parts of the country. Nevertheless, poor programming and weak
coordination capacities among NGOs rendered this exercise of little impact to local communities and
environmentai management.

20. Other outreach activities of the project included public campaigns, production of books,
maps, and guides to national parks and policies and regulations. It is difficult to evaluate the
efficacy of these activities because the project did not include any means of assessing their
impact. Nevertheless, according to the ICR and the evaluation commissioned by the project, these
activities were satisfactory (Baracatt et al. 1999:19-20). In the opinion of this mission, outreach
activities most likely had an impact at the time they were carried out. Nonetheless, it is likely that

much of that impact has dummshed over time for lack of reinforcing messages.




Investments in Protected Areas

21. Investments in protected areas substantially achieved their targets They actually
exceeded targets at appraisal and they significantly increased the ability of local staff to patrol
protected areas and reach out to local communities. Investments included design, construction
and interpretation of trails, construction of guard posts, basic park infrastructure, automobiies,
and equipment of central office and parks (See Annex C for a complete list of project
investments). *

22. The project also financed the construction of first-rate visitor centers and other
infrastructures in Machalilla, Cotacachi-Cayapas, Cayapas-Matajes, and Boliche, all areas with
high visitor flows. Protected areas across the system were equipped with vehicles, motorcycles,
desks, computers, altimeters, camping gear, televisions, and audio-visual and other equipment.
These contributions improved protection. Most staff in the protected areas considered this aspect

of the prnjpr‘f one of the most valuable for their work. Qfaﬁ'ncv and Pnlnpprng prntpnfpd areag
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resulted in more and expanded patrols and more envu'onmental education talks to communities.
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fourfold in Cotacachi-Cayapas. Community talks for the same period nearly tripled in both
parks.® In Cotacachi-Cayapas, patroliing and community education have heiped enlist local
communities in conservation, evidently resulting in the recovery of some endangered species
(Box 2).

Box 2. Investing in Park Protection

During the mission the Chief of the Cotacachi Cayapas Reserve reported that staff training and equipment

the project in 1992, guards made an average of 20 patrols a year: now they make from 45 to 50. Regular
nmatralling hao hann a atrano datarrant ta wancshares  allavrad inedo LTS ltiral and orasi
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activities more closely, led to better relations with communities in and around the reserve, and provided

more opportunities to build awareness among local people on their duties and the benefits of conservation.

Closer and better relations with local people paid off. In November 1996 more than 1,000 people from

cenﬂ‘mun“les aﬂiannnt to ﬂ-ua prnfected nrna’ aware cf {he lmpcnance cf thn reserve {o ﬂ\n"' water enpnl\l,

labored for days to extinguishing a forest fire (E! Comercio 11/22.1996). Subsequently, the community
found and punished the perpetrator. Guards are also in a better situation to monitor the condition of
wildlife. Sightings of wildlife are on the rise. Mountain lions, for example, were sited sporadically five
years ago; in the past year guards have sighted lions six times. Other endangered species that are now
commonly sighted and were rarely seen in the reserve five years ago include Andean bears, wild goats, and
wolves.

EFFICIENCY

The result of managing this project through centralized decision-making was inaction, lost
opportunities for capacity building, and purchases that were not always appropriate for local
conditions in protected areas, needlessly increasing operation cost. Efficiency is rated modest.

4. These investments were small, did not have a significant environmental impact, and did not require the preparation

OI chlTOnmC"ldl 4ssessments.

5. According to records in the archives of local offices, the number of patrols in Yasuni increased from 16 in 1992 to
325 in 1995, and in Cotacachi-Cayapas from 116 in 1992 to 442 in 1998. Community talks increased in Yasuni from 14
in 1992 to 42 in 1998, and in Cotacachi-Cayapas from 93 in 1992 to 263 in 1998.
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23. As mentioned earlier, despite the large quantity of reports and studies produced by the
project, lack of action by INEFAN’s management led to much waste of effort and resources. As
the ICR puts it, “activities that INEFAN took under its direct charge, which were activities
requiring INEFAN’s approval such as the Development of Information Systems, the Fiduciary
Fund, the Administrative Restructure, and Protected Areas Policies were not satisfactorily
concluded.” Also, as indicated in relation to the contractual instruments used to involve NGOs in
project activities, excessive concern with product (specifically reports) over process resulted in
many lost opportunities to build capacity that could have ensured a positive long-term impact for
project activities.

24. Another source of project inefficiency was heavily centralized decision-making.® On

several occasions, local staff in protected areas complamed to the PPAR mission about the

process by which equipment was procured. Decisions on models, designs, quantity, and kinds of

equxpment purchased were made in the central office without sufficient input from the local staff
Siv
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to operate’.

e In Cotacachi-Cayapas, the project distributed 19” TV sets as tools for the community
education activities. But these TV sets were too large and difficult to transport on the
bumpy roads of the reserve and buffer zone. As a result, park staff were reluctant to use
them. In their.view, more and smaller sets, easier to transport, would have been a much
better alternative at a similar or lower cost.

s In Yasuni, the project purcha
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safer local boats.

e In Machalilla and Cotacachi-Cayapas, the project distributed several four-wheeled
motorcycles. These were quite effective and quick in off-road terrain, but they were
expensive to operate. Tires, which must be replaced once a year, cost US$2,000,
equivalent to one-fifth of the annual budget for the Cotacachi-Cayapas reserve.

° Budget overruns were another problem during implementation. Four of the 35 activities
exceeded the budget by more that 50% : Strengthening of INEFAN (85%), Protected
Area Management Plans (261%), Staff Training (165%) and Public Qutreach(64%). At

the same time 23 activities eppnf under 50% of the hur‘m:h:-r] amounts. Eleven of these
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were activities in the Galapagos National Park to be ﬁnanced by the Government in
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6. Another way to assess project eficiency is by comparing project outcomes with those of other similar projects.. The
Rolivia RIﬂlePI’QIf\I Conservation prmpr-t algo had the nhu:r-hvp to crn:naﬂspn the SNAP in Rolivia and wag

designedand 1mplemented around the same time within a 51m|lar social, cultural and institutional context. Even though
the Bolivian project was for only 4.5 US$ million, (as compared to 7.2 US$ million for the Ecuador project), its
impacts on the strengthening of the SNAP were significantly greater and were achieved at a lower cost.

7. Officials from DNAPVS reported to the mission that field staff were consuited on equipment purchases made.
However, field staff interviewed by the PPAR mission indicated that the equipment they received from the project was
not always what they had requested and that some was of limited use. For future acquisitions, better communication
between DNAPVS and field offices will be required to insure equipment purchases address local staff needs and are
appropriate for local conditions.



OVERALL OUTCOME

While the project s relevance was substantial the project achieved only a few changes to the
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Ecuador. Also, eﬁ" iciency of project activities was modest. On this basis the project outcome is
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25. The ICR rates the project satisfactory, though its own analysis does not seem to support
such a rating. According to the ICR, achievements on sector policies, social objectives, public
management, and private sector development were only partially met. The ICR also indicates that
negligible achievements were registered in meeting financial, institutional, and environmental
objectives. Only physical objectives were substantially met (World Bank 2000:12-13). Despite
the lack of results overall, the ICR then states that “in a real sense, the project may be considered
as having actually met the strategic objective of supporting the restructuring and strengthening of
the institutions responsible for the management of the NSPA, even if not as originally

envisaged.” This is a generous interpretation of project accomplishments. In the next paragraph
the ICR pvnlmnc \xrhv INEFAN wacg unable to nla\l a role in the management o of SNAP. Then, the

Nava 4 ana 2% 2i3ia.

ICR rates the prOJect s outcome as satlsfactory on the basis of the experience generated by the
project’s failure: “It is disappointing that this lesson was leamned at considerable cost in time and

financial resources. However the lesson if internalized may reduce the costs of further efforts to
establish a sound regime for protection.”

26. The Bank is preparing a follow-up GEF project for Ecuador that has incorporated some
of the lessons learned in the first project. Some of these lessons refer to more effective
mechanisms for citizen participation, biodiversity monitoring, and cost recovery. While it is too
early to say anything about the impacts of the lessons learned from the first GEF project, it is safe
to say that the follow-up GEF project is likely to do better, insofar as it will be implemented by
the MMA, an institution much friendlier to biodiversity conservation and citizen participation
than INEFAN.

27. While project relevance was substantial, and the lessons generated by this project are

le, the project’s achievements were few, project efficacy and efficiency were modest, as

h
most project activities had limited 1mpact and investments and purchases were made that derived

Py PP Ry . sc Averall maalioat Aonndaler corean e
nodest benefits. Thus, this review rates the overall project outcome moderately unsatisfactory.
SUSTAINABILITY

While the project made some important contributions to staff training and new visitors centers, it

lnwrplu f/nlprl to build institutional cuppnrf stakeholder o n\unorchtn and the social cuppnrt
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requtred to ensure the sustainability of project accomplishments. In addition, cost recovery
instrumients to cnaui‘eﬁiia'ii(‘:ia SuS“'“ia'bimy were not ptt in pzuce On this basis, sus;amub;lu'y

is rated unlikely.

28. Technical resilience is rated modest. While staff training activities largely improved the
professional levels of staff (largely protected area managers and guards), low salaries resulted in
high staff turnover and in the loss of many of the trained personnel. Salaries of protected area
managers and guards are considerably below other equivalent civil servant positions in Ecuador.
Until this situation is corrected, it is unlikely that the DNAPVS will be unable to retain trained
staff.

29. Financial resilience is rated negligible. While Ecuador has a strong potential for a
financially independent SNAP, this appears to be a low priority for the government. Protect ted
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areas and parks in Ecuador draw enough foreign and national visitors to raise the funds needed to
finance the costs of managing the SNAFP solely on the basis of park entrance fees. In the opinion
of some DNAP field staff, entrance fees from the Galapagos National Park and Machalilla alone
could generate sufficient revenue to pay for the management of the entire SNAP. Nevertheless,
park entrance fees are captured by the Ministry of Finance, which returns only a small fraction of
these revenues to protected areas. The appraisal report promised the development of a revenue
system to finance the SNAP and a study for a National Fund to finance the costs for managing the
SNAP. While studies were carried out, the proposals lacked the support of INEFAN’s
management and were not implemented. However, some of this information is now being used in

the formulation of the Fondo del Medio Ambiente (National Environmental Fund). Officers in the
Mmmh’v of Finance armmd that Ecuador’s social needs were of hiohpr nnnnfv However, modest

investments in protected areas could help maintain infrastructure and services ﬁnancecl by the
mmniant amd atheant menra sattare and ravaniia Masamaohila woltlanit adaniiata fremding crtmenet tha
plUJCUt ally atuiavl 1HUIC VIDIWID ali\u 1V VYLLIUG, lviCaliwliilibv, wWillluuil aucquatc Luuuiug au.ppu1 Ly IV
investments carried out by the project are deteriorating (trails, signals, park service facilities),
making the parks less attractive to visitors. Because of smail budgets, park improvements,
vehicles, and other equipment provided by the project have deteriorated and sometimes other
project accomplishments have also been lost (Box 3).

Box 3. An Example of Unsustainable Success

The project established a Biodiversity Information Center (BIC) to provide updated information decision-
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Ecuador. This activity resulted in a database on spec1es and a new vegetation classification system. Soon

tha RIC ko, qanrca of infarm hindi nadar and Frasnantly
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consulted by other agencies. When the project ended, however, the staff were let go owing to lack of

fimdine and the reference callactinn wac inecamarated inta the ‘kronr AF the M: nIch—u of the Enuviranment
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The MMA continues to maintain some of the databases of the information system, but the MMA has not

drafted an overations manual for the c\retnm and information is no loneer available outside the MMA . The
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BIC’s unique strength, an mformation resource specialized on biodiversity, has yet to yield ongoing
benefits

I'CCOTG to aalc, and the CCOHOHI]C ana pOllUCﬂl OUUOOK 1n DCUBQOT, [ﬂlS 1s not m(eiy to nappe'r’i aﬁy
time soon. During project execution, INEFAN management’s lack of support of project products
and proposals was an important impediment for the project. The CPU, while effective at
delivering products, was perceived within INEFAN as an enclave doing much of its work in
isolation. The National Directorate of Natural Areas and Wildlife (DANVS), which was supposed
to take an active role in drafting terms of references for studies and consultants, was understaffed
and unable or unwilling to provide guidance or work with the CPU. As a result, the DANVS did
not develop much of a sense of ownership of the studies or processes undertaken by the project.
Later, the Mmistry of the Environment (MMA) was a mueh more supportive 1mplemt-ntmg

onnnnv far tha nfnu:nf 11 manvy AF the ctiidiac and r\fnnneo‘n r‘nvn‘nﬂnﬂ imdar INEF AN hacam
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irrelevant in the new institutional context. Even though the new mmister was supportive of
SEVET?H dprblS Ul lﬂC pro_]cu, bubn as LlllLCl'l pdl’ll(.«lpdll()l’l dﬂ(l UCbCﬂlIdllLdllOIl, lIlC pI()_]eCl was
about to end and had little funding left. The current Minister of the Environment proposed a fund
to support some of the protected areas as part of a larger eco-tourism project that has been
presented to several donors. This is now under consideration as a component of a follow-up GEF
grant. The current administration, however, is about to end. Frequent changes in the MMA in the
past few years have yielded shifts in vision and discontinuity. There is no indication that this time
will be any different.
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31 Overall stakeholder ownership and social support is rated modest. Development
pressures on nrnterfed areas are one of the most critical issues af'f'Prhno conservation in Ecuador.

While the formulanon of PAMPs involved the partncrpatnon of local people most of the activities

idamtifiad A nical thaot addeacand Aa o ntad arang wara nat
1GCTNIICa Guri llls appraisai that aadressed ucvclupuluu Pressures in pxutu.u,u arcas were not

carried out or were only partrally executed, such as the review of property rights in protected
arcas, commumty use of natural resources, tourist (lCVﬁlOmeﬂ[ and Iormation OI Kbbs 11 ne 1acn(
of attention to process and alliance-building resulted in losing the opportunity to develop a shared
vision of the SNAP among stakeholders and between administrations. The preparation of the GEF
follow-up grant has begun to address these issues by seeking the participation of all stakeholders
in project preparation, endorsing the concept of “parks with people” and incorporating issues such

as property rights, land tenure, and co-administration of protected areas with indigenous peoples.

32. In summary, while the ICR rates the sustainability of the project uncertain, this review

concluded that project sustainability is unlikely. The ICR analysis seems to agree with the
conclusions of this report when it states that “the nrme(‘t has oenerallv not m'ndn(‘ed a sustainable

institutional or ﬁnanmal result and a follow-up project or program would be required to do this.”

INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The project contributed little to improving the institutional capacity in Ecuador to manage
biodiversity. Institutional development is rated modest.

33, As indicated earlier, the nrmert failed to build a central capacity for managing the SNAP,
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had little impact in the legal framework affecting blodlversrty conservation, and accomphshed

Tannl Anataaiimidina Tl tha ad A 2 hara birildimoe

}lll‘lc ifn llb WUI}\ Wllh 10val UUllllllullllle 1nc C)\UCPUUIIB WCEIT i plULCVtOU arcas wricrc uuuulusa
were constructed (Machalilla, Cotacachi-Cayapas, and Boliche) and in some cases, where PAMP
had been carried out. In Cotacachi-Cayapas, for example, the building of the visitor center had an
interesting catalytic effect. Built by Lake Huicocha, a favorite tourist site in the region, the center
has been perceived as a valuable income source by the municipality, a regional organization of
rural communities (UNORCAC), and the DNAPVS. Although during the PPAR mission there
seemed to be an impasse between UNORCAC and the Municipality of Cotacachi, the high stakes
involved will most likely result in a dialogue that might engender a coalition for long-term
management of the protected area.

34, By failing to promote citizen participation in the management of protected areas and
more fully incorporate DNAPVS staff in its execution, the project lost the opportunity to build on

the socxal and mstrtutlonal capltal that already existed in Ecuador For mstance the prOJect could

hava dea lacal treadit al inctih nvalve lacal ¢ nitia itn nd
have drawn more on local traditional institutions to involve local communities in monitori ing ana

protection, and it could have built on the existing community institutions to ensure compliance.
The project also could have provided support to universities and research institutions cuirently
conducting biodiversity research in protected areas for biodiversity monitoring. For example,
Catholic University of Quito and San Francisco University of Quito have fully staffed research
stations in Yasuni National Park but coordinate little between each other and the park authorities.

35. Two years after the project ended, there was little evidence at the national office of
DANVS that the project had taken place. The reports it produced, the most important output of
the project, had already been packed in boxes and sent to storage. In some protected areas where

the project worked, such as Yasuni, apart from vehicles, outdated computers, and boats that were

rarely used, there was little left to remind a smvhndv that the project had taken place,
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BANK PERFORMANCE

The project attempted to accomplish too much. It included 35 activities that were not always
u’cun_y related. Havi VIng ino benchmarks or indicators to assess the extent to which the p‘?‘Gjé‘é‘t was
on track, implementation emphasized the completion of activities rather than meeting the
project’s strategic objectives. Bank performance is ranked unsatisfactory during both design and

supervision.
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flaws from the start. First, the pro_]ect had too  many actmtles that were not clearly linked—35
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project did not hold itself accountable for reaching its strategic objective for biodiversity
protection. Instead of focusing on reaching specific targets, the appraisal report promised to
establish the necessary conditions for protection, without defining what those conditions might be
(World Bank 2000:2). The agency selected to execute the project had no previous experience in
biodiversity and was not committed to biodiversity conservation or incorporating civil society
into its activities. As the ICR puts it, “INEFAN had been created to protect and manage the
SNAP without having had experience or a predisposition to execute this function” (World Bank
2000: 16). In the next paragraph it states, “INEFAN’s staff had been selected from the ranks of a
parent agency with a tradition of forestry exploitation and did not receive the leadership or
incentives necessary to motivate change favoring protection.” Bank staff did not appear to have

ad tn ae th 1 £ NGO A
uppre(“atvd that INEFAN was not ad»quatelly préparea 1o assume inc roic of NGO coordinator

during 1mp1ementatlon “The project did not elevate the poss1b111ty of estabhshmg more

bOOpCI'dIlOIl dn(l couaoorauon among l‘lUUb anu ouateral dgCﬂLlCS o IIIC lCVEl OI a DaSlC
objective” (World Bank 2000:8). There was no analysis of INEFAN’s cash flow to tesl the
assumption that its revenue was reliable and adequate to finance the operation of the SNAP
(World Bank 2000:5). This omission is particularly important given that one of the risks the Bank
identified during preparation was the potential national budget constraints limiting the funding
during project implementation. On this basis quality at entry is rated unsatisfactory.
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Box 4. Low Priority Given to Monitoring

According to the appraisal report, biological monitoring would be a crucial part of the project. It was to be
carried out at the level of the project areas and field information was to be combined with remote sensing
material. The identification of specific biological elements to monitor was to be done as part of the
preparation/update of protected area management plans. Aspects to monitor included results of project
activities as well as distribution of fauna and fiora, fragile ecosystems, hydrological cycies and climatic
parameters. But the monitoring and information systems set in place were much narrower in scope:
According to the ICR *‘the monitoring and evaluation system appears to have been designed so as to focus
on the completion of the activities, with much less attention paid to the effectiveness of the models being
developed” (World Bank 2000:8). Moreover, given that the appraisal failed to identify specific
performance goals, the emphasis of the monitoring system was simply on tracking project actions, Tracking
impacts or results was not important from the perspective of the project managers. Thus, the project spent
only 21 percent of the funds budgeted for this puxpose On the other hand, expenses related to the
utgaxuz.auuu of INEFAN exceeded the uug,uml uuugct uy 185 percent \Ddldbdl.l et al 1999‘59) When the
prOJect was completed the momtormg system had served its purpose and it was dismantled. What seemed
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Supervision

37. During supervision Bank staff was very responsive to the implementation process,
procurement, auditing of disbursements, and other financial issues. Moreover, the task manger
included the director of the CPU in supervision missions of similar projects to foster exchange
and learning. Issues raised during missions addressed most problems facing the project.
Nevertheless, “the supervision efforts did not act effectively to maintain focus on achieving the
project’s intended strategic objectives” (World Bank 2000: 14) Keeping the project on course was
difficult given the lack of indicators against which to measure progress and outcomes. Similarly,
for the Galapagos, low levels of financial commitments by the GOE were noted but not rated as

implementation problems. Supervision missions consistently rated the project satisfactory, even

for such important components as the Galapagos National Park investments and the legal reforms
that were increasingly delayed or difficult to achieve. As the ICR put it “in spite of the repeated
evidence that the INEFAN was not developing as intended, no activity was dropped or modified,
and no new activity was introduced that might have improved project efficacy” (Worid Bank
2000: 8). On this basis supervision is rated unsatisfactory.

38. The ICR rates the Bank’s performance as satisfactory for design and deficient for
supervision. This review, however, rates the Bank performance unsatisfactory both for design
and supervision.

Lack of ownership and support by the implementing agency for the project and its proposals was
a major impediment in the accomplishment of the project’s strategic objectives. Borrower
performance is rated unsatisfactory.

39. The appraisal report indicates, “the strong leadership demonstrated by INEFAN officials
combined with the extensive consultation process that took place during preparation of the project
provide a reasonable assurance of adequate involvement and commitment of the
Government”(World Bank 1994:8). But a critical factor affecting the project was that INEFAN
did not share several important goals of the project. INEFAN staff held two different outlooks

toward forest resources, one ou itlook cnnnht to restrict their use and the other SG‘J"ht top pr chtv

their use. Government ownershlp of the prOJect throughout the project was low. This was partly
due to the concentration of decision-making in the CPU and a growing perception of the CPU as
an enclave within INEFAN. Lack of project ownership within the DNAPVS, the most likely
institutional ally of the project, ied to the rejection or lack of support of the project’s studies and
recommendations. Not only was there a low commitment to biodiversity protection in INEFAN,
but the organization resisted the notion that NGOs had a role to play in policymaking. This
became a major obstacle to civil society participation in project activities and led to an
inoperative Consultative Committee. During the life of the project there were four acting directors
of INEFAN and four different governments. The consequent changes in vision created
considerable institutional instability during implementation. Further instability came when the
government failed to provide INEFAN with the financial support to meet its obligations to the
project. This had a partlcularly large impact on the activities programmed for the Galapagos

Natinnal Parlr Tha I(D ratac harrawar’s narfaormanna ae dafiniant whish ic snncictant with
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report’s rating of unsatisfactory.



—
SN

LESSONS LEARNED

40.

4]1.

This PPAR drew several valuable lessons that build on the lessons in the ICR:

The nromotion of hiodive: sity pro ction ne

L5 8 prOinlnln O oile

account and plan and provtde Sfor building alliances in support of the cessary

reforims of the system. INEFAN was divided among those advocating biodiversity

conservation and those advocating forest development. This created a hostile
environment for the strategic purposes of the project. The CPU did not help this situation
by failing to enlist the support of the DNAPVS, the most likely ally of the conservation
cause. The mechanisms to incorporate NGOs and community groups in policymaking
were never consolidated. Without internal and external support, many of the studies,
recommendations, and proposals produced by the project were not acted upon by the
implementing agency. Thus, the project’s impact on policies, regulations, and
institutional reforms were at best indirect and minor.

(=9

Realistic objectives, clear benchmarks, and sound monitoring are crucial to ensure that

project activities contribute to strategic goals. The project’s objectives were too broad.

(LA & 224

Also, lack of information regarding blOleCl’Slty and project lmpact made it particularly

dlfﬁ\au‘ll tO asscss Lhc uuuLy Uf tnic PIUJCUI. S alJPl Uabh dux llls llll[."\-lllblllauull } or
example, insufficient information on the overall condition of biodiversity resources in the
country made it difficult to assess the value of focusing on specific protected areas, and
the failure to put in place an impact monitoring system precluded any possibility of
tracking the extent to which project activities actually had an impact on protected areas.
Lack of benchmarks or specific directional guidelines contributed to poor supervision.
Thus, even though problems with the adoption of studies and recommendations were
apparent since the mid-term review, having no benchmark against which to measure
accomplishments, the project continued to implement activities while failing to take
action on the most crucial factors affecting the project’s impact: the inaction of the
implementing agency and the insularity of the central project unit.

The protection of biodiversity is a complex process; to make it manageable, projects
should address a few crucial factors and seek to gradually build capacity. Excessive
complexity was a major flaw in the project—it sought to address too many factors
simuitaneousiy, some of which required careful coordination. Another flaw was the
empbhasis on products (largely reports and studies), to the detriment of support for
capacity-building processes, and insufficient attention to building upon existing
institutional and social institutions. Had the project focused on fewer activities and given
more attention to linking with existing initiatives and working with other institutions and
organizations it might have been more successful.

Three recommendations emerge from this analysis

under preparation:

The project should incorporate a strategy to build alliances that support the reforms and
institutional changes proposed. Project design and implementation should ensure
ownership by the implementing agency, build alliances with environmental offices of
sectoral ministries, and ensure the active participation of NGOs and local communities in
project planning, execution, and monitoring.
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The project should clearly define objectives, benchmarks, and impact-monitoring

|nrl|l\nfnre Alen cunnﬂnmnn chanld annc on the Avfnnf ty which artivities are
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contributing to the project’s strategic objectives and not just on execution of activities.

The project should concentrate on a few crucial aspects of biodiversity protection, and
should make speciaiefforts to build upon local capacities and ongoing processes.
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19 Annex A

Annex A. Basic Data Sheet
Ecuador: Biodiversity Protection Project (GEF TF 028700-EC)

Key Project Data (amounts in USS million)
Appraisal Actual or Actual as % of
estimate current estimate appraisal estimate
Total project costs
Loan amount 5.2 5.2 100%
Cofinancing 1.5 370,000 24.6%
Cancellation NA NA NA
Date physical components completed Nt NI
Economic rate of return NA NA NA
Institutional performance
Cumulative Estimated and Actual Disbursemients
FY95 FYss FY97 FY98 __FY99
Appraisal estimate 1 1.5 2. 15 1.2
(USSM)
Actual (USSM) 5 1.2 22 1.5. 13
Actual as % of 50% 80% 110% 100% 108%

appraisal
Date of final disbursement: 12-2-99

Project Dates
Original Actual
Initiating memorandum NA NA
Negotiations NA NA
Letters of Development Policy NA NA
Board approval N/A N/A
Signing 5-19-94 5-19-94
Effectiveness 8-17-94 7-25-94
Closing date 6-30-2000 3-31-00
Staff Inputs (staff weeks)
FY81-~ FY84 FY85 FYS86 FYS7 FYS8 FYSs FY00 Total
93
Preappraisal 35.5 355
Appraisal 59.4 59.4
Negotiations 16.7 16.7
Supervision 408 578 748 54 0 394 266.8

Other
Total 3784




Mission Data

3]
(=]

Date No. of Staff  Specializations Performance Rating Types of problems
(month/year) persons days in represented
] fieid
Identification/ 2 S
Preparation
Appraisal
Supervision  Oct. 94 2 Environment S PCU
Specialist Financial/accounting
Social INEFAN staff
development Training
Lack of park rangers
Institutional
procedures
Organization
Coordination
Lack of knowledge
July 1995 2 S in cordlict resolution
Establishment of
Environment Protected Areas
Specialist Trust Fund
GIS Specialist
August 1995 4 S Terms of Reference
for the Biodiversity
. Information Center
gg\e’g%?izem Infc?nnaﬁon format
Institutionat dehvery to INEFAN
Development
Archeologist Limited Participation
GIS Specialist of the DNAPVS's
Increase Staff in PCU
DNAPVSs Weak
organizational
structure
INEFAN’s Financial
Administracién
Promulgation of
Laws pending in
Congress
February 96 2 S Establish new
priorities regarding
project activities
Delay allocation of
counterpart funds
Environment Delay on Galapagos
Speciaiist activities due to
counterpart funds
Conservation of
cultural resources in
March 97 8 S Machalilla
Define Activities to
assist communities in
Machalilia Nationai
Park
Environment
Specialis Disbursements
NGO interrupted due to
coordinator delay on requests by
Natural CPU
Resources DNAPVS's weak
!,\D/Iar:agter:ent organizational
M?nig:m:;?as structure .
Social NGOs Fomplam
regarding treatment

Development



21

Annex A

Date No. of Staff
(month/year) persons days in
fieid

Specializations Performance Rating Types of problems

represented rating trend

N
i

n

Aprilg9 2 2

Nature Tourism
2)

Institutional
Development

w
w

Environment
speciglist
NGO Specialist

w
w

Envirbnment
spécialist

as consulting firms.
Interim training plan
Delay on Contracting
DNAPVS's
institutional
assessment
Operational Plan for
1996 to extensive
needs to be revised
Continues delay on
Galapagos activities
doe to lack of
counterpart funds
Partial involvement
of DNAPVS's staff in
project activities
DNAPVS position
within Infant’s
institutional
structure
Operational
administrative
independence of the
Galapagos National
Park in relation to
the SNAP

Several initiatives

rogardine nolicies for
regaraing poidies 1or

protected areas and
lack of consensus
among them

Lack of a legal
specialist in the
DNAPVS
Participation of civil
society in the
administration of the
NSPA

PAMP: large
documents, language
and concepts
difficult to
understand

PAMP: Deeper
analysis on
stakeholders is
should promote
more participation.
Activity 35: Local
communities have
manifested their
concern in the sense
that most of the
funds have been
used for studies
while no practical
projects/experiences
have been
contemplated.

Continues delay on
counterpart funds
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Date No. of Staff
(month/year) persons daysin
field

Specializations Performance Rating Types of problems

represented rating trend

Environment
Specialist
Biodiversity
Specialist

only US$ 352,000 has
been allocated
Continues delay on
Galapagos activities
due to lack of
counterpart funds
Administration and
maintenance of

Intarnratatinn
s[Erpraadn

Centers

Improve NGOs
participation -
mechanisms

NGOs need technical
assistance for
preparation of
proposals

Depleted INEFAN’s
Financial situation
due to the Galapagos
Special Law.

No decisions are
taken by INEFAN
regarding the
establishment of the
Protected Area Trust
Fund.

Delays and
disagreements
regarding the
contract for the
design of Regional
System of Protected
Areas.

Only few activities
have been
implemented in
Galapagos, due to
partiai aliocation of
counterpart funds
INEFAN's Board has
not approved
policies for protected
areas

Minor problems
detected in design of
Interpretation

There are no clear
mechanisms for the
administration of
interpretation
centers.

BIC: INEFAN needs
to internalize the
center and work out
the regulations for its
operation.

Training system: the

canteant wall ha
<onaact Wiu o€

closed by the end of
Dec. but only 80%
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Date

No. ft)f -

{month/year) persons

Staff
days in

field

Specializations Performance

represented

rating

Rating Types of problems

trend

Completion

NA

NA

‘NA

NA

has been completed
GCE has the
intention of
restructuring
INEFAN. But the
specific actions and
mechanisms are not
known yet.

Changes in the
institutional
Framework:
INEFAN has been
eliminated and its
functions have been
fransferred to the
MMA. The new
institutional
framework for the
administration of the
NSPA is under
design

Policies for protected
areas have not been
approved due to
changes in
institutional
framework

Studies and
assessments carried
out under the project
are not being
considered by the
MMA for the
institutional
restructuring
process.

There are still no
clear mechanisms for
the administration of
the Interpretation
Centers,
Maintenance plans
for Interpretation
centers should be
prepared
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Annex B. Project activities and expenses
Activity Budget Expended | %
1. Strengthening of INEFAN 1552,436 | 2,867,726 | 185
2. Policies formulation 72.000 48, 781 68
3. SNAP strategy 517,000 | 217,423 42
4. Conflict resolution method (land holding) 84,000 1,952 2
5. Regulatory reforms 32,000 0
6. PA Management pians 348,000 1,254,921 | 361
7. Management of protected areas (investments) | 1,939,000 | 1,215,287 | 63
8. Monitoring 777,000 163,000 21
9. Regional development 32,000 0
10. Regional committees 528,000 115,011 22
11. Economic value of Biodiversity 144,000 75 0
12. Eco-tourism study 95,000 40,928 43
13. Regulation of activities in PA {concessions) 15,0060 0
14. Financial System 45,000 18,064 40
15. Community use of resources 93,000 ) 0
16. Biod. Info. System / Pub. Natural History 220,000 279,627 127
17. Staff training 189,000 499,948 265
18. Staff training on legal system 45,000 18,054 40
19. Public Outreach on SNAP 154,000 30,730 20
20. Biodiversity protection strategy 109,000 179,237 164
21/24. Public education campaigns 30,159 355,159 109
25. Strategic pian for Galapagos 98,000 0
26. Strategic plan for marine reserve 34,000 0
27. Quarantine Galapagos 249,000 | 275 0
28. Tourist system Galapagos 44,000 0
29. Tourist monitoring Galapagos 138,000 0
30. Urban planning Galapagos 249,000 54,367 22
31. Land use planning 151,000 13,740 9
32. PA equipment and patrolling system 308,283 160,717 34
33. Staff training 64,000 24,381 38
34. Educational system of Galapagos 121,000 9,835 8
35. Chachi community development 350,000 366,128 105

Source: Baracatt et al (1999): Anexo VIII: Monitoreo Presupuestario por Actividad






27 Annex C

Annex C. Investment Activities

1. Furnishings and Equipment

Type of Equipment US dollars

Field Equipment 237,354

Computers and software 814,411

Office furnishings 97.808

Audio - visual equipment 95,788

Weapons, ammunitions, riding 36,278
outﬁts mules

Vehicles, motor byC , Canoes 594,086

Other Furnishings _62.090

TOTAL 1’937,815

2 Construction and Furnishing of Visitors Centers

The visitors centers built are:
(a) “Ecuador’s Pioneer Areas in Conservation” and “The National Protected

Areas System” located at Recreational Area “El Boliche™.

(b) “A Reserve from the Snow to the Jungle” at Cotacachi Cayapas Ecological
Reserve.

(c) “3,000 years of History in the Troplcal Forest” located at “La Chiquita”,
Cayapas Mataje Ecological Reserve.

(d) “The Man gr ove” Interpretation Center in San Lorenzo, designed but not built.
All Interpretatian Centers ch_y on the }JAUJ\:\.;L s contracts for the desi"m'ng and construction of
fum1shmgs and exhibitions. The Interpretatlon Center located at San Crist6bal, Galapagos
a¥
00

National Park, was assisted in its design by the project with US$ 20,00
3. Other construction executed by the project

(a) Classroom and office at INEFAN’s station in Borb6n, Cotacachi Cayapas Ecological
Reserve;
(b) 50 kilometers of trail and daytime office for Podocarpus National Park;
(c) Recreational Area El Boliche Tourist complex made of:
2 interpretation centers, 1 administrative center; 10 log-cabins,

1 rpefanranf anninn lntc tables and RRn nlnﬁn 2 cnnlfnnr hatteries & com letv

9 Noliipas Uasviivo 8 v

external hghtmg, parkmg lots water; gardemng, basw furmture and domestic equipment
(d) Photovoltaic Energy Study in Isla Floreana, Galapagos.
(e) Guard posts at Galapagos National Park.
(f) Office, Housing and Services Design at Isla San Crist6bal, Galapagos National Park.
(g) Trail Design under the Interpretative Diagnostic Study of 8 Protected Areas.
(h) Environmental Impact and Economic Feasibility Studies were prepared for Boliche and
also for Cotacachi Cayapas Ecological Reserve Interpretation Centers.
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