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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: NPAS PROJECT - FINAL EVALUATION

AIM OF THE PROJECT

The Project aims to support the design and initigdlementation of a National Protected Area
Systemthat effectively preserves a representative sarapldruguayan biodiversity in order to
meet national development objectives as well agpprtumote conservation commitment at
international level.

Four interrelatedesults were defined:

1) Legal and institutional frameworks and politigreements that contribute to the
effective management and sustainable funding oNRAS have been achieved and are
operational.

2) The strengthening of key stakeholders indialdwapacities contributes to the
consolidation and sustainability of the NPAS andstituting PAs.

3) The increase of awareness about the valuéngmattance of biodiversity and PAs in key
stakeholders contributes to the promotion of peficand practices that foster the
consolidation and sustainability of the NPAS.

4) Different governance models approved throdgimonstrative experiences contribute to
the effectiveness of PAs management, and the NPésairability, and also to
strengthen the relationship between biodiversityseovation and local development.

Interventions at site level were designed to tesplémentation of new legal and political

frameworks, the evaluation and development of reaistto strengthen the effectiveness of PAs
management including different PA models of goveoea modalities for the generation of

opportunities from tourism and the developmentdafoational and training activities.

FINAL EVALUATION PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY

The aim of the Project Final Evaluation “Catalyzitthg Implementation of Uruguay’s National
Protected Area System” is to evaluate the accotmpliemt of objectives and outputs near the end
of the implementation period in relation with thetBiled Work Plan and the respective Annual
Work Plans approved by the UNDP.

An ET visited a sample of PAs and carried out iyea@ interviews and focal groups in the area
apart from analyzing documentation produced by guwental and non-governmental sources.
Likewise, the ET was complemented with the evatuatieveloped by the FFMAM, with which
joint activities were developed and results shared.

PERFORMANCE RATING

Topic Rating

Conceptualization and design Satisfactory
Stakeholders’ participation in the formulation |of Highly Satisfactory
project

Implementation approach Satisfactory
Monitoring and evaluation Satisfactory
Stakeholders’ participation in the implementatioh| o Highly Satisfactory
project

Achievement of outputs/results and objectives Hidbdtisfactory




NPAS PROJECT -SUMMARY OF PROGRESS AND RESULTS

At the time of this evaluation (first semester 20t NPAS has 10 protected areas in the system
with a surface that reaches 123,500 hectares wigphesent 0,388% of the land and marine
surface of the country, and also five areas ingse®f incorporation.

Status
List of Protected Areas

Quebrada de los Cuervos e
Esteros de Farrapos New
Cabo Polonio New
Valle del Lunarejo New
Chamanga New
San Miguel New
Laguna de Rocha New
Cerro Verde New
Rincon de Franquia New
Grutas del Palacio New
Humedales de Santa Lucia In process
Montes del Queguay In process
Laureles- Cafias In process
Isla de Flores In process
Laguna Garzon In process

Source: PIR EDB

In the NPAS there are 70 officials, 52 of thesedistributed in the territory and 18 in the central
level including managers, park rangers, coordisatacilitators, and technicians of the NPAS
Project from the Biodiversity Division and Protaet#reas from the National Environment Agency
from the Ministry of Housing, Territorial Plannirgnd Environment, provincial municipalities and
other institutions.

As from 2005, 81 documents and work reports, bogliles and manuals, a series of 9 digital and
printed newsletters have been developed as wellgasat amount of leaflets, cards and posters, all
available at the NPAS web site (www.snap.gub.uyksyatem of information (SISNAP) collects
relevant information for the management of Protécfeeas constituting the base for the
development of a Decision Making Support PrograiT(s3).
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During 2011, 104,000 people visited the Cabo PoloNational Park, 53% of these were
foreigners. Almost 75,000 came between JanuaryMacth. The interest of foreign visitors in
PAs is evident when information is compared witlighboring countries such as Argentina. It is
estimated that 25% of Argentinean tourists hadadepted area as one of their main destinations
(IADB’s Tourism Corridors Project).

Several public opinion surveys carried out betw2@05 and 2012 show that 80% of Uruguayan

people agree or strongly agree with investment iNagional Protected Area System to help

protecting the environment. Seventy four perceméaghat protected areas are an opportunity for
the country's economic and social development, Bh&bw about a protected area, and 25%state
they have been to one.

Biodiversity conservation is important for the imational cooperation that has contributed to the
development of the NPAS between 2005 and 2013 glwauGEF/UNDP project for U$$2,500,000
and U$S1,300,000 from the French Global Environmeatility(FFEM) and technical and
financial resources for nearly U$S 1,000,000 frbmm Autonomous Organization of National Parks
in Spain and the Spanish Agency for Internationatvédopment Cooperation (AEICD).
Contributions by decentralized cooperation and Sheall Grants Funds executed by the UNDP
with GEF funds should be added.

Project Summary Table
Project Title: Catalyzing the implementation of guay’s National Protected Area System
GEF Project ID | 2545 At endorsement | At November
(PIMS3173) 2013
UNDP Project | 53930 GEF Financing 2.,500,000 2,500,000
ID
Country Uruguay IA/EA own 50,000 60,000
Region Latin America Government |  ----- 2,043,359
Focal Area Biodiversity Other 1,000,571
Operational OP5 Total Co- 50,000 3,463,930
Program financing
Executing PNUD Total project cost 2,550,000 5.603.930
Agency
Other Partners | MVOTMA Prodoc Signature| 24-Aug-2007 | -----
involved (date project
began)
(Operational) Proposed: Actual:
Closing Date 23-Aug-2012 31-Aug-2014

MAIN CONCLUSIONS

Regarding Level of Designdesign was developed withincantext of economic changes in
Uruguay and tension between concepts of Productive / Niatimaguay that the NPAS tried to
overcome through an inclusive approach. From thgige standpoint, this context fostered
governmental policies, plans, and programs thae galevance to environmental topics and a
new concept of land-use management and decentratiza

The Project shows #exible, participatory, and adaptive design and maagement of all
outputs involved. The use of a participatory metilogdy and a collaborative approach with
local stakeholders has contributed to mutual utdeding; however, this point still needs to be
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strengthened. Likewise, work on joint activitiestlwiprovincial authorities (ID) should be
reinforced.

The ET points out thelesign’s coherencewith GEF's objectives and with the Uruguayan
Government’s strategy, commitments entered intd, mergy with other national, regional,
and local initiatives, and other national and in&tional cooperation key stakeholders.

The Project was well-conceived and designedchieving expected results; PAs' autonomous
financing results, however, were achieved to aelesstent.

Regarding the level of process and process impiarat there was little inter-institutional
articulation during the implementation of the NPA&Bd pilot PAs, said articulation was
adequate at initial level. However, this articuidatirequires a strategic approach to bridge gaps
that affect design and further accomplishment ohdgement Plans.

Regarding efficiency,the ET considers thahost of expected results were accomplished,;
however, additional efforts and involvement by stadders is required. Many outputs and
results were affected by internal factors suchaak bf previous experience in a PA system.
There was, however, international help from Frelctd Spanish cooperation, as well as
regional cooperation to handle the new situatiammaring it to the international experience.
There were agreements with international stakehsldeho provided relevant technical
information; regional expertise was sought, inahgdiSouth-South cooperation. There were
external factors, change of government and autbsriatt MVOTMA that changed some
guidelines without making major modifications. Sohoeal stakeholders were not involved as
from the design stage and their participation i8 lar, do not feel confident about potential
consequences of being in a PA.

Degrees of ownershigvary among stakeholders. It was possible to codatdiinterdisciplinary
work groups aiming at work focused on the PA, ahgpparticipation schemes from other
programs such as PROBIDES and strengthening boitdother strategic partners, especially
with international cooperation and financing kegkstholders.

The main strength of the Project is psofessional expertise and high commitment to
territorial work and, in general, the creation of anew environmental concept for Uruguay
as well asthe human capital and technical teams involvedhin projects as well as the
confluence of interdisciplinary work teams with eifie training and different experiences. The
role of theNPAS is relevant and it is especially important thait is the State the one in
charge of implementation without generating an indpendent executive unit. Internal
NPAS management and coordination including arttcatawith DINAMA departments with
similar objectives is highlighted as a good practidhe stability of the working team
contributed to generate bonds of trust within MVOAMNd with several interlocutors at all
jurisdictional levels.

The design and implementation of M&E system has lzggropriate and the reports were clear
and precise, however, a higher level of dissenonatvould be necessary to allow other public
and private key stakeholders to take advantage ©he ET considers that the indicators could
have been revised aiming to improve analysis of leawh activity contributed to expected

results; defining new indicators if necessary.

The ET hadetected, apart from numerous achievements in thericulation and in the

joint effort, some difficulties in the interaction at provincial/national levels, depending on
each political institutional situation; this includes leaders’ personal characteristicgha
different levels, political factors and ideas refjag conservation and productive use.

The structure ofmanagement for the implementation of the Project ha been adequate.
Despite this fact, it was not always possible tiingean internal mechanism of joint response to
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allow for a greater institutional support to sorssues (such as sustainable funding and tax
exemption.)

For the achievement of expected resuliliances and inter-institutional relationships
developed within the project have been fundametitake varied in each territory and included
the active participation of international partnek&CID and FFEM- as well as the civil society
and academic organizations (such as Aves del UyygU®ELAR and RETEMA), and
stakeholders from the productive area (farming larestock, and tourism), this varied in the
different areas.

All key stakeholders are certain about the progsacontinuity and the use of its strategies and
outputs; said continuity is not threatened by cleang officers’ staff since there is an important
legal framework that supports it.

The ET considers that although some of the actwitiarried out focus mainly on journalists, it
is difficult to find a place of relevance for the topic of PAs inhe media outlets. This issue is
expected to be solved over time by raising journadts’ awarenessand placing environmental
issues on front pages beyond natural catastrophes.

Regarding the level of results, novel land intervetion techniques were introduced
involving educational centers, rural developmeniptdn Rights, and producers’ organizations
that generate an idea of important changes inutuee.

Project Cost-effectivenessin terms of invested resources and achieved sedhds been
positive. Administrative management was efficiehiaximizing results with budget available
and getting resources from other sources. Necesstaps were taken to leverage other
institutional resources especially at a provint2akl.

The NPAS is aligned with the country’s territoriglanning policies that include the
participation of the civil society as a key toolos successful PA experiences had had previous
territorial experience and mobilized local groups.

Gender strategy has not yet been consolidated butére is still an important effort to be
made regarding training and assistance so that offiatals work on the mainstreaming of a
gender policy in environmental projects in geneaad specially in PAs. The UNDP is
establishing gender standards in environmentalept®j and is carrying out training for
executive units of GEF projects that can be uskfuthe NPAS in the mid and long term. It
cannot be concluded that there was a strategypegific actions, in some cases of high impact
on a specific territory (craft activities, visitocenters, educational activities in Quebrada del
Norte and a fishermen community in Laguna de Rofdragxample) within a general approach
of promotion of participation and opportunities esplly focused on less privileged
stakeholders.

Policies in Uruguay show high levels of centralizain at a national scaleThe ET considers
that there were stakeholders involved in the mpalcgovernments, however, they were not
involved enough to ensure ownership by the diffedstentralized levels of government. From
the 10 NPAS PAs, only 3 are managed by central igovent bodies, and 7 are managed or co-
managed by municipal governments. This probleneiadsolved and it represents a learning
opportunity for all parts regarding decision maksahemes. The implementation of PAs with
different legal frameworks has productite implementation of innovative modalities, but
this can, in turn, generate confusion in a systemhat is based on PAs that vary greatly
among them

The tension between Outputs/Processeés due to the length of the Project circumscribed t
times set that when changes of mentality regardargservation are involved can be singularly
long. The ET considers that some actions requiree tperiods longer than the project’s



duration; these will surely be tasks to be handigdhe NPAS until a change of paradigm is
achieved.

Regarding the level of sustainability, the NPAS thwugh this Project and other concurrent
cooperation alternatives contributed tothe strengthening of national institutional cagasit
and provincial and local governments generatind) sestainability options. Outputs that have
been institutionalized and that are being implemen the future are crucial; besides, existing
PAs will not be threatened in their continuity, ithelans of work, however, may face
implementation difficulties.

As from the implementation of NPAS and PAs analyliere are high chances of replicating
the experiencéroadening its scopeauntil issues in those areas considered criticaleselved.
Training and strengthening activities carried cagédcontributed providing solutions by parties
giving a commitment to find a balance between mtada and exploitation of the land and its
resources increasing citizen participation, esfigcia the creation of a shared environmental
agenda.

Bonds of trust were built among key stakeholdersough opportunities for discussion and
debate. The presence of provincial authoritieoimsaltation and coordination forums (National
Advisory Commissions) and the creation of local regional spaces (Specific Advisory

Commissions, Regional Water Resource Councils) haeenoted this process. From this

relationship among co-administrators, a common @gewvas created. They agree on trying to
improve tourism value chain with PAs and takingecaf the environment. By doing this the

private sector can get involved as a specific fdly sustainability. The community, as from

NPAS intervention, generates new projects, maimlyism-related.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations for the National Public Adminigtrat (especially to MVOTMA and
DINAMA):- Due to the characteristics of the end of the pesgidl period, and the impossibility
of new contracts for public officers, the SNAP indtonal situation should be analyzed in a
very short period of time. This evaluating team YB&lieves it is crucial to formalize the NPAS
structure within the reform proposed by the MVOTMiespite the fact that the definite
proposal for the service may acquire a greateredegf autonomy (agency of protected areas,
autonomous administration or other).

The NPAS/DINAMA, together with other agencies frdhe MVOTMA (such as DINAGUA
and DINOT) should establish a decentralized permialivek aiming to get to know the opinion
of the “silent majority”, defining how to maintaicommunity participation in the control of
resources and decision making.

Regarding monitoring and assessment, it would hésable that other key stakeholders could
use the information, disseminate it among potenisalrs, and ensure their access according to
well-defined, public accessibility criteria.

The Project would need a great communication eaéned at public opinion with national
political and provincial authorities as well as theernational cooperation. This could take place
in one of the PAs or in Montevideo using all thedmecapacity of key stakeholders. A possible
concept for such an event could be defusing thedarbetween the ideas of a Productive and a
Natural Uruguay, suggesting an Intelligent Uruguay.

To measure the impact, the best-quality informasbould be developed on the concept of
producing by conserving (advantages) resortindl tmedia outlets available.

Pilot experiences on PA financing will probably beluded in a next step, however, it is
advisable to incorporate these issues in the buigfgdte making all necessary agreements that
will contribute to next government programs.



The need to strengthen the NPAS with experts inrenmental economy and tourism is
justified in this phase provided the existenceauflg that should be evaluated in depth since
they are pilot experiences with new regulationsiistate that is still reluctant to consider tax
exemptions as a stimulus for the private sectétAs.

Legislation on private contributions to PAs, taxeeptions and other legal mechanisms should
be discussed at the corresponding government levighs political and private stakeholders
using all existing spaces.

To establish deadlines for decision making abous Bffiected by administrative circuits and

political decisions such as Santa Lucia, bearingniimd time required to replace PAs in annual
operational plans. It is also necessary to fatditdecision making processes regarding the
approval of management plans to speed up implerti@mtaf conservation plans.

To analyze whether fund transfers to the Proteéiesh Fund could have been considered an
obstacle or a risk, defining whether they can bplémented.Universities or research teams

could operate as articulators, making projects wpitiential donors, obtaining authorization

from the Ministry of Economy (according to the eribn of donations that was incorporated in
79bis of Law 18,083). Thus, even without incorpmgtthe Protected Areas Fund to the

recipients, a mechanism could be developed witlderoé institutions and companies that

support work with PAs through university projeatssgarch or implementation of strategies on
territory).

Recommendations for provincial governments and cipaiities: Institutionalization at
provincial government and municipality levels regsi an in-depth discussion about
decentralized roles in the PAs where all partiecgpatmechanisms at a decentralized level
should be available. Inter-institutional coordipatiwith areas where incentives to producers
who settle in PAs are being discussed and with| rdevelopment projects, should be
considered crucial and all institutions relatedhe project should compromise their effort to
give the topic an increasing importance for therlotutors.

There are several undergoing projects at the MG would contribute to the strengthening
of the NPAS and actions in the territory, amongnthéa) the project through the Fund for
Adaptation to Climate Change in two landscape uaitd (b) the climate change adaptation
program (World Bank). To expanding articulation lwilocal experiences to complement
SISNAP work regarding decentralized management Wt decision making is possible.

Provincial governments should define their PAs tgpyment strategies together with the

national government, including implementation sches and budget resources to be allotted.
This interinstitutional space represents a chadleagd an opportunity based on an already
existing regulatory framework that allows for thevdlopment of protection actions that require
more urgent measures. Coordination of actions whht is established in the NPAS Act and

other environmental policies regulations is suggshsalso the possibility of having technical

and financial resources to provide support to A&lucers.

To prioritize PA regulation and structure in terofgheir effective performance, consequences
on the territory, access to areas, AP use protoants their relationship with municipalities and
managers including provincial government stakehglitethe discussion.

Recommendations for the international cooperatimat has been involved in the NPAS process
and could be related to in the futur€he discussion enriched by international Best Rrast
(BP) could improve its quality by the joint conuiion of the international cooperation that has
been linked to the project UNDP/GEF, AECID/ OTClrAinistration of parks in Spain, French
Cooperation/ FFEM/ Federation of Regional NatuekB. The cooperation would also work as
a neutral moderator which is crucial in politicahtexts close to elections.
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The Project also had the contribution of the “déi@dized cooperation”: Spanish municipality
of Huelva and with the Italian region of Liguriauently, there is progress in cooperation
processes with other regions in France: ProvendesApbte d"Azur and Rhéne Alpes. It is
advisable to strengthen these bonds and to takentabye of the opportunity to strengthen
process and capacities at a local/provincial level.

It is recommended to analyze environmental caltamfrthe European Union that could
contribute with efforts developed by other coofderatigencies as well as CAF, World Bank,
and IADB. In protected areas that limit with othmyuntries, the IADB’s initiative Regional
Public Goods could be explored.

In matters related to governance, the role of cagjmn is important, for example, the Project
AECID with the Congress of Mayors or UNPD prioréitiion and the French Cooperation in
decentralization, can make different projects mterthus improving the current institutional
quality at PAs level.

It is suggested to prioritize the new initiativaths under preparation to present a project before
GEF that includes, apart from the proposed innwgaaspects, the consolidation of PAs
incorporated to the NPAS and their insertion in doler spaces, as well as a careful
incorporation of new areas considering the avditsof resources for sustainability as well as
new ways of integration which depend on the institalization that the NPAS and each of the
PAs will adopt. It is recommended to revise intedrage modalities of protection (at different
provincial government levels).

To analyze the synergy with other cooperation isjén each of the territories, establishing
work experiences where equipment and human resogare be shared. Regarding GEF, it is
important to consider the strengthening of curegmmeements with other projects with Mercosur
members, other countries in the region, and thehS8auth cooperatidntaking advantage of
the recently created AUCI and its explicit supdorseveral initiatives promoted by NPAS. It is
also suggested to work jointly with other GEF titves, related to PAs that have similar tools
that could be assimilated. The international coafp@n could provide technical assistance in
many key aspects, but especially regarding PA @imay) systems institutionalization, planning
methodologies, development of value chains on lasfdiigh financial and environmental
value. Recommendations for civil society stakehold@ise organizations of the civil society
(OSC) should establish priorities when negotiatiith international cooperation including the
NPAS as well as the PAs. Since NPAS is perceiveal ra$erent, as a tool to give value to APs
biodiversity/landscapes before academic, commuaitg business stakeholders, it can be
considered as a strategic partner before potefdiabrs.

It is necessary to intensify actions to raise amass among PAs population about the need for
a change to improve the life quality of inhabitaatsl the importance of income to sustain the
PA. Also, it is important to raise awareness amtirgy private sector regarding the value of

conservation.

Key local stakeholders should be identified andiporated when establishing a PA before
incorporating the area to the NPAS, informing aaiding awareness about implications among
the local community.

To consider the use of participation and interiingbnal coordination events at the PAs aiming
to listen to the “silent majority.”

1Continuing with the expansion of existing South-tBcagreements or those in process (Chile, Colomsgentina)
and under preparation with Mexico, Brazil and Peru.
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It is suggested to prioritize the consolidationthe future of OSCs participation in PAs
incorporated to the NPAS to develop maps of keyil ceociety stakeholders before
incorporating new PAs.

It is suggested to explore the incorporation of @8Croles traditionally assumed by the public
sector.

The OSCs could, in agreement with the NPAS andipcal governments, improve provision
of services in the PAs by their inhabitants, sushsapport for tourist circuits, set up of
interpretation centers, teaching of artisan jolch s knitted fabrics and fishing.

High-technical-level OSCs, NGO networks with exjsertshould provide support to base
organizations by defining strategies promoting ipgration in the territory and by creating
discussion forums that allow those citizens notiliamwith environmental issues to better
understand OT and management plans.

To define spaces together with research centersuanarsities to raise awareness, to warn
about critical processes and/or about opporturittidise territory.

OSCs specialized in gender issues, Afro-descendamtd poverty could focus their efforts on
establishing mechanisms to strengthen the populati®As and define a monitoring role from
the perspective of the society regarding both, ipusid private conservation initiatives.

Organizations from the rural sector could work flyinvith the NPAS in the design of strategies
of different levels of involvement, local and nai#b.

Recommendations to GEF Projefe propose a series of suggestions for the etealyaoject.

It is recommended, with previous agreement with MW and UNDP/GEF, to extend the
implementation of the project for some months dyr2®14 to ensure an adequate transition
between the current structure and the new struafithe ministry which has been recently
approved. It is pertinent to complete and promb&edpproval of general NPAS planning and
management guidelines. Also, to complete and prertia¢ approval of management plans of
areas where significant progress has been madeoasdpport the initial implementation of
management plans and/or operational plans. Likeweseomplete the setting up of SISNAP.

Regarding indicators and information analysissitecommended to incorporate, as one of the
NPAS procedures, the comparison of Management fiaféeess Tracking Tool (METT) with
information about governance models, so as to tdtierent levels of achievement depending
on each model, advantages and disadvantages ofreatdigement model and their impact on
the management effectiveness.

Achievements are highlighted taking into accouetréhwas not a national system of protected
areas in Uruguay before its implementation. Theeltgwment of a new project strengthens
commitment entered into by involved stakeholdec$ioas started and their sustainability. In
this new stage, it is recommended to prioritize seowation objectives over management
objectives without leaving aside the strengthemihtpe new management structure.

The Project has actively contributed to the devmlept and strengthening of national,

provincial, and local institutional capacities.drder to ensure sustainability, it is recommended
to develop plans aimed at strengthening institai@apacities for the formulation and approval

of management plans, participative events, appbicadbf tools regarding PA management

effectiveness and financial sustainability at ati@rand provincial level.

To generate biological corridors with more surfaod protected biodiversity, the NPAS should
make an additional effort to integrate public amiyaie stakeholders, as well as those already
articulated and those who have not had any prewatsipation yet along the corridors.
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LESSONS LEARNED

Institutions that are sound and consolidated withinpublic areas enjoy credibility before
the civil society they define sustainable management techniquewrdiegs of institutional
changes since they define an institutional traditibat enables them to absorb impact from
changes in leadership and follow working guidelibegyond political preferences of those in
charge.

Adaptive managementof the system and areas suggesting solutions atleciges in each
territory, with creative and inclusive solutionsthwvithe private sector, define a replicable
parameter. Regarding governance, flexibility of eledapplied by the Project shows that the
NPAS was opened to experimentation.

Role of Pilot Areas: Selection criteria for those areas to be includedational programs
should be systematized taking into account assedsaiepilot experiences defining how to
implement replicability guidelines.

Role of decentralized governmentglocal or provincial) and decentralized nationsrms is
key to achievement of results. When starting wdrl RA, contributions and potential roles of
other institutions working in the territory shouté considered, defining alliances to improve
management plans.

The key role of the private sectoras mentioned in El: “Any Project that aims to wavkh
biodiversity issues in a territory where 95% ofdais in private hands needs to have local
coordination instances that need to be supportetishould have the opportunity to contribute
to the project’s implementations.”

Institutions involved in environmental issues requie a special politicalinfluence due to the
type of interests they face and to the fact theyratatively new in the institutional stage to
promote a new national political culture. Only withe support of the highest authorities
(Ministers and Presidents) will they complete highel negotiations with the private sector.

Training as part of investment: the strengthening of organizations’ capacities #rtitulate
and add interests to the planning, management, panticipation in the dialogue with the
government in each PA, allows for the generatiofeaflers trained in the language of projects
and conservation principles aligned with productdteria.

Adoption of project's outputs at different governmental levels: once tools developed by a
program are accepted and internalized by natiomad @rovincial authorities, project
sustainability is in part ensured; however, itsinstne long term can be later revised.

Length of processes in PAs should be controlled ss to avoid mistrust in stakeholders
involved, management plans should be immediately compkgited registration of the area in
the national system to avoid compromising credipitit regional and local level; this can be
solved with the creation and approval of operatiphens to be implemented during preparation
of management plans.

Multi-stakeholder national counseling institutions (e.g.: CAN) should be defined by regular
criteria, and should have feedback from the difieparties

Mass social communication should be at the serviaef a project that generates a new
institutional framework to generate at least basic understanding in tdlested parties of a
project that generates new patterns of behavior.

The highest decision-making level must react quicklin situations of conflict in PAsso that
they do not extend over time and create the idaaRAs mean conflict between stakeholders at
territorial level.
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Educational centers involved in biodiversity projets ensure changes in awareness in
young people, and impact on family context.

One of the lessons learned was that kasal stakeholders should be identifiedbefore
establishing the PAs and incorporating them toNR&AS, in order to inform and raise the local
community’s awareness about its implications.

The creation of a PA is practically irreversible A territorial process is consolidated although
it sometimes cannot be sustained financially.

XV



[. INTRODUCTION .oocticieeretrserienesnsstssessestessessesessessessesssssssssssssesssssssssssssssessesssssessssesssnsesssssssssssasencs 1
A, PURPOSE OF EVALUATION .....cutteteutteueueseatsestaesestesssesesesesssssesessesesesesesasesessssssssssesssesssesesesesessesssesanns 1
B.  KEY ASPECTS DEALT WITH uutututtrtrerertessteeessseseseseseseesesseessesesessassssssesssesesesesesessssssnsssssssssssesensssses 2
C.  EVALUATION’S METHODOLOGY. ...c.ceururtrurueueuetenesentnesetesssessssesssesensnsssssssssssssssesesssenssssensnssssssssssesens 2
D.  EVALUATION'S STRUCTURE ..c.ctrtrtrtrtetetetetesetenesestsesesesesseesseseneasssssssssesssesesssessssssnsssnsssssesssessseseseenes 4
[I.  THE PROJECT AND ITS DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT ..ooctvivirirencnientsescsessesscsesssssesanenes 4
E. PROJECTS START, DURATION, AND CURRENT IMPLEMENTATION PHASE ......cvtutteeirerereeesieeenneenas 5
F.  ISSUES THEPROJECT TRIED TO ADDRESS.....cutututitrtreresureeseteseansesenssessnessesssesesenssssssssssssssesssesesesans 7
G. IMMEDIATE AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS OBJECTIVES....cucuttutriereereseresestesesesenensneaeseneasesesssenens 10
H.  STAKEHOLDERS ....ctitiittetstetetetetteeseneseseststeesssessesesestsesesesessesesesesesesanesssensaensaeaseessesenensaensssssssssssasesns 11
[l FINAL EVALUATION RESULTS ottt sesesssst s ssess et sss e sessenssnssssssssssnses 11
[, PROJECTS FORMULATION....c.cutututmitrttrtrtresteseteseteueseteaesenestesesesesesesesestnesesssessesssesesesesesesesenessenesenes 11
Regarding level of design and conceptualization.(S)........ccccevereerieveviriicieienieie e 11
National ownership (HS) .......cccooeveeveeeenenesenieiesiesiese e
Stakeholders’ participation in the design (HS)
REPIICADIIILY ...ttt ettt ettt et s s bt et e nae e s
Other ASPECLES.....c.ueveirieieiieeieieese ettt ettt

J. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION
Implementation approach (S)
Operational relationships among participating institutions and their incidence in the

implementation and achievement of the project’s ODJECtiVe............ccueceevueceevercvrceriesiiiseee e 14
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) (S)....ccccveeueueuininiieeieieieste ettt et eee e 15
Stakeholders’ participAtion (HS) .........cccceeeveecuerienieeeeeeeiesiesit ettt ettt ettt eneenaeas 16
FINANCIAL PIANTUIG c...oeeeveiisiieieet ettt ettt st ettt tenae e s 17
Modalities of execution and iMPIEMENEALION.............ccceeceerieruereeeeseeieniesisieeie ettt 21
K. PROGRESS IN ACHIEVEMENT OF RESULTS . ..cuttttiuteerteerireesreesueesssseesseessseeesssesssssesssasesssssssseessse 21
L. ACHIEVEMENT OF OUTPUTSRESULTS AND OBJECTIVES......ccuiiiieuieueerieiiiresreseeaessessesseessessessessens 21
RESULT Lottt ettt sttt sttt sa et se et sas et nnenes 22

These findings do not in any way go against théityuaf work performed and the positioning the
subject. They work as a warning that Project gadisuld not be considered completely
accomplished and efforts should be made to obfé@ttée levels of commitment and have
legitimized tools (resolutions, decrees, or lavesiniprove them, even taking into account that & is

task that is far beyond the possibilities of thejBct and DINAMA............cocevvvererieinieieerieienns 29
RESULT 4ottt sttt et sttt ettt sn s snenna 29
M. NPAS- SUMMARY OF PROGRESS AND RESULTS.....c.ccvuiiiiiiiiiiiiinisisiis i s sssanis 32
V. SUSTAINABILITY ettt ssascssssssssssessassssesssesssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssonssssessnsss 35
N. INSTITUTIONAL SUSTAINABILITY .......
O. SOCIO-CULTURAL SUSTAINABILITY
P.  FINANCIAL -ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY ..uvtiiiiteeiieeireeiiteesreesseessssesssseesssseeessssssssseessesasseessssessnes 37
Q. ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .....ccceetitiiiiiiiiisnnnnnnneeieiieiiiimmmsnieeteeeeisemmsssssssseeeee 38
Conclusions about the evel Of deSIGN...........c.coveveevueviniriieiiisieeisee e 38
Conclusions on the process level and process impliCAtioN..............ccoecoeereeieeiiesieiiesieesee e 39
CONCIUSIONS ON EffICIENCY ...ttt sne e ene e 39
Conclusions 0N SUSEATNADIIILY .........c.coooeeeeeiieiieeeeeeee ettt 41

XVi



RECOMMEIUAALIONS. .....oveeeeeeeeeeeeeie et eeett e ee et e e ettt eeeestssaeeeaasaeeetaeaseaseetassssessasesssesaees 42

VI. LEARNED LESSONS ......oootirtertintentinnnennenennsnnssessassssssansssnssnssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssassssssses 45

List of Annexes

Annex Number

Contents

ANNEX | Terms of Reference of Final Evaluat

ANNEX I Final Evaluation Agenda and Itinerary

ANNEX 1l List of Stakeholdes Interviewec

ANNEX IV List of revised documents

ANNEX V Tracking Tools —-METTs

ANNEX Vla Questionnaire to Key Stakeholders

ANNEX Vb Presentation letter interviewees

ANNEX VII Interviews data upload fol

ANNEX VIII Electronic survey form

ANNEX IX E-interviews follow-up form

ANNEX X Focal Groups Guide

ANNEX XI Ecoturismo — Focal Group Report

ANNEX XII Summary of field visits

ANNEX XllI Uruguay SNAP Presentation

ANNEX XIV Minutes Steering Committ

ANNEX XV Evaluation criteria and questions

ANNEX XVI Organizational chart — institutional design relai@GNAP
ANNEX XVII Land marine coastal surfaces SNAP

ANNEX XVIII Chart of main institutional stakeholders
ANNEX XIX Financial information by cooperating agency
ANNEX XX Financial execution of project’s results
ANNEX XXI Chart of executed funds by demonstrative exper
ANNEX XXII Table of personal competence levels evolution
ANNEX XXIII Table public opinion survey

ANNEX XXIV Table SNAPProject results

Xvii




.  INTRODUCTION

Currently, the joint work guidelines between thev&mment of Uruguay and SNU are outlined
in the UNDAF 2011-2015 which is conceived as aillexand adaptive framework to changes in
national priorities. It is a document that tries itwrease effectiveness of assistance to the
country’s development; this is aligned with itsrpieng cycle.

The direct effects defined in this document arecigly focused on four areas: (1) productive
diversification and international insertion, (2)vepnmental sustainability, (3) equitable social
development, and (4) democratic governability. Thiave them, the SNU is based on a Human
Rights approach. The components, gender, decekkt &od environmental sustainability are also
mainstreaming issues in different organizationd thake up the System. UNDAF proposes
cooperation for a total of USD 168,801,681 from athiUSD 44,000,000 correspond to the
financial gap that SNU will mobilize from the intetional community. National resources,
financial and human, make up for an essential ednre the joint cooperation of SNU in
Uruguay.

The program’s Document for Uruguay has been prepareconsultation with the Uruguayan
Government through the Planning and Budget Offo®R) and with United Nations System
agencies in the country. The Document was writsdimg into account government documents of
strategic definition, the country’s second reparidevelopment Millennium Goals; the mid-term
evaluation of the United Nations Development Assise Framework 2007-2010 (UNDAF
Uruguay 2007-2010); the Common Country AssessmdéDCA(; the United Nations
Development Assistance Framework 2011-2015; the PN3trategic Plan 2008-2011 and the
Regional Program for the same period.

The four components of the Program for the courttrgf coincide with the four priorities of
UNDAF, are: 1) inclusive growth, productive divdication and technological innovation; 2)
environment and vulnerability reduction; 3) fighgaénst poverty and inequality; and 4)
strengthening of democratic governability at aovel and local level.

In the case of Uruguay, the development of thé éosperation framework 2007-2010 and, later,
theJoint Program 2007-2010took place within thetexinof the pilot experience of the United
Nations System Reform, “Delivering as One.” Thenddtrogram, developed together with the
government with the support of UNDP was signedh®ygovernment and SNU on October 19,
2007 considering three strategic lines: i. “StaefdRn (with focus on sectoral reforms) and
development strategies.” ii. “Decentralized devetept with citizenship participation.” iii.
“Policies to overcome poverty and inequities stioetl in a new Welfare State”.

It is in this framework of agreements that NPAS j&¢b was developed and started to be
implemented to belater reinforced with the CourRrpgram 2011-2015. It was constituted as a
public policy that promotes a model of developm#émit considers the protection of the
environment and the sustainable management ofalaesources to preserve nature for future
generations, reduce socio-environmental vulnetas)i and minimize damage to productive
sectors.

A. Purpose of evaluation

The Final Evaluation (FE) aims to revise the impamation progress, revising project
achievements and outputs, and determining the @ssgtowards the objective and expected
results as well as learned lessons.

In this context, the aim of the Project’'s Final Endion “Strengthening of the Process of
Implementation of the National System of Protecfagas in Uruguay” is to evaluate the
achievement of objectives and project’'s outputshatend of the execution period in relation



with the Detailed Plan of Work and the respectivendal Working Plans approved by the
UNDP.

As every final evaluation, it also has the follogicomplementary aims:

= To promote accountability and transparency whenuetiaig and disseminating progress
in the accomplishment and achievement of projeetsits.

= To identify main lessons learned that can be digssed among FMAM-GEF relevant
projects and that can help to improve the selectiesign, and implementation of future
UNDP/FMAM-GEF initiatives.

= To provide feedback and observations regardingrrestikey aspects in the portfolio
that require the attention, and also about imprererof key issues.

= To spread results and conclusions, and to proved®@mmendations to cooperation
entities, executive bodies, people responsibl@dticies implemented and stakeholders
involved, to provide tools and criteria to take idems that allow for the adjustment of
current actionsand improvement of future ones.

Table 1. Rating byTopic

Topic Rating

Conceptualization and design Satisfactory
Participation of stakeholders in theproject’sforatidn Highly Satisfactory
Implementation approach Satisfactory
Monitoring and evaluation Satisfactory
Participation of stakeholders in the implementatadn Highly Satisfactory
the project

Achievement of outputs/results and objectives Hidgdtisfactory

B. Key aspects dealt with

The current FE report includes an analysis of ttggept’'s development context that describes
problems dealt with by the Project, its objectigtakeholders involved in its execution, and

expected results. Methodology applied to develop ¢haluation is briefly described and its

results and conclusions are detailed. The repoighes with sections revising recommendations
by the evaluating team, lessons learned, and essafriannexes.

C. Evaluation’s methodology

Based on reference terms in this FE, the Projestevaluated by using a multiple methodology
approach and following the proposal included in TiER (ANNEX I). The following activities
were developed:

Definition of work agenda: The Evaluating Team (ET) defined a work agenda wi#if from
the Uruguay UNDP and with the NPAS team. After dieéinition of key stakeholders, a program
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of fieldwork was structured as well as the schediildéield missions. The fieldwork has been
concentrated in the city of Montevideo, the proeiné Treinta y Tres (Quebrada de los Cuervos),
province of Rocha (Cabo Polonio, Laguna de Rochd)iathe province of Rio Negro (Estero de
Farrapos) between June 11 and July 19, 2013 (ANNEXhere was also information on field
work carried out by the French cooperation evalu#itat covered areas in the provinces of
Rivera, Tacuarembd, and Rocha.

Documentation analysis:A study on the availability of information to idéytthe universe of
participants (mapping of stakeholders, compilat@inexperiences through civil society and
academic institutions) has been carried out withstipport of the project’s coordination; a list of
key stakeholders based on the developed documenatysis is presented (ANNEX ).

Literature and materials produced by the ProjegeHzeen revised. The list of revised materials
is attached in ANNEXES IV and V.

Interviews: A model of semi-structured interviews was applied aontents were agreed with
the NPAS team, as well as a letter of presentatfdhe final evaluation with a brief explanation
of the study (see ANNEX Vla and VIb). A total of p@ople were interviewed.

At the Ministry of Housing, Territorial Planning @rEnvironment the following people were
interviewed, the Minister Francisco Beltrame, DIMA, DINOT, and DINAGUA directors, the
director of Protected Areas and Biodiversity, th# @TMA East region, the NPAS coordinator,
and approximately 13 technicians. There were 4@ facface interviews (ANNEX VII) and 9
virtual interviews (ANNEX VIII). For these, thereas a follow-up of electronic mails and/or
phone calls to interviewees (ANNEX [X). Represents from UNDP were individually
contacted (from the offices of Uruguay and Pananas),well as national, provincial, and
municipal authorities, and in some cases there gearep interviews. Authorities and technicians
from other public institutions were also intervieyeas well as representatives from the civil
society, NGOs, academic representatives and résmarcand relevant figures from the private
sector.

Focal groups: A guide of focal groups was agreed with the prégebordinating team(ANNEX
X). There was a group interview with the NPAS taanMontevideo and a focal group in Rocha
with officials, private sector and Ecotourism comigg (ANNEX XI).

Visits to places where project activities were exeted: Four provinces where project actions

were carried out were visited: Montevideo, Treiptdres, Rocha, and Rio Negro. These visits
included areas of action of the project, especifliptected Areas (PA), as well as key
stakeholders’ offices to see achievements on feld talk to the staff and institutions involved

and/or affected by the project (ANNEX XII). The NBAeam was in charge of making contacts
with institutional authorities in charge and kewkstholders to define date, time and place of
meetings for the interviews.

Discussion of results and systematization of condions and recommendationsMeetings
with key referents were conducted and contact weggt khroughout the evaluation period to
validate preliminary results after the analysis déicumentary aspects, interviews and focal
groups’ results, general systematization of coflddhformation, direct observation on field, and
observations and conclusions by the French FundMorld Environment(FFMAM) evaluator.
Comments and observations were added; the possibiladditional interviews or replacement
of referents by institutions was reassessed.

Evaluation completion and presentation:in the last stage, a draft of the FE report wasemad
and handed out to UNDP and the NPAS. Taking intmaet suggestions to improve the draft, a
summary of the report and a document were made fwrésented before the Steering Committee
and the NPAS team (ANNEX XIIl). A final evaluatioreport was then made taking into
consideration every opinion recorded in the Stger@ommittee minutes (ANNEX XIV).
Revision of reports was carried out through virtmalans until consolidation of a final report.
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D. Evaluation’s structure

The FE is oriented following key analysis critedaevaluating criteria groups, of projects and
established programs in the OECD documents (pedmeinternal and external design’s
coherence, impact/effect, effectiveness, efficierayd sustainability); and by principles that
consider the evaluation as part of the projectspgindrams’ permanent actions and not as a static
external element. The design’s pertinence and Jagiievell as its permanence before change
verified in the context of recent years, have bamrsidered in the analysis.

In the analysis of the implementation and achieventé results, the information has been
considered in terms of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency. There was also an approach
towards sustainability of the project’s results angkt of recommendations is detailed as well as a
summary of lessons learned.

The aim of this type of evaluation, apart from pdivg conclusions and recommendations for
executors and actions recipients, is to providéstor political decisions by government officials
and members and other key stakeholders regardiagcohvenience of continuing with the
implementation of this line of projects as well d&fining which possible design for future
operations should be chosen.

The questions for the in-depth interviews and dinds for focal groups were based onGEF and
UNDP evaluation frameworks following the analysi#fferent phases, and by the discussion with
people in charge of this study. Apart from the gliftes established in TDR, in ANNEX XV, a
table of evaluation criteria is presented makingliek how the levels of analysis were analyzed:
Design, Follow-up, and Evaluation, Lessons Learaed Best Practices, Management, Process,
General Results, Specific Results, Association #@uabrdination and Evaluation criteria:
Pertinence and coherence, efficiency, effectiversggzropriation and sustainability.

[I.  THE PROJECT AND ITS DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT

Since the passing of the regulation for the creatibthe NPAS, after the design and approval of
the strengthening project, the country went throaigteep crisis, starting in 2003, a recovery that
is still under way. This process of recovery waslent during the project’s preparation but it was
difficult at the time to analyze it in its entiréentension. In the mentioned evaluation report,
elements from the international, regional, and amai context are mentioned. These elements
generated important investments which were mainhgcted to the agricultural and agro-
processing sectors while some investments weredaimehe country’s provinces with great
impact on the territory.

The flow of tourists has also increased and theaniimportant flow of capital in investments in
the coastal area. As a consequence, there is@fatiange in the use and occupation of land.

The two most relevant changes in the use of laedtfee development of commercial forestry
based on exotic species that started in 1990 amdgteat expansion of cereal and oilseeds
agriculture as from 2003. Together with the develept of the area, there were important
changes in cultivation techniques. Rotation of srapd pastures has been replaced by continuous
agriculture. While in the past, Uruguay cultivat4@0,000 or 500,000 hectares a year of non-
irrigated crops, it is currently cultivating 2,0000 hectares producing an increase in the price of
land, land lease by rural owners (including smatl medium), as well as in several indicators of
activity and comfort. Forestation of exotic speciesder the Act of promotion of the activity by
the end of the 80°s changed from near 50,000 hectaf planted forests with commercial
purposes to more than 850,000 hectares in thergrese

Additionally, great investment made or projectechativities such as production of cellulose or
open-pit mining, introduced new tensions to thgetttof conservation of natural resources.



As mentioned in the IE, at the moment of the foatioh of the Project, the phenomenon was
probably not seen in its entire dimension or cantjnin time. Once the global crisis was
overcome in the developed world in 2008, growth vessimed. It is also important to consider
that the country has resources that allow for #pmaesion to continue.

E. Project’s start, duration, and current implemeotaphase

In 2004, the Protected Natural Areas Division, vgtipport from a small technical team hired by
UNDP, intensively worked in the development of fiieject’'s Concept Note. Before the change
of administration in 2005, all administrative docemis were signed by MVOTMA and the
Global Environment Facility (GEF), whose funds amanaged by UNDP and, once under the
new administration and with initial financial resoes from GEF, the Spanish and French
cooperation, the design of the full-fledged Projeatarried out and it is approved in mid 2007.

The Protected Areas National Advisory Commissiartet! working in 2005; and in 2008 the
Protected Areas and Biodiversity Division is creatine Biodiversity Department and Protected
Areas Department are created within this divisio@ ibroader institutional re-structure (ANNEX
XVI). The budgetary allocation provided to the noPAS grows gradually but significantly
through the Act 17,930, passed in 2005 defined Hey five-year budget 2005-20009. This
national budget reinforcement would continue in fibleowing five-year period. The growth of
allotted resources to protected areas of seveoairmial governments is added to the mentioned
increase.

The Project URU/06/G34 Catalyzing the Implementation ofUruguay’s National Protected
Area Systemis approved by the Global Environment Facility (GER 2007 which was
designed between 2004 and 2007 as support to tASRocess of implementation. It is worth
mentioning that during the design phase, some stigadions were carried out thanks to
contributions by the Spanish cooperation and Urygugovernment. This allowed the project
to begin making progress at a central and locatljeand has been crucial to catalyze the
beginning of the system.

The Project had a total fund of 8 million dollamsr fa period of eight years, two years of
formulation (2005-2006), and six years of execut{8007-2013). The fund was made up of
contributions from the Uruguayan government, theb@l Environment Facility (GEF), the
French cooperation (French Global Environment FRgcil— FFEM-) and the
Federation of Regional Natural Parks of France(FPNRnd the Spanish cooperation through
the National Parks Autonomous Agency(OAPN), depehda Spain’s Ministry of Environment,
Marine and Rural Affairs and the Spanish Agency Ifdgernational Development Cooperation
(AECID), apart from other smaller contributions.

The Project aimed to provide support to the inilaksign and implementation of a National

Protected Area System that effectivglyeserved a representative sample of the country’s
biodiversity, contributing to national developmenijectives and conservation commitment
entered into at an international level

To achieve this, it was structured in four intdated results:

1) The legal and institutional frameworks and ploditical agreements that contribute to the
effective management and sustainable financinchefNPAS have been built and are
operational;

2) The strengthening of key stakeholders’ individuzapacities contributes to the
consolidation and sustainability of the NPAS andsPi#at constitute it;

3) The increase of awareness about the valuerapdriance of biodiversity and PAs in key
stakeholders contribute to the promotion of poficiend practices that foster the
consolidation and sustainability of the NPAS.



4) Different models of governance implemented @mdnstrative experiences contribute to
the effective management of PAs and the NPAS swidity, and the relationship
between biodiversity, conservation, and local depelent.

Interventions atsite level were designed to test ithplementation of new legal and political
frameworks, the evaluation and development of nawistto strengthen the effectiveness in the
management of PAs, including different models of gvernance, modalities of generation of
opportunities from tourism, and development of edional and training activities. Taking into
account that the NPAS long-term accountability Wipend on the country’s capacity to ensure
enough financial resources to cover PA managemesis,cthe financial aspects have been
highlighted and treated in a cross-cutting way digitothe Project.

Debate with organizations from the civil societyS(©) was evident in different moments of the
formulation process of the NPAStrengthening Project. The questioning by the Uayan
Network of Environmental NGO’s in 2005 was focusedthe fact that the project needed to
prioritize problems and actions, improve existimpWwledge by conducting new studies and
evaluations, and be clearer in relation to modkfgaie or private management of the system.
The network also highlighted the importance of dieigain greater depth the model of
implementation and demonstrative experiences pegpwsrelation to conservation general
objectives and governance model, and social paatiicin. Table 2 shows the general situation
(complementary, a detailed analysis of land, coastaine, and total surface is presented in
ANNEX XVII).

’Scarlato, G., & Torres, A. (2005).Comments and oations about the Draft of Catalyzing the Implenaion of
Uruguay's National Protected Area System. Montewide



Table 2.NPAS General situation

Area Management Location Year of | Manager | CAE Staff Management
Category incorporation Plan
Quebrada di Protecte Treinta y| 200¢ MVOTMA | Working since| Directol Approvec
los Cuervos Landscape Tres - ID | December 17| Assistant
Treinta y| 2009 Director
Tres 2 park rangers
Service Staff
Esteros d¢| National Park Rio Negr¢ | 200¢ MVOTMA | Working since| Directol In process o
Farrapos February 2| 2 park rangers| approval
2009 2 field staff
Valle del | ProtectedLand: | Rivere 200¢ MVOTMA | Working since | Directol In proces
Lunarejo ape — IDRivera | 30/8/2011 Facilitator
Cabo Poloni | NationalPark Roch 200¢ MVOTMA | Officially Directol In proces
— IDRocha | appointed. Park rangers
Working since| chief
December 17| Facilitator
2010 8 park rangers
Localidad Protected Flores 2010 Municipali | Working since| Director In process
Rupestre  dg Landscape ty of | 2011
Chamanga Flores
San Migue National Par Roché 201C MVOTMA | Not appointe Park range In process
PROBIDE
S
Laguna de| Protected Rocha 2010 MVOTMA | Working since| Director In process
Rocha Landscape Municipali | March 10, 2011 | Facilitator
ty of 3 park rangers
Rocha
Cerro Verd Habitat/Species | Rochz 2011 MDN — | Working since| Directot Pendint
Management MVOTMA | August 19, 2013 Facilitator
Area Technician
planning
Rincén de| Habitat/Species| Artigas 2013 To be | Not appointed | park ranger There is a plarn
Franquia Management defined to be revised
Area and approved
Grutas del] Natural Flores 2013 Municipali | Not appointed | Municipal Pending
Palacio Monument ty of Staff
Flores

Source: “El proceso de construccion del Sistemadddat de Areas Protegidas de Uruguay:
Sistematizacion y Aprendizajes”, Alain Santandreale

F. Issues the Project tried to address

Following the reflection made in the systematizatttocument.“The Process of Construction of
the National Protected Area System of Uruguay Byatization and Learning 2012,” NPAS'’s

preliminary version, the creation and implementatiof a National Protected Area System
(NPAS) is one of the milestones in the nationalimmental policies, together with the creation
of the Ministry of Housing,
implementation of the System of Evaluation of Eamimental Impact (EIA), the approval of the
Code of Waters and administrative reform that prmmcahe creation of the Water National
Department (DINAGUA) and the approval and impleragion of the Act of Territorial Planning

and Sustainable Use. This legal framework showsdhgironmental problems and use of land
were in the public agenda and required a spe@atrtrent.

Territorial

Planning @&nEnvironment (MVOTMA),

the

President Jose Mujica’'s speech at Rio+20 Summitjifslu 2012), stated that governing
globalization, in a world of crisis, seemed to he tnessage sent by politicians. In this global
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context, the conservation of biodiversity and laragiees becomes more relevant and not only at a
local, national or regional scale but also at abagldevel, beyond its relationship with the
economy, exportations, and growth. To have proteateas as a strategy for the conservation of
biodiversity, landscapes, and the most represgntatosystems can make the difference in the
process of construction of a policy of sustainatdeelopment.

Uruguay required a new institutional scheme thatsiered conservation of biodiversity and
protection of natural areas a priority and put tb®le in the national, provincial, and local
political agenda.

From the institutional point of view, the State aseleral local stakeholders showed a limited
capacity to develop management processes, planningnitoring and evaluation of
environmental and conservation public policies, pites the fact that the country had a
background of regulatory and institutional matt€s. the other hand, a growing mobilization of
national and local NGOs required the political jgartand the State to pay greater attention and
show a more democratic relationship, reacting feefibre lack of solutions to a variety of
environmental topics, such as the need for a Remterea System.

Some milestones of the country conservation efforts

Uruguay has approved an important number of reigulstrelated to biodiversity conservatian.
The 1996 Reform of the Constitution includes enwvinent protection in the “general interest”
category (Article 47). This category provides piiorto the collective interest over the
private/individual, this is crucial in a countryckuas Uruguay where more than 90% of land is
in private hands. The General Act of Environmenot&etion (Act N°17,283 from 2000)
provides the same status to the protection of wkted, landscapes quality, and conservation of
biodiversity. This also extended the protectionst@ared resources, including those outside
national jurisdiction highlighting the country’s menitment to international environment
cooperation and the solution of global environmergaues. Before this General Law, the
country had a series of legal and political todisttoffered a regulatory framework fo
biodiversity conservation.

At an international level, Uruguay is signatoryagfreements and conventions relevant for|the
conservation of biodiversity that include CBD, Ramsand CITES. In conformity with CBD,
Uruguay developed a National Strategy for Consermaand Sustainable Use of Biologigal
Diversity (1999). This considers PAs as “essertilrs” for conservation and sustainable use
of biodiversity in the country; it places the NPAS a main priority foin situ conservation i
Uruguay and considers it essential to fulfill im&tional commitments. Act 17,234 (2000)
included the National System of Protected Areashm “general interest” category, it also
defined the NPAS and management categories for Bggsointed the MVOTMA through
DINAMA, as the agency responsible for the NPAS fatjon, it proposed the creation of
Advisory Commissions and Protected Areas Fund.NRAS Regulatory Decree (52/005) was
approved in 2005.

Poor inter-institutional articulation of projectachprograms was the result of a highly sectoral
management structure, lack of an institutional weltfor the implementation of cut-crossing

public policies with different stakeholders andtees, and an extremely instrumental vision of
social participation. There were not many recortisuzcessful public-private policies and the
overlapping of competences among ministries (MGRMBN, and MEC) and regulatory gaps

(for example in territorial planning) characterizbeé institutional scenario.

The strengthening of the technical, administratave] managerial capacities was identified as a
necessity, especially for the management of a @stent Protected Area System in the country.
Additionally, the lack of scientific and social kmtedge about conservation and the mistrust from
the academics in the political system made up mastewhich seemed difficult to overcome.



Finally, the difficulty to implement a public Prated Area System in private lands added
complexity to the process of approval of a regalatihat allowed the beginning of a process of
implementation of a National Protected Area System.

Among problems to solve there are, the challengegrafwing agricultural and livestock
production, the mining and the wood industry as lkepnomic tools, and a process of
urbanization that concentrates the population ig bities depopulating the countryside
(approximately 5% of the population in Uruguay 8va dispersed rural areas.

The average price of land in Uruguay increasean@dibetween 2000 and 2010. Two years after
the IE, the price had increased an additional ZIM8s motivated a drastic increase in the “cost of
opportunity” of rural lands in the period the pmdjevas planned, designed, and implemented.
Rural producers have increased their profit, pdpmrain the provinces, where agriculture has
grown, has shown great improvement in their livoanditions, above the rest of the country,
including Montevideo. A research on changes inafegbusiness sector and its effects provides
valuable information. The hypothesis is that theer¢ agricultural development produces an
important spillover effect generating added valughiose areas which have shown the greatest
growth. However, this hypothesis has been challérgel there is no definite opinion about this
topic.

Even though there are no public figures on theepn€ land on coastal touristic areas, the
information shows that prices have considerablygased. The increase in the number of visitors
and investors generates dynamism in the area apdriamt opportunities for owners. This deep
change in the context generates at least threet&ffe

a. The pertinence and opportunity for the Projectéase. Some sectors of the public opinion
that are aware of conservation issues feel thepr@§ “necessary”.

b. There is tension between the concepts of “Naturaiglay” and “Productive Uruguay”
and among project’s beneficiaries and non-benefgsa There has been great
improvement in the levels of activity and profitasesult of the deep modification of the
primary production structure that is mainly relatedthe progress of rain-fed agriculture
and with some industrial investments in the proescThis reinforces the idea of an
increase in the “cost of opportunity” of consergatiregarding the moment in which the
Project was formulated if the actions are seeroasttaining factors to land exploitation.

c. Uruguay is the last country in creating a Protecdea System in Latin America. The
implementation of a system faces critical challeng@ce land property is mainly private
in contrast with other countries where nationakpare based on large federal lands.

The NPAS was implemented with population and predudiving and producing in the PAs and
with the implicit risk of people reacting due tekeof knowledge, making comments such as: “Are
you going to tell me how to work on this land? Tisisny property, I'm the bos¥!

In the first stage of the Project’s planning angliementation, Alicia Torres, former DINAMA
Director, stated: “...This use of the land- consaorabf biodiversity- where the general interest is
more important than the individual one, generatestteer point of view on the relationship the
owner has with the property of the land. In thg,cite are used to having regulations that limit the
capacity of using the land. There are aspects isgp@s us such as the maximum authorized
building height or the style of facades be resgbcend we, as citizens comply with these
regulations. But in rural areas, the Protected #start to question the idea of up to which extent
have the right to use a territory that has cenalne from the conservation standpoint. | always sa
that if that piece of land came to us with thoseseovation and biodiversity values, it was because

*See interview to Alicia Torres quoted in the regdtie Process of Construction of a National Pre&eédirea
System in Uruguay, systematization and lessonsde?012.”



there was a producer, a family, or a surroundiag wialued it and | have always thought this could
open more opportunities if they believed that thecpss could also diversify production and open
new business related to tourism. But we had toathoeshing to show those possibilities, with the

additional problem that it was something new andnae no previous examples in the country to
show...”

At the diagnosis and design stages, a series wofctemns or barriers were identified. They would
make it difficult to implement a National Protectédea System in the country efficient in the
achievement of objectives. These barriers were:

a. Severe restrictions of resources aggravateégdonomic crisis of the last years.

b. Insufficient capacities for the management osRAan individual, institutional, and systemic
level.

c. Problems related to the ownership and manageoidahd, mainly of private property and
agricultural use.

d. Low levels of awareness of some stakeholderstahe role of these areas in environmental
conservation and its contribution to national sustale development.

Conservation evaluation in Latin America and theilitgean rate the eco-regions in Uruguay as
“vulnerablé” and its aquatic biodiversity as “in danger”. Teare 38 mammal, 37 bird, 5 reptile, 7

amphibian, 39 fish, 1 insect, 2 crustacean, 2 mskllland 5 plant species “in danger” (UICN,

2005). These problems stem from the transformadfomatural habitats by the productive sectors
and the over exploitation of some species, espgamhquatic habitats.

Threats identified in the formulation process hageased in some cases due to the dynamics of
the agricultural production in the last 10 yearsvali as the IED in other areas in the provinces.

Despite the threats mentioned before, the couniliyhas rural areas with a very low population
density focused on extensive livestock farming agdcultural activities which produce low levels
of pressure on biodiversity in a great part oftéretory.

There are still large areas of hardly-modified betisiand ecosystems of great conservation value
including grasslands, native forests, wetlands, rmadne environments. Talking into account this
situation, the 1999 National Strategy for Biodivigrsimplemented an approach of double
perspective: one focuses on the integration oferstelated to conservation in productive sectors,
mainly agriculture and livestock (approach devetbfisy other Projects carried out by MGAP
financed by the World Bank and GEF); the secondspemstive focuses on the creation of a
National Protected Area System (NPAS) as a pyioaittion for the conservatiom-situ to
strengthen the planning of the use of land andrédept representative samples of the country’s
biodiversity.

G. Project’'s immediate and development objectives

The Project Catalyzing the Implementation of UrugsidNational Protected Area System (NPAS
Project) aims to overcome problems in the desighisaplementation of a National Protected Area
System that effectively preserves a representativeple of the country’s biodiversity contributing
to the objectives of national development and caagi®n commitment at an international level.
To achieve this the Project aims to strengthendegpacities for the design and implementation of
the NPAS and the effective management of PAs gstemic, institutional, and individual level,
through: (i) the development of legal frameworksl atdequate policies; (i) the strengthening of
institutional capacities through the definitionagpropriate institutional arrangements, structures,

4Dinerstein, E., Olson, D., Graham, D., Webster,Pximm, S., Bookbinder, M., &Ledec, G. (1995).A servation

Assessment of the Terrestrial Ecoregions of Latimefica and the Caribbean. Washington, DC: The Wsaldk &
World Wildlife Fund, World Bank.
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responsibilities and occupational standards; gigmoting knowledge, skills, and competence, and
(iv) increasing the knowledge of the society on RAd the value of services provided.

The project’s long term goal ishe conservation of biodiversity and Uruguay’'s mattheritage
contribute to the objectives of national developm@his clearly supports the national strategy for
biodiversity. The project contributes to achievis tjoal through a specific intervention that has as
an Immediate Objective (purposdy;National Protected Area System that effectipedserves a
representative sample of Uruguay’s biodiversityt isadesigned and in process of implementation.
This objective will be achieved through four intefated Results:

Table 3.Project’'sExpectedResults

Result 1 Result 2 Result 3 Result 4
Legal and institutional | The strengthening of | The increase of Different governance
frameworks and key stakeholder’s awareness about the valuenodels approved
political agreements | individual capacities | and importance of through demonstrative
that contribute to the | contributes to the biodiversity and PAs in | experiences contribute
effective management| consolidation and key stakeholders to the effectiveness of
and sustainable sustainability of the contributes to the PAs management, and
funding of the NPAS | NPAS and PAs that promotion of policies and the NPAS
have been constitute it. practices that foster the | sustainability, and also
implemented and are consolidation and to strengthen the
operational. sustainability of the relationship between
NPAS. biodiversity
conservation and local
development.

H. Stakeholders

The Project is related to a very complex structofestakeholders that is systematized in the
Institutional Stakeholders table (ANNEX XVIII).

[l FINAL EVALUATIONRESULTS
I. Project's formulation

Regarding the level of design and conceptualizgt&)n

The Project was elaborated in a context of ingtihal changes in Uruguay where the creation and
implementation of the National Protected Area Sys{RlPAS)- Act N° 17,234- has set a milestone in
the national environmental policy, together witle @treation of the MVOTMA- Act N° 16,112-, the
implementation of the System of Evaluation of Eammental Impact (EIA), the approval of the Code
of Waters and the administrative reform that fe=dethe creation of the Water National Department
(DINAGUA) and the approval and implementation oftAxf Territorial Planning and Sustainable
Development. The project is considered an apprpti@ol to support policies, plans and programs
related to biodiversity preservation in protecteeba in Uruguay. It is also relevant regardingareti
guidelines and policies.

The project’s proposal is coherent with problementdied and analyzed in previous studies and it
represented a “leap forward” in the way and intignisi which problems are dealt with in the country.
The design of the Project’'s Executive Unit, prafiland required qualifications, together with the
institutional reality of MVOTMA, determined thatéhProject had a relevant role in the Ministry’s
policy which influenced the way in which the desigas conceived.
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The technical proposal was considered of a higlityueecognized and legitimized by a great part of
organizations and institutions related to the sttbje

The NPAS’s design was based on the use of prieaigs| turned into private protected areas with an
important alternative use. This is an answer tpexiic reality in Uruguay where more than 90% of
land is private and has an alternative lucrative which is, in many cases, the support of family
business€s Thus, the way of making demonstrative areas geé@eeplicable results was to make
progress in concepts, methodologies, and pradiicebe creation and management of protected areas
that involve private land and use. The design ik situation into account, established actions, a
designed specific indicators to measure progressdrdegree of adoption of conservation proposals
by private land owners.

The Project publicly recognized the historical rofesettlers and producers in the conservation of
biodiversity. Statements by DINAMA Director quotéd previous paragraphs, are evidence of this
challenge. However, subsequent evidence showeas$Batmptions about reactions of these agents and
possibilities of demonstrating possible benefits fivate parties in conservation were not as
expected. In many cases, there have been delaytharatioption of management plans is probably
expensive and partial despite the important pasitdn effort by stakeholders involved in the
implementation phase. Probably due to budget otistnis, the combination of private lands next to
public “nuclei” was not included in the developmaiternatives, where the most intense conservation
measures can be applied. For the constitutionesfetipublic property surfaces, expropriation co@d b
an alternative or other alternatives that in arsecaould imply expenditure.

Another aspect that was not sufficiently considdrethe design was the establishment of actions to
improve efforts of biodiversity conservation cadrieut by organizations (in general NGO’s) and
private companies. Probably, because of the litheelopment these initiatives had when the Project
was designed, their potential was difficult to detime but, it is understood that the design cowldeh
considered the possibility of developing actionghiis sense, even within the restrictions set lgy th
legal framework.

National ownership (HS)

The Project has made a relevant contribution tattt®mplishment of the National Agenda of Public
Policies regarding environment. At an institutiotealel, the PAs are considered a strategic subject

all territorial planning instruments. Likewise, p® from several parts of the country are awareiabo
PAs, know them, and in some cases asked for thgirdion in the NPAS.

The Project gathers aspirations from sensitizedosecof the civil society and the academic
community in the country.

Opinion polls commissioned by the Project show irtgrt levels of coincidence with conservation
objectives at public opinion level in general, asllwvas among managers and decision makers
interviewed.

Although there is wide “support” or “approval”, winét comes to “tough” decisions, the behavior of
decision makers is variable and probably less therthan what is expressed in different areas.

The overall result is favorable; the Project repnés a substantial change in the knowledge and
awareness about the problem in the country. Themniimportant involvement of not-specialized
institutions such as Provincial Governments anccltiee Power agencies.

*The “family business” concept is used in a stregise, and it includes, according to internatiomahmeters, not
only small-sized units but also medium, or largeesinits, in which the business constitutes thie metivity to be
conducted by the owner generating most of the fasihcome.
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Stakeholders’ participation in the design (HS)

The Project presents an adaptive design and mamsgevhich is flexible, it has several stakeholders,
and it is intersectoral and participative; ensuringss-cutting interventions at a national, proighc
and civil society level.

The Project was developed in such a way that duhiegwo years and a half of set up and approval,
resources were also oriented to support the beginoi the NPAS implementation. This way, once
the project was approved, the country had alreallgri the first steps in the implementation of the
NPAS.

In some places, not including those involved (Istakeholders) that were not proactive in the desig
stage or start of the project, led to the creatibrumors about the PAs (things like “they will gems
everything”, “They won't let us enter the beach”ttwa clear attitude against declaring lands PAs.
This reaction has been reversed in some areasigifithie awareness and inclusion of stakeholders in
the process of NPAS implementation.

There was wide participation of stakeholders frbmdcientific community, national NGOs, and other
groups from the civil society in different constilba activities nationwide, with a great effort of
communication and participation in the communitreslved.

The evaluating team has analyzed the documentadgme about the model of participation of the
civil society and other NPAS key stakeholders, #mwillingness of technicians involved to make
changes every time design alternatives were sugjesspecially, at a national level. At a locaklev
however, OSCs and representatives from weakerctiokeinterests could have made it difficult to
participate in the design. The effort made andessilts are rated as Highly Satisfactory.

Replicability

Replicability of the project’s formulation and ingohentation process, especially of lessons learned,
could be shared through discussion forums insbibatiy articulated at provincial level. A constrain

to the possibility of replicating a project, as thee we are evaluating in this case, is the quality
human resources, experience, and the NPAS's higliet of organization, cohesion and experience
after long years of working as a team, and thewgtion with government agencies involved in joint
activities. Also the level of understanding witHicérs from other government areas is sometimes
difficult to establish among civil society/statefigpany.

The design was conceived so as to try and validiffierent management and governance criteria as
well as funding and sustainability alternatives tbe areas and the NPAS. In this sense, the
experience generated by the Project will be vakidbit future decisions in case of expansion of the
System in the country. The potential to replicdte Project's experience in other realities is
conditioned by the fact that it was designed ferdevelopment in private lands with the necessary
agreements for its execution. On the one hand,abipect would limit the broad application of its
possible results; on the other hand, it represantspportunity to generate pioneer progress in the
modality to be replicated in the future.

Other aspects

The UNDP being the implementation agency of GEReRts, both in Uruguay and at an international
level, has been a comparative advantage in terragpgort to a non-governmental organization in its
role of Project executor. The UNDP also providegpsut through its reputation and expertise to
national and provincial governments and to therfate with other concurrent projects of cooperation
and multilateral financing.

In terms of the production of specific documentsalfoals, operational plans, etc.), the NPAS
professionals met the requirements and standarddysehe UNDP and GEF. An institutional
strengthening process was established improvingaitigs and generating institutionalism at a céntra
and territorial level but at different levels.
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The institutional context and the initial contexttbe System made some performances go beyond
their descriptions. This represented, in a cerséaige, a tension and a risk of “losing focus” thas
addressed to reach a balance. This was the reasoa €areful follow-up between the project’s
coordination and DINAMA direction.

J. Project implementation

Implementationapproach (S)

The implementation was consistent with designedcibjes and strategies. Regarding the institutional
approach and the role of the Project’s prominemckits relationship with MVOTMA's structure, the
implementation recognizes two clear stages. Insh §tage, from the beginning to 2010, the Project
was a relevant and visible structure as a mainwgeof public policies regarding biodiversity, hi
was due to the needs of the political authoritiesha moment, DINAMA’s own weak points and
restrictions, and the commitment and qualificatiohthe Project’s team.

The change of national authorities in 2010 and redy@ovincial authorities, and the creation of the
third level of government, from the Act of decefimation and citizenship participation, 2009, ahd t
subsequent changes in technical teams made chaogidee project's approach. These changes
affected the duration, agreements, and decisionnggbrocesses in the institutional representation.
However, since the execution is in charge of a wat up for this purpose, strategies were
implemented to overcome these difficulties and Kéepproject’s continuity.

Technical capacities and their role in the project’s development, management and
achievements.

The Project's management team and most of the afpmsd staff have produced quality work and
have made an important adaptation effort to chgenthat implies making progress in a changing
context. Based on these capacities and the negdsadership, the Project strongly contributedni® t
inclusion of an important number of areas in thetesy, despite difficulties and in some cases, leosti
attitudes. This judgment has been confirmed by dewiariety of informants including those who
disagree with the Project’s proposal.

The area of economy of natural resources needsrding to interviews and this ET, greater
development. How to evaluate and value “environedeassets”, managing them in harmony with
financial development, constitutes a decisive aspes not something that the Project or DINAMA
can solve independently, given the magnitude of effert that would require inter-institutional
coordination and the link with universities or ages such as ANII or others capable of articulating
different disciplines, especially technical supdoom the Ministry of Economy and Finance, and the
Planning and Budget Office from the PresidencyhefRepublic.

Operational relationships among participating institutions and their incidence in the
implementation and achievement of the project’s objective

The Project has tried to improve the level of adiresand initial collaboration by a network of
contacts and institutions that agree in technsakntific terms, or feel identified with governniain
policies.

It made important efforts to include in the deljageple and institutions that did not agree withg en
many cases were hostile to, Project’s actions djectives, especially at a local level (on PA 13nds
This has been recognized and valued in interviemd teas increased the actions’ legitimacy and
improved the atmosphere in which the actions amcweed, it has also increased the number of
interlocutors going beyond university research pspuspecialized NGO’s, and associations or
representative entities.

The greatest difficulty is in the involvement ofiitutions or people with a “neutral” or indifferten
attitude. The institutional weakness of MVOTMA (sifieally DINAMA) and the recent development
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of the subject in the country make it difficult ptace the issue of biodiversity conservation inatqu
terms with other “development” issues. Althoughdguction” ministries (Agriculture, Industry and
Mining) have their concerns about environmentaliess they try to address them themselves. At a
university and academic level, groups with incidemt the country’s productive development have
less relationship with the Project than those @atgr incidence in the conservation subject. In the
case of MVOTMA, the Project’s “visible faces” enjoyn general, a good technical and personal
reputation.

At a local level (PAs’ area of influence) an interrelationship has been developed with provincial
and local governments and civil society organizatio

Opinions of local stakeholders, however, point saime overlapping of activities, with several
stakeholders performing the same activity. Accaydim statements, coordination could be improved.
Through the implementation of the project, thers haen improvement regarding articulation and
coordination efforts involving different institutis and in some cases, specific legislation (Rural
Development Forums- RDF. The inter-institutionalrdfos on Social Policies- IFSP- and other
discussion forums in the territory are examplestliis sense). This generates problems of
multiplication of these types of forums generatiogerlapping or duplications. Institutions and
programs are much more coordinated than some ggars

Relationship at a local level has sometimes betettal by delays to make up Specific Advisory
Commissions, some working difficulties, and changfgsolitical authorities in some provinces.

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) (S)

Management of the Project and specialized staffevak important effort to keep supervision and
monitoring reports updated. The PIR requires aidenable effort from the project’'s monitoring and
evaluation department and Direction. The same happath the discussion and preparation of the
Annual Operating Plan. All the information that e reported to sponsors and other parties is
generated according to schedule.

During mid-evaluation, a detailed analysis of tteus of the Monitoring and Evaluation system was
carried out. It included comments and recommendsatiabout indicators chosen, their use, and
interpretation. There was reference to the litflstesmatic use of planning, monitoring and control
tools, and little incorporation of the system’sarrhation to the decision making process.

The current evaluation has shown that the manageamehhandling of reports required is still carried
out according to schedule.

Also, it was found there is plenty of detailed imf@ation at different levels and an appropriate
understanding by the Project’s central team memlhergeneral, all the members of the central team
are able to accurately answer questions and requestving information.

Despite this abundance, there is an underutilinaifdnformation as support for decisions. Thereas
updated system that generates, standard reportsndightors to be used as input before group
planning activities. Besides, there is a differeitghe availability and use of information by the
Project’s central level and decentralized unitgratected areas. Staff at the protected areasascaoi
what happens in the territory but access to sygtninformation is not as easy. There is a constant
concern about information. The Project has madeimportant effort in the creation of a
comprehensive information system (SISNAP) that sugpevaluation and decision making. Although
the system is complete, structure and operatiorsianple. It is not yet working and it has not been
able to collect information at a decentralized leVbe team working on it is aware of this issud &n
currently incorporating MVOTMA'’s key technicianss avell as articulating with a new Spanish
cooperation project.

Another aspect of the system is that it is oriettechonitor the NPAS and not specifically the Pcbje
and its actions. This intention, that is reasonalblé understandable, has generated a link between t
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Project’s monitoring and Logical Framework indigatahat could be reinforced with information
regarding the logical framework. The SISNAP, and thipe of information it generates, was a
deliberate decision by the project (according tai@emanagement) that aimed at sustainability once
the project was over.

An aspect highlighted in the Mid-Evaluation, ankleia into account by the Information System being
developed, is the need for monitoring direct intice of biodiversity results consequence of
management in the area that help making decisimreasing efficiency. The SISNAP allows for the
upload of information generated by academic ceritextsin the past were not received or analyzed in
a homogeneous way. This represents a practicahégitigent solution, and once completed, it would
represent great progress. Apart from direct suregyrding priority species or other in effectivenes
of conservation, the Mid-evaluation recommendeditibegration of other indicators or study areas,
such as:Monitoring of threats: areas of annualgripestry and others in the area of influence.

* Price of land, amount of land transactions, etc.

* Management effectiveness, complementing METT cbuations.

« Measurement of progress in the implementation ohagament plan measures by PAS’

private companies and, eventually, their area fidiémce.
» Best practices. Periodic record of activities aochparison with protocols.

Generally speaking, in all PAs there is tacit kredge of what happens in the area, but this
knowledge is not systemically recorded or managegteat portion of these information areas is to be
included in the NPAS. However, the project will pably finish without achieving a good record of
these variables.

Stakeholders’ participation (HS)

Although participationis a concept of general use, its complexity rezggiglarity in its definition and
scope, especially when applied in inter-culturahtegts, as it happens with the generation and
formulation of this project.

Evaluation of the quality and degree of the stalddrs’ participation in the implementation process
should take into account the heterogeneity of tttervention. It is concluded that the project has
worked hard to disseminate its goals, to includelved populations (livestock owners, rural workers

small producers, artisanal fishermen, or tourisrerafors, etc.) in the design and implementation of
activities and in the implementation of trainingiaes obtaining, in general, satisfactory results.

Participation was promoted through formal (meetingser CAES) and informal instances, with
important and frequent presence of the decentchitaf and in many occasions, the authoritiehef t
Project, DINAMA and MVOTMA; guides and guidelinesere developed to foster participation
processes in the PAs.

Several areas presented some level of conflict.eSeithem due to organized resistance groups, but
also related to uncertainty and anxiety generayeithé lack, or not implementation of communication
procedures. The delay in developing some CAEs amtdducing and approving Management Plans,
sometimes justified by the need to achieve higkliewof participation, contributed to the generatdn
these situations. Conflict in some areas made tbg® progress carefully and slowly so as not to
increase the level of tension; this may have hetpadcrease uncertainty in some agents.

The Project, however, was consistent in the prasnodif participation and the search for solutions to
conflict by consensus, something that could havayde the processes increasing uncertainty. They
did so to find lasting and feasible solutions.

As mentioned before, the Project has not avoidedflico and has been especially careful in
considering opinions and positions of groups oivilddals opposed to its proposal. In some cases, th
incorporation of groups of the civil society or fickprograms to the debate and assessment events
tried to solve the need for representation of Pgedtlers and neighbors. Positions and attitudes of
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these individuals or less mobilized groups appedui@tly or implicitly, and are decisive when
developing actions. Experience shows that it isffecdlt aspect to tackle that needs to be cargfull
handled when evaluating positions in direct pgrdton events.

Work with other stakeholders such as livestock peeds, agricultural or milk producers, artisanal
fishermen, tour operators, craftsmen, journaligtditicians, and the average citizen, and to aeless
extent, the forestry and mining sector, has beenessfully developed within the strategic framework
of the project and a strategy of institutional giosing from the NPAS. Especially, activities of
tourism promotion in which there is a successfyegience (Polonio) that should be replicated. Key
stakeholders that participate of these initiativage specific work proposals which are incorporated
the project with possibilities of continuing anchtgbuting to its sustainability.

Financial Planning

The implementation of the National Protected Argst&n has been financed with resources from the
government and the international cooperation thnasigpport from the Global Environment Facility,
United Nations Development Program, Spanish anddireooperation, among others, together with
provincial governments’ support, from the privageter and civil society organizations.

In August 2007, the Project Catalyzing the Impletagan of Uruguay’s National Protected Area
System was signed between the Uruguayan GovernthenGlobal Environment Facility (GEF), and
UNDP; this project involves technical and financsalpport from these institutions of multilateral
cooperation of US$2,550,000.

In November 2007, the French Global Environmentilfa¢FFEM) approved its contribution to the
project of €1,000,000 being executed since mid 2008

The Spanish Cooperation through the Autonomous &itthfor National Parks, Spain’s Ministry of
Environment, Marine and Rural Affairs, and the SglanAgency for International Development
Cooperation, has been providing technical and firghrcooperation since 2005. Between 2005 and
2012, the Spanish cooperation contribution readh®fi 919,000. There was a significant increase in
relation to what was planned in the initial projedtich was US$ 400,000. The amount was more than
duplicated due to a work agreement with the Spacigperation. Besides, there was an increase in
cooperation from AECID project to support SISNABgpport System for Decision Making (another
US$ 200,000).

At the same time, cooperation from other programs projects supported by other agencies were
articulated with this effort: Small Grants ProgrddNDP/GEF-MVOTMA), Program of Articulation

of Territorial Networks (UNDP/ several sources)uguay Integrates Program (Planning and Budget
Office from the Presidency of the Republic- Eurapé&mion), Ecoplata Program (with support from
the International Development Research Centre, @@nalecentralized cooperation, South-South
cooperation with financial support from AUCI andoperation agencies of partner countries through
cooperation agreements among environment minidtoes Chile, Colombia, and Uruguay.

Based on financial information provided by the Bebjup to June 2013, almost at the end of the total
time allocated to the project, USD 2,492,852 offilreds provided by the GEF have been disbursed,
representing almost 100% of the budget. BesidesDRIXhrough TAC funds has provided U$S
10,000 more than originally budgeted. Cash contiobuoy MVOTMA, exceeded in 40% the original
budget, and FFEM, after this final request for finehich is underway, will complete 100% of
budget. This means the Project has been agile #igend in the financial execution of the funds
allocated.

Information about the financial execution by co@tierg partner provided by the Project, according to
Uruguay’'s UNDP records is attached to this repANNEX XIX). This information does not take
into account financing from the Spanish Cooperatioim-kind cooperation from different sponsors or
other contributions that have not been managedigir@ NDP.
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Table 4 presents information as it was projectedPRODOC, updated to June 2013. Spanish
cooperation funds, in-kind counterparts, as welfuagls from the French cooperation transferred to
Parks Federation (FPNRF) and directly executed By ,Gare included. Adding all sources, in the

period 2008-June 2013, executed funds for expeasdsinvestments in the NPAS reached US$
7.3million.
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Table 4. Project budgetary execution

Totals IA own TRAC/PNUD Government FFEM Spanish Coop. Other (**) Total (***)
(Type/Source) Financing Financing
(US$) (US$) (US$) (US$) (US$) (US$) (US$)
Planned Actual Planne | Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned | Actual Planned
d
GEF/PNUD Grants 2,500,000 2,492,852| 50,000  60,00p ,55@,000
Cash Co-financing +
UNDP managed 1,420,000 | 1,327,384| 984,750 960,506 2,404,750
In-kind support 1,050,000 | 874,664 600,000 50,000 749,000 9,000 | 64,000 | 6,000 2,463,000
Cash Co-financing +
Partner Managed 600,000 315,250 170,00@.70,000 485,250
Totals 2,500,000 2,492,852 50,000 60,000 2,470,000 20882 | 1,900,000 | 1,010,506 | 919,000 919,000 64,000 6,0007,903,000

Governmental in-kind cooperation includes cashsfiens to provincial governments of Treinta y TiRecha, and Rivera for US$
335,000. Of funds provided by GEF, the equivaleri§$ 315,250 are transferred to FPNRF and direstieuted by FEM.
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The amount by the Uruguayan Government included US%0,000 from MVOTMA, and 50,000 from
the MGAP, a total of US$ 1,420,000 shown in therthEhe total funds from the Spanish cooperation
have already been provided.

Analysis of the figures show there has been nolpned with the accomplishment of commitments,
budgetary availability, and quotas for financiakeution, there have been no problems. As well, the
participation from different sponsors has been dempnted and generated a precedent of value to
develop similar experiences to the current one.

The technical and financial contributions of theojBet had a “leverage” effect promoting the
participation of other financial sources that pded approximately US$ 1,700,000 to the NPAS. These
additional sources articulated after the projeepproval includes MINTRUD, IADB, CIEDUR-CAF,
GEF- Climate Change Adaptation, AUCI, CooperatiageAcies from Chile and Colombia, and national
NGOs such as Aves del Uruguay.

Another relevant aspect is to analyze the finarexaicution of different results and its relatiompshith
rating provided to each of the achievements. In AXNKX, fund allocation for each result is showne th
verified execution between 2008 and 2012, and Hwveikecution was developed in relation to annual
disbursements estimation for each result develaptte PRODOC.

The information shows that there were fund tramssbatween results. Result 4 executed 28% more funds
than those originally budgeted while component &exed half of them.

Disbursement of Result 2 is basically explainedabee it received an important proportion of the
additional fund from the Spanish cooperation amdAhtonomous Authority for National Parks of Spain
(OAPN) which “alleviated” and compensated the dedham GEF funds.

Result 3 also received budgetary reinforcement fiteerSpanish cooperation.

The execution of Result 4 reflects its complexityda&he efforts the Project had to make with an
important set of executed activities which in sotases had not been originally foreseen. Despitethe
efforts, results, when measured with indicatorstloé current Logical Framework, are the least
satisfactory; as a consequence evaluation of ¢fisidacy of this result is the lowest among those
analyzed.

Another interesting piece of information is relatediransfers made by the Project to several predec
areas. Information and analysis are presented iINEXIXXI.

Information shows that a significant part of fundas allocated to resources for PAs that constitute
demonstrative governance experiences (Result delisas funding activities and tourism development
(Result 1 of the Project), and environmental edanain the case of Humedales de Santa Lucia (Resul
3). Considering funds managed by UNDP, funds exetint the areas represented 31% of the total. The
table includes Humedales de Santa Lucia and tleecdrieaureles -Cafias in Quebradas del Norte. These
areas, despite the fact that they have not beemaltyr incorporated to the system, have receiveibast
since the beginning of the Project. Areas of Chagaaand San Miguel, financed with MVOTMA's
funds, are not included; the same is the caseeafetently incorporated Rincén de Franquia.

The four protected areas considered demonstrafivgovernance systems in the Project’s Result 4
(Quebradas del Norte, Laguna de Rocha, Cerro VardkEstero de Farrapos,) concentrate 67% of PAs
funding. Taking into account that the surface @fst pilot areas is 65% of the total, it could béuded
that, fundingis proportional to surface. Figureswhver, can be affected by two areas, Humedales de
Santa Lucia and Laureles-Cafias that, because ofghgreat surface and not being incorporated to the
system, would receive resources only for some igiesv Excluding these areas, the governance system
demonstrative PAs would represent 79% of fundirgy&r#o of the surface.
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Modalities of execution and implementation

Project implementation is considered effective.déwice indicates that communication with UNDP has
been efficient and has contributed to planning prudblem solving. Procedures established betweem bot
parties have been followed and the financial mamage and budget execution have been satisfactory.
Contributions of funds managed by UNDP have beeelii, and technical and administrative support has
always been available, based on good communich8bmeen the project and the local UNDP office.

Supported by the UNDP, the Project selected a ygbhlified, highly-committed technical team, clgar
defining tasks and responsibilities. In a new phafsthe Project, however, the size and structurthef
work team should be re-assessed. At the same itifseimportant to plan an effective solution toeke
the Coordination Unit running in the event no em&rfunding is available (as it is forecasted).sThi
continuity is important, on the one hand, to retaaned technicians, and on the other, becauseothe
of the project in the conservation of protectedaares still critical, and cannot be fully replacky
MVOTMA permanent structures.

K. Progress in achievement of results

Table 5: ®Progress in achievement of results

Result Rating

1) Legal and institutional frameworks and politiGareements that Highly Satisfactory
contribute to effective management and sustainébteing of the
NPAS have been implemented and are operational.

2) The strengthening of key stakeholders’ individeapacities Satisfactory
contributes to the consolidation and sustainabiitythe NPAS and
protected areas that constitute it.

3) The increase of awareness about the value apdriemce of Satisfactory
biodiversity and PAs in key stakeholders contribtat¢he promotion
of policies and practices that foster the constlita and
sustainability of the NPAS.

4) Different governance models approved through atestnative Satisfactory
experiences contribute to the effectiveness of Masagement, angd
the NPAS sustainability, and also to strengthen tikationship
between biodiversity conservation and local develept.

L. Achievement of outputs/results and objectives

The project’s global objective is to preserve Uragan biodiversity relevant at national and global
level.

The project objective is to strengthen and/or dgvelystemic, institutional, and individual capasti
necessary for the implementation of a sustainallgoNal Protected Area System in the medium and
long term. Outputs and results achieved are ddtadefollows:

SCategoriesHighly Satisfactory (HS): The project shows noidiehcies in the accomplishment of objectives, rdiyy
relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency. SatisfgotS): The project shows minor deficiencies ia #tcomplishment of
objectives, regarding relevance, effectiveness efficiency. Moderately Satisfactory (MS): The m@cj shows moderate
deficiencies in the accomplishment of objectivesgarding relevance, effectiveness, and efficierdpderately
Unsatisfactory (MU): The Project shows significasheficiencies in the accomplishment of objectivesgarding
relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency. Unsatisfy (U): The Project shows major deficiencieshie accomplishment
of objectives, regarding relevance, effectivenassl efficiency. Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The Rrct shows severe
deficiencies in the accomplishment of objectivegiarding relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency.
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RESULT 1:

Legal and institutional frameworks and political agreements that contribute to the effective
management and sustainable funding of NPAS have been implemented and are operational.

Act 17,234 (2000) included the creation of a NaildProtected Area System in the "general interest"
category thus providing a fundamental tool for penning and management of protected areas. This
act defined the NPAS and management categorigedbected areas, giving the MVOTMA, through
DINAMA, the ability to regulate the NPAS, establisth regulations to incorporate areas to the NPAS
and its management, the creation of instancesnifaleparticipation (National Advisory Committee)
and by areas (Specific Advisory Committees), arRhotected Areas Fund. In 2005 the Regulatory
Decree (52/005) which regulates the NPAS was amgolow 2005 regulations included in Act 17,930,
which establish changes that contribute to the émgintation of the previous act was also approved.
These acts, the decree and the national envirommpalicy framework provide an opportunity to
make progress in the conservation of biodiversityUruguay. At the same time, funding from
international cooperation was approved, the Gl&alironment Facility, to support the development
of a project to strengthen capacities to implentie@tNPAS. In this context, the approval of the decr
was a political signal from the government of thgortance given to the subject. The project, with
approved cooperation funds, and taking into sevaedeholders’ views, constituted the foundation to
start the NPAS process of implementation.

Six areas have developed, or are in the procestewéloping, Management Plans based on the
Guidelines for the Planning of Protected Areas idated in the period.

It is important to highlight the degree of achiewnof guidelines’ production, as an output within
this broader output, as well as the progress madelaptive management and planning incorporated
by the project into the planning and managemeimAs.

The project led a guidelines production processpimtected areas planning. At a methodological
level, Planning Guidelines are based on tools tditie adaptive management as open standards for
conservation (Conservation Measures Partnershirovides a logic that integrates the different
planning scales, and links planning to instrumesftanonitoring and evaluation of management
processes such as the tool for monitoring of mamage effectiveness, METT (World Bank / WWF),
SNAP’s Information System, and methodologies foreggnance evaluation and planning of the areas.

Specific Advisory Committees (CAE) from seven pobéel areas are permanently working. The
National Advisory Committee (CNA) composed of dels from 17 institutions, and public, private
and civil society organizations has met 30 timdsvben 2005 and 2012.

Output 1.1. NPAS’s consensual and officially approved NPASt&gia Plan

Since 2005 a group of articulated activities hasnbgeveloped and integrated into a Medium Term
Plan 2010-2014 approved by MVOTMA’s Resolution 1(ZD10), after a development process
involving multiple stakeholders. Through this, adeterm vision and guidelines for the development
of a National Protected Area System was establighélte five-year period, including an estimate of
resources required.

Since 2012 and based on a gradual and adaptiveiptpapproach, the plan is being revised for a
2014-2020 strategy that would be integrated td\gonal Biodiversity Strategy in that period.

Output 1.2. Financing strategy and instruments and business fta the SNAP adopted by the
Government

As stated in the document "The Process of Consbrucif the National Protected Area System of
Uruguay. Systematization and Learning"(NPAS projeatrsion under development, by Alain

Santandreu et al.) at international level it is egaily the governments who finance most of the
management of protected areas. Biodiversity isidensd a public good and governments have an
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inescapable responsibility for their conservatitiattshould be translated into public budget for
systems.

The NPAS design has selected a decentralized, oagea system. To make this possible it is
necessary to have a set of income sources andrimestts for channeling resources to adjust specific
solutions to specific problems and not proposing solution to all problems (Picerno, 2005).

The legal framework enables the financing of theASHncluding "budgetary resources”; income
generated by entrance fees; income derived fromsfiand confiscation; the possibility to create
specific taxes to finance the NPAS; the possibiitentrance fees to PAs; the possibility of suilesid
(that even though they do not strictly finance Nf@AS regarding structure, they would contribute to
funding by private parties the adoption of recomdeehimplementation practices for the NPAS),
apart from instruments traditionally consideredUiuguayan legislation (donations, inheritances,) etc
and funds from the International Cooperation tmatsignificant in these subjects"(Picerno, 2005).

Up until some months ago, the Executive Power wekagsized by MVOTMA to set prices for the
provision of services, exploitation, and entraneesfto protected natural areas. This was legally
modified in the last budget re-allocation procdesks to the technical team, and there is nowae pri
range to be fixed. Profit will be transferred te frotected Areas Fund (Article 17 of the Act).

In order to attract donations from the private secthere was a proposal for tax incentives to
donations made by companies. There are alreadymaarof this in the country, providing incentives
to donations made to state schools and high schtwsUniversity of the Republic, and Private
Universities, the Clemente Estable Institute fool&jical Research, the Teletdbn Foundation, among
others. In this framework proposals were elaboratedi submitted, but they have not been approved
yet. This instrument would generate additional liendy linking the business network and the
management of protected areas.

From the operational standpoint, other alternatieetbe Fund were evaluated, these were: Trust Fund
and Non-state public entity. In the current framgwdhe Protected Areas Fund is a set of resources
especially allocated and is governed by instrustionthe Nation’s General Accounting Office.

The Fund still faces difficulties in its capitaliman, in other words, there are difficulties in its
implementation, due to lack of mechanisms to prentointributions by private funds, and due to the
fact that its location in a general accounting c&®% account implies centralized procedures and
controls, that are in a way distant from managenterthe areas, and because self-generated profit,
which would naturally go to the Fund, have beeedtly allocated to needs in their own areas, being
decided its management would be decentralized. tApamn these difficulties the first deposit to the
Fund has already been made through a donation efobrthe programs of Middlebury College-
Vermont, USA, in Latin America, and also the fipstyment of a tax included in the operation contract
of "Puerta del Polonio".

Output 1.3. Instruments for income generation and distributlmased on tourism and recreational
activities fees tried in demonstrative experiences.

In the context of interventions by the Project t@sgthen the NPAS (PNUD/GEF), the Quebrada de
los Cuervos was selected as a pilot area to dewaidry a system for financial resources genaratio
based on entrance fees to tourist and recreatienalces.

An agreement signed in 2012 involving the Ministfy Tourism and Sports, the MVOTMA, the
National Development Corporation and the IDTT hésased the development of various measures to
improve the conditions of the Quebrada de los Gasers a tourist destination in a protected area. In
this context, works have been done regarding eftltreatment of staff and visitors’ center, firéesg,
Interpretation Center equipment, visitors’ bathrgpand interpretation trails.

Also, within an agreement signed in 2013 betweenMiVOTMA and MINTURD for the definition
of guidelines for the development of tourism intpbed areas, the Quebrada de los Cuervos became a
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pilot site for the development of plans for tourismprotected areas. This agreement has MVOTMA
financing through the National Agency for Reseanl Innovation (ANII). In this context, there will
be support for the development of a business ptantife area, evaluating visitation potential,
characterization of current and potential visitoasid analysis of different options for income
generation (e.g., improving the system of diffel@ntates for local, national, and international
visitors, senior citizens and children, etc.).

Cabo Polonio is financed through contributions il funds by IDR and DINAMA and NPAS
funds. In addition, the MINTURD through IADB funtisis financed major infrastructure works. Other
ministries (MGAP, MI, and MDN) develop actions (#stry management and surveillance) with their
own budget. The area receives around 105,000 rgsdonually. A percentage of public transport
tickets, and illegal constructions owners, and elelsi with special permits for transit generate
revenues that cover almost 80% of management cAstsx was recently implemented on the
operation contract of "Puerta del Polonio - conicgssade by public call and which is expected to
strengthen the self-financing management of tha. drethe first phase (three years) income gengrate
through this tax is fully allocated to the areahei through the Protected Areas Fund or direct
investment.

Two surveys were carried out among visitors to Qaeé de los Cuervos (2008, 2009 respectively).
Results of both surveys show clear evidence o$fsation with the visit, and it is detected thaato
expenditure in Treinta y Tres is significantly haghthan expenditure to visit the Quebrada, which
proves the indirect benefits of the area for thevjprce. Surveys showed that the implementatiomof a
entrance fee that would contribute to maintenasioe preservation costs of goods and services
offered by the Quebrada would be well accepted bgtmiisitors. Although the survey does not show
elasticity of tourist demand, results obtainedvadéld for the development of a tourist fee to improve
current tourism revenues; and to create an instntinoebetter appreciate natural resources and their
management.

As a tourist destination Cabo Polonio National Pgekerates job opportunities and income for the
local community and promotes and disseminates d@sies. That flow of visitors, with strong
seasonality, also presents a challenge for cornsenvabjectives in the area. Knowing the profile of
visitors and their experience contributes to mansege decisions of the protected area. In this conte
visitors need to register since 1 January 2011.elwher, under the NPAS Project, in the period 2009-
2010 a survey among tourists was developed in dadeharacterize visitors, their assessment of the
area, and services, they were also asked aboutdiibi expenditure.

Output 1.4.Institutional arrangements, structures, and deadinesponsibilities and occupational
standards for the NPAS management.

The current institutional structure of the NPASiganized with the NPAS Division of Biodiversity
and Protected Areas and their Management Departmigintthree units from DINAMA providing
management support which are the Legal Departritemt?lanning Unit and the International Affairs
Advisory Division. The Division has 18 people; haffthem work on protected areas (at a central and
area level).DINAMA institutional framework (botht a central and local level), is currently suppdrte
by the Catalyzing the Implementation of NPAS Prpjedich has 27 people dedicated to the task (at
central and areas level). It is organized with ané€al Coordinator and a Technical and technical
teams at central and area level where pilot expeeie are developed. The main team is divided into
components of Biodiversity Conservation and PlagnhiCommunication and Environmental
Education, Training and Human Resources Developnieconomic and Financial, Participation,
Information System and Administrative Support, whacticulate with the heads and area teams.

DINAMA is highly committed to the NPAS and is cuntly in the process of adapting its
institutionality. It also opens the debate on emwvinental institutionality within broader governmaint
and social transformations.
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Although the Project and DINAMA's structure areiwvidual entities, there is interest and the pcditic
will to formally include it in the structure of thegency, especially when considering the restringur
of MVOTMA in general, and especially DINAMA’s. Reghng DINAMA, two, equal-hierarchy
departments, one of PAs and one of Biodiversitg, tar be created. The resolution to structure the
NPAS, defining its sustainability, is included.

Between 2009 and 2010, a specific consultancy wadwcted to contribute to the institutional design
of the NPAS (CPA-Ferrere, 2010) which recommendedeantral structure strengthened within
MVOTMA with human resources in the territory arfating with areas’ managerial units working
with other institutions, especially provincial gomments. This design was partially considered & th
general restructuring process of MVOTMA and itsrampl and implementation is still pending.

Output 1.5.Information system, knowledge management, evaluatio adaptation for the NPAS and
the Project.

The NPAS developed some knowledge managementdooksas the portal or METT application and,
more recently, the NPAS Information System (SISNA&&¢king to take into account the diversity of
actions when implementing an initiative with higdvéls of complexity and uncertainty. It developed
and implemented a variety of instruments in vasasof knowledge such as the identification of high
priority species and ecosystems for conservatiogpeernance of protected areas. The various books,
guides and manuals, the 27 Working Papers, more 30atechnical reports and numerous articles,
papers and reports of workshops and seminars tedaaignificant wealth in intellectual production
of biodiversity, conservation, protected areas, sustainable development in the country.

These actions identify three main interrelated reorks containing: the NPAS Project’s Monitoring
and Evaluation Plan, that despite focusing on thgpt seeks to guide these activities into théesys
construction; monitoring system of DINAMA's five-ge and annual plans, and SNAP Information
System (SISNAP).

The website is created in 2006 as an informatian to raise awareness and share knowledge, to
support a participatory process involving a widdiance ranging from people interested in the siibjec
for the first time (teachers, students, local dtakeers, etc.), and those already dealing withighee

and looking for specific information (techniciamesearchers, NGOs, environmentalists, national and
international organizations, etc. It aims to els¢hba communication channel with people concerned
and interested in biodiversity and protected arpas/iding knowledge obtained in the years of work
and progress in the implementation of the NPAS,viding information mainly to local and
governmental stakeholders, researchers, politigtaurism sector, area users and journalists.

Given the progress of technology and the NPASs it@cessary to redesign the structure of the web
page so that it includes changes that may arise fiemands by the NPAS or the users.

On the other hand, between 2006 and 2010, the raareag of geographic information by the NPAS
focused on the development of a Geographic Infaonaystem (GIS) of the protected areas and the
NPAS that became important tools for decision-mgkim planning and management of the System
and its areas. Then, the need to add non-geogedpiiiormation to developed GISs led to the need to
initiate a process of conceptualization of an Infation System for the NPAS transcending
geographical information and allowing the coordimratand integration of information of protected
areas and the NPAS. A process for the design apteimentation of an Information System for the
NPAS or SISNAP articulated with the Environmentaformation System (SIA) of DINAMA /
MVOTMA was started in 2011.

The SISNAP consists of a set of processes and msgster data, information and knowledge
management generated in Uruguay’s protected alteigsbased on current user-friendly information
and communication technologies for those not sfizethin programming. It is structured into two
levels: NPAS and peripheral nodes. The NPAS lev¢hé central node of the system, with national
coverage and a function for centralization of imation of peripheral nodes and information
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nationwide. The peripheral nodes level refers wtquted areas that integrate the NPAS and works
centralizing specific information from each PA.

In 2009 a specific program (software) was designealgreement with the School of Engineering of
the University of the Republic called JISNAP. Thidtware facilitated the process of areas selection
and the temporal prioritization for the gradual elepment of the NPAS physical network. The
optimization module is implemented by using the &Lmear programming library. It has a user-
friendly interface with graphical results, tabuard statistics that allow for an easy interactidth w
the user, as well as the possibility to export datapreadsheet format and reports in PDF format.
Geographic program outputs can be directly viewedugh the GIS software Arc Map through the
generation of thematic maps resulting from analysiscessing. The program’s manual is user-
friendly and guides the user through analysis’sover stages. The JSNAP is structured in windows
that correspond to each of the four stages of aizatf areas selection:

1. To calculate minimum number of areas
2. To evaluate equivalent solutions

3. To look for the best combination of areas
4. To identify order of area incorporation

A species database of public internet access islolged in 2010 featuring taxonomic and distribution
data of priority and non-priority native speciedtgh/www.dinama.gub.uy/sia/snap-species-app/).
Finally, between 2011 and 2012 a group of reseascteviewed the lists and maps, and making
progress in threat assessment.

Based on the notion of gradual and adaptive plajrnime NPAS leads, as from 2012, a revision
process of the physical network system design,cbasethree main aspects: a) incorporation of new
information on ecosystems and species of interestcbnservation, b) review of the system’s

conservation objectives, incorporating new elemehiaterest for conservation, c) update of pressur

and opportunity scenarios in the country.

In 2005, the NPAS first applied the METT methodgidylanagement Effectiveness Tracking Tool),
before having an operational National ProtectedaABystem, formulating a baseline of protected
areas which would be later incorporated to the NPIAR2009 and 2012 similar METT applications
were developed in protected areas incorporated théo System and some in the process of
incorporation in order to have follow-up informationce they were incorporated.

In the context of SISNAP’s implementation proce® cooperation project "Conservation and
Sustainable Use of Biodiversity, Ecosystem Resilieand Climate Change" between the MVOTMA
and AECID is currently under the execution statgermain objective is to promote the sustainable use
and conservation of biodiversity facing the chajles of climate change.For the first phase (2013-
2015) a System of Support for Decision Making (SAT®being developed to incorporate biological
connectivity criteria to environmental managemenig. In the second phase (2015-2017) progress
will be made towards the implementation of the Biva Species National Plan according to the action
plan generated by the National Biodiversity Strateg

The SATD in Protected Areas and adjacent areas, $ystem specifically designed to provide
information and support different stages of a denisnaking process on land management.

SATD production is based on progress made in tdofggdools for decision making by the NPAS in

coordination with the Environmental Information &a (EIS). The SISNAP integrates procedures
and information from different NPAS scales and DMA departments. Also, the GIS integrates
territory attributes at local and national leveligthare part of the SISNAP’s spatial component.

It is important to mention that the SATD designlwie some of the PAs as pilot cases, and thexe is
deep articulation forecasted with the National Emwinental Information System (SISNIA).

RESULT 2:
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The strengthening of key stakeholder’'s individuahgacities contributes to the consolidation and
sustainability of the NPAS and PAs that constitute

Output 2.1Program of HR training- at all levels- for the Syist and PAs effective management.

The project has developed a great number of trgimictivities in different management areas of
protected areas reaching a large number of pefpta,the project itself and from departments relate
to the NPAS.

Achievement is measured through the evaluatiorhefgercentage of staff that does not have the
required competences. The mid-evaluation considéedostly indicator and it was recommended to
replace it by some "proxy" of a better cost/benedito. The Project, however, decided to re-measure
since it had baseline information and committedigoEhis measurement represented a major effort,
but it allowed for the adequate characterizatiothefprogress.

The project has shown great progress comparecktbabeline. However, overall goals have not been
met; at this stage, it can be said, they were obitous. Levels showing the most progress andeclos

to meeting goals are those of technical and sugiervievels, as well as field workers’. The largest

deficits are verified in the management’s abildynionitor and preserve natural resources, espgciall

park rangers’.

In ANNEX XXII, there is a table where the evoluti@mi personal competence levels in PAs is
described compared to the baseline.

Output 2.5taff training program on PAs financial planningdaoperation

Training has been largely accomplished, and pregdnes been made, as it is evident from the figures
in the table of Annex XXII. Evidence of this, hovesyis delayed, since most Management Plans are
neither approved nor operational.

Output 2.3: Tertiary education strategy aligned with the sKiljoals required for the effective
management of PAs and the NPAS.

The goals for this output have been amply met dredhé of schedule. The project has been active in
the design of curricula, and in the establishmértgneements and alliances with educational centers
It also had an adequate response capacity, wheecetipns of budget allocation for the current
period were not met. The project's strategy aimed 1f) start with "tailored courses” to fulfill
immediate needs, 2) promote and set up permanemse® incorporating them to national training
institutions to contribute to long-term continuity.

Between 2008 and 2012, in alliance with differeabliz and private institutions, 105 nature guides
have been trained as well as more than 30 parkerangearly 60 technicians and 9 managers (that
together with the current Diploma in ManagemenNafural Areas students add up to more than 20
people).Coordination with foreign institutions haspresented an innovation in the way of
approaching the process contributing to activitmpsality and results. Furthermore, 16 UTU teachers
have received specific training in protected ar@aspnservation, planning, and management topics.
UTU trains and certifies park rangers’ knowledgeD#ploma course is run in coordination with the
School of Agriculture, University of the RepubliddelaR).

Summing up, compliance of the result is SatisfactAnalysis of activities show efforts were made to
include other disciplines in staff training, relht® the production, management, among otherdien t
case of production disciplines (especially agriod], it is recommended to maximize efforts toteela
with groups and people in the sectors leading priicin as trainers. It is important that personnel
involved in conservation knows the most populardpaion techniques, scientifically analyze
processes and outputs used and their impact oanvieonment, is aware of the economic result of
these activities, including but not limited to susable or environmentally friendly technologies.
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RESULT 3:

The increase of awareness about the value and intgoce of biodiversity and PAs in key
stakeholders contribute to the promotion of polisiand practices that foster the consolidation and
sustainability of the NPAS.

Outcomes contributing to the achievement of thssilteare:
Output 3.1. Education program for school and high shool students

Original goals, which referred to the percentageatiools participating in PAs educational programs,
were basically met. Over 2500 primary school stislgrarticipated in environmental education
activities conducted in protected areas and theiosndings. It should be mentioned that in 20¥l th
original strategy was modified, deciding to work v development of contents to be incorporated
into school curricula at a national level, and ba training of primary and secondary school teacher
on the subject. This included activities alreadgdemvay since the beginning of the project that were
expanded in the last phase such as developingnehdling contents in CEIBAL Program’s platform
and in textbooks of primary and secondary educai@sed on the experience generated over these
years, a book for primary school teachers on educdbr conservation will be published and
distributed in public schools in 2013.

Output 3.2.Awareness program aimed at the politisattor and key sectoral stakeholders.

Specific studies show that 74% of political leadagree on giving priority to environmental
protection even when this can slow economic growibecial events in the PAs were carried out to
achieve this output, and specific materials weneegated such as "Nature’s accountability” focused
on the analysis of the accountability law duringe grear of the project. There were also activities
specifically designed to raise awareness amongcpkat interest groups such as rural producers. In
addition to including various workers’ unions in mitoring and advising bodies, an agreement with
the National Commission on Rural Development wgsedl for four consecutive years.

Output 3.3.NPAS’s institutional image and mass communicasimategy

The project worked intensively on this output. Rélgag the importance given by the general public
to environmental issues, biodiversity, and PAs, Fieject decided to modify the questions in the
original document, and has conducted opinion swwekiose results are summarized in ANNEX
XXIII.

Generally speaking, all indicators show progress been made; this is evidence of the general
public’'s commitment and involvement. It draws sfgr@int attention the high percentage of the
population (68%) who believe environmental protmttishould be prioritized against economic
growth, and the favorable evolution of these opisidProgress in this area allows us to conclude tha
"environmental” issues in general, and PAs in paldr, are taken into account by the general public
This wide acceptance, however, is probably notctlirdinked to the willingness to make individual
sacrifice, such as donating money; the distancerd®et the issuance of a favorable opinion and the
willingness to assume greater commitments shoultbhsidered at all times.

Progress made on this Output was characterizedsky @f indicators which required the development
of a series of opinion surveys and measurements:

a. Percentage of population that knows what a prodesiea is

Sixty three per cent know what a PA is, when theebae was 48%. The survey indicates that only
44% adequately understand the concept of PA. Hval Houbles the baseline, which was only 20%.
The goal was that 70% knew what a PA was, and 48 had a proper understanding of the concept.
Additionally, 38% of the population is able to ment one specific PA. This indicates remarkable

progress in the level of knowledge of the systdma;goal can be considered as accomplished.
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b. Involvement of the general public in activitretated to conservation and PAs.

The baseline showed that 20% of the populationtedsiPAs, 15% requested information on
conservation of natural resources, and 7% said dloeyate money for conservation. The goal was to
achieve a sustained increasing trend in thesedtai& In the last survey, data showed: 33% of the
population visit PAs, 33% sought information oruiss of conservation of natural resources, and only
3% reported donating money to environmental corsdEm. There is an increase in percentages,
except in those representing a "stronger" commitmen

Summing up The Project has invested significant resourcakisicomponent, and has executed many
actions with a high degree of professionalism.al$ also made systematic efforts to measure results.
In general, there is a positive evolution of alfigbles, which confirms the idea that the projeas h
"succeeded in placing the issue on the agenda“ttatdthe level of knowledge of environmental
conservation problems has been increased.

However, interviews and collected evidence showesaspects in which the system should focus on
in future. Primary answers from different agentduding policymakers, are favorable, and show an
increasing trend. When assessing budget allocatemfiserence of companies to the proposals, and
even the willingness of the population to make dioma or financial sacrifice for conservation, the
distance between the expression of "support” argt sustly decisions is once more verified.

These findings do not, in any way, go against tmity of work performed and the positioning the
subject. They work as a warning that Project gslaésild not be considered completely accomplished
and efforts should be made to obtain effectivelesécommitment and have legitimized tools
(resolutions, decrees, or laws) to improve therepgeking into account that it is a task that is fa
beyond the possibilities of the Project and DINAMA.

RESULT 4

Different governance models approved through demative experiences contribute to the
effectiveness of PAs management, and the NPAS snatility, and also to strengthen the
relationship between biodiversity conservation dodal development.

Mid-evaluation showed the Project's effort to inmpéat and validate governance models suggested.
Proposed indicators, especially those involvingdpeers and inhabitants carrying out managing plans
in private lands, imply changes in agents’ behavibhis aspect that goes beyond Project's
“deliverables”, implicitly presents a hypothesis processes’ causality, and as a result they were
included in the Project’s Purpose.

For different reasons, basically related to comraittrto cooperating parties, said indicators hawnbe
maintained by the Project. As a consequence, th&iltr shows the lowest level of goal
accomplishment; its performance being considertsfaetory.

From the management effectiveness point of view,ftlur pilot areas considered, measured through
METT, obtain “fair" results; at baseline only onéthem reached that level, the other three were
“poor.” The goal was for the four areas to rea¢gaod” level. This implies some progress, but goals
were not met.

Regarding hectares in private property incorporabetthe areas, results are favorable. Areas foymall
incorporated include more than 60,000 hectaresobat total of 85,000 hectares, thus tripling goals
set.

There is, however, only one management plan foymapiproved (Quebrada de los Cuervos).
Although in some other areas processes have shoegress (especially Esteros de Farrapos, C.
Polonio, L. de Rocha, and Lunarejo), levels of ptaece and effective application of Plan’s contents
vary, and there is resistance that can only becomee with some flexibility.
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Level of acceptance by producers, land owners,ianabitants vary. There is no way of checking
goals achievement; goals should have been setldtiveeterms (percentage of producers adopting
uses proposed) instead of absolute terms. Propecindents consider the existence of agreements with
producers’ unions, or official programs and prajegs evidence of progress in that subject. Thés is
recurring issue throughout this report. The Progduld carefully consider this evidence, sinds it
generally biased in favor of the proposal, somethirat shows at the moment of taking actions in the
behavior of those individuals whose decisions ageiired.

The introduction of indicators referred to the meliog of lessons, their analysis and discussion at
technical and corporate levels was suggested imttlesvaluation. This record would be the result of
PAs implementation in private lands, innovativeqass that has required diverse efforts and has had
different types of response by local agents, egfigdand owners and business people. If this iegrn
was systematized, recorded, and discussed atatffevels, it would represent a high value outcome
not initially expected.

Governance models show different levels of progress

Output 4.1. Management of a publicly owned PA, involving nalogovernment agencies and the
participation of local communities in the managetremd derived benefits (Esteros de Farrapos and
Islas del Rio Uruguay).

As expected, the PA showing sustained progressl@mer levels of conflict is the one in public
property. The PA has made progress, making agresméth private users and reaching good levels
of involvement of authorities. Efforts should be deato add value to area contents, to measure
evolution of selected protected objects, and tolierlocals and visitors.

The visible invasion of the exotic speci€leditsia triacanthos has become a concern. There is
important progress in the design of technical sohst for its eradication; implementation, howevsr,
still limited and experimental.

According to testimonies, there is more controlrat&er threats such as illegal fishing and poaghin

There is a good level of community participatiatdl coordination is characterized by promotion and
local involvement.

Efforts are being made to develop tourism. The Bigiof Tourism and Sports will provide financial
support, through IADB funds, to develop nauticalirtem. The possibility of generating income
through visits or use of the facilities is stilk faom being a reality.

Output 4.2. Management of a publicly owned coastal-maritime iP#olving governmental agencies
and NGOs (Cerro Verde and Islas de La Coronilla)

This area represents a special case. Although afots surface is water (7,000 ha. out of 9,000 ha.
are in the ocean), and ownership being governméntaler co-management by National Defense
Ministry and MVOTMA since 2013), there was hightiai conflict due to antagonism between local
groups, rather than sound economic or social reason

Area management processes, and the preparatiodMahagement Plan, are behind schedule, being
the pilot area with the least progress. It is ingar to highlight, however, that there has been
important progress thanks to the Project and DINA&/Management.

Due to the area’s features, possibility of genagatncome through “conventional” sources (tourism
and fees) is limited; other mechanism should béoegd such as bioprospecting agreements, research
fees/licenses, strategies to attract funding (donst sponsorships, etc.)

Output 4.3Management of a multiple-use private-public PAplaing medium-sized producers, local
communities, and provincial and national governraghfiguna de Rocha).
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Although there are areas of public lands (lagooth acean coastline), as well as the surface of the
lagoon and the ocean surface in the area, whicbfaignificant importance in the total, this asesait
happens with Quebradas del Norte has an imporamtipprivate lands. There are two communities
of artisanal fishermen, several farms, and a sifriland (between the lagoon and the sea) for touris
Most of the area is on agricultural and livestoakds, basically family businesses with important
differences regarding size (from just a dozen hestéo thousands of hectares) Although the periods
of greatest conflict occurred with agricultural guzers in stages previous to the formal incorponati

of the Area to the System, one of the threats andce of tension is represented by lands of paknti
tourist use, investment in surrounding areas, @gwveént of the land strip between lagoons (Laguna
Garzon and Rocha.)

The issue of probably affecting private wealth come, and municipal plans for expansion and
improvement of income is highly relevant and hagrbeliscussed when analyzing design. The
decision to develop much of the PAs in private samdth important alternative value through the
application of mandatory Management Plans, is ay veomplex challenge, and relatively
unprecedented at international level. If finanaiainstraints do not allow for another alternative
(expropriation) Project should be moderate andibilexwith the contents of the plans and their
implementation. As a response, with the suppothefFrench cooperation, it has been suggested to
develop a model inspired in the Regional Naturak®asimilar to those in France, with more surface
than the PAs (140,000 ha.), greater contact wisiabactivities in the area, and increasing volemnte
participation in the system.

This area also shows delay in the approval of tlagement Plan. This should be ready to be

discussed at CAE and approved afterwards. It i$ &t together with the decrease in the level of

conflict there may have been some loss of intaregihe subject, this could be analyzed during the

implementation plan. The plan envisions the indnsif adaptation to climate change issues, based on
joint work with another project funded by the UDERANd the work of its technical team

Interviews show that the Project’s management bdsaed level of conflict in some areas during the
mid-term evaluation, and that difficulties have mbesnalyzed in depth; analysis results will be
incorporated to the design of future actions.

Output 4.4: Management of multiple-use PA under private prgpartd profit sharing by small-sized
rural producers (Quebradas del Norte).

The PA is limited to the Valle del Lunarejo, withsarface of 29,000 ha., mainly on private livestock
land. The area is jointly managed by DINAMA and tManicipality of Rivera. Addition of another
area in the region of Quebradas (PA Laureles-Cdiad)o be postponed due to opposition by local
agents. The area is jointly managed by DINAMA ahe Municipality of Tacuarembd. Again, with
the support of the French cooperation, a modeliiegpby the French Regional Natural Parks is
suggested, including both areas and a largerdgyrribat includes them.

Quebradas del Norte’s configuration that involve® tmunicipalities with different interests and
positions regarding this topic, together with thghhnumber of land owners involved, adds difficulty
to the joint governance of these two PAs.

The updated Management Plan for the PA Valle delakejo has not been approved either, a 1999
proposal is currently being updated. Actions linked adaptation to climate change are added,
focusing on the most vulnerable sectors of the [abjom, as part of an initiative with an NGO,
CIEDUR - funded by the Andean Development Commif&&F).

The Project has worked hard on this area; proghess been slow but steady. However, result
indicators, as defined, have not been met.
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M. NPAS - Summary of progress and results

At the time of this evaluation (first semester 20182 NPAS has 10 protected areas added to the
System with a surface of 123,500 ha. that equ&8%8of the country's land and marine surface; there
are also five other areas in the process of incatjmm.

There are 70 staff members in the NPAS, 52 of tarking nationwide and 18 at central level
including directors, coordinators, facilitatorschiaicians from the NPAS Project, Biodiversity and
Protected Areas Department of the National EnviremmAgency (DINAMA) of the Ministry of
Housing, Territorial Planning and Environment (MVEA), municipalities, and other organizations.

Since 2005 eighty one publications have been retkdkese including documents, reports, guides and
manuals, a series of 9 digital and hard-copied lettess, and a great amount of brochures, and
posters, all of these available on the NPAS’s patgwww.snap.gub.uy). A system of information
(SISNAP) collects relevant information for the mgement of Protected Areas constituting the base
for the development of a Support System for Deniditaking (SATD).

During 2011, 104,000 people visited the Cabo Poldfational Park, 53% of these were foreigners.
Almost 75,000 came between January and March. fiteeeist of foreign visitors in PAs is evident
when information is compared with neighboring coi@stsuch as Argentina. It is estimated that 25%
of Argentinean tourists had a protected area asadntheir main destinations (IADB’s Tourism
Corridors Project).

Several public opinion surveys carried out betw2805 and 2012 show that 80% of Uruguayan
people agree or strongly agree with investmentNational Protected Area System to help protecting
the environment. Seventy four percent agree thatepred areas are an opportunity for the country's
economic and social development, 31% know aboubgegted area, and 25% state they have been to
one.

Biodiversity conservation is important for the imtational cooperation that has contributed to the
development of the NPAS between 2005 and 2013 gitr@uGEF/UNDP project for U$$ 2,500,000
and U$S 1,300,000 from the French Global Envirortnkewility (FFEM) and technical and financial
resources for nearly U$S 1,000,000 from the AutomasnOrganization of National Parks in Spain
and the Spanish Agency for International Developn@aoperation (AEICD). Also, contributions by
decentralized cooperation and the Small GrantsrBnoge executed by UNDP with GEF’s funds.

In order to systematized analysis of obtained testihe Table NPAs Project Results is attached
(ANNEX XXIV)

EVALUATION BY FFEM

Regarding answers to FFEM evaluation, we have oetlthem in this section since they are cross-
cutting; a clarification by this ET is necessatyptigh. We have shared this evaluation with the FFEM
team, and key points have been summarized in bie below as a contribution to readers that can
access the complete FFEM evaluation document afigrublication. It is important to highlight that
there is no full overlapping in opinions and anssvebtained to similar questions. The ET does not
have the same opinion about the NPAS’s progress iatndduces new concepts related to the
possibility of implementing future projects thantinue actions started by this Project. This may be
the greatest divergence between the set of answeesaluation questions, since the FFEM team
visited regions this ET did not, and intervieweamgle not interviewed by this ET and vice versa;
there may be differences in the conclusions andmecendations. Moreover, this ET’s expertise is on
national institutional aspects more than specifiesPthis also generates differences in the answers.

SPECIFIC ORIENTATIVE NOTE ABOUT TABLE:

This table shows an adaptation and summary of theafslation of Michel Schlaiffer’
preliminary report for the FFEM (July 2013), it aim to provide an overall understanding of
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IV.  SUSTAINABILITY

N. Institutional Sustainability

The NPAS institutional sustainability since to ms@red, especially after integration with DINAMA.
Ministerial restructure should reinforce its rolémplemented. At the same time, resolution regagdi
the creation of a PA Department is consistent i project’s original design. Future donations
already under process from the GEF and the FrerdchaGEnvironment Facility, will contribute,
together with budgetary and self-generating resmyré¢o the NPAS’s institutional sustainability
generating institutional strengthening of PAs tlytoudifferent but complementary intervention
models.

Although there is an appropriate legal frameworktfee project’s sustainability, PA Fund progress
has been less than expected to ensure funding @rmbrhplete the definition of a model for
governance and management. A great percentage ©frPBruguay are in private lands, this makes
the situation more complex and requires partiograsind incentive tools for those living in the PAs.

On the other hand, this has become a new challdageequires a specific approach, articulation of
two regulations i.e. the NPAS Creation Act(200@)piemented as from 2005, and the Territorial
Planning Act (2008) regarding protected areasuohell in the plans for territorial planning carrma

at provincial level. Progress has been made in &ctteinta y Tres, and Quebradas de los Cuervos,
in the context of a DINOT FAOQ pilot project, to imgwe territorial planning instruments in rural asea
The NPAS takes part in this project and has prodhatéculation of both regulations. In the 2000 Act
it was not planned to develop PAs in urban areaat east it was not specified, but in the Uruguay
Regulatory Framework what is not forbidden is akowAs a result, there is no impediment for a PA
to include a urban, sub-urban, or rural area. Tkecktive Branch through direct action or through th
MVOTMA can, as a NPAS authority, define differe$Pmanagement (and governance) modes. This
allows for direct management through MVOTMA, traersince of management to third parties (public
national or provincial, private, OSC or mixed) adyYOTMA co-management with other agencies
(through co-management agreements between DINAMA amnicipalities, MGAP, Probides,
Ministry of Defense, Instituto Nacional de Colorgim, etc.).

There are several acts on implementation and colasioin of PAs that overlap setting criteria thet a
not necessarily equivalent and generating confuaimong stakeholders acting in inter-institutional
coordination instances at territorial level. Higivéls of coordination between management plans and
territorial planning instruments included in the YIS Act are required. There are still significant
levels of uncertainty, tension, and challengesndigg articulation of both regulations due to thetf
they are both relatively new. There was some prssgregarding this issue in Quebrada de los Cuervos
and Rocha, also in a pilot Project carried out BMNOT with FAO funding. Although evaluation of
said experiences varies among the different stdéteteinvolved.

NPAS regulation establishes a one-year period fitoencreation of PAs to present its management
plan. Although these periods have been generalhgdn this allows for joint efforts among
stakeholders to accelerate agreements required agagement plans. It is noteworthy that
development of management plans requires, in tugh levels of coordination with land use plans,
which are currently under development. This posgeeat challenge to overcome tensions inherent to
the application of powerful regulations that dikgd@tnpact on key stakeholders in the territory.

A third level of government (municipalities) is ated through the Decentralization Act. These
municipalities become key stakeholders in the P&agrwhich is very positive in the long term, but
requires a readjustment period to achieve intdititi®nal harmony.

Interviews to different public administration ketaleholders have provided the Evaluating Team
(ET) with evidence about the existence of a cleand towards decentralization. This decision
affected the NPAS in its consolidation process eemglired the strengthening of the management
model towards increasing decentralization. Worklamal level (municipalities) has become an
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important tool for sustainability and ownershipllaiboration, and for involvement of communities in
the PAs. Greater involvement of local stakehol@deexpected in the future.

As for the selection and hiring of staff by MVOTMArough Temporary Contract of Public Law, five
calls have been implemented (July 2013), the fistson was selected by this method: the Park
Ranger for Esteros de Farrapos that was previaatgcted through UNDP. There are currently other
7 calls. The Project has hired a team of approxipaB0 people. As the level of stakeholders’
awareness increases, other stakeholders will fatécin the recruitment of officials in differergles

at territorial levels.

Salary of municipal staff is partly financed by nuipalities and partly by the MVOTMA through
management or co-management agreements includngree transfers. This modality will continue
and probably expand and deepen in the future, Empsuiecentralized activities necessary for the
maintenance of APs. However, these activities ldll carried out through a complex web of inter-
institutional agreements. The creation of a Pamigees Department is of crucial importance, this can
adopt different modelmaking it more sustainable with the joint work ab¥ncial Authorities and
National Government, this department would be famelstal to ensure enforcement of management
plans at protected areas.

Regulation of the National Park Rangers Departneptanned to be completed in the remainder of
2013, at least in a first version. The project rejtg supports this process lead by DINAMA in the
context of an agreement with AUG. The Project maplémented activities through joint activities
with educational entities to strengthen the trajri officials from agencies in the PA territori@he
situation of the Rangers is not defined in termsfarimal dependence and this impacts on the
description of their role and responsibilities hre tinstitutional framework of each department. To
date, the profile for the position and the proceduar certify knowledge required to perform the task
has been approved.

PAs are on the agenda, and included in all tefaitg@anning instruments as a strategic topic. They
were approved by municipal boards as part of tsteaitegies. The project has generated greater inter
institutional synergy and promoted discussion fasumsing articulation spaces in other government
mechanisms, e.g. CAE, OGD).

O. Socio-cultural Sustainability

The project has been mainly involved (3-year prafgaly phase and 6-year implementation) in the
strengthening of the different coordination leviegween public institutions and the civil society |,
non-profit organizations and producers organizatidourism and private entrepreneurs established in
PAs in different ways). It is about the consolidatiof a new socio-cultural paradigm implying the
involvement of the broader set of citizens in conaon challenges in a country where the rolehef t
private sector in the PAs becomes a specific affereint challenge when compared to other Mercosur
countries where there is greater availability ogoment-owned lands. The Uruguayan case can
make interesting contributions to their regionalim@rparts regarding progress in protected areas in
occupied, producers’ territories (e.g. in ArgentiBaazil and Paraguay: “Southern Cone grasslands”;
in Chile: the Central Valley. In this sense, andatordance with national and local strategies,smas
prevention and awareness campaigns will continuavigng sustainability to the PAs. Said
campaigns, in order to provide information and @egeater collective awareness have been carried
out both in Montevideo and the provinces, and tadse been supported by the different stakeholders
involved in international cooperation. This new isecultural framework is based on social mass
communication in general and also on specific medidlets, including radios, web sites, social
networks; videos and photography exhibitions, pdninaterials, events, activities with experts and
NGOs networks. The Project has included direct amess activities in schools, aiming to impact on

7 See RECOMMENDATIONS
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new generations disseminating message within tidreh’s own families to promote environmental
and conservation issues in the whole community.

Activities to give visibility and raise awarendsasthe general public about the benefits of praect
areas (their ecosystemic assets and servicesh&agsith the reduction of vulnerability (loss obg
health issues, loss of leisure areas) will be basedampaigns regularly carried out by the NPAS,
civil society organizations, key institutional sédiolders in education (school groups, UTU), and
companies from different areas.

P. Financial-Economic Sustainability

The project’'s economic viability has been planrnegugh institutional partners from different levels
of the public sector, and to a lesser extent froenrivate sector. The SNAP has had adequate levels
of financing for the design of medium-term actie#tji however, financial autonomy and the ability to
scale interventions to new PAs should be impro@agoing PAs’ activities are voted by the local
counterpart including staff from the multidiscigity team in a sustainable way and complying with
Uruguayan legal regulatiohsThe local counterpart also integrates, througheld@ment management
projects, the growing responsibility of socio-ecomio stakeholders. Activities to give visibility and
raise awareness in the general public about thefiteof protected areas (their ecosystemic assets
services) together with the reduction of vulnetiibilloss of jobs, health issues, loss of leisueaag)

will be based on campaigns regularly carried outttey NPAS, civil society organizations, key
institutional stakeholders in education (schoougsy UTU), and companies from different areas. Said
institutions are working on these issues in terfmomunication; they will use their communication
channels for current and future campaigns. Proairatithorities will use public dissemination media
(social communication media) to make the systenwkngenerating better funding opportunities.

Private incentive models were designed by the NPAS their implementation has been rather
difficult. Interviews in some areas of the SNAP ¢his ET as well as by the FFEM assessment team)
identified, in the general population, a preferefmeno restriction over incentives, although these
assumptions are based on how they perceive thépibg®f an incentive still not tested in the lie

To ensure sustainability, work needs to be donmddify the mistrust of the community about PAs
with examples of incentives clearly showing whagllewed and what is not in a protected area. A
new project is suggested, to consolidate thosdiegi®As that have shown to be of value for the
territory and to generate information and exchaageng citizens from different areas to make
consequences “real”. On the other hand, the NaliBand for Protected Areas started working in the
context of the pre-existing act, and the nationaldet, making its management rather slow and not
very attractive for potential donors. The Fund nreee deposits from the operator at Polonio’s
entrance. It is still difficult to say whether thaentribution is significant in the long term. Thisay be

the case only for touristic areas. There is a dongtrocess in its initial stage There are multiple
challenges, and stakeholders’ opinions about theratlenges include a more dynamic management
and incentive for donations. The project worked gederated proposals for both approaches.

Q. Environmental Sustainability

Environmental sustainability of ACHIEVEMENTS by theroject is relevant and has focused on:
significantly contribute to environmental conseiwatthrough effective participation of the civil
society as well as local and municipal governmegt®&ds and services provided to communities in
PAs, promoting mechanisms for biodiversity longyieconservation in the pilot areas, but also
developing replicable models that consider ecosystkey processes in each area. The NPAS has
introduced the adaptive management approach toipignmanagement of areas is fundamental to
environmental sustainability of the implementatiprocess. A strategic plan is being produced
providing further insight into this approach.

8 See Institutional Sustainability

% As the one received in July 2013 through the mogof Middlebury College, Vermont, USA.
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The NPAS's strategy aimed to consolidate theseamtees in the mid and long term through the

development of capacities in public and private k&keholders and their ownership; consolidating
and facilitating structures to make joint actioffisceent in the territory. Participation of stakdders

has increased and some stakeholders are fully samareommitted, some others are not as committed
but they are expected to start getting involvede HExisting legal framework and stakeholders

interested in the compliance of legal provisiong axpected to adequately face different

environmental threats in Urugudy

Table 6: Classification of sustainability dimensios'*

Sustainability Dimensions Classification
Financial Resources Moderately Probable
Socio-Political Probable
Institutional Framework and Probable
Governance

Environmental Probable

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS™

The following conclusions were drawn into two mgnoups: in the first group there are conclusions
regarding the actual summative evaluation of thgeet in relation to the degree of achievement in
design, process, involvement in the process, owsand sustainabilityThe second group has more
general conclusions and deals with the impact @fttoject and achievement of design effects.

Conclusions about the level of design

Design was developed in @ntext of economic changes in Uruguagnd a tension between the

concepts of Productive and Natural Uruguay, thetiposadopted by the NPAS tried to overcome this
tension with an integrating approach. This contgin the political point of view, was expedient to

support governmental policies, plans, and progréms gave special importance to environmental
issues and to a new concept of land managemerdesrtralization.

The project presentmn adaptive, flexible and participatory design andnanagementof all outputs
involved. The use of a participatory methodologyg(ediagnosis made in conjunction with the
population of the PA, reflected in management pland areas management) and a collaborative
approach with local stakeholders has helped t@fostitual understanding, although this point should
be strengthened, while relationship with provingalvernments should be cemented. Flexibility by
the NPAS to provide answers relevant to the loeality, including topics outside its competence, is
highlighted. This is a positive point to bond witte local population, but it also has a compleecff
regarding the focus of action of decentralized médl teams.

The ET points out theoherence of the desigrwith GEF's objectives, with the Uruguayan
Government’s strategy, with the commitments madé¢hleycountry, and synergy with other national,
regional and local initiatives, other national stlaklders and the international cooperation.

The project was well conceived and designedargely achieving the expected results; results
regarding PAs autonomous financing were achievedlésser extent.

10 See Recommendations, special comments on this poin

categoriesProbable (P): there are no risks to this sustdityadimension; Moderately probable (MP): there @iome
risks to this sustainability dimension; Moderatétyprobable (Ml): there are significant risks to sthéustainability
dimension; Improbable (I): There are severe riskihis sustainability dimension.

12 Recomendaciones desagregadas por actor, puedepsogerse de acuerdo a los niveles de anélisis.
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Regarding gender strategy, specific actions wemgecbout, they did not, however, make up a styateg
but specific actions, in some cases of high impaca territory (crafts, visitors’ center, educatibn
activities in Quebrada del Norte; fishing commuriityLaguna de Rocha), all these were within an
overall approach to promote participation and ofputies focused particularly on less advantaged
stakeholders. The need for a comprehensive genddegy should be pointed out; anew project
should be designed to expand throughout the project

Conclusions on the process level and process implication

In the different stages of the implementation oé tNPAS and pilot PAs, there was an inter-
institutional coordination which was restricted badequate in the initial level. However, this
articulation requires a strategic approach to lwidige gaps that affect the design and further
implementation of management plans.

Conclusions on efficiency

The ET believes thatost of the expected results were achievedut with additional efforts and
need of involvement of all stakeholders. Many of tiutputs and results were affected by internal
factors such as lack of previous experience in a dystem; there was, however, international
cooperation from the French and Spanish cooperatiahfrom the region to face this new situation
comparing it with the international experience. égmnents with international stakeholders, which
collaborated with relevant technical input, wererpoted and expertise of countries in the region was
requested, including South-South cooperation. Thvere external factors - change in government and
MVOTMA authorities that modified some guidelineswever, there were no essential modifications.
Some local stakeholders have not been involved th@rdesign stage or have a low patrticipation, or
feel some suspicion about the potential conseqgenfdeeing in an AP.

The degrees of ownership vary among stakeholdérs.térritorial level, interdisciplinary groups heav
been consolidated to carry out tasks focused on A$lag other participation schemes of programs
like PROBIDES and expanding links with other stgatepartners, especially with other cooperation
and international financing key stakeholders.

The main strength of the project tke professional expertise and high commitment tohe
territorial work and, in general, to the creation of a new environmental concept for Uruguay as
well as the human and technical resources involiredthe project and the confluence of
interdisciplinary teams, with specific training adiferent experienceslhe role of the NPAS is
relevant and it is especially important that it isthe State the one in charge of executing it without
generating an independent Executive UnitManagement and internal coordination of the NPAS,
including coordination with areas at DINAMA withngilar objectives is highlighted as a good
practice. Thestability of the working team helped to generate internal bonds of trust within
MVOTMA and with different interlocutors at all judlictional levels.

The design and implementation of thi&E system has been appropriate and reports were clear and
accurate, explaining that the activities developylired a higher level of dissemination by othey k
stakeholders (their ownership would be speciallgvant by provincial authorities). The ET believes
that indicators could have been revised to impramelysis of how each activity contributes to
expected results, even including new indicators tiad been necessary. Analysis from gender
standpoint was not prioritized in the strategy d&B and information disaggregated by sex should be
gathered.

The EThas detected, apart from the many achievements inrteculation and joint work, some
difficulties in the relationships between nationaland provincial levels, depending on each
institutional-political reality that includes leaders’ personal and political destand conceptions
regarding conservation and productive use.

Management structure for the project’s implementatian has been adequateHowever, it was not
always possible to establish an internal mecharoérjoint response that would allow for greater
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institutional support for some of the issues raiged. in relation to issues of sustainable finag@nd
tax exemptions).

Alliances and institutional relationships carried out under the project have been very ingoorto
achieve expected results by the PC, for the agarécipation of international partners, AECID and
FFEM, and civil society organizations (such as Bimf Uruguay), academic partners, such as
UDELAR and RETEMA, and stakeholders from the prdihec area (livestock, agricultural and
tourism) although this varied on each territoBxamples of coordination and alliance building
have been the capacity to build consensus with bugissmen and the civil society also depending
on the stimuli produced by users like tourists.

All stakeholders agree on the continuity of thegpaon and on the use of its strategies and outfists.
continuity is not threatened by changes of staiteithere is a very important legal framework of
support.

The ET believes that although activities especifdlyused on journalists were developed, there are
difficulties in getting a prominent place for thebgect of PAs sin media outlets. It is expecteddo
resolved over time; sensitizing communicators beyaases of conflict so as front pages of
environmental issues are not restricted to isstieavaronmental catastrophes.

Regarding the level of results: novel ways of int@ention on the territory were possible through
the project involving institutions working on education, rurdevelopment, Human Rights and
producer organizations that generate a percepfisigwificant change in the future.

Cost-effectiveness ratioof the project in terms of resources invested @sdlts achieved has been

positive. Administrative management was efficiemtntaximize revenues with the available budget
and mobilize resources from other sources. Necgssetions were developed to leverage other
institutional resources, being this own resourgesam other institutions.

The NPAS is aligned with the country’s territorfganning policies that include the participation of
the civil society as a key tool. Most successful éferiences had had previous territorial expegenc
and mobilized local groups.

The gender strategy has not yet been consolidated buhdre is still an important effort to be
made regarding training and assistance so that officals work on the mainstreaming of a gender
policy in environmental projects in general andcsgley in PAs. The UNDP is establishing gender
standards in environmental projects and is carrgingtraining for executive units of GEF projects
that can be useful for the NPAS

Policies in Uruguay show high levels of centralizadn at a national scaleThe ET considers that,
although there were stakeholders involved in thenicipal governments, they were not involved
enough to ensure ownership by the different deabréd levels of government. From the 10 NPAS
PAs, only 3 are managed by central government bodiad 7 are managed or co-managed by
municipal governments. This problem is being solged it represents a learning opportunity for all
parts regarding decision making schemes. The imgadation of PAs with different legal frameworks
has producedhe implementation of innovative modalities, but tlis can in turn generate
confusion in a system that is based on PAs that wagreatly among them

Tension between Outputs/Processés due to the duration of the project limited & 8mes and not

to processes necessary to reach expected resalisrdharding the change of attitudes about
conservation can be extremely long. Time has besufficient to work more deeply in some issues,
since awareness processes can only be effectitreitong term and there were logic delays in the
implementation curve. The ET considers that sont@rs require time periods longer than the
project’s duration; these will surely be tasks éohandled by the NPAS until a change of paradigm is
achieved (Productive vs. Natural Uruguay, and tterrative Intelligent Uruguay before mentioned,
by DINAMA'’s Director, among others.)

40



Conclusions on sustainability

Regarding the level of sustainability, the NPAS thwugh this Project and other concurrent
cooperation alternatives contributed tothe strengthening of national institutional capasitand
provincial and local governments generating restanability options.

Products that have been institutionalized and #natbeing implemented in the future are crucial.
Existing PAs will not be threatened in their contty, their plans of work, however, may face
implementation difficulties. As from the implemetiten of NPAS and PAs analysis, there are high
possibilities of replicating the experienbeadening its scopeuntil issues in those areas considered
critical are resolved. Training and strengthenimgvities carried out have contributed providing
solutions by parties to find a balance between lpratection and exploitation, and its resources
increasing citizen participation, especially in tireation of a shared environmental agenda (evd. ci
society mobilized to stop mining exploitation inetlarea of Quebrada de los Cuervos where the
management plans foresee the strong regulatidnoéctivity.)

Bonds of trust were built among key stakeholdersugh opportunities for discussion and debate. The
presence of Municipalities in consultation and diation forums (National Advisory Commissions)
and the creation of local or regional spaces (Sipeéidvisory Commissions, Regional Water
Resource Councils) have promoted this process.

A common agenda was created based on co-managaraliust, providing, in surveyed areas, clear
signs in terms of preservation (as an interviewaatp out, "we all say the same").

They agree on trying to improve tourism value chaitthh PAs and taking care of the environment. By
doing this the private sector can get involved apexific ally for sustainability.

The community, after the NPAS’s intervention, gates new projects, mainly tourism-related.

Recommendations to the National Public AdministrafiMVOTMA. DINAMA in particularPue to
the characteristics of the end of the presideq@iod, and the impossibility of new contracts for
public officers, the SNAP institutional situationald be analyzed in a very short period of timasT
evaluating team (ET) believes it is crucial to fatire the NPAS structure within the reform proposed
by the MVOTMA despite the fact that the definiteoposal for the service may acquire a greater
degree of autonomy (agency of protected areaspamtous administration or other).

The NPAS/DINAMA, together with other agencies frahe MVOTMA (such as DINAGUA and
DINOT) should establish a decentralized permaniet &iming to get to know the opinion of the
“silent majority”, defining how to maintain commuyiparticipation in the control of resources and
decision making.

Regarding monitoring and assessment, it would besalle that other key stakeholders could use the
information, disseminate it among potential usarg] ensure their access according to well-defined,
public accessibility criteria.

The Project would need a great communication eagnéd at public opinion with national political
and provincial authorities as well as the intewal cooperation. This could take place in onehef t
PAs or in Montevideo, using all the media capaoitkey stakeholders. A possible concept for such
an event could be defusing the tension betweerdheepts of a Productive and a Natural Uruguay,
suggesting instead, an Intelligent Uruguay.

To measure the impact, the best-quality informasibould be developed on the concept of producing
by conserving (advantages) resorting to all meditets available.

Pilot experiences on PA financing will probablyibeluded in a next step, however, it is advisable t
incorporate these issues in the budget debate gakimecessary agreements that will contribute to
next government programs.
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The need to strengthen the NPAS with experts inrenmental economy and tourism is justified in
this phase provided the existence of tools thaulshbe evaluated in depth since they are pilot
experiences with new regulations in a state thattilk reluctant to consider tax exemptions as a
stimulus for the private sector in PAs.

Legislation on private contributions to PAs, taxeeptions, and other legal mechanisms should be
discussed at relevant government levels with palitand private stakeholders using all existing
spaces, i.e. within legislative commissions (MVOTM@Ammissions) and private sector stakeholders
(agricultural and livestock farmers, forestry comiesa, dairy farms.)

Establishing clear deadlines for decision takinguabPA affected by administrative circuits and
political decisions such as Santa Lucia, considetimes to develop PA replacements in annual
operational plans. It is also worth mentioning theeision taking regarding the management plans
approvals with the aim of speeding up the implemgon of conservation plans.

To analyze whether fund transfers to the Protedred Fund could have been considered an obstacle
or a risk, defining whether they can be implementéuiversities or research teams could operate as
articulators, making projects with potential donoobtaining authorization from the Ministry of
Economy (according to the criterion of donatioret tlas incorporated in 79bis of Law 18,083). Thus,
even without incorporating the Protected Areas Fomdthe recipients, a mechanism could be
developed with academic institutions and compatiias support work with PAs through university
projects (research or implementation of strategreterritory).

Recommendations

Recommendations for provincial governments and apadities Institutionalization at provincial
government and municipality levels requires aneptth analysis about decentralized roles in the PAs
where all participation mechanisms at a decengdlilevel should be available. Inter-institutional
coordination with areas where incentives to produgéo settle in PAs are being discussed and with
rural development projects, should be consideregtiar and all institutions related to the project
should compromise their effort to give the topiciacreasing importance for the interlocutors (@e.t
have a discussion forum about PAs at meetingsical development).

There are several undergoing projects at the MG#P would contribute to the strengthening of the
NPAS and actions in the territory, among them:tf&) project through the Fund for Adaptation to
Climate Change in two landscape units and (ii)diraate change adaptation program (World Bank),
this represents a favorable scenario to intensig jbint work carried out. Articulation with local
events should be strengthened, i.e. through acedfffiat centralizes information, tools and stathimi
each territory that complement SISNAP tasks wittetiéralized management activities.

Provincial governments should define their PAs tlgwment strategies together with the national
government, including implementation schedules dndalget resources to be allotted. This
interinstitutional space represents a challenge amdopportunity based on an already existing
regulatory framework, such as instruments estaddisim the Territorial Planning and Sustainable
Development Act. This will allow for the developmeaf protection actions that require more urgent
measures. Coordination of actions with what istestiaed in the NPAS Act and other environmental
policies regulations is suggested, also the pdagilmf having technical and financial resources to
provide support to PA producers.

To prioritize PA regulation and structure in teraigheir effective performance, consequences on the
territory, access to areas, AP use protocols, haeit telationship with provincial governments and
managers (that will enforce the regulation/ modeopkration/ disposal for its use) including
provincial governments stakeholders in the debate

Recommendations for the international cooperatiwat has been involved in the NPAS process and
could be related to in the futur&he analysis enriched by international Best PrastiBP) could
improve its quality by the joint contribution ofelinternational cooperation that has been linketi¢o
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project UNDP/GEF, AECID/ OTC/, Administration of iia in Spain, French Cooperation/ FFEM/
Federation of Regional Natural Parks. The coopamatiould also work as a neutral moderator which
is crucial in political contexts close to elections

The Project also had the contribution of the “déi@dized cooperation”: Spanish municipality of
Huelva and with the Italian region of Liguria. Cemtly, there is progress in cooperation processes
with other regions in France: Provence-Aples-Cétazdr and Rhoéne Alpes. It is advisable to
strengthen these bonds and to take advantage opff@tunity to strengthen process and capacities a
a local/provincial level.

It is recommended to analyze environmental catimfthe European Union that could contribute with
efforts developed by other cooperation agenciasetisas CAF, World Bank, and IADB. In protected

areas that limit with other countries, the |IADBIfstiative Regional Public Goods could be explored,
since a project with Birds of Uruguay has alreadgrbdeveloped.

In matters related to governance, the role of craijmn isimportant for example, the Project AECID
with the Congress of Mayors or giving priority tbhet UNPD, and the French Cooperation in
decentralization, can make different projects iuterthus improving the current institutional gtyakt
PAs level.

It is suggested to prioritize the new initiativatls under preparation to present a project bekiE
that includes, apart from the proposed innovatspeeats, the consolidation of PAs incorporated ¢o th
NPAS and their insertion in broader spaces andefidancorporation of new areas considering the
availability of resources for sustainability as &t new ways of integration which depend on the
institutionalization that the NPAS and each of #as will adopt. It is recommended to revise
intermediate modes of protection (at different pmoial government levels) that could cooperate
during the transition of a territory intoa PA (suahprotective measures).

Analyze the synergy with other cooperation projeatseach of the territories, establishing work

experiences where equipment and human resourcdsecsinared. Regarding GEF, it is important to
consider the strengthening of current agreemertts @ther projects from Mercosur members, other
countries in the region, and the South-South caujmer, taking advantage from the recently created
AUCI and its explicit support to several initiatsspromoted by the NPAS. It is also suggested t&kwor

jointly with other GEF initiatives, related to PAkat have similar tools that can be assimilated.
Defining main characteristics of a cooperation niadeere Uruguay can offer tested tools regarding
opportunities of a new PA system in a relativelyaBnoountry, with a system that works on private

lands since implementation, with relevant occupatind human activity.

The international cooperation could provide tecAhassistance in many key aspects, but especially
regarding PA financing, systems institutionalizatiplanning methodologies, development of value
chains on lands of high financial and environmergdue. This would not imply mobilizing specific
financial resources, stimulating debate throughee@nferences or taking advantage from other
seminars or international workshops aiming to dbate in this stage of institutional analysis te th
generation of a critical mass of funding stratedfest could provide elements for the debate on the
institutional framework.

Recommendations for civil society stakehold&tse organizations of the civil society should eksib
priorities when negotiating with international ceogtion including the NPAS as well as the PAs.
Since NPAS is perceived as a referent, as a togivie value to APs biodiversity/landscapes before
academic, community and business stakeholdersnitbe considered as a strategic partner before
potential donors.

13Continuing with existing South-South agreementthose in process (Chile, Colombia, Argentina) andeu
preparation with Mexico, Brazil and Peru.
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It is necessary to intensify actions to raise amass among PAs’ population about the need for a
change to improve life quality of inhabitants ahd tmportance of income to sustain the PAs. Also, i
is important to raise awareness among the privat®sregarding the value of conservation.

Key local stakeholders should be identified andoiporated when establishing a PA before
incorporating the area to the NPAS, informing aai$ing awareness about implications among the
local community.

To consider the use of participation and interifugbnal coordination events at the PAs aiming to
listen to the “silent majority.”

It is suggested to prioritize the consolidatioritia future of OSCs participation in PAs incorpodtie
the NPAS, to develop maps of key civil society stalders before incorporating new PAs.

It is suggested to explore the incorporation of @8Croles traditionally assumed by the public sect
Other GEF projects can be reviewed on this mattganding the OSCs’ managing role (such as the
case of natural Patagonia in Argentina), a cemptld in PAs administration (as it happens in the
management of the ecological reserve in Buenospoeindividual (such as NGOs in Costa Rica and
Peru.)

The OSCs could, in agreement with the NPAS andipcal governments, improve provision of
services in the PAs, such as support for tourisiuis, set up of interpretation centers, teactohg
artisan jobs such as knitted fabrics and fishiatg sf crafts made in PAs, and gastronomic services

High-technical-level OSCs and NGO networks with exxige should provide support to base
organizations by defining strategies promotingipguation in the territory and by creating discossi
forums that allow those citizens not familiar wighvironmental issues, better understand OT and
management plans.

To define spaces together with research centersuanetrsities to raise awareness, to warn about
critical processes and/or about opportunities etémritory.

Organizations from the civil society, specializeddender issues, Afro-descendants, rural poverty
could focus their efforts on establishing mechasismstrengthen the population in PAs and define a
monitoring role from the perspective of the socieggarding both, public and private conservation
initiatives

Organizations from the rural sector, workers amthfawners could work jointly with the NPAS in the
design of strategies of different levels of invaohent at a local and national level, especiallyhia t
previous phases of inclusion to new PAs.

Recommendations to GEF Proje@te propose a series of suggestions for the etelyaroject. It is
recommended, with previous agreement with MVOTMAdatUNDP/GEF, to extend the
implementation of the project for some months dy014 to ensure an adequate transition between
the current structure and the new structure ofntiréstry which has been recently approvédt is
pertinent to complete and promote the approval efiegal NPAS planning and management
guidelines, such as those regarding incorporationew areas, design of management plans, and
tourism development in Protected Areas. Also, tmgiete and promote the approval of management
plans of areas where significant progress has beste and to support the initial implementation of
management plans and/or operational plans. Likewsseomplete the setting up of SISNAP.

Regarding indicators and information analysiss itdcommended to incorporate, as one of the NPAS
procedures, the comparison of Management Effeatis®lracking Tool (METT) with information

1t is important to highlight that these modificati have been confirmed by the Presidency of theulRigpand their
validation is to be approved by Parliament.
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about governance models, so as to detect difféegets of achievement depending on each model,
advantages and disadvantages of each managemerdl raod their impact on management
effectiveness.

Achievements are highlighted taking into accouet¢hwvas not a national system of protected areas in
Uruguay before its implementation. The developmeihta new project strengthens commitment
entered into by involved stakeholders, actionstestiaand their sustainability. In this new stages it
recommended to prioritize conservation objectivesrananagement objectives without leaving aside
the strengthening of the new management structure.

The Project has actively contributed to the develept and strengthening of national, provincial, and
local institutional capacities. In order to ensaustainability, it is recommended to develop plens
strengthen institutional capacities for the forntiola and approval of management plans, participativ
events, application of tools regarding PA managéneéfiectiveness and financial sustainability at a
central and provincial level.

To generate biological corridors with more surfaod protected biodiversity, the NPAS should make
an additional effort to integrate public and prevatakeholders, as well as those already articllate
and those who have not had any previous participatet along the corridars

VI. LEARNED LESSONS

Institutions that are sound and consolidated withinpublic areas, that enjoy credibility before the
civil society, define sustainable management techniques regardfanstitutional changes since they
define an institutional tradition (this includeseagies that are relatively new, less than a year in
existence) that enables them to absorb impact febenges in leadership and follow working
guidelines beyond political preferences of thoseharge.

Adaptive management of the system and areas suggestiutions to challenges in each territory,
with creative and inclusive solutions with the it sector, define a replicable parameter. Regardin
governance, flexibility of models applied by theoject shows that the NPAS was opened to
experimentation.

Role of Pilot Areas: Selection criteria for those areas to be includedational programs should be
systematized taking into account assessment ot iperiences defining how to implement
replicability guidelines.

Role of decentralized governmentglocal or provincial) and decentralized natioredrns is key to
achieve results. When starting work at a PA, cbatrons and potential roles of other institutions
working in the territory should be considered, defg alliances to improve management plans.
Projects with a national scope improve their cagdoi meet goals when governmental stakeholders at
regional level establish cooperation mechanismsgeiitorial level. When this cooperation is not
possible, it implies a loss of technical capaciéiebcal level and a loss of functions at certraél.

The key role of the private sectoras mentioned in El: “Any Project that aims to woskth
biodiversity issues in a territory where 95% of dais in private hands needs to have local
coordination instances that need to be supported,h@ve discussion forums to contribute to the
project’s implementation.”

Institutions involved in environmental issues requie a special political influencedue to the type
of interests they face and to the fact they aratikaly new in the institutional stage to promoteeav
national political culture. Only with the supporftthe highest authorities (Ministers and Presidents
will they complete high-level negotiations with thevate sector.

Training as part of investment: The strengthening of organizations’ capacities #inatulate and add
interests to the planning, management, and paatioip in the dialogue with the government in each
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PA, allows for the generation of leaders trainethilanguage of projects and conservation priasipl
aligned with production criteria. This promotes lifiead participation in the design of strategieada
advice to implementers in each part of the pragecycle.

Adoption of project's outputs at different government levels: Once tools developed by a program
are accepted and internalized by national and pec@li authorities, project sustainability is in fpar
ensured; however, its use in the long term caratee tevised.

Length of processes in PA should be controlled s @ avoid mistrust in stakeholders involvegd
confirming a point that appeared as LA in the BistET considers a key lesson the fact that
management plans for a protected area should bedfately completed after registration of the area
in the national system to avoid compromising critiat regional and local level; this can be saiv
with the creation and approval of operational plaasbe implemented during preparation of
management plans.

Multi-stakeholder national counseling institutions (e.g.: CAN) should be defined by regular
criteria, and should have feedback from the difieparties.

Mass social communication should be at the servicef a project that generates a new
institutional framework to generate at least basic understanding in tdtésted parties of a project
that generates new patterns of behavior at diffdemels of the government and the civil society.

The highest decision-making level must react quicklin situations of conflict in PAsso that they
do not extend over time and create the idea thatm@an conflict between stakeholders at territorial
level.

Educational centers involved in biodiversity projets ensure changes in awareness in young
people, and impact on family context.

One of the lessons learned was that key local Bta#ters should be identified before establishing PA
and incorporating them to the NPAS.

The creation of a PA is practically irreversible A territorial process is consolidated although it
sometimes cannot be sustained financially.
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