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NOTE: This document is a compilation of comments submitted to the Secretariat by 

Council members concerning the project proposals presented in the June 2025 

GBFF Work Program 
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PROJECTS  

1. Democratic Republic of Congo. Community-based conservation for biodiversity and livelihoods in 

the context of climate change in DRC. (GEFID 11590) Agency: FAO; GBFF project financing: 

$5,840,868; Co-financing: $12,000,000. 

✓ Germany Comments 

Germany asks the Agency to address and answer the following comments, questions and 

suggestions for improvements to the project: 

• Germany suggests envisioning more clearly in the proposal an “exit-strategy” to guarantee 

that especially the efforts being made by the project will have lasting effects. One example 

in relation to reforestation: someone must still care for the trees also after the end of the 

project period, institutional responsibility and funding will be needed for this. 

• Germany notes that the political partner of the project MEDD has a mandate for biodiversity 

and forests. Especially as issues such as land rights, rights of Indigenous Peoples, agriculture 

and economy are part of the project proposal, an intersectoral approach with 

interministerial cooperation is seen as beneficial for project success. Therefore, Germany 

strongly recommends integrating further ministries in the project planning and 

implementation process. 

• Germany extends this recommendation for broader, intersectoral cooperation also to 

relevant regional and especially local governmental institutions, as well as civil society 

organizations.  

✓ Norway & Denmark Comments 

• Working towards better local nature management is very important, and impossible without 

sustainable local livelihoods and business income.  

• The evaluators (STAP review) and the Secretariat ask many good questions regarding 

whether FAO can deliver on this at sufficient scale, but several of the Secretariat’s questions 

seem to remain unanswered by FAO. We would like to see all questions addressed in the 

project document. 
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2. Peru. Delivering Target 3 at the regional scale in Peru: Applying the ecosystem approach in the 

Northern Transversal Economic Corridor of Peru (Northern TEC). (GEFID 11595) Agency: WWF-US; 

GBFF project financing $11,232,110; Co-financing $30,069,315. 

✓ Germany Comments 

Germany asks the Agency to address and answer the following comments, questions and 

suggestions for improvements to the project: 

• Germany highlights, that there are ongoing projects supported by German international 

cooperation through GIZ and KfW in Peru, which are cooperating on similar topics with the 

government. Some of the projects are implemented even in the same Protected and 

Conserved areas (e.g. Reserva Marina Mar del Grau). Further projects on “delivering target 

3” are implemented through the LLF (Manu-Purus) and via the Rainforest Foundation 

Norway, the latter one supporting a Brazilian-Peruvian Corridor of Protected and Conserved 

areas including several Indigenous Territories. Germany suggests considering synergies and 

cooperation potentials.   

✓ Norway & Denmark Comments 

• The project appears aligned with Peru’s political priorities, most notably the updated 

National Biodiversity Strategy to 2050. On a general level, GEF’s support to implement the 

strategy is considered positive. We also consider the problem statement and justification for 

the project relevant. 

• There is a need for better alignment of the Climate Change and Biodiversity agendas, which 

in the Peruvian context both depend on reducing deforestation. Both the Peruvian 

Biodiversity strategy and the project include objectives related to deforestation, but, 

apparently, the project fails to consider relevant strategies (notably the National Strategy on 

Forests and Climate Change (ENBCC)) and international cooperation (notably the Joint 

Declaration of Intent between Peru, Norway, Germany and the UK) to halt deforestation. 

Potential synergies are thus not identified.  

• We support STAP recommendations on the need to improve the inclusion of stakeholders, 

and particularly indigenous peoples. “16. Guaranteeing the rights of Indigenous Peoples and 

Local Communities (IPLCs)” is a stated objective of the project. However, as the STAP 

recommendations point out, the proposal does not explicitly mention Free Prior and 

Informed Consent (FPIC) and should take steps to ensure meaningful participation and 

inclusion of indigenous peoples. The uneven implementation of Peru’s national (Law on the 

Right to Prior Consultation (2011)) and international (notably ILO Convention 169) 

obligations for consultations underscores this.  

• Norway (through its embassy) has a close working relationship with, and excellent 

experience with Profonanpe. Their role as the Executing Agency is viewed as positive. 

✓ United Kingdom Comments 

• UK post in Peru considers that this is an interesting project because of the many linkages 

between the project and post’s Biodiversity Strategy, such as the implementation of 
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innovative financial and economic mechanisms like biodiversity credits, sustainability linked 

bonds, habitats banks and pay for results; and the efforts to complete the implementation 

of legislation related to peatlands at the regional level, which could develop conditions for 

biodiversity post objectives.   

3. Cameroon, Central African Republic, Congo, Regional. Strengthening transboundary conserved 

area management of the Sangha Tri-National (TNS) (GEFID 11609) Agency: WWF-US; GBFF project 

financing $7,041,537; Co-financing $464,000. 

✓ Germany Comments 

Germany requests the Agency to address and answer the following comments, questions and 

suggestions for improvements to the project: 

• Germany asks for clarification on the overall financing needs of the TNS landscape and the 

actual payments/investments made in the TNS landscape from both the CTF and public 

resources. We understand that the ideal split is 70% CTF and 30% public resources, but it 

remains unclear on whether the public side is reaching the 30%.  

• In addition, Germany asks for clarification on the CTF’s coordination or exchange with 

national entities as well as regional bodies when it comes to the ideally synergistic effect of 

spending the CTF and public resources. Do the CTF and the national authorities already plan 

their activities together? Or could this relationship be enhanced through targeted activities 

under Component 3?  

• Germany would welcome more information on the commitments of the national authorities 

on how to increase the public expenditures in the TNS landscape (to each the expressed 

30% budget needs). 

• Germany notes the reference to the Phase III of the KfW 'Sustainable Management of 

Forests in the Congo Basin Program – FTNS' and suggests coordination with this project. 

However, we remark that the mentioned KfW project has two previous phases which have 

produced considerable outcomes as well as experiences and lessons learned, including the 

strengthening of FTNS capacities. Germany suggests that the project not only takes these 

results into consideration but also describes how the project will build on these results to 

avoid duplication or repetition of efforts. 

• Germany requests that the co-financing budget to be mobilized is at least equal to the 

requested project budget. 

• Germany informs that the proposed 17 million EUR program to the benefit of the protected 

areas in TNS and funded under German financial cooperation with COMIFAC is currently on 

hold. This is due to governance reforms asked for by the foundation’s donor but not yet 

implemented.  Deblocking of Germany’s contribution will only be possible after achieving 

substantive progress in reforms and governance. 


