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JUNE 2026 GEFTF WORK PROGRAM (REFERENCE: GEF/C.71/03):
COMMENTS FROM COUNCIL MEMBERS

STAND-ALONE FULL-SIZED PROJECTS

BIODIVERSITY

Global: Consolidating the Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF)’s achievements in
fostering CSO leadership in biodiversity conservation in global biodiversity hotspots (GEFID
12293). Agency: Cl; GEF Project Financing: $18,048,625; Co-financing: $24,100,000

UK Comments

The strengths of this proposal from an equalities perspective are that it will make direct grant
finance accessible to a range of marginalised groups, it is grounded at the community level and
will build capacity, which is a valuable contribution to sustainability and to protecting civil
society space. The gender inequality analysis is good and well-integrated. The programme will
make a valuable contribution to equitable land management, sustainable livelihoods, civic
participation and supportive systems for women, IPLCs and other marginalised groups.

To maximise its success, the Secretariat should consider:

Explicit disability inclusion. See comments on the evaluation for more detail. It is an issue duly
acknowledged by GEF. E.g., The project will promote active leadership of Civil Society
Organisations (CSOs), including those led by women, youth, persons with disabilities and
Indigenous Peoples and local communities (IPLCs)....

Grassroots and community-led. The proposal is that Regional Implementation Teams (RIT),
which are often larger national or regional NGOs or CSOs, will implement the conservation
investment strategies. While we welcome that the proposal is anchored at the local level, we
want to see community-led rather than ‘community-based management’. We want to see direct
grant finance reach grassroots community groups, rather than being wholly absorbed by
intermediaries. There’s a role for intermediaries, given issues around capacity, but money also
needs to reach smaller community organisations. This means some flexibility to facilitate smaller
grants and projects and ensuring that capacity building is also directed to grassroots
organisations to build their capacity to deliver projects.

Tracking finance. We'd like the grant finance to be tracked so that we can see who it reaches —
IPLCs, WROs, OPDs (organisations of persons with disabilities) — and at what level they operate
at.

US Comments

The United States recommends that, in the design phase (PPG), the proposal provide greater
specificity on site selection criteria. The implementing agency should also ensure there is no
duplication with project 12289 if implemented in the Solomon Islands. We appreciate the



multiregional, transboundary cooperation in project design and hope this project can deliver like
past CEPF programs.

Regional: Empowering conservation action on the East Asian Australasian Flyway (EAAF)
through Establishment of a Global Flyways Grant Mechanism (GFGM) for Civil Society
Organizations (GEFID 12290). Agency: ADB; GEF Project Financing: $8,974,312; Co-financing:
$107,000,000

US Comments

The United States requests that the project make critical distinction between legal and
sustainable hunting and take of birds vs. the impacts of illegal or unregulated take of birds.
Conservation and sustainable use provide co-benefits for people and the environment, but the
PIF seems to paint all take with the same brush.

The United States recommends clarifying co-financing arrangements, noting that the proposal
claims $107 million in co-financing, mostly ADB loan financing from the environment/natural
resource pipeline in the Philippines, Bangladesh, and China. The proposal also notes that not all
countries linked to the ADB investments are currently participating directly in the GFGM.\

The United States recommends a more detailed analysis of estimated beneficiaries, noting that
the PIF calculates the 9 million ha target by multiplying an average site size by 33 sites, and it
estimates beneficiaries by assuming 10,000 direct beneficiaries per site. With funding spread
across six countries and an anticipated 33 sites, we request further clarity on how the project
will drive durable wetland outcomes beyond pilots and capacity building.

The proposal’s map indicates Indonesia has 17 RFl sites, including 16 coastal sites and one inland
site, with five sites holding protected-area status. The United States recommends the PIF
identify which Indonesian sites will be eligible or prioritized, which CSOs would likely apply,
which government agencies would be involved, and explain how grant activities would address
Indonesian drivers such as coastal conversion, aquaculture, hunting/trapping, or infrastructure.
The PIF notes hunting of migratory birds in Indonesia, including Sumatra and Java.

Solomon Islands: Ridge to Reef Ecosystem Restoration in Solomon Islands (R2R-ERSI) (GEFID
12289). Agency: IUCN; GEF Project Financing: $5,380,174; Co-financing: $4,750,000

UK Comments

The project is closely linked to some of the UK funded programmes like Global Fund for Coral
Reefs on the “reef positive business” models and linking restoration with private sector
investment. We can share our learnings on how this approach has worked in places like PNG
and Fiji. Our PNG case study is particularly relevant, as similarly to teh Solomon Islands most
land and marine areas are under customary ownership which can bring a level of risk (already
incorporated in the proposal). We're very supportive of this proposal.

US Comments



The United States supports the strategic priorities outlined in this project, particularly in
countering IUU fishing. The Solomon Islands at around 30,000 km in area could prove an
interesting study for this kind of ecosystem management at scale. We support the project’s
focus on driving economic improvements, particularly in agriculture and fisheries.

As appropriate, the United States recommends that the proponents consider including
consultation with an expert in international business management, especially an entity that is
well experienced and versed in eco-tourism and regional conservation priorities. This entity
should work closely with the proponents, local government, and community leaders so that
their counsel is context specific and responsive to local priorities and needs (i.e. developing
business plans that recognize traditional periods of fishing closure). Bringing in international
business professionals can help to launch the other aspects of the project into long term success
and out of a cycle of renewed dependence on assistance through providing critical knowledge of
international business skills, legal landscapes, marketing, and connections, among the youth,
graduate students, and community leaders that are involved in the project. This has the benefit
of creating business opportunities for U.S. eco-tourism companies as well as opportunities for
Americans to enjoy travel in well managed, resilient, stable coastal environments.

The United States does not support the proposal’s framing of gender inclusiveness as a primary
driver of environmental degradation, nor the embedding of “gender-responsive” and “gender-
mainstreaming” requirements throughout project implementation including in restoration
activity design, capacity building, and knowledge management outputs. The United States
recommends that, in the design phase (PPG), these requirements be removed or substantially
narrowed so that the project’s results framework centers on measurable biodiversity and
ecosystem restoration outcomes rather than gender programming mandates.

The implementing agency should ensure there is no duplication with project 12293 if
implemented in the Solomon Islands.

Philippines: Integrated Management of Small Island Landscapes and Seascapes for
Biodiversity, Ecosystem Services, and Climate Resilience in the Philippines (ISLAS) (GEFID
12004). Agency: UNDP; GEF Project Financing: $5,329,452; Co-financing: $42,000,000

US Comments

The United States notes that project is very well designed, has strong rationale, and the
locations are appropriately chosen, and we appreciate the use of innovative use of
performance-based financing mechanisms.

The project should focus on its core biodiversity conservation objectives. The United States does
not support mandatory gender quotas, “gender-responsive co-management agreements,” or
requirements for women’s leadership roles embedded as binding conditions across project
outputs and financing mechanisms. The United States recommends that, in the design phase
(PPG), these requirements be reframed as aspirational participation goals rather than binding
operational conditions, ensuring that project governance and financing mechanisms are
structured around conservation performance rather than prescriptive gender mandates.



LAND DEGRADATION

5. St Vincent and Grenadines: Watershed Action for Restoring Ecosystems in the South Corridor
of St. Vincent (SVG-WARE) (GEFID 11541). Agency: UNEP; GEF Project Financing: $6,142,237;
Co-financing: $14,540,000

o UK Comments

e Thisis a strong proposal addressing a key gap in St Vincent and the Grenadines and targets
appropriate locations. Despite the change in Government, we anticipate there will be political
support for this proposal. We particularly welcome the proposed sustainable finance
mechanism. Our Embassy has strong links into the relevant Ministries and can support
engagement efforts to sustain momentum on the project.

e However, the proposal relies on several assumptions. These should be translated into a clear
risk register, with clear mitigations proposed. The proposal should also identify the most
important departments to collaborate with to ensure the success of the project.

e US Comments

e The United States notes that the project allocates 15% of its total budget ($925,000) to gender
equality activities. While the United States supports women’s empowerment, a mandatory, ring-
fenced gender budget of this scale should be justified by a clear demonstration that such
expenditure directly advances the project's core environmental objectives of watershed
restoration and ecosystem recovery rather than functioning as a parallel programmatic
requirement.

e The proposal's governance framework includes the establishment of IPLC-governed
Conservation Areas. The United States recommends that the design phase provide clear legal
and institutional grounding for these governance structures, including how they interface with
national law in St. Vincent and the Grenadines, and how accountability and land-use decisions
will be managed over the project's lifetime.

e Inthe design phase (PPG), the proposal should sharpen its focus on core watershed restoration
outcomes, provide clearer justification for budget allocations tied to non-environmental
components, and clarify the legal basis and accountability mechanisms for IPLC-governed
conservation structures.

INTERNATIONAL WATERS
6. Global: Blue Nature Alliance to advance the high-quality protection of 1.8 billion hectares of
ocean ecosystems (GEFID 12294). Agency: Cl; GEF Project Financing: $18,148,625; Co-
financing: $187,424,934

¢ Norway and Denmark Comments

e The proposal addresses a highly important and timely issue. The focus on establishing and, in
particular, improving the management of a very large ocean area (1.8 billion hectares) is strongly



relevant. We welcome the focus on strengthening the effectiveness of management in existing
areas as the key element of the project. The level of co-financing secured is also impressive.

At the same time, the social dimension appears underdeveloped and would benefit from much
stronger attention. Given the scale and nature of the proposed intervention, social safeguards,
stakeholder inclusion, and community-level benefit sharing are central to long-term success. It
may be useful to strengthen this area by drawing on an established framework, such as Blue
Action Fund’s Environment and Social Management Safeguards system. The stated number of
beneficiaries appears low relative to the very large geographic scope of the project.

The proposal would benefit from greater clarity on expected reach, geographic focus, and
impact. The proposal contains few details about where and with whom they will work and also
lists several non-ODA countries, which is concerning considering the ambitious target of 1,8
billion hectares of ocean area. The proposed activities are described in general terms, and may
lack the context specificity that is crucial when working on marine protected areas.

Questions remain around national ownership and implementation readiness. At this stage, no
specific sites appear to be identified, which may indicate a potentially long inception period
before implementation can begin in practice.

The proposal is ambitious, but in some areas may lack realism regarding scope and delivery. This
is particularly relevant for work in underinvested regions under Component 3, where the
proposal envisages developing a regional strategy and collaborating across multiple national
governments. This is a major undertaking and would benefit from a more grounded explanation
of sequencing, feasibility, and resourcing.

We would recommend liaising with the Blue Action Fund. They have long experience in working
with local communities, NGOs and governments in designating and improving implementation of
marine protected areas in developing countries, and have a strong approach to social
safeguards, empowerment and gender equality. Cooperation would likely benefit both partners,
especially on the component on financing.

UK Comments

We are supportive of this proposal but the anticipated results claimed by GEF are significant at
1.8 billion. It would be useful to understand these anticipated results in more detail, including
how much of this can reasonably attributed towards GEF funding (including co-financing/ funds
the GEF crowds in).

US Comments

The United States notes that the project design is technically solid and that the Alliance has
demonstrated a credible track record as an impact multiplier for GEF funds, leveraging
substantial philanthropic co-financing across a global portfolio. However, the project’s central
premise of advancing marine protected area coverage toward the 30x30 target is not aligned
with U.S. policy priorities, and the United States does not support the designation of MPAs as a
function of percentage-based coverage targets.



The proposal frames “extractive and destructive” activities as threats to ocean conservation
areas without defining those terms or specifying how they would be addressed at individual
sites. The United States recommends that the design phase provide clear, site-specific definitions
of restricted activities and ensure that sustainable commercial uses including fishing and
resource extraction are not categorically excluded from ocean conservation area management
frameworks.

The proposal asserts private sector consultation but provides limited evidence of meaningful
engagement. References to private sector actors are largely confined to fishing and tourism
industries as coordination partners during implementation, with no substantive engagement
documented at the PIF stage. The United States recommends that the design phase demonstrate
more robust private sector engagement, particularly with commercial maritime industries, and
clarify how private sector interests will be balanced against conservation objectives at specific
sites.

The PIF says future sites will be identified during the PPG phase and that only a subset of current
Phase | sites will continue. The United States recommends additional details on priority regions
be included, and this level of detail be included in future global proposals. For example, as
drafted it is not clear whether for Indonesia what sites would be targeted, what outcomes would
be achieved, or how this may connect to TFCCA, the Indonesia Coral Bond, or MMAF priorities.
In addition, we request clarification on whether this project will include locally managed marine
protected areas. In some possible project sites including Fiji, locally managed marine protected
areas are common so that local villages can still engage in subsistence fishing.

The United States recommends that, in the design phase (PPG), the proposal provide greater
specificity on site selection criteria, the treatment of commercial resource use, and private
sector engagement.

Regional: Support to Chu-Talas Basin Strategic Action Programme Implementation (GEFID
12280). Agency: UNDP; GEF Project Financing: $5,785,500; Co-financing: $41,400,000

UK Comments

The project appears to be well grounded because it is explicitly based on a jointly endorsed SAP
(approved in December 2023), which significantly reduces political risk. It also builds on the existing
Chu—Talas Water Commission (CTWC), rather than proposing new governance arrangements, which is
appropriate and pragmatic in the regional context. In terms of potential sensitivities:

Data sharing arrangements and alignment with the new Water Codes in both countries could
face some bureaucratic delays. However, this is a common issue in transboundary water
contexts and does not appear to pose a major constraint. The approach remains consistent with
UK priorities on supporting regional cooperation.

There is an underlying structural issue around competing water use (Kyrgyz upstream vs Kazakh
downstream). The proposal appropriately avoids engaging directly with allocation reform and
instead focuses on strengthening cooperation, data, and efficiency, which is more politically
feasible.



In terms of relevance, the project addresses clearly identified basin challenges, particularly
water scarcity driven by irrigation uses 95% and inefficiencies (with losses cited at over 30% in
the proposal). This aligns well with both countries’ priorities and existing analytical work.

The Chu-Talas basin has been subject to sustained international support since the early 2000s
(including OSCE/UNECE, UNDP, ADB and others), focusing largely on analysis, institutional
strengthening, governance, and capacity building. As a result, it is one of the more advanced
examples of transboundary cooperation. Given this context, the GEF funding should ensure
transition from enabling activities to tangible implementation. While recognising that GEF
projects are designed to be catalytic, it would be helpful to better understand how the proposed
budget (c. USD 41m including co-financing) will translate into measurable, on-the-ground
outcomes in the future.

The project appears heavily weighted towards: coordination and institutional strengthening
(Components 1, 4), pilot interventions (Component 2), and preparation of investment pipelines
(Component 3), including at least six bankable investment packages (around USD 100m in total).

For Kazakhstan specifically, the project:

Supports Kazakhstan’s existing priorities on water security, irrigation modernisation, canal
repair, digital systems, and reducing water losses

Directly targets Zhambyl/Taraz, a region that relies heavily on irrigation and is highly exposed to
water shortages

Addresses the fact that much of Zhambyl’s/Tazaz’s water comes from across the border.

Improves cooperation with Kyrgyzstan to make water supply more predictable and reduce risk
of shortages or disputes.

Helps ensure water is shared, managed, and monitored in a more reliable and transparent way
between countries.

Also focuses on reducing major inefficiencies, especially water lost in canals and during farming.

Supports Kazakhstan’s broader reforms in water management, including its shift toward basin-
based planning.

Managing shared water data (quantity, quality, ecosystems) could be politically sensitive and
slow things down because it affects allocation, pollution responsibility, and investment
decisions.

US Comments

The United States supports the project’s focus on transboundary water security. We note that
the project includes UNDP as implementing agency and UNECE as a principal partner with S1
million in co-financing, so request additional clarification and justification on the proposed $1.2
million co-financing role proposed for UNESCO's Intergovernmental Hydrological Programme.
This would expand UN agency involvement to $2.2 million in a bilateral water management
initiative where strengthening the riparian countries’ own institutional capacity should be the
priority.



The governance structure raises concerns about efficiency and accountability. With UNECE
providing technical leadership, UNESCO-IHP contributing a parallel co-financing stream, and
UNDP serving as implementing agency, the layering of multiple UN entities risks duplicative
oversight, slow decision-making, and diluted accountability, particularly in a basin management
context where direct engagement with national and local water authorities is essential.

In the design phase, the proposal should provide clear justification for each UN agency’s distinct
and non-duplicative role or reduce the number of UN actors involved. The United States
encourages redirecting resources toward direct technical assistance delivered through the
riparian countries' own institutions, in order to build durable local capacity for transboundary
water governance in the Chu-Talas Basin.

MULTI-FOCAL AREA PROJECTS

8.

Sudan: Sustainable Natural Resource and Livelihood Project - North (SNRLP-North) (GEFID
12295). Agency: IFAD; GEF Project Financing: $7,341,339; Co-financing: $30,000,000

Norway and Denmark Comments

The project is highly relevant and timely in light of the current situation in Sudan, particularly
given the severe environmental, economic, and institutional pressures resulting from the
ongoing war, displacement, and climate change. The focus on anticipatory drought
management, integrated landscape restoration, strengthen climate-smart agribusiness and
sustainable natural resource management, responds directly to the increasing fragility affecting
rural communities, particularly in the dryland areas of northern Sudan.

The emphasis on support to women, youth, pastoralists, and smallholder farmers is especially
relevant given the growing vulnerability of these groups both before and during the ongoing
conflict.

Although Northern State and River Nile State remain relatively more stable than active conflict
areas, the broader national institutional crisis and administrative fragmentation resulted from
the current war may still affect coordination, policy implementation, and continuity of
government engagement. To mitigate these challenges, the projects could prioritize working
with local technical institutions, universities, and local community structures like associations,
CBOs, local NGOs.

It is positive to see that the two projects in Sudan, under the GEF TF and LDCF work program,
complement each other. Together, the projects support an integrated approach linking
environmental rehabilitation, climate resilience, sustainable livelihoods, institutional
strengthening, and knowledge management in support of longer-term resilience and recovery
efforts in Sudan.

By strengthening livelihoods, improving local resource management, and supporting community
resilience, the projects also contribute to local stability and indirectly support peacebuilding



efforts, particularly in areas experiencing increasing social and economic pressures related to
displacement and climate stress. This linkage is particularly relevant in the Sudan context.

UK Comments

We are supportive of the idea behind this project. However, we would urge a more detailed risk
and political feasibility assessment to be undertaken to interrogate how this project will work in
practice given the ongoing conflict in Sudan. The project relies on strengthening institutional
capacity and developing frameworks which are adopted at scale. However, with fragmented and
contested governance and destabilised core state systems, there needs to be proper
consideration on how such a project will work in practice. This hasn’t been bought out in the
project proposal as it stands and we would like to see it again before it progresses to final
approval.

US Comments

The United States notes that the project’s core environmental objectives of landscape
restoration, drought resilience, and sustainable agropastoral land management in River Nile and
Northern States are substantively sound and address genuine environmental needs. However,
the proposal’s repeated emphasis on gender mainstreaming, gender-inclusive language, and
equity frameworks across nearly every output and component goes beyond what is necessary to
achieve the project’s core environmental goals and risks diverting focus and resources from the
primary land degradation and biodiversity objectives.

The United States recommends that, in the design phase (PPG), the proposal streamline its
framing to center on measurable environmental and livelihood outcomes. Where gender-
disaggregated data collection is required by GEF policy, it should be presented as a reporting
mechanism rather than a programmatic driver. The proposal should ensure that its results
framework prioritizes hectares restored, ecosystem services improved, and institutional capacity
strengthened.

Botswana: Restoring the ecosystem integrity of the degraded Bobirwa-Tswapong ecosystem
to sustain livelihoods and effectively respond to climate change, human-wildlife conflict and
biodiversity management requirements (GEFID 12291). Agency: UNDP; GEF Project Financing:
$6,282,877; Co-financing: $31,167,890

US Comments

The United States supports this project’s focus on expanding opportunities for U.S. businesses to
thrive and ensuring that ecosystem services continue to function optimally so that Americans
can benefit from natural resources.

The United States notes that in paragraphs 39 and 40 of the project description section, the
proponents provide some detail about their plans to expand eco-tourism and sustainable
livelihoods to support local communities and minimize human-wildlife conflict. This concept
should be expanded, given its core role as a potential income driver for the project. As
appropriate, the United States recommends the proponents propose consulting with an
international eco-tourism expert familiar with Botswana and/or regional contexts and with



10.

proven success in the field. Ideally, the project would include hiring a local business manager to
start building an eco-tourism business that could partner with U.S., local, regional, and other
tourism and conservation-oriented hunting businesses. Any business design and implementation
should follow all local, regional, state, and international laws on wildlife conservation and trade.

The United States does not support the proposal’s pervasive embedding of “gender-responsive”
and “gender-mainstreaming” requirements as organizing principles across every project
component including institutional capacity building, integrated land use planning, OECM
management plans, ecotourism development, the human-wildlife conflict insurance scheme,
knowledge management, and the M&E system. The United States recommends that, in the
design phase (PPG), these requirements be substantially narrowed so that the project’s results
framework centers on measurable ecosystem restoration, biodiversity conservation, and
human-wildlife conflict outcomes, with any participation tracking limited to what is required by
GEF reporting policy rather than embedded as a programmatic driver throughout the project
design.

Malaysia: Conservation of globally significant biodiversity of the Ulu Jelai - Fraser’s Hill
Watershed, Malaysia, through an Integrated Landscape Management approach (GEFID
12277). Agency: UNDP; GEF Project Financing: $5,558,238; Co-financing: $42,220,000

US Comments

The United States notes that gender mainstreaming language appears in every project output
description, with mandatory participation quotas of women in all trainings, consultations, and
paid field activities, women-led community MSMEs, and governance and patrol roles reserved
for women, in addition to a requirement for direct-to-women payment channels. The United
States recommends that the design phase distinguish between aspirational goals and binding
operational requirements, and ensure that participation targets reflect local context and do not
create implementation bottlenecks.

The United States notes that the project’s long-term impact pathway relies heavily on ambitious
assumptions of sustained political will with no adverse policy reversal during gazettal and legal
processes that proceed without material delays. The United States recommends that the design
phase (PPG) articulate how the project will enable these assumptions.

The proposal includes extensive Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) requirements applied
to all relevant interventions. The United States recommends that the design phase clarify how
FPIC processes will be operationalized within Malaysia’s existing legal framework, what
timelines are anticipated, and how potential delays in FPIC completion will be managed without
jeopardizing project delivery.

The proposal explicitly maps project outputs to all 23 targets of the Kunming-Montreal Global
Biodiversity Framework. The United States recommends that the project focus its results
framework on a defined set of measurable, project-attributable biodiversity outcomes rather
than broad alignment with an expansive multilateral framework, in order to strengthen
accountability and avoid overreach in reporting obligations.
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11.

In the design phase (PPG), the proposal should streamline its results framework around core
biodiversity and landscape management outcomes, provide greater clarity on the
operationalization of FPIC requirements within Malaysia's legal context, and ensure that
participation and inclusion targets are grounded in local feasibility assessments.

Eritrea: Promoting Sustainable Land Management to Achieve Land Degradation Neutrality
(LDN), Enhance Livelihoods, and Strengthen the Farming Communities in the Aylagundet
Watershed, Debub Region, Eritrea (GEFID 12080). Agency: UNDP; GEF Project Financing:
$8,401,400; Co-financing: $30,600,000

US Comments

The United States has serious concerns about forced labor risk in this project given that key
project activities including terracing, soil bunds, check dams, and tree planting are the types of
earthworks and restoration activities historically associated with forced labor in the National
Service. The United States requests that the implementing agency provide explicit, enforceable
assurances that no project funds will be used to employ those in the National Service in project
implementation.

The project notes that: “Soil and water conservation techniques will be implemented first on
identified degraded hillsides and will include terracing, soil bunds, micro-basins and check
dams” and “The construction of these soil and water conservation measures will have a strong
community participation element by involving community members.” Dams and other
earthworks are often associated with forced labor in the National Service. In addition, the
project describes plans for the planting of trees and shrubs and other restoration activities.
These activities are also often associated with forced student summer work programs in the
National Service.

The goal of strengthening existing regulatory frameworks is supported by the proposal’s
activities on agriculture, land tenure reform, and land restoration. The project lacks detail on the
grazing reforms that will be implemented and how, plus how new agricultural equipment will be
purchased and maintained since the proposal notes most farmers are subsistence farmers.

Norway and Denmark Comments

The project is highly relevant to the Eritrean context and needs, given severe land degradation,
declining soil fertility and water scarcity. The selection of Debub region is well justified, and the
project appears technically solid and well aligned with priorities on climate-resilient agriculture
and land restoration.

The proposal is also notable in the Eritrean context, where access for international actors is
highly constrained. Most humanitarian and development actors that operate in Eritrea do so
under tightly regulated arrangements by authorities. Agriculture and food security provide an
important entry point for engagement with local communities in a restrictive operating
environment. Interaction with local communities is crucial to understanding the broader social,
economic and political context in the country and local needs.
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12,

The estimated cost per hectare is relatively high compared to simpler restoration projects but
also reflects the broader scope of investments in irrigation, livelihood diversification, capacity
building, and institutional strengthening. These additional components increase total costs, but
also improve sustainability and long-term impact. The overall value for money is not determined
by cost per hectare alone, but by whether these investments translate into lasting productivity
gains and improved livelihoods. In this case, there are some uncertainties. The project has a
relatively weak focus on market development and private sector linkages, meaning that income
effects may be limited.

In addition, challenges related to land tenure and farmer incentives could affect whether the
practices introduced are maintained after the project ends. If uptake is limited or benefits are
not durable, the cost per hectare would appear high relative to the actual development impact
achieved.

UK Comments

We are in principle supportive of this proposal. While the proposal itself does not raise anything
specific that gives rise to concerns around forced labour, the UK are clear that Eritrea’s national
service programme is inconsistent with international human rights standards, including around
forced labour. The proposal should ensure it maintains its seperation from the national service.

Furthermore, we would appreciate reassurance from UNDP that they will be able to travel to
the field to monitor the project appropriately, which is a challenge for Eritrea given the need for
Governmental permission to travel beyond 25km of the capital.

India: Accelerating Community-Led Actions for Ecosystem Resilience and Biodiversity
Conservation Through Integrated Landscape Management (ACT) (GEFID 12066). Agency: IUCN,
UNDP; GEF Project Financing: $6,478,899; Co-financing: $50,960,000

US Comments

The United States notes that the Integrated Landscape Management framework offers a sound
approach to addressing biodiversity loss and fire vulnerability in two ecologically significant
Indian states, and the implementing agencies bring established working relationships with
India’s Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change that strengthen implementation
credibility. However, the proposal lacks information on the invasive species
control/management plan. IAS suppression would need to be carefully conducted and
coordinated for proper ILM and “fire-smart” outcomes. Will this be chemical, mechanical, or
mixed suppression?

The project’s financing structure is a positive indicator and the central government and state
government strong contributions towards co-financing demonstrates strong national ownership.
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13. Zimbabwe: Harnessing Natural Capital - Unlocking Zimbabwe's Biodiversity Potential in the

Sebungwe Landscape (GEFID 11987). Agency: UNDP; GEF Project Financing: $5,681,588; Co-
financing: $25,580,000

US Comments

The United States is concerned that the project’s governance assumptions are not adequately
grounded in Zimbabwe's current operating environment. The PIF rates political and governance
risk as “Low,” citing strong government buy-in and stable administrative structures. However,
corruption is a significant risk, and the project's reliance on government ministries, rural district
councils, and community structures as primary implementation vehicles without robust,
independent fiduciary oversight presents a material risk that resources will not reach intended
beneficiaries.

The United States is further concerned that the target communities in Binga, Gokwe North, and
Nyaminyami Districts face severe and compounding economic pressures that may limit genuine
community buy-in. The PIF acknowledges that past community beneficiation programs such as
CAMPFIRE delivered limited individual-level benefits, and that communities have continued to
over-exploit resources as a result. The proposal does not adequately explain how this project
will achieve a different outcome under challenging economic conditions.

On budget and scope, the project requests $5.68M in GEF financing against $25.58M in co-
financing, the majority of which is in-kind contributions from Zimbabwean government agencies
and African Parks. The United States recommends that the design phase verify the reliability and
additionality of these co-financing commitments, particularly given the fiscal constraints facing
the Government of Zimbabwe. In addition, the project proposal should further clarify and justify
the assumption that capital will flow to the region to sustain conservation outcomes.

The United States does not support the mandatory gender quotas embedded in project outputs,
including the requirement that at least 50% of capacity-building participants be women, that at
least 50% of business plan support be directed to women, and that at least 50% of small grants
be disbursed to women-led enterprises. The United States recommends these binding quotas be
removed and replaced with aspirational participation goals that do not constrain project
implementation or resource allocation.

The United States recommends that, in the design phase (PPG), the proposal provide a frank and
credible assessment of governance and fiduciary risks specific to Zimbabwe and detail concrete
actions to address these risks.

NON-GRANT INSTRUMENT

14. Uzbekistan. Uzbekistan Risk Mitigation Facility (GEF ID 11994). Agency: World Bank; GEF

Project Financing: $12,752,907; Co-financing: $152,000,000

UK Comments
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The URMF is a potentially high-impact instrument, but its success depends on disciplined
implementation and integration with broader power sector reform. Without these linkages, there is
a material risk that the facility becomes a fiscal stabilization mechanism for a structurally inefficient
system, rather than a catalyst for private investment.

Underlying sector risk: Addresses liquidity/payment issues, but these stem from weak UES
(Uzenergosotish, the single buyer/off taker) finances. Without tariff, cost of generation,
transmission & distribution loss and sector reform, it risks treating symptoms rather than
causes.

Fiscal exposure: Risk of accumulating contingent liabilities through implicit sovereign
guarantees, particularly given existing PPP/PPA exposure.

Moral hazard: Backstop mechanism may reduce incentives for tariff reform and operational
efficiency.

Governance risk: Location within MoEF risks political interference and lack of operational
independence.

Capacity constraints: Limited technical capability to manage complex financial instruments and
risk underwriting.

Market distortion: May crowd out domestic financiers and reinforce expectation of sovereign-
backed support for all IPPs.

Weak reform linkage: Current design not clearly tied to tariff reform, loss reduction, or SOE
restructuring.

System inefficiencies: High generation costs (inefficient plants), grid losses, and governance
issues (including corruption risks) continue to drive sector financial deficits.

Bunyod made a number of recommendations to feed in if you have the opportunity please, as well
as suggestions for complementary structural reforms which may be critical for success:

Anchor URMF in Sector Reform. Condition access on: tariff adjustment towards cost recovery;
reduction in T&D losses; audited improvements in UES financial performance.

Limit Scope Initially. Start as a targeted liquidity facility, not a full credit guarantee mechanism.
Introduce exposure caps and repayment discipline.

Strengthen Governance and Credibility. Establish an independent governance structure (e.g. SPV
or board with IFI participation). Ensure clear separation of the policy (MoEF) and the risk
underwriting (facility).

Integrate into Fiscal Risk Framework. Include URMF in fiscal risk statements and contingent
liability management, and publish exposure and stress scenarios.Multi-Trust Fund.

Improve Technical Design. Introduce risk-based pricing of guarantees and transparent eligibility
criteria. Secure blended financing (state + IFls + donors). Align with standardised PPAs and
payment waterfall mechanisms.

Complementary Structural Reforms:
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Audit cost drivers of generation (fuel, efficiency, legacy assets);
Audit and reduce grid losses (technical and commercial);
Modernise thermal plant fleet (shift to efficient CCGT);
Strengthen anti-corruption and procurement transparency;

Advance privatisation / IPO of generation assets; Consider partial privatisation of
O‘zenergosotish;

Increase IPP share (~30%+) and assess purchase vs retail price gap;
Enable direct sales / corporate PPAs (e.g. Kazakhstan, Turkey models);
Develop PPP frameworks for grid investment;

Progress demonopolisation and market liberalization.

MULTI-TRUST FUND

15.

16.

Niue: Niue Infrastructure, Ecosystems and Communities Integrated Project (Niue IECI) (GEFID
12283). Agency: UNDP; GEF Project Financing: $8,031,759 (GEF Trust Fund: $ 5,350,364; SCCF:
$2,681,395); Co-financing: $27,188,000 (GEF Trust Fund: $ 17,344,000; SCCF: $9,844,000)

UK Comments

The UK are supportive of this project. This is a technically robust and conceptually mature
proposal that represents a transition toward a whole-of-system resilience model. The design
appropriately integrates climate mitigation, adaptation, and biodiversity objectives,
underpinned by governance reform and sustainable financing through the Niue Ocean Wide
(NOW) Trust. The emphasis on embedding high-resolution risk data into planning systems and
linking these to infrastructure and ecosystem restoration interventions is particularly strong and
reflects emerging good practice in small island contexts.

However, delivery risks are likely to centre on absorptive capacity and coordination, given the
breadth of components and the relatively limited institutional and technical capacity within
Niue. While the proposal demonstrates good awareness of complementarity with existing
initiatives, including renewable energy and climate information programmes, sustained
attention will be required during implementation to avoid fragmentation across parallel
workstreams and ensure that risk information is effectively translated into investment decisions
and operational practice.

Togo: Implementation of Sustainable Transport Solutions (GEFID 11577). Agency: BOAD; GEF

Project Financing $9,321,280 (GEF Trust Fund: $ 3,866,904; LDCF: $5,454,376); Co-financing:
$56,000,000 (GEF Trust Fund: $ 27,030,000; LDCF: $28,970,000)
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