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5.3     Varying Capacities of SIDS, LDCs, and CEITs (TOR 4F)

5.3.2  Responsiveness to Varying Capacities

· SIDS have received 4% of GEF single country project funding; countries that are both LDCs and SIDs have received 1% (p.127)

· Within country categories, GEF efforts in SIDs are weighted heavily toward Latin America and the Caribbean (p. 128)

· There has been an emphasis on enabling activities in SIDs (over 80%), compared to other countries receiving GEF funding (p. 128). 

· In SIDs that are also LDCs, 85% of funds have gone to enabling activities (compared to 35% in countries with economies in transition (CEITs), and 45% in all other countries)

· OPS-3 has identified weaknesses in the GEF’s approach to LDCs, SIDS and CEITs,

· “The majority of GEF protects in SIDS have been enabling activities (more than 80% of single country projects), but most of these activities have not fostered tangible environmental results.  This is because enabling activities in Pacific SIDS (which represent 88% of all projects) have focused primarily on fulfilling international reporting requirements and developing action plans, without much follow-on implementation of those plans.” (p. 129)  

· focal points and country governments in SIDS and LDCs are not well informed about the GEF (how it works, how to gain access to it)  This is due largely to the GEF’s outreach strategy, which relies heavily on the Internet and the English language to disseminate information, even though the Internet is not always accessible or affordable and English is not well understood in many of these countries…. Partly because of the Internet problems, there is a preference to rely on printed materials to augment communication of GEF activities…” (p. 130) 

· LDCs, SIDS, and less developed CEITs do not have adequate capacity to meet the cofinancing requirements of larger GEF projects…Specifically, they do not have the in-country resources or the knowledge about other international donors and how to gain access to external funding options.  Stakeholders made clear during OPS3 field visits that additional  GEF support I this area would be helpful. (p. 130)

· project modalities that provide smaller levels of funding and require less reporting and administrative burdens . . . are well suited to the lower capacities of LDCs and SIDS . . . Reporting and other administrative requirements tend to consume too much of the available resources; rigid project schedules also add to project inefficiencies because specific project circumstances are not taken into account.  (p. 130)

5.3.3  Challenges and strategic tradeoffs:

· GEF communication and outreach strategy is not adequate for reaching out to focal points, NGOs and other stakeholders in LDCs and SIDS.

· How the GEF chooses to pursue (or not to pursue) an outreach strategy in these countries calls into question the very nature of the GEF…

· The same questions regarding GEF’s identity are relevant to the issue of cofinancing, a concern that LDCs and SIDS have cited during OPS3 as a major barrier in terms of accessing GEF funds.  Is the GEF’s primary concern the improvement of the global environment, or does the rule of incremental cost weigh more heavily?  Is the GEF willing to forgo the incremental costs rubric in some cases, if that is what is needed to improve the environment and mainstream environment issues in certain locations?
5.3.4   Recommendations:
· The GEF Council should continue promoting smaller-scale projects (for  example the SGP) that fit the capacities of LDCs and SIDS, as well as provide additional funds for key activities in these countries. (p.131)

· the introduction of the pilot program for the financing of smaller MSPs (up to US$250,000) is a positive step in this direction, but such modalities need to be extended to LDCs and SIDS.  Also, additional financial assistance should be provided to Pacific SIDS to implement activities developed or designed through enabling activities, as well as to all LDCs and SIDS to build government capacity and mainstream environmental issues. (p. 131) 

· The GEFSEC should assist LDCs, SIDS, and less developed CEITs in identifying external funding opportunities to better access GEF funding, reduce their co-financing requirements or both. (p. 131)  The GEF could consider reducing cofinancing requirements or allowing more in-kind contributions from those countries… (p. 131)



