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EXECUTIVBUMMARY

Background, Purpose, Objectives, Scope, and Methods

1. LDCs face severe environmental challenges exacerbated by climate change. The most
common challenges are deforestation and land degradation, biodiversity loss, and threats to
freshwater and marine environments. Wateglated challenges including water quaty,

threats to marine resources, coastal and coral reef degradation, and threats to inland water
resources are also important. LDCs that are SIDS face fughaislemsrelated to sea level

rise, waste management, and increased effects of natural disagtbmit a quarter of the
population in LDCs live on severely degraded land. Most of these residents are trying to feed
their families by cultivating land that produces far less than it onceAlldhese environmental
issues are exacerbated by climateargeas well as by noalimate challenges, including socio
economic pressures, poor poli@gndlack of enforcement of regulations

2. For more than 25 years, the GEF has provided suppaddoesy 5/ a8 Q RABSNES
environmental challenges on issues such as adaptation to climate change, unsustainable
practices in the agriculture sector, land use change and habitat restoration, overexploitation of
marine fisheries, as well as the environmentally sourahagement and disposal of many
persistent organic pollutants (POPs) and chemicals. To date, the GEF has in¢e&8édli®n
accompanied by $25.81 billion in cofinancthgough 1,435 national and regional projedts
LDCsSixtyeightpercent of this fiding came from the GEF Trust Fund, with the Least
Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) contributthgezcent of total funding.

3. DA@Sy GpKkdsity iD&@e€ssing environmental constraintsLDCshrough

increased allocationghe Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) conducted atepth review of

the LDC portfolio of projects throughstrategiccountry cluster evaluatioSCCEpproach,
olFlaSR 2y GKS O2dzy (i NheSDée@rchhg objédivés of tBealuafioiviele dza d
to (1) provide a deeper understanding of the determinants of the sustainability of the outcomes
of GEF support in the LDCs, and (2) assess the relevanperoianceof the GEF support
G286 NR [5/aQ YIAY Sy@ANRY Y Spérspedtivehi evalfattoff 3Sa T N.
assessed the relevance, performance, and sustainability of GEF interventions based on a desk
review of the GEF project portfolio in 47 LDCs from-GEFGEFS, and on 12 irdepth country

case studiesCountries for a case stydvere selected based on the aggregate and geospatial
analysis of the portfolio under review. The evaluation looked closely at the determinants of
sustainability byfocusingon projects completed between 2007 and 2014. This approach

allowed for enough timafter completionto evaluate sustainability of outcorseThe

evaluation questions were answered through a mixedthods approach using both

guantitative and qualitative analytical tools.



Main Findings and Conclusions

4.  GEF support to LDCs has increased consistently since the pilot pfiaseGEF has long
recognized the unique challenges faced by LDCs and has regularly increased its support to LDCs
since the pilot phase to more th&i.2 billionin GEF5 and GE®. Sixtyeightpercent of the

funding comes from the GEF Trust Fund, 28gercentfrom the LDCF.

5. GEF interventions are relevant to national environmental challeng@singLDCsThe
maininterventionsof GEF support are well aligned and highly relevant to national
environmental priorities facing LD@d8ost of GEF support to LDCs has focused on climate
change adaptation taddresshe effects of a changing climate thexacerbatesnost

environmental chdénges in LDCMultifocal area interventiorrs most commonly a

combinationof biodiversity, lanadlegradation,and climate change including adaptatiohave

grown to support LDCs mmntendwith tackle environmental challenges through integrated
programming Review of project documentation in the portfolio and interviews with

government officials in case study countries strongly confirmed that GEF interventions are well
FfAdYySR gAGK 3T2IFSNYYSyYylaGoskhdentaigal & yoarnef  LINRA 2 N.
visited highlighted that the GE§ an important sourcef fundingcontributing to national
sustainable developmerglanning.

6. The relevance of GEF suppdotcountry needshas not been affected by the GERshift
toward integrated programming.Since GE#E, the GEF has been moving toward more
integrated programming through multifocal projects and programmatic approaches. Although
investment in programs initially increased in GE&nd substantially decreasé&y GEFb, there

has beera shift from single focal area to multifocal interventions and an increase in the size of
programs and their respective child projects in LDCs.

7.  The expansion of GEF Agencies has led to more optiorterms of accesfor most
LDCsThe number of GEF Agées supporting LDCs has increased from 8 duringdGaR2
during GE#. For LDCs that amsoSIDS, the origindhree GEF Agencies accoedifor 82
percent of financing in GEB-compared ta92 percent in GEB, showing that the benefits of
expansion are still to be realizellost Agencies active in LDCs have a rather diversified
portfolio in terms of focal area composition, with a higher shareliohate change adaptation
projects implemented by each Agen&pountries select GEF Agenciesdabasnseveral aspects
of comparative advantag@ecludingtheir technical area of specialization, their history of
engagement with the Agency and the physical presence of the Agency in the country.

8.  The performance of LDC projedtslower than for the overall GEF portfolicAnalysis of
the most recent APR avadile data from the 2019 cohort shows that completed projects in
LDCs are ratelbwer than the overall GEF portfolio on all performance indicatbosusing on
the ratings of outcomes and the likelihood of their sustainahility percent of projects were
rated as having satisfactory outcomes, whiclkossiderablyower than the rating of 80 percent
in the overall GEF portfoli®kegarding sustainability of outcomes, 46 percent of LDC projects
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were rated in the likely range, compared to 63 percent of projecthe overall GEF portfolio.
On these dimensions, LDC projects are also rated lower than projects in the Africa and Asia
regions, where most LDCs are locatddwever, pojects in LDCs completed more recently
have higher ratings than those completed betn 2007 and 2014.

9. Climate change adaptation projects performed better than other focal area projects in
LDCsSeventynine percent of climate change adaptation projects were rated in the satisfactory
range for outcomes, and 58 percent were rated as having outcomes likely to be sustained; this
was the highest of all focal area projects. The performance of clintetegeadaptation

projects is comparable to the overall GEF portfolio on outcomes and slightly lower than the 63
percent on sustainability. Most of the funding for climate change adaptation interventions is
from the LDCF, with small amounts from the SC@Rfa GEF Trust Fund Strategic Priority for
Adaptation.

10. Demonstrating sustainability takes timéelhis evaluation found thahost projects tend

to maintain or show higher observed sustainability of outcomes at postcompletion than at the
time of the termind evaluation Thisconfirms similar findings of the APR 2017 and the recently
completed SIDS SCTEesemprovements in sustainability are mainly attributed to the quality
of project design as well as to positive changes in the context taking place pgséton.

11. Financial sustainability is a challenge in most LDQGkthe four dimensions of
sustainabilityfinancial sustainability is rated the lowest in LDBsregion, financial

sustainability varies widely, with 54 percent of LDC projects rated ag ifkedrms of financial
sustainability in Africa compared to 84 percent in Asia; the range reflects the heterogeneity
among LDCs. Limited postcompletion financing is a key corg&ated hindering factor in most

of the country case studies conducted by tthree SCCEs. This finding points to the importance
of elaborating financial arrangements in the project design that can continue after project
completion to deliver benefits over time.

12. Profitableincomegenerating activities play a vital role in the sushability of outcomes

in LDCsThe review of terminal evaluations and postcompletion site visits by country case
studies found that many GEF interventions include inc@yaeerating activities to link local
community benefits to improved environmental magement. This approach has been found to
lead to tangible outcomes in LDCs, but it is not guaranteed to be a success. Community
livelihood interventions in LDCs are more likely to succeed if the proposed activifiactan
alternative livelihood, is wetlesigned, has a positive environmenrsalcioeconomic nexus, and
meets the needs of beneficiaries. Interventions are more likely to be sustainable if they are
market oriented and are integrated in development plans and budget.

13. The inclusion of gender comgerations in GEF interventions has increased in LOGs.
evaluation found a progressive increase in the number of projects completing gender analysis,
including gender mainstreaming plans, and incorporating gender in results framework from
GEH to GEFb. Gender consiérations in LDCs are taken into accodating project

vii



implementation even when not addressed at the design stage. Taking gender into consideration
Ad Fftaz2 AYLRNIIYyG F2N GKS adzadlrAylroAtAae 27
empowerment.

14. Climate resilience is addressed inmhte change adaptation projects, but rarely in

other focal area projectsPromoting climate resilience is a key aspect in LDCs as demonstrated
by the large number of adaptation interventions and the considerable amount of LDCF/SCCF
funding in LDC&Vhileall climate change adaptation projects financed by the LDCF/SCCF and
the GEF Trust Fur&trategic Priority for Adaptatiomcluded resilience considerations, only 37
percent ofother focal aregrojects showed some evidencedimateresilience consideratits.

15. Fragility has affected the timely delivery of GEF suppastwell asoutcomesand

sustainability of GEF support in LD@erall, outcome and sustainability ratings shiower

ratings forprojectsimplementedin fragile countries in LDCs and thosetthare not. As

observed in country visits by the African Biomes and SIDS SCCEs in Comoros, Guinea, Guinea
Bissau, Kiribati, and Mali, country insecurity and the emergence of fragile situations can
substantiallydelay implementation and outcomes.

Recommendations

16. Continue to strengthen project design to improve sustainability of outcom&sough
performance of projects completed more recently has improved, the GEF Secretariat and GEF

|l 3SYOASa aK2dzZ R GF1S Ayid2 Rdascaibgfitcdl coStesdini A 2 v
developing projects and programs for LDCs. While demonstrating sustainability takes time, a
well-designed project should include measures and activities that will supporterms of

both financial and institutional standpointscontinued delivery of outcomes beyond the life of

the project. Particular emphasis should be on elaborating financial arrangements at the project
design stage, that can continue after project completion to deliver benefits over time. Special
attention onfinancial sustainability should be given to projects and programs in African LDCs.

17. Derive greater benefits from the expanded GEF partnership for LDCs that are also SIDS.
In line with the SIDS SCCE recommendadf; Agencies of the filmhd secondexpangon

should strengthen dialogue with governments and key stakeholders in LDCs that are SIDS based

on their thematic and regionalompetencies

18. Strengthen climate resilience considerations in all projecghile resilience is addressed

in climate change adaation projects, the GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies should strengthen
climate resilience considerations in other focal area interventions. Addressing climate resilience
in project design will increase the likelihood of the sustainability of the GEFoportf
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1.INTRODUCTION
1.1  Evaluation Background, Purpose, Objectives, Scope, and Methods

1.  The Global Environment Facility (GEF) was established tatieipss global
environmental concerns related to biodiversity loss, climate change, land degradation,
international waters, and chemical pollutioA priority of the GEF is supportitepstdeveloped
countries (LDCsWhichare characterized by higbvels of poverty, serious environmental
degradation, and low human and institutional capacitiés a groupLDCsre the most
vulnerable countries the GEF supports.

2. For more than 25 years, the GEF pesvided support teaddress.DC® RA GSNA S
environmenal challenges omssuessuch asadaptation to climate change, unsustainable
practices in the agriculture sector, land use change and habitat restoration, overexploitation of
marine fisheries, as well as the environmentally sound management and disposahpf
persistent organic pollutant?OP¥and chemicalsTo date the GEF has investedt®8billion
accompanied by $25.81 billion in cofinancind-DC3 Sixtyeightpercent of this funding came
from the GEF Trust Fund, wittie Least Developed Countries Fund (L2G/Yyibuting29

percent of total fundingless thanl percent came fronthe Special Climate Changeriéu

(SCOF

3. A main conclusion of the Comprehensivelgaton of the GEF (OPS@as thatalthough

the GEF delivs overall good project performancékely sustainability of outcomes remains the
greatest challengéGEF IEO 2017 o further explore issues of sustainabilitye GEF IEO

launched gategiccountry clusterevaluations (SCCHbat focus on common themes a@®e

clusters of countries involving a critical mass of projects and experience with GEF programming.
DA @Sy (pkidsity iD 8dGré€ssing environmental constraimtsLDCshroughincreasd
allocations the Independent Evaluation OfficéHQ conduced an indepth review of the LDC
LR2NIF2fA2 2F LINRP2SOGa GKNRAZAK | O2dzyd NB Of dza i
common LDC statu$he LDC SCCE cowubescurrent47 LDCs located in Africa, Asia, and Latin
America and the Caribbeabased on the UN definitiofannex 1) The evaluatiordoes not

include any LDCs that have graduatédesustainabilityanalysis is based adheD 9 C Q a
investmentin LDCsince GER: a total of $3.18 billion Most ofthis fundingwasfrom the GEF
TrustFund while 37 percentwas from the LDCF

4. The LDC SCCE assessed the environmental outcomes of GEF interventions and the long
term sustainability of those outcomes. Specifically, the evaluation conducteddepim

analysis of the projeetand contextrelated factors contributing to or hindering outcome
sustainability. A focus of the evaluation was on the nexus between national environment and
socioeconomic development priorities as determinants of the observed sustainability in the

1Funding figures are as of December 30, 2019, and excdlnaéocated parent program financing, funding for dpeg and
canceled projects, and Agency fees. Talspdo include project preparation grants.

1


https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/files/ops6-report_1.pdf

countries five years posompletion. The evaluation also assessed gender considerations,
climate resilience, fragiy, and the private sectaasis crossutting issues affecting GEF support.

5.  The overarching objectives of the LDC SCCEtwé€igassess the relevance and
performance2 ¥ G KS D9C &dzlJIR2 NI G261 NR [5/34Q YIAY
O 2 dzy i NA S & Qand (Bpkukide)d Geéperdi&derstanding of the determinants of the
sustainability of the outcomes of GEF support in the LDsse objectives were translated into
five key evaluation questions, three of which address the ecossng issuesof gender,

resilience and fragility. A detailed description of the evaluation design is provided in the LDC
SCCEpproachpaper(GEF IEO 204B The five key questiorisllow:

(@) To what extent has GEF support been relevant to the main environmental challenges
LDCs face, and are there any gaps?

(b) What are the key factors influencing sustainability of outcomes in LDCs?

(c) Inwhat way, if any, does the environment arat®economic devalpmentg
livelihoods nexus help explain the sustainability of outcomes in LDCs?

(d) To what extent have gender and resilience been taken into consideration in GEF
programming in LDCs?

(e) To what extent has GEF support performed in fragile contexts in, BB€sowhave
the results achieved by completed GEF projects and programs been affected in
situations that have become fragile?

6. The evaluatiorwas conductedisinga mixedmethods approach encompassing both
guantitative and qualitative sources of data, informati@md analytical tools. The analysis
involved an extensive desk study of project and program documesitgy a project review
templateand an aggregate portfolio reviewhe review template and a complete list of
projects reviewedare available on the GEFJRvebsite? The deslstudyaimed at identifying
trends as well as cases of positive, negatarel no change. In additiothe evaluation
conducted four country case studigsBhutan, Cambodia, Mozambique, and Tanzartase
countries wereselected based on the results of the aggregate desk study and portfolio trend
analyses, following a rigorously structured selection proc€ss+(IEO 20tPanduseda
standardized country study approadBEF IEO 201RMAbout sixprojects per country were
reviewed in the four country case studies for a total of 25 projects, 12 of which were field
verified. Projectsreviewedin the four case study countriegelisted inannex 2. Geospatial
analysis was conductddr four of the projects verified durinthe case study visits. The

2 All documents related to the LDC SCCE are available on the LDC SCCE page of the GEF IEO website:
https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/leastievelopedcountriesldc-strategiccountry-clusterevaluationscce



https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/documents/files/LDCs%20SCCE%20-%20Final%20approach%20paper%20September.pdf
https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/documents/files/scce-ldc-2018-case-study-countries.pdf
https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/documents/files/scce-ldc-2018-case-study-guidance.pdf
https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/least-developed-countries-ldc-strategic-country-cluster-evaluation-scce

purpose of field verifications was to identify and understand the determinants of the observed
positive or negativehangeof outcomes postcompletion

7.  For most evaluation components, the LDC S€@&red the period from GEF(starting

in 2006) to GEB. Thigelevancecohort comprises 833 national and regional interventiohs
which 529were reviewedusingthe portfolio template The sustainability analysis focused on
national and regional interventions completed between 2007 and 2014. This approach provided
enough time after completion to allow observation of letggm sustainability of project
outcomes. Thisustainabilitycohat is composed of 173 interventions, of which 123 were
analyzed using a detailed project review templdtetotal, 621 projectgof which 31 belonging

to both cohort9 were reviewed using the project review templatéor both cohortsthe overall
portfolio was updatedfter the completion of the project template revietw capture the latest
data available in the portaln addition,the evaluation team malyzedterminal evaluation

ratings from the most recent IEO Annual Performance Report (APR) 2019 dd@blab€s and
non-LDC®n the cohort composed of projects completed between @Eé& GEF6 (i.e., the
relevance cohort) and projects completed between 206d 2014 (i.e., the sustainability

cohort). Triangulation of the qualitative as well as quantitative data and information collected
was conducted athe completion of the data analysis and gathering phase to determine trends
and to identify the main finding) lessons, and conclusions.

8.  The portfolio of the LDC SCCE included enabling actifriiése relevance cohort only)
full- and mediumsize projects, as well as programs in the 47 LB@sll Grants Programme
(SGP) interventions LDCsvere also reviewe on an opportunistic basis in country case
studies.Global initiativesand those regional interventions that are set up as umbrella
arrangements for administrative convenienseich agthe GEF Biosafety Program (GEF ID
3654),were excluded from the evaluation scop@&he analysis covered all GEF focal areas,
althoughit primarily centeredon climate change adaptaticemd multifocal interventions
composed of biodiversity, climate changéaptation and mitigation, and land degradation.
Other areas covered were land degradation, international waters, climate change mitigation
and POPandchemicalsand waste

9. Inline with 1B practice,stakeholder engagement argliality assurance measuresre
establishedor this evaluation. A reference group, composed of representatives from the GEF
Secretariatthe GEF Agencies, and tldEFScientific and Technical Advisory PaiSIAP)

provided feedback and comments on the approach pafdtK IEO 20a8 the preliminary
findings, and the draft evaluation repoithe Director of the Evaluation Office of tbaited
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) served as an external peer reviewer.

10. The LDC SCCE encountdred limitationsin the course of the evaluatiornfl) the
unreliability of the GEF Project Management Information SygemiSYata on projects and

3The excluded interventiorsccount for $522 million, or 15 percent of all financing to LDCs betwee GadF GE®B.


https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/documents/files/LDCs%20SCCE%20-%20Final%20approach%20paper%20September.pdf

programs, especially on status; a(®) the limited number of field visitsonducted(only 4 of 47
countries were visited). The first limitation, common to several GEF IEO evaluations, was
mitigated by crosgshecking the®MISportfolio information withGEF Agenayanagement
information systems before undertaking any analy$s ensure that the evaluation used the
most recent project and financial informatipthe PMISdata were further crossreferenced and
updated with the nev GEF portal data management systtrat has replaced the PMI$he
second limitation was addressed by conducting field missions to countries jointly with those
conducted in parallelith SCCEsas well as other evaluations conductedtheg IEO, to increas
field coverageNotably, he LDC SCCE was conducted in parallel with two other SCCEs: one
covering two Sutsharan African biomes, the Sahel and the St@ameasavanna, ana

second coveringhe other small island developing states (SIDS). The AfricameB SCCE is
being submitted to theSERCouncil at this June 2020 sessitre SIDS SCCE was presented in
December 2019. The thremsaluationsused a similar approach and methodology and were
harmonized in terms of key questions, portfolio review, andntoustudy approachThese
SCCHsave eacltonducted country case studiesfour LDCs Guinea, Mali, Mauritania, and
Uganda, and the SIDS Comoros, Guinea Bissau, KaifhiVanuatu that the LDC SCCE has
drawn on for evaluative evidence. Hence, in total for all SCCEs, 72 pinjeEt€svere

reviewed of which 3 were field verified (anneg).

1.2 ThelLDQontext

11. LDCs are lovincome countries confronting severe structural impedimemtsustainable
development. These countries have low levels of human assets and are highly vulnerable to
economic and environmental shocks. The United Nations (UN) General Assembly created the
LDC category in 1971. The number of countries classified ahbBD@&reased over timieom

25 to 47, with only 5 countries having graduate@f the47 countries on the list of LDCZare

also SIDMore than twothirds ofall LDCs are in St®aharan Africa (33), while the remaining
countries are in Asia arttle Pacific (13), and Latin America and the CaribbearsééMap 1
andannexl).

4 The following countries have graduated: Botswana (1974), Capo Verde (2007), Maldives (2011), Samoa (2014), and Equatorial
Guinea (2017)JECD 2096


https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/Taking-stock-of-aid-to-least-developed-countries.pdf

Map 1: Map of the Least Developédtiountries
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12. The UNestablished criteridor LDC classification in 1991 thatMedeenadjusted over

time (UN DES)ACurrently the UNises three criteria to clasgit DCs: low per capita gross
national incomgGNI)° low level of socioeconomic development, and high structural
vulnerability to exogenous economic and environmental shocks. LDCs represent the poorest
and weakest segment of the international communinjth a per capitaGNI of $1,02%5.Somel
billion people live in LD 36 percent of the population lives on less than . per day(UN-
OHRLL2019.

13. Most LDCs areharacterzed bya low level of scioeconomic development. They have
weak human and institutional capacities, low and unequally disteitd income, gender
inequality, and scaredomestic financial resources. LDCs often suffer from governance crisis,
political instability and, in some cases, internal and external conflicts. Their largely agrarian
economies are affected by a vicious cyaiéow productivity and low investment.

14. LDCsely on the export offew primary commodities agmajor source of earningshis
makes them highly vulnerable to external teroistrade shocks. Only a handfofl LDCéas

been able to diversify into the mafacturing sector, though with a limited range of products in
labor-intensive industries, such as textiles and clothing.

15. The eavironmental shocks LDCs face include natural disasters, weather shatki® not
favoragriculture production, and permanent stks caused by climate chang®Csre least

5GNl is equal to gross domestic product (GDP) less primary incomes payable to nonresident units plus primary incomes
received from nonresiddrunits.

6 This is a threg/ear average; sekttps://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/leastievelopedcountry-category/lde
criteria.html



https://unctad.org/en/Pages/ALDC/Least%20Developed%20Countries/LDC-Map.aspx
https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category/creation-of-the-ldc-category-and-timeline-of-changes-to-ldc-membership-and-criteria.html
http://unohrlls.org/custom-content/uploads/2019/05/2019-Fact-Sheet_LDCs.pdf
http://unohrlls.org/custom-content/uploads/2019/05/2019-Fact-Sheet_LDCs.pdf
https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category/ldc-criteria.html
https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category/ldc-criteria.html

able to recover from climate stressemd their economic growth is highly dependent on
climate-sensitive sector€&Environmental shocks potentially affect economic activity,

consumption, employmenthe well-being of the population, and the natural resource base of
economic and social development. Moreover, these shocks are exogenous from the perspective
of LDCs the frequency and magnitude of environmental shocks, such as climate change, are to
some extent dependent on policy choices made at the international |&@h(nittee for
Development Policy 2@).

16. Despite thér similarities LDCs ara diverse group of countriesarying widelyin their
geography, historyandchallengesThey comprise a range of small to large counti#bS
landlocked countriesand countries suffering frondragility, conflict, anébr violence(FCV).
Economically, LDCs growth performance varies widely. LDCs as a group are growing at an
average annual rate of 4.6 percemthile some of the larger LDCs are experiencing a growth
rate of 7 percent and a number of LDCs are experiencing a contrgcid@ TAD 2039

LDCs and the UN System

17. The LDC categowas recommended at the first UN Conference on Trade and
Development in 1964, and a proposal was adopted at the second conference in 1968. The UN
established the LDC category in 1971 with a view to afimgspecial international support for

the most vulneable and disadvantaged members of the UN system.

18. Since 198]1the UNsystem has held several conferences to generate international

attention and action to reverse the continuing deterioration of tleei®economic condition of

LDCs. In 2011he Fourth Urted Nations Conference on LDCs adopted the Istanbul Declaration
and the Istanbul Programme of Action for the decade 2@D1 Theprogram of actiortakes the

form of a mutually agreed compact between LDCs and their development partners and contains
eight priority areas of action, each supported by concrete deliverables and commitments. These
priorities include productive capacitggriculture, food security and rural developmetrade;
commodities human and social developmemhultiple crises anadther emerging challenges
mobilizing financial resources for development and capamityding andgoodgovernance at

all levels. Thaction programemphasizes equity at all levels through empowering the poor and
marginalized, and ensuring social jusfidemocracygender equalityand sustained, inclusiye

and equitable economic growth and sustainable development.

19. LDCs have exclusive access to certdernational support measuresspecially in the
areas of development assistance and trade. A smallbarrof trust funds from international
organizations have been created for technical assistance specifically forThB@EF has put
anemphasis on supporting LD®@gh regard to the environmentlo this endthe GEF manages
the LDCF to address the spéciaeds of the LDCs, which are especially vulnerable to the
adverse impacts of climate change.

20. In line with the UN systerof classification @ountry has access to special support until it
graduates from LDC status. To be recommended for graduatioaurry is required to meet


https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wp-content/uploads/sites/45/2018CDPhandbook.pdf
https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wp-content/uploads/sites/45/2018CDPhandbook.pdf
https://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/ldcr2019_en.pdf

thresholds for at least two of the three LDC criteria at two consecutive triennial reviews. In
2018, the Committee for Development Policy recommended Bhigan, Tomé and Principe
andthe Solomon Islands for graduation. The comeettwill consider Bangladesh, LRDR and
Myanmar for graduation in 2021.anuatuis sheduled for graduation in 2020 and Angola in
2021.

EnvironmentalChallenges
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common are deforestatioandland degradatiorand biodiversity lossWater-related

challenges including water quality and quantitiyreats to marine resources, and coastal and

coral reef degradation aralsoimportant (Figurel). LDCghat are SID8&urther face problems

related toclimate change andea level rise, waste managemeand increased effects from

natural disastersi-orests are critical to the developmeand welfare of LDCalthough ates of
deforestation vary greatly across LDCs. For exampBhutan and the Democratic Republic of

Congo, historical rates of deforestation are very;JawLao PDR anfianzania, deforestation is

more than twice the globaaverage Parker et al2013). About a quarter of the population in

LDCs liveon severely degraded land. Mosttbiese residentsre trying to feed theifamilies
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biodiversity hotspotswhich are threatened by loss of habitat. All these environmental issues

are exacerbated by climate changs well ady nonclimae challengesincluding socio

economic pressures, poor policy, lack of enforcement of regulations

1.3 International Environmental Conventions

22. LDCs are parties to several international and regional environmental agreements. All LDCs
have become parties tthe main conventiors that is, the United Nations Framework

Convention on Climate Change (with the except of South Sudan), the Convention on Biological
Diversity, and the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification. Most LDCs are also
party to the $ockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants (43 LDCs), the Rotterdam
Convention on the Prior Informed Consent Procedure for Certain Hazardous Chemicals and
Pesticides in International Trade (39 LDCs), and the Basel Convention on the Control of
Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal (42 LDCs). Only 28 LDCs
have ratified the recently established Minamata Convention on Mercury.

23. Some LDCs have joined other regional environmental agreements, such as the Permanent
Inter-State Comnttee for Drought Control in the Sahel; the Abidjan Convention for the

Cooperation in the Protection, Management and Development of the Marine and Coastal
Environment of the Atlantic Coast of the West, Central and Southern Africa Region; the Nairobi
Convernion of the Protection, Management and Development of the Marine and Coastal

Environment of the Eastern African Region; and the South Pacific Tuna Treaty. A full overview
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https://climatefocus.com/sites/default/files/updated-redd-ldc-paper_final.pdf

Figurel: Main environmental challenges in LDCs
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SourcesUN-OHRLLSmall Island Developing States in NumpeiSlimate Change Editip2015 UNEP, Pacific Islands
Environmental Outlook, 1999; UNEP, Latin America and the Caribbean: AtlasGifamging Environment, 2010; UNEP,
Africa: Atlas of our Changiitmvironment, 2008; UNEP, Arab Region Atlas of our Changing Environment, 2013; World
Bank, Maldives: Identifying opportunities and constraints to ending poverty and promoting shared prosp@tiy

World Bank, TimakLeste: Country Environmental Analysis, 2009; Vanuatu National Environment Policy and
Implementation Plan 2038030; UNDP, Myanmar Annual Report, 2016; World Bank, Nepal Country Environmental
Analysis, 2008; World Bank, Banglad®&sdre and better jobs to accelerate shared growth and end extreme poverty,
2015; World Bank, AfghanistaBystematic Country Diagnostic, 2016; World Bank, Kingdom of Bo@Gasen Growth
Opportunities for Bhutan, 2014; World Bank, Lao Pe@idemocratic RepublicSystematic Country Diagnostic, 2017;
World Bank, Cambodia Environment Monitor, 2008.

Notes Countries in @ed box are covered by the SIDS SCCE. Countries in a black box are covered by the African biomes
SCCE. Guindgissau is coveredy both SIDS SCCE and African Biomes SCCE; to avoid repetition in the figure Guinea
Bissau was only listed once under SIDS SCCE.



http://unohrlls.org/sids-in-numbers-climate-change-edition-2015/

2. GEFENGAGEMENIN LEASTDEVELOPEGOUNTRIES

25. Thischapterpresents an overview of GEF support to LDCs anddah®position ofthe LDC
portfolio overthe GEF replenishment periods alsoassessethe relevance of GEF support to
the national environmental and sustainable development priorities of the countries.

2.1 Portfolio

Funding

26. GEF support td. DCsncreasedcontinuouslyfrom its pilot phase,exceeding$l.2 billion

in GEF5 andGEF6. Increase in the aggregateEF6 floor for LDCef System for Transparent
Allocation of ResourcdSTAIRallocationscontributed to this increas€GEF IEO 20bg Sixty
eightpercent of the fundingomes from the GEF Trust Fuiiglre2). This includes STAR
allocations a special window for SIDS and LDCs under the chemicals and waste fo¢@lEfea
6 and 7) funds available under the international waters focal area, resources viartiad
Grants Programmeand support for fulfilling convention obligatiari3uring the shortfalin
replenishment due to currency fluctuatioms GEF6, an effort was made to ense that LDCs
were sufficiently fundedndas a resultcountry allocationgor LDCs and SIb&re unaffected
(GEF IEQ01&). In GEF6 the share from the LDCWhichhad grown substantigt in GEF,
decreased due to a decline in resources available througlfuthé LDCFHs replenished through
voluntary contributionsand pledges had declineth GEF, programming is still ongoingut
continued support to LDCs is strong acmmmitment to datehas reache®295.8 million.
Overall, since its pilot phasthe GEF has invested $4.68 billion in grants accompanied by
$25.81 billion in cofinancing through 1,435 national and regional projects in LDCs. The 47 LDCs
also participate ir83 global projects and 14 global programs totaling $1.04 bjlaotongthese
is the Small Grants Programnfer which atotal of $99.6 million has been provided in GEF
and GE.

Figure2: LDC funding by trust furtly GEFeplenishment period (million $)
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GEF -5 mCBIT
GEF -4 GET
GEF -3 LDCF
GEF -2 MTE
GEF-1 NPIF
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SCCF
$0 $500 $1,000 $1,500

Millions

*GEF7 programming is still underway
Note: Amounts do not include global interventions and unallocated parent program financing.


https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/files/star-2017_0.pdf
https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/files/star-2017_0.pdf

27. The focus of focal area allocatioms LDCsas shifted from biodiversity to climate
change adaptionin the pilot phase to GEFbiodiversity interventions were the laggt share
of the GEF portfolio followed bgternational watergFigure3). In GER the portfolio became
more diversified with biodiversity accounting for 21 percent of project financing, climate
change adaptation accounting for 20 percent and land degradation 16 pedenate change
adaptationinterventionswere by far thelargestshare of the GEF portfolia GEF5 and GE#B,
followed by multifocal are@rojects Multifocal area projects amount to 19 percent of project
financing The most commorctombinationof multifocal interventions in LD@sbiodiversity,
land degradabn, and climate changancluding adaptation, accounting f@d percent of total
multifocal area supporto LDCs

Figure3: Focal area grants invested BEF replenishment period LDCs
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Note: Amounts do not include global interventions and unallocated parent program financing.

28. Overal| between GER and GEfB, the GEF has invest&3.18billion in grants
accompanied by 38.97 billion in cofinanigthrough833national and regionahterventions in
the form ofenabling activitiesand medium andfull-size projectsn LDCg¢Tablel). Regional
and globalnterventions may include nehDC countriesTwenty-one percent of these
interventions are part of 21 programmatic approacties., projects designed to contribute to
the overall program objectivelsEFrivestments in LDCs were als@adethrough 57 global
interventions

Tablel: GEF support by geographic scope and support modality

Intervention Enablingactivities M%‘::;gtss € Fullsize projects Total
Scope Million $ No. Million $ No. Million $ No. Million $ No.
Country 30.6 120 146.9 132 | 2,243.0 | 437 2,420.4 689
Regional 12.3 12 36.1 32 792.7 100 841.1 144
Global 30.8 9 33.3 22 346.4 26 410.5 57

Note: Totals include $ 169.67 million unallocated financing remaining in parent programs
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Modality

29. GEF supporto LDCsvas deliveredpredominantly through full-size projectsgeither as
stand-aloneinitiatives or aspart of a program’ Fultsize projects have been by far the most
used support modality in LDCs during the last three @gIEnishment periods. Itild projects
under programmatic approachescountfor 21 percentof GEF financing inDCg

30. Table2). Most child projectsare fultsizeinterventions further augmentingthe number of
full-size projectsn LDCs

Table2: GEF interventions by support modality

Modality Number ofprojects G'\I/? im:)?i';g
Parentprogram 21 83.11*
Childproject 183 688.97
Enablingactivity 111 42.55
Fultsizeproject 413 2,298.36
Medium-size project 126 148.54

Total 833 3,178.41*

Notes *Total unallocated financing* This tal excludes the 21 parent programs

31. Investment inprogramsincreased in GEE but decreasedy GEF6. TheGEF formally
introducedthe programsupport modalityduring GEH, in June 2008. At that time, programs
constituted approximately9 percent of total programming ihDCs&nd40 percent in LDCs that
are also SID%unding for programs decreased substantially afterward&ggoercent in GEB
andincreased td®20 percent in GEB. In LDCs that are also SIDS therdase wago 25 percent
in GEF5 and9 percent in GE®B. The shift from programmin LDC®bserved between GEFand
GEF6 occurred while the GEF movprbgressivelyoward integrated programmingrable3).
Examples gprogramsin whichLDCs have participated are the 2008 Strategic Investment
Programfor sustainable land managemeintSubSaharamfrica(GEF IR757) the 2011Great
Green Wall Initiativén the Sahe(GEF ID 4511the LDC and SIDS Targeted Portfolio Approach
for Capacity Development and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Managé@ieRtiD 244])
andr for afew SID$ the 2013Ridge to Reah the PacifiGEF ID 5395)

Table3: Programmatiandnonprogrammatic support in LDCs fgplenishment period

Replenishment Support through programs Nonprogram support Total*
period Pr"(@r]]r)ams Pm?ehc"t:(n) $ million) ﬁ:ij”e‘ﬂg(?]‘; $ million) Pr‘(’rjsds (& million)*
GEH 7 98 298.28 118 316.04 216 614.32
GEF5 10 55 218.08 292 1,170.80 347 1,388.88
GEF6 4 30 255.72 240 1,002.60 270 1,258.33
Total 21 183 772.08 650 2,489.44 833 3,261.52

7 A program is a coherent set of interventions designed to attain specific global, regional, country, or sector objectives; it
consists a variable number of child projects.
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*Including unallocated paremtrogram financing.

32. Programs and their respective child projects are becoming larger in size tlagick isa
move from single focal aremterventionstoward multifocal interventions.These trendshow
a change in the way programs are designed and impleatkifihe size ofluld projecs
increasedrom an average of $8 million in GER to $6.4 million in GE#6. The introductiorin
GEF®6 of the Integrated Approach Pilotgn which severalL DCarticipate, contributed to this
development. The STA#Rocation committed by countries for participating in the Integrated
Approach Pilots is matched with a oteeone dollar incentive from focal area saside funding
(GEF 2018

33. Projects under implementation represent 4gercent of GEF suppon terms of funding
and number of projectsn LDCsThe majority of these arprojectsapproved inGEF5. Most of
the projects completed in the last three replenishment periadse approvedn GEF4, while
most of GE# interventions havéeen endorsed but havget to start implementationTable
4). A substantial number of GEFnterventions 48 projectsare pending approval36 of these
projects are financed by LD@6&taling $241.7 million

Table4: Project status b¥sEF replenishment periad LDCs

Status _ GEH _ GER . .GEFG _ Total

Million $ No. Million $ No. Million $ No. Million $ No.

Pendingapproval - 1 20.72 6 303.20 48 323.92 55
PIF/PPGpproval orclearance - 0 0.98 1 3.32 3 4.29 4
Councilapproved 0.40 3 31.00 23 193.33 40 224.73 66
CEQapproved/endorsed 3.50 1 183.33 27 453.48 102 | 640.31 | 130
Under Implementation 191.48 65 1,073.40| 252 241.24 76 | 1,506.13 | 393
Completedtlosed 415.27 146 62.77 38 1.00 1 479.03 | 185
Total | 610.65 216 | 1,372.19| 347 1,195.57 | 270 | 3,178.41 | 833

Notes: CEO=Chief Executive Officer. PIF=project identification form. PPG=project preparation grant.
Total amounts ecluce unallocated parent program financing

Agencies

34. The number ofGEF Agencies provith support to LDC#creasedirom GEF4 onwards
OPS@ound thatthe expansion of the GEF partnership to 18 Agencies increased GEF relevance
in countriesby offeringgreater choice and focal area coveraghisfindingalso applies to

LDCsThe number of GEF Agencies supporting LDCs has increaseiduvimg GEH to 12

during GE#6. Howeverthe United Nations Development Programni¢éNDP, UNEPand the

World Bank the three original GEF Agencedivesince the pilot phase implementedthe

largest share of GEF gramd.DCsBetween GER and GE®B, theseAgenciesmplemened 69
percentof projects correspondng to 72 percentof GEF granté
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35.

Table5), in LDCs
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Table5: Amount of GEF projects and grant by GEF AgentypCs

GEH GER GEF6 Total

Agency Million $ No. Million $ No. Million $ No. Million $ No.
ADB 214 3 22.2 7 11.6 3 55.2 13
AfDB 7.5 2 132.5 22 79.0 14 219.0 38

BOAD 0 0 0 0 18.9 2 18.9 2
Cl 0 0 1.0 1 28.6 9 29.6 10
FAO 35.0 7 141.1 33 113.7 22 289.9 62
GEFSEC* 0 0 1.0 25 0 0 1.0 25

IDB 3.6 1 0 0 1.8 1 55 2
IFAD 29.0 9 42.9 7 41.7 6 113.6 22
IUCN 0 0 6.6 1 375 10 44.1 11
UNDP 242.7 85 568.8 124 490.3 103 1,301.9 312
UNEP 104.2 53 202.1 57 177.9 60 484.2 170
UNIDO 23.0 16 48.4 42 28.6 20 99.9 78
World Bank 144.2 40 204.7 27 152.6 18 501.5 85

WWFUS 0 0 0.9 1 13.3 2 14.2 3
Total 610.6 216 1,372.2 347 1,195.6 270 3,178.4 833

Note: ADB=Asian Development Ba#DB=African Development Bank. BOAD=West African Development Bank.
Cl=Conservation International. FAO=Food and Agriculture OrganiZz&xinter-American Development Bank.
IFAD=International Fund for Agricultural Developm&dCN=International Union for Conservation of Nature. UNIDO=United
Nations Industrial Development OrganizatiddWFUSWorld Wildlife Fund.

*The GEF Secretariat directly implemented the National Portfolio Formulation Exercises (NPFE) conduct&d in GEF

36. Theshareof funding in LDCs dfie three original Agenciediminished as ew Agencies
joined theGEF partnershifrom GEF onwardsstaringwith the first expansion to seven more
GEF Agencie3his trend continued witthe second expansioinom 10to 18 accredited GEF
Agencies in GEb-(Figured). LDCs that are SIDS followed a different trargkrethe share of
financing by the original GEF Agenceas92 percent in GEB. By GE, the share offinancing

by the original GEF AgenciesLDCs that are SIB@s still at 82 percent compared to 69
percent for all LDC3he percentage of the second expansion of Agencies is simi&D%t 9
percent compared to 8 percent for all LD€Isowing that Agencies of the first expansion have
not yet become active in these SIB&houghGEF/ isnot yet fullyprogrammedthere isa

further diversification of GEF Agenciggh the financingshare ofthe original GEF Agencies
fallingto 52 percent This could be partly explained by a more specific and diversified demand
for technical services by recipient countries aswellasByttD9 cCQa &a i NJ} §S3IA O
focal area support toward multisectoral integrated programming through large impact
programs.
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Figure4: Share of GEgrant by GEF Agenty GEF replenishmeint LDCs
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37. GEF Agencieactivein LDCsre diversified across focal arealslost GEF Agenciexctive
in LDCsave a rather diversified portfolio in terms of focal area composjteith a higher
share ofclimate changadaptationprojects implemented by eachgency except forthe
United Nations Industrial Development OrganizatiogiN(DQ and the World BankFigure5).
Most GEF Agencies have a high percentage of multifocal projects, with the exceptibrhDuD)
whichhas aportfolio composed of POPs, chemicals and waste, and climate cinaitigation
projects, anddoes not have any multifocal interventions in it®Qoortfolio.

Figure5: GERunding inAgency portfolio by focal area LDCs
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Note: Thelnter-American Development Bankiternational Union foicConservation of Natur@Vest AfricarDevelopment Bank
andWorld Wildlife Fundare omitted due to the low number of projects

38. Countries select GEF Agencies basedeveral aspects afomparative advantage

From a detailed review of projedbcumentsit clearly emerged that the comparative

advantage of a GEF Agency includes (1) the history of engagement between the GEF Agency

YR GKS O2dzyiNEBE Ay KAOK GKS LINB2SOUG Aa AYLXI S
technical expertise, vide policy support, and strengthen national capacity; and (3) the
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implemented in the same country or region.

39. Interviews with national stakeholders conducted during doycase studies confirmed

the above finding. Government officials indicated that the expansiagheGEF Agencies has
AYONBIAaSR (KS NBfSGFyOS 2F D9C adzZLJBR2 NI G2 [5/
enabled them to work with a range of partndsased on their comparative and competitive

advantage. For exampl@anzanilONBRA G & ! b5t Qa GSOKyA Ol t SELISNI
the Uluguru and Amani Nature Forest Resemeder the Conservation and Management of

Eastern Arc Mountain Forests proj¢GEF ID 1170%everal officials expressed an interiest

workingwith the World Wildlife Fundased on its expertisi conservation and environmental
socioeconomic issues. énrecent prioritysetting exercisgthe World Wildlife Fundhas been

selected as the GEF Agency for a project underiGBRother example iBhutan where the

government appreciates the opportunity to select among GEF Agencies based on comparative
advantage, although Agencies physically present in Thimphu are often given preference. These
include original GEF Agencies UNDP #redWorld Bark, as well ashe World Wildlife Fund

from the second expansion.

Focal Areas

40. Climate change adaptatioaccounsfor 37 percent ofGERundingto LDCsClimate
change adaptation and multifocal support make up the majority of the &lBFSEF6 portfolio

in terms of both number of projects arfdnding Figure6 andFigure7). For LDCs that are SIDS,
climate change adaptation accounts for 34 percehGEF supporfollowed by international
waters at 23 percent and multifocplojectsat 22 percentFunding for climate change
adaptation comeslmostexclusively from the LDCF (98 percent of to@lpng with theSCCF
and the GEF Trust Fund Strategjitority for Adaptatiorf while most of the funding for
multifocal interventions originates from the GEF Trust Fund.

8 As a precursor to operationalizing the SCCF and the LDCF, the GEF was maffidatecktpilot projects that would

demonstrate the practical and successful use of adaptation planning and assessment. To this end, the GEF established the
Strategic Priority for Adaptation in 2003, dedicating $50 million under its trust fund to finamtepd demonstration projects
aimed at helping countries reduce vulnerability and increase adaptive capacity to the adverse effects of climate change in an
or a combination of the GEF focal areas.
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Figure6: Projects by focal areia LDCs Figure7: GEF fundindpy focal arean LDCs
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41. The share of multifocal projects increasingn LDCsThe $are of multifocal area
projects increased from 11 percent in GEfo 20 percent in GEband 35 percent in GEH

42. Figures). Thisshiftihy f Ay S & A (i Kowarddregried Grogiamiviggdhise
overall GEF portfolidThe percentage shartor climate change adaptioprojectshas also
increasedwhile sharesfor landdegradation and biodiversity have decreased.

Figure8: GEF fundindpy focal area and GEé&plenishment periodn LDCs
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43. Thelargest percentage of oitifocal area projectaddresshiodiversity, land degradatign
and climate changmitigationduring GER to GEF6 (Figure9). Land degradation accounts for
at least 20 percentf the funding for multifocal interventionslthough its shardas been
decliningslightlysince GER. In GE and GE®, the share ofustainableforestmanagement
grants in multifocal area interventiorigs grownIn both GH=5 and GE¥#, more than 20
percent of the funding for multifocal interventions iDCriginated from sources other than
single focal area allocations. Sources include fundinghtegrated Approach Pilotthe LDCF,
the SCCFRand funding for multifocal projects not specifically earmarked to any GEF focal area
Exceptduring GEF5, there is limited adaptation funding in the multifocal area progedthe
limited amountduring GEF6 is mainlydue tounpredictable funding from LD@Rd SCCHhese
Funds are replenished through voluntary contributi@msl pledge$iad declined making it
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challengingo combine adaptation funding with GEF Trust Fund funding in +mrukt fund
projects

Figure9: Multifocal support by funding component
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Note: *Includes thentegrated Approach Pilo&snd Capacity Development programs.
Source GEF PMI&ataprovided byGEFSecretariat

44. Within each focal argahe GERnustensure support to achieve global environmental
benefits. Thedesk reviewof the relevance cohor{n = 621)that examined the most important
global environmental benefits in LDCs showed that the main intervention domains include
support to transformation shiftdoward low-emissions and resilient development paths (43
percent), maintaining globally significant biodiversity (32 percent), and sustainable land
managemen{23 percent)Figurel0). A review of the environmental domains in the project
logical frameworks, results frameworkand related monitoring tools shows that the most
measured domains are deforestation, land degradatenmd sustainable land managemegf(
percent) threats to terrestrial biodiversity24 percent) climate change adaptation (19
percent) andclimate chage mitigation (18 percent)
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FigurelO: GEF interventions anglobal environmentalbenefits in LDCs
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2.2 Relevance to National Environmental Challenges

45. GEFRnterventionsare aligned withthe respectivegovernmentQ @nvironmental

priorities in LDCsNinety-three percent of the GEF project documemévieweddescribe the
LINEP2S0GQa NBfSOlFIyOS (G2 GKS edzhesg friNdied antha LISOA TA O
design In addition,84 percent of projects include detailed reference to the specific
environmental challenges in the country. These challenges are addressed in the project
objectives and componentRelevance waalsoconfirmed h country case studie§overnment
officials in countries visited highlighted thite GEF is an important source of funding
contributingto national sustainable developmeptanning. In Bhutan for example, GEF support

is aligned with the longerm development vision of Gross National Happiness and Bhutan

2020: A Vision for Peace, Prosperity and Happiness. Conservation of the environment is one of
the nine domains o6Gross Nabnal Happinesand is integrated into every policy and

development plan. Stakeholders interviewgdCambodiaagreed that GEF support has

generally been in line with government strategies and policies. GEF activities have contributed
to the Cambodia Clintea Change Strategic Plan 2@2023,the Agricultural Strategic
Developmentllan 20142018, andhe 2006National Water Resources PolieypCF funding in
Vanuatu and Kiribati both of whichcountriesare very vulnerable to sea level rises aligned

with govenment policies and strategies for climate change adaptation and disaster risk
reductionandhasstrengthened therespectivenational policy framework and strategies for
resilience.



46. GEF support addresses the main environmental challenges faced by. IAlisugh not
explicitlyemergingas adirect environmental challengéor LDCsclimate change is addressed

by 51 percent of theprojects reviewedIn addition tobeinga major financing window in the

GEF as well as in the environmental donor community, cerahainge acts as a major driver for
land degradation, desertificatigmnd water scarcityTable6). For27 percent of theLDC

projects reviewed, theespectiveresults framework contains indicators on deforestation and
land degradation, including sustainable land management. Indicators on threats to terrestrial
biodiversity are included i84 percent of the projects revieweandindicators on climate
change and mitigation in 19 and 18 percent of projemspectively These findings confirm the
strong alignment of GEF support to the main environmental challefagesl by DCs

Table6: National projectsaddressing thenain environmental challenges in LDCs
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Total | 246 132 126 24 20 19 16 13 13 5 5
SourcesPMISdata; UNOHRLLSmall Island Developing States in Numb€isnate Change Editip2015; UNEP, Pacific
Islands Environmental Outlook, 1999; UNEP, lAatierica and the Caribbean: Atlas of our Changing Environment, 2010; UNEP,
Africa: Atlas of our Changifmvironment, 2008; UNEP, Arab Region Atlas of our Changing Environment, 2013; World Bank,
Maldives: Identifying opportunities and constraints to endpayerty and promoting shared prosperity, 2015; World Bank,
TimorLeste: Country Environmental Analysis, 2009; Vanuatu National Environment Policy and Implementation P232016
UNDP, Myanmar Annual Report, 2016; World Bank, Nepal Country Environealgdis, 2008; World Bank, Bangladesh
More and better jobs to accelerate shared growth and end extreme poverty, 2015; World Bank, Afgh&\stamatic
Country Diagnostic, 2016; World Bank, Kingdom of Bhu@meen Growth Opportunities for Bhutan, 2QMorld Bank, Lao
People's Democratic RepublBystematic Country Diagnostic, 2017; World Bank, Cambodia Environment Monitor, 2008.

Note: Blue cells indicate that projects address the common underlying challenge of climate change; greedicetisthat

projects address one main challenge in the country; yellow cells indicate that projects address a challenge that is ntiteamong
main ones for the country; red cells indicate that no projects address any of the main challenges for thg. endral

projects address multiple challenges.
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47. GEF LDC interventions also consideciseconomic prioritiesLDCs face socioeconomic
vulnerabilities that exacerbatie environmental issuethey confront For example,
SYPANRYYSyYy(lf O2yaSNBIGA2Y A& || O2NYy&mBiI2yS 2
integrated in all policies and development plahgevertheless, the current rapid pace of

development and population growth puts chronic pressures anrthtural environment

causindand degradation and biodiversity lo$s.Guinea, governmergponsored bauxite

mining attracts ayrowingnumber of workersincreasing pressure on the scarce natural

resources of the northern part of the counti@ognizane ¥ 6 SY STAOA L NRisaQ f A QJS
LDCsproject documentave begurto capture the socioeconomic dimension of GEF

interventions. Thirtythree percent of the project results frameworks reviewed have indicators

on alternative livelihoods and income gea&on anddiversification.Eighteenpercent of

projects measured resilience in their logical framewdr percent measured gender equality

and women's empowerment,2 percent measured food securitgnd anothei8 percent

engaged private sector engagement

48. In the areas of institutional development and governance, more than half the projects
reviewed focts on policy frameworks and skills buildingsEF support can be classified into
three main categories: knowledgend information, institutional capacityand implementing
strategies. These areas of GEF support interact, compleraedtreinforce each other,
collectively contributindgo environmental stress reduction and improved environmeistatus
(GEF IEO 2843). GERnstitutional supportin LDCsnostly focused on helping countries develop
their respective environmentadolicy, legaland regulatory framework$uilding skills and
capacitiesand introducirg innovativetechnologies and approachegable7). Allthese are
domains in which the GEF hiaaditionally investedmost of its financing and technical
expertise,demonstraing its comparative advantage and additionalifjxie majority of GEF
interventions inLDCsncluded indicators in their results framework on capaciboth
institutional and governanceeventytwo percent of projects had indicators measuring
capacity and skills developmemtnd 70 percenthad indicators measurintpe development of
plans, policies, lawsnd regulationsSmaller percentagascluded indicatorgor knowledge
management and awarenessisang 46 percent and 48 percent, respectively

49. For example, the Coping with Drought and Climate Change project (GEF ID 3155) aimed to
contribute to food security and capacity to adapt to climate change in agricultural and pastoral
systems in a in southern Mozambique. This SCCF financed project irgdodiwozight resilient
crops and conservation agriculture, improved livestock production thraypgraded

enclosures and treatment, established disaster preparedness committees equipped with
communication facilities and a meteorological station, as welhasnecessary capacity
development to interpret and transmit relevant information, developed community plans to
cope with droughts together with improved access to land and water, and replication of
successful approaches in other areas. Project intervestiare in institutional capacity

(policy, legal and regulatory frameworks), implementing strategies (technologies and
approaches), and knowledge and information (skillddding and awarenessaising). The
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results framework for the project included, amoathers, indicators on drought impactdd
production and livestock, the number of people able to cope with drought, number of people
using climate information to cope with climate change effects, targets of implementation of
existing environmental policgeon access to land and water, percentagea@hmunities having
disaster management committees in place, and local @mdral governmenawareness of
international lessomelated to successful drought coping strategies.

Table7: Intervention typologies in LDCs

Intervention area Typology No. Percent

Knowledge generation 229 37

Information sharing and access 210 34

KT‘OW'edg.e and Awarenesgaising 139 22
information

Skillsbuilding 371 60

Monitoring and evaluation 151 24

Policy, legal and regulatory frameworks 363 58

Institutional capacity | Governance structures and arrangements 130 21

Informal processes for trust building and conflict resolution 4 1

_ Technologies and approaches 350 56

Implementmg Implementing mechanisms and bodies 196 32
strategies

Financial mechanisms for implementation and sustainability 96 15

Note:n = 621. Several projects address multiple areas of intervention.

50. The interventions of the Conservation and Management of the Eastern Arc Mountain
Forests project (GEF ID 1170Yanzanialso focused oinstitutional capacity, implementing
strategies, and knowledge and information. The project souglfmroveconsenation

through the development and implementation of an integrated conservation strategy for
biodiversity and water supply. To measure progress towards the objective, the project
identified numerous indicators for four overarching outputs: development cdr@servation
strategy, communitypbased conservation initiatives, institutional reforms and increased
capacity, and the establishment of a conservation endowment fund. The results framework for
the project included, among others, indicators fonumber ofdistrict and forest management
plans developed and implemented, planning handbooks and best practice notes produced and
shared, workshops and trainings completed, institutional methods developed to increase local
community participation, and a functionirepdowment fund financing mechanism.
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3. RESULTAND SUSTAINABILITY

51. Thischapteraddresseshe issue ofenvironmentaloutcomes and their sustainabilignd
focuses on the factors influencing performance and sustainability of outcomes in LDCs.
Sustainability of outcomes is assessed in depth to understand the pn@gtlentcontributing
andhindering factors at play in LDO$ie chapter also explores the linktveenenvironment
and socioeconomic developmeptioritiesand the tradeoffs between the two in achieving
project sustainabilityFinaly, the chapter assesssgender mainstreaminglimate resilience
fragility, and private sectogngagemengs crossutting issuesffectingGEFsupport

3.1 Performance

52. The performance of mjects in LDCwasrated lower than the overall GEF portfolion
all measured dimensionsAnalysis oferminal evaluatiorratings fromthe most recent IEO
Annual Performance Report (APR) 2019 database on the cahalyzed, composeof projects
completed betweerGEF to GEF (i.e., the relevance cohorgnd projectscompleted
between 2007 and 2014.e., the sustainability cohort¥hows that projects ibDCs
considerablyunderperformed when compared wittihe overall GEF portfolion all dimensions
(Figurell).

Figurell: APRrating comparisons
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53. Focusing on the two dimensions of interest to this evaluatigmoject outcomes and
likelihood of sustainability 72 percent of projects were rateid the satisfactoryrange for
outcomes this isconsiderablyjower than therating of 80 percenof projectsin the overall GEF
portfolio and 83 percenbf projectsin the Asia regiorin =316) but similar to the rating of and
73 percentof projectsin the Africa regior(n = 333)where most LDCs are locatdebrthe
likelihood of sustainability at closurenly 46 percent of projects in LD®sre rated in the likely
range as having sustainable outcomes, whidbvser than in Africgd50 percent of projects)
Asia(69 percent)andthe overall GEF portfoli®8 percenj. It is useful tanote here that
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satisfactoryoutcomes and their likely susihability have been found to be statistically
correlated GEF IEO 201pd he satisticaltest for proportionality for this evaluation indicates
that the outcome and suainability ratings for the two comparatorsoverall GEF and LOCs
differ intheir proportions.The difference between the cohorts is statistically significant: the
proportion of projects that are rated satisfactory for outcome austainability is higher in the
overall GEF portfolio compared to the LO@stfolio (p-value < 0.05).

54. These findingsn sustainabilityconfirm evaluative evidence collected Itiye IEO from
2008 to 2086 through country portfolio evaluations in LD&sd the LDCF program evaluation
In 2008 the IEO concluded that in Madagascar, despite 15 years of donor invesimitet
O2dzy i NE Qa Sy JA tRlifigrogey d400 imilliudNd? viehNl the GEF invested $36
million), financial andnhstitutional sustainability remaied a key weakness at the end GEF3.
The Madagascar country portfolio evaluation recommended the government and donors
diversifyinvestment in the environmental sector to address threats to sustainabiliyH IEO
20089. More recently, the seventh Annual Country Portfolio Evaluation Report reporting on
GEF portfolios in Eritrea, Sierra Lepaed Tanzania concluded that thikelihood of
sustainability is mixedZEF IEO 20&) The report also found that thatustainability has been
most successful when pursued through fostering of instinal and individual capacity
development and promotion of livelihood activities through commuitised approaches
such as those financed ltlye Small Grants Programme

55. The LDCF providesiable portion of th&sERundingfor LDCs (Bpercentof funding
during GEH to GEF6). Themost recentprogram evaluation of the LDOEKF IEO 20).6
confirmed that longterm sustainability of outcomes renres a challengen LDCs. The main area
of potential concern for the LDCF portfolio is the financial sustainability of project activities
beyond the scope of projegelated funding. Added to this is the need to integrate climate
change adaptation into naihal policies and programs (institutional sustainability), and the
need for country ownership to ensure sustainability (sociopolitical sustainability).

56. Performance has improved in projects completed more recenfatings in terminal
evaluations of completd projects approved in GERo GEF6 in LDC¢relevance cohortn =
152)were higher than those for projects completed between 2007 and Z8adtainability
cohort,n=173) This finding is consistent with recent IEO analyses, according to which projects
in LDCs, Africa, SIDS, and FCVs arérégsentlyrated in the likely range for outcome
sustainabilitythan other projects but havenprovedconsiderablffrom GEFR3 onward(GEF IEO
20199.

57. dimate change adaptation projects1 LDCs had the highest ratings, with 79 percent
rated as havingoutcomesin the satisfactory rangeand 58 percents having outcomes likely
to be sustained Multifocal projectsalsoperformed wellon outcomeswith 76 percentof
projects ratedin the satisfactory rangédut only 36 percent hagositivesustainabilityratings
(Table8). Outcome ratings fomternational waters projects arethe lowest of all focal area
projects yet their sustainabilityratings were highest: 67 percent of these projects were rated
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as having satisfactory outcomes ab@ percentwere rated as having outcomes likely to be
sustained

Table8: Outcome and sustainability rating by focal are&.DCs

Satisfacto Likel

Feee] i Outcome;y Sustaina);)ility ekl
Biodiversity 72% 41% 89
Climate Change Adaptatio 79% 58% 39
Climate Change Mitigation 69% 47% 36
International Waters 67% 58% 31
Land Degradation 70% 42% 44
Multi Focal Area 76% 36% 26
POPs 73% 33% 12
Total 72% 46% 277

58. From an analysis of terminal evaluations of completed projects, the SIDS SCCE found that
regional projects had better outcomes agmdstainability ratings as compared with national

projects GEF IEO 201RdA similar analysis in this evaluation found that more regional projects

in LDCsre rated in the satisfactory range on outcomes, sustainability, and monitoring and
evaluation design and implementati@ompared to national projest(Figurel?2).

Figurel2: APR ratings of national versus regional projects in LDCs
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59. In country case studies conducted by the Afri@omes and SIDS SC@astcompletion
sustainability obutcomes for 7out of the 10field-verified regional projectsvas assesseid the
likelyrange Infour cases, the sustainability ratings went from negative at completion to
positive at postcompletionTable 9).The AfricanBlomesSCCE found that ikDCsthese rating
improvements sem more attributable to the high relevance of the technologies introduced
than to the fact that they were introduced by a regional projdeir exampleintegratedpest
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and pollutionmanagement traimg in Mali provided by a regional POPs project (GEF20) 14
introduced biological control agents thabntinued toprovide economic and health benefits of
reduced pest control costs and reduckdmanpoisoning, as well as environmental benefits in
terms of increased biodiversitin Mauritanig interventionsto protect coastline vulnerable to
climate change by the regional project Adaptation to Climate and Coastal Change in West
Africa: Responding to Shoreline Change and Its Human Dimensions in West Africa theough
Integrated Coastal Area Managentproject(GEF ID 2614jloted a method of reconstituting
the ecosystem and biodiversity of a part of the coastal dwhé&hwas still in place eight years
after the end of the projecprotecting the capital city from ocean incursion

60. The SIDSCCE found that the activities of this same regional pr¢{&efF 12614)in
GuineaBissau have been replicated and scalpdat the national level throughhe LDCF
project Strengthening the Resilience of Vulnerable Coastal Area€aminunities to Climate
Change in Guinea Biss@®EF 1D 6988)EF IEO 201Rdrheimprovedrating of a second
regional projecin GuineaBissau Combating_ving Resource Depletiand Coastal Area
Degradationn the Guineaurrent Large Marine Ecosyste(aMB through EcosysterrBased
Regional ActionGEF ID 1188)can partly be explained by the fact that the country went
through a political crisisear the end of the projector this project, he higher postcompletion
rating is based on partner engagemeaotvard development ofproposedactivities and
replication projectshowever, there is a risk that the process couldnegatively affected
without further funding.

3.2 Outcomes andsustainability

61. GEF support is provided to activities that directly or indirectly contribute to the
improvement of environmental status and/or address drivers of environmental degradation.
The impact of GEF support may occumediately as a result of project activities, but often
takes years or even decadtesemergeafter the project is completed. Bynalyzinthow GEF
support contributes to progress toward impact, the IEO can assess the extent to which this
support is likelyto lead to impact and ultimately sustainability in the Iclegm. Progress

toward impact is assessed through the extent to which the broader adoption of GEF
interventions and outcomes by governments and other stakeholders is taking place during
implementédion or at project end. Broader adoption pertains to the transformational processes
by which the widespread implementation of interventions aids the achievement of global
environmental benefits. This magcurin different ways, some of which have been fouto be
most prominent among GESupported initiativesnamely,mainstreaming, replication, scaling
up, sustaining, and market chandgeHF IEO 20&B This approach has been used by the IEO
since 2013 to assess broader adoption of outcomes and progress toward impact of GEF
interventions GEF IEO 2Gb).
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Box1: Mechanisms of broader adoption
MainstreamingWK Sy Ay F2NXI GA2y > fSaazyaz 2N aLISOAFAO |
own initiatives, such athroughlaws, policies, regulationsy programs. This may occur through governments
through development organizations and other s&st or both
Replication When a GEBupported intervention is copied at a similar scale, often in other locations.
Scalingup: When a GEBupported intervention is implemented at a larger geographical scale, often expandy
include more political, admistrative, economic, or ecological components. This allows concerns that canno
resolved at lower scales to be addressed and promotes the spread of GEF contributions to areas contiguo
the original project site.
Sustaining When a GEBupported iriervention or outcome is continued by the original beneficiaries without
GEF support so they caontinue toreap the benefits.

Market change When a GEBupported intervention influencean economic demand and supply shift to more
environmenglly friendly products and services.

62. Inthe APR 2017, the IEO conducted a desk review of postcompletion verification reports
(n=53. According to the analysis, outcomes of most GEF projects are sustained during the
postcompletion period. In addition, a higher pert¢age of projects achieve environmental

stress reduction and broader adoption at postcompletion. The review concluded that the key
factors contribuingto higher postcompletion outcomes are stakeholder $aypolitical

support, availability of financial pport for follow-up, and sustained efforts on the part of the
national executing agency. A few projects regressed to a lower outcome level postcompletion
because ot lack of financial support for followp, low political support, low institutional
capacites, low stakeholderbuf Y= FyR Ffl ga Ay GKS LINR2SO0Qa
catalytic processes of broader adoption such as mainstreaming, replication, and-sgaling
and/or sustaining project outcomes were observed in a higher percentageojeqbs
postcompletion than at implementation completioGEF IEO 201pa

63. Overall review 0f123 projects completed between 2007 and 2014 (sustainability cohort)
in LDCshowed lower broader adoption rates than those of the overall GEF portfolio analyzed
as part of the APR 201@ver 74 percent of projecteeviewedin LDCdor sustainabilityfound

no actions were taking place during implementation to stimulate broader adoption of project
outcomes postcompletionVhen presentthe most prevalent processes implemented for
broader adoptionwere sustaining at 24¢ercent replication at 22 percent, anghainstreaming

at 19 percent in terms ofprojects indicaihg that measures fobroader adoptiornto occur

have beerfully or partially implementedavhile the projecs were ongoingThistrend is
comparable tahe APR 2017indingin which broader adoptiorof project outcomesccurred
through sustaining and mainstreamimpyocesses 49 and40 percent respectivelyhowever,
projects in LDCs showed high levels of replicatiogurel3).

28

[a=tN


https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/annual-performance-report-apr-2017

Figurel3: Evidence of broader adoption having taken place during project implementation
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Note: Projects reviewed for sustainability € 123).

64. The likelihood obroader adoption taking place aft@rojectcompletion increases when

it is planned for irthe project design andnplementatiort such asn the detailed design of
follow-up activitiesor the establishment ofjovernance structures or financimgndows In
LDCssuchactionstranslated into concrete sustaining, mainstreaming, replication, and scaling
up initiativesbeingimplemented in 12 to 20 percent of the projects review&ih(reld).

Figurel4: Likelihood of broader adoption taking place postcompletion
99%

79%

80% ) )
72% m Yes, follow-on interventions

70% 67% 67% designed | governance structures
60% in place | financing in place
50% m No, but detailed discussion /
0 planning taking place
40%
30% Only mentions and intentions, but
00 20% 15 no detailed discussions or plans
0 14% 0
0 129 13 0%
10% t/é" m Nothing planned or taking place

Note: Projects reviewed for sustainability € 123).

65. Sustainability ofoutcomes is often achieved over tim&his finding confirms the APR
2017 conclusion as well as a similar conclusion from the SIDSGEECEQ 201ndried visits
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to 36 completed projectén 12 LDCdy the three SCGHEound that25 projects maintained or
improved sustainability of outcomes postcompletipn

66. Table9). Theseimprovements are mainly attributed to the quality of project design as
well as to positive changes in the context taking place postcompletion.

Table9: Postcomfetion sustainability ratingfor field-verified projects in country case studies

Country | GEFID | TE Sustainability Rating] Observed Sustainability Rating posbmpletion

Least developed countries (LDCs)

2358 Negative Positive

Bhutan 2550 Positiye Pos_it_ive

3052 Negative Positive
4976 Positive Positive
1043 Negative Positive
Cambodia 3404 Positive Positive
3635 Positive Negative
2003 Negative Positive
Mozambique 2889 Negative Negative
3155 Positive Positive
1170 Negative Positive
Tanzania 2101 Negative Negative
2151 Positive Positive

Sahel and Sudauineasavannabiomes

Guinea 1877 Negative Positive
1093 (reg.) Positive Positive

1273 Positive Positive

Mali 1253 Negative Negativeon infrastructure;positive for livelihoods

1420 (reg.) Negative Positive

1152 1 Positive

3763 1 Negative

Mauritania 1258 (req) Positive Positive
2459 Negative Positive

2614 (req) Negative Positive

3379 Positive Negative

Uganda 1830 Positive Negative
1175 Negative Negative

2140 (req) Negative Negative

Small island developing statgSIDS)

Comoros 1082(req) Negative Negative
1247(req) Positive Positive
2098(req) Negative Negative

3363 Negative Negative

GuineaBissau | 1188 (reg) Negative Positive

1221 Positive Positive

2614 (reqg) Negative Positive

Kiribati 2543 Positive Positive
Vanuatu 1682 Positive Positive

Note: Positive sustainability includes Likely and Moderately Likely ratvegsitive the Unlikely and Moderately Unlikely.
Greenhighlighted text indicates improved rating pesbmpletion, red indicates the rating has worsened.
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67. An example of improvedostcompletionsustainability of outcomes is the Sustainable
Land ManagementSLM) projectGEF ID 2358) in Bhutan. ThINE 2 dbjéxiive was to
strengthen institutional and community capacity for anticipating and managing land
degradation. Outcomes of the project inded demonstration of effective application of land
degradation prevention approachgsrmerstrained inadopting SLM practiceand

preparation and implementation of th2007Land Policy Aathichincorporated SLM principles
in different programs and paliesincludingthe National Land Policthe Forestry Policythe
National Adaptation Program of Actipandthe National Biodiversity Action Plan. The country
case study found that good project design aja¥ernmentsupportdrove sustainabilityand
basel the high sustainability rating on SLM principles being incorporateueigt S N} YSy (i Qa
12" five-year plan (201823)as well as iplans on poverty reduction and increased food
security.

68. Both context and projectrelated factors were at play in cases where sustainability has
worsened. Theroject outcomes foStrengthening Sustainable Forest Management and the
Development of Bioenergy Markets to Promote Environmental Sustainability and to Reduce
Green House Gas Esmions infCambodig GEF ID 363%)ere rated as less likely to Iseistaired
postcompletiona findingattributable to dwindling markets antthe loss of forest protected
areas. The project demonstrated incorgenerating activities arising frosustainable
managementpractices in community forests and protected areas from the production of
bioenergy efficient cook stoves and charcoal that redcaon dioxideemissions. Heavy
encroachment on th@rotectedforest haslimited the supplyand qualityof woodfor charcoal
production, andthe charcoalthat is produceccannot competean the market base@n quality,
price, and quantityThe productionof cook stovesmadefrom locally available resources such
as clay and rice husksas not sustainable due tmarket and transportation constraist
production also declined because of better paid jobs in other markets sutte garment
sector.

69. Outcomes fromhe Strategic Investment Program: Participatory Environmental

Protection and Bverty Reduction in the OasesMfauritania(GEF ID 3379) projestre found

to havelower sustainabilitydueto the high costs and inappropriateness of the approaches and
technologies introduced. The project aimed at improving the livelihoods of oases residents,
farmers, and herders by ($ubstantialy reducing land degradation and enhancing land and
water prodictivity through targeted orthe-ground investments, and (2) promoting
environmentally friendly incomgenerating activities and energpaving options. The water

lifting and irrigation systems introduced, including drip irrigation and motorized pumping
sysems, have not survived because they are either too complex, too costly to operate, or both.

3.3 Factors influencing Outcome Sustainability

70. This sectiorfurther exploresfactors that contributeto or hinder outcome sustainabilityt
starts withan analysis of availabterminal evaluationsassessed ithe APR 201@ith ratings
on four dimensions financial, institutional, sociopolitical, and environmentalffecting the
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likelihood of project outcomesustainability Findings are then compared with projects in LDCs
that were completed between 2007 and 2014 and are part of the APR Z0i®is followed by
a comparisorusingevidence fronprevious IEO analysebge reviewof 123 terminal
evaluationsof projectsin the sustainability cohortand the country case studies

71. Fifty-two percent of GEF projects witterminal evaluations from the APR 2019 cohort of
projects completed between 2007 and 2014 (it of 717 projectshave information onall
four dimensions of the likelihood of sustainabilify subset oprojects in LDCs that were
completed between 2007 and 2014 and are part of the APR 2019 (75 out of 173 projects)
Regional gbsetsof these arecompletedprojects inLDCs iifricaand Asia.

72. Financial sustainability is rated lower than other dimensions of sustainability in LDICs.

the overall GEF portfolio, more than 80 percent of projects were rated likely for sociopolitical,
institutional, andenvironmental sustainabilitycompared to 72 percerfor financial

sustainability. The same trend is observed when looking at projects in LDCs that are part of the
APR 201%nly 65 percent of these projects were rated likely fioancial sustainabilityHigure

15). The trend in Africa and Asia, where most LDCs are located, vary. In3¥rcent of

projects are rated as likely féinancial sustainabilityin Asia82 percentare so rated higher

than the GElportfolio overall.

73. The Ikelihood of institutional sustainability emerged as the most prominent sustainability
dimension in LDCwith 77 percentof project so rated; this islightlylower than forthe overall
GEF cohort. This positive ratisgggess that the investment made by the GEF in building and
supporting existing institutional structures and capacities in LDCs is payisgoéintythree
percent of projects in LDCs were rated likely for environmental sustainahitity75 percent

were rated likely for political sustainability

Figurel5: APR 2019 sustainability dimensions in LDCs

. 73%
Environmental g 83%

" 77%
Institutional %1%

o 75%
Political .y 97y,
inanci 65%

Financial | EERRaia 779,
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B SCCE LDCs n=75 (173m GEF overall n=371 (717)

74. For completed projects in the APR 2019 database that are in the sustainability cohort
(those completed between 2007 aradd14) 75 percent of projects il.DCsvere rated likely for
environmentaland politicalsustainability 77 percent were rated likely fonstitutional
sustainability and only 65 percent were rated likely for financial sustainabiligyl of these are
lower percentageshan for the overall GEF cohoyregion financial sustainabilityaries
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widely, from 54 percent inLDCs i\frica to 84 percent ihDCsn Asig the latter beinghigher
thanthe overall GEF cohorThis rangeeflectsthe heterogeneity among LDCBhestatistical

test for proportionalitywasconducted on the four sustainabiliimensions financial,
institutional, sociopolitical, and environmentafor the two cohortsoverall GEF and LDCs. The
results indicatehat these four dimensions differ in proportionality across the cohorts by
varying degreesn order, financial (fralue = 0.88), political {palue = 0.9338), environmental
(p-value = 0.95)andinstitutional (pvalue = 0.75).

75. The APR 201desk review postcompletiomentified six main hindering factors
sustainability (1) lack of financial support for maintenance of infrastructure or follgw (2)

lack of sustained efforts from the executing agency; (3) inadequate political sypptuting
limited progress on the adoption of legal and regulatory measures; (4) low institutional
capacities of key agencies; (5) low levels of stakeholdesiywnd (6) flaws ihINE 2tBeOrii & Q
of changeThese factors weralsofoundin LDCsn the review of the 123terminal evaluations

of projects in the sustainability cohort.

76. Analysis of the terminal evaluations mfojects completed between 2007 and 2014he

sustainability cohortdentifiedd | &  NiB ghdla siraimg sense of project ownership among

1S58 adl 1 SK2f RS Ngoéd pject mahdgadarbof 60 yIF AR YESY ¢ O6HYy
percent) as the most prominent projectlated factorgpositivelyaffectingthe likelihood of
outcomesustaindility. Other projectrelated contributing factors that emerged from the
FylFfteaira AyOf dzRS GAISARY SR LBIyARI SS OAIR/SyIBY BY (16 O HC
engagement of key stakeholders/stakeholders involved at design and de¥idioh A Y 3 € O H N
percent) YR a322R O022NRAYIGA2Y gA0GKkO2ydAydate 27F
GSEGSYRSR AYLX SYSyGlFdA2y (GAYSé o6un LISNOSyidoo
G322R LINRP2SOU RSaAaAdayé o6mp LISNOSY(dO | YRASGKA IKE
toFlF OU2NB KAYRSNAY3I adzail Ay lisinastphomi@ent8y [ 5/ &3 & LJ
percent),followed byd LJ2 2 NJ dzy RSNRBR O YRAYy3I 2F LINRB2SOG YIlIyl 3
NE3dzE  GA2yaé oHc LISNOSYyGosS aAYySEWAFFI ORYK Ga 02 ¥ I8
LINE 2SO0 YIylF3aSYSyidé oum LISNOSyGoLd

77. The predominant contextelated factor contributing to likelihood autcome

sustainabilityin LDGrojectsA & ay F GA2y | 32 3SNY MBS & dzLJLJ2 NI ¢
LINS @A 2 dza kK OdzNNB y (i  aBfieduently Rited( 1 peicdnt) Ii 37 PeSciri of theé a

projects reviewedno contextual factors were identified.he predominant contextelated

factor hinderingsustainability of outcomes & G dzy ¥l 92N> 6t S LRt AGAOFE O
percent), folld SR 6& af2¢ AyaluAailddziazylt OFLIOAGASAE O
32 PSNY YSy G adzLILB2NJIrét £o MinK SASSNOFS yQiio2dNE = af | O1 2 F
LINP2SOG RSaA3dyé gSNB GKS Yz2aid FTNBIldzSyihise 20a8$s
evaluation Tablel0).
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Tablel0: Factors hindering sustainability observed in country cdgdies
>

© % © 9)
oo o )
o = = © 5] = =]
S/ 8|35 |38 |=-|5| 2|8 |a|g|E
5| 2| €| N c T | = a = © | 2 2
Factors Identified in APR 2017 m as N © O T S Q c | L ©
O () ~ s @) 5 >
= 0]
LDC SCCE African biomes SCCE SIDS SCCE
cCtlga Ay GKS |
. X | x| x X X X X X X X X
change/poor design
Lack of financial support X X X X X X X X
Inadequate politicabupport X X X X X X X X
No continuation from
. X X X
executing agency
Low institutional capacities X X X X X X
Low stakeholder bujn X X X X X

78. A welldesigned poject designis keyfor sustainability. Project desigris one of the most
prominent factors thatdepending on its qualitgould influencesustainability of outcomes

either positivdy or negativey. Project design that promotes sustainability takes into due
considerationraO 2 dzy (I NB Q& icagdpalitcal Coatgkeay well as local conditions and
knowledge. A weltlesigned project includes measures and activitiesg will supportt in terms

of both financial and institutional standpoistt continued delivery of outcomes beyond thige

of the project. Ste visits confirmed the importance of project design for ldegm

sustainability Outcomesustainability of the Market Led Smallholder Development in the
Zambezi Valley project (GEF ID 2883 dzambiquewas rated marginally unsustainable at
completion and postcompletion mainlyecausehe project design overstat existing
implementation capacity. At the time of project desigimplementationof the O 2 dzy i NB Q &
decentralization progranand @pacity development at the district levelane still intheir

formative years. Many capacities relevdotproject implementatiom such as procurement,
financial managemengnd monitoring and evaluation were not adequately available at the
district level.Therefore, the project relietieavily, and premturely,2 y G KS O2dzy (i NBE Q&
decentralization framework, which was too recent a construct to be fully in place and
operational to sustain a development project of this complexity.

79. Another example of inadequate project design was observed in Tolo, Guinea, Ther
sustainability of positive environmental outcomes achieved around the source of the Bafing
River,reforestedwith support from theCommunitybased Land Manageme(GEF ID 1877)
project after relocating the farming communities to a nearby watershedrisatened by
insufficient groundwater. In this case, no technical feasibility study to assess water availability
and its seasonal variation during the year, or other groundwater stock analyassonducted

as part ofthe project design.
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80. Oneproject highlighedin table 9for improved sustainability of outcomes at
postcompletion is thé&SLM projec{GEF ID 2358) in Bhutankéyfactor driving sustainability

was good project desigimcludinghighly relevant objectives in line with governmemtqguities
andrelevant activities to achieve th&tated objectives. The project design was guided by a
bottom-up approach with participatory planning that focused on community priorities, phased
implementation allowing for adjustment throughout implemenia based on learning from
pilots, decentralization to strengthen the role of communities and local authorities, use of
knowledge and information on farmer incentivesd an integrated multisectoral approach.
Before the completion of the projecdstitutional, financial technicaland policy arrangements
were made for sustaininigs outcomes.

81. SLM practices were piloted in thrgeogs(groups of villages)where farmers were

trained in SLM techniqued he project sites were in areas of highidence of land

degradationg KA OK | NB AYKI0OAGSR o0& (GKS O2dzyiNEBQa
The project resulted in an increase of farmers practicing SLM techniques, a reduction in
sediment flows in selected watersheds, regeneration ofrddgd forest land, and improved
grazing land in the pilajeogs A postcompletion site visit to a pilgeogin Zhemgangoted
continued practice of SLM techniques such as land terracing, hedgerows, fruit orchards, tree
plantations and irrigation systemdncome has increased from selling prodich in the

district andin Gelephu on the border with India. Villagers interviewed confirmed that more
land is under cultivatiorand 60 percent of households continue using SLM techniques learned
from the projec¢. The remainder ofhe householdgdiscontinued using SLNue to shortages of
water and loses caused by wildlife such as bears and wildr®oThegovernment has provided
some electric fencing, but it is not sufficient.

82. The continued practice of SLM techniques has also helped improve and retain soil and
convert shifting land cultivation to sustainable land coviéris positive outcome is evidenced

by satellite images of the project pilot area taken in 2010 and 28h8wing vegetation
regeneration. Both forest and vegetation cover in pasturage increased since the onset of
the project(Figurel6). The 2010 image clearly shows large areas of relatively bare ground,
whichare subsequently covered by vegetation in 20b trend occurred despite a decreas

in overall precipitation
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igure16: Satellite images of Zhemgang, Bhuta2012 and 2018

A. 2010 Image B. 2018 Image

Note: Satellite images of a project area from 2010 (A) and 2018 (B), showing the landscape early in the project
implementation phase and after the project completion. Satelliata show an increase in forest cover and ground
cover, particularly across bare patches.

83. A quantitative analysis of satellite imagery using the annual mean normalized difference
vegetation index (NDVI) from 2002 to 2017 shows a positive trend in aggetregeneration
across the area with noticeable chandeward the end of the project that continue beyond

the project duration(Figurel7). These data provide evidence that the SLM techniques
introduced by the project have contributed fmsitiveenvironmental outcomes in the area.
Interviews corroborate theesults from the satllite data analysis

Figurel?: Time series of vegetation productivity and rainfalhemgang, Bhutan
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Note: The vegetation trenghormalized difference vegetation indgNDVI) and precipitation trend for the area shows a
general increase in vegetation productivity despite decreasing level of precipitation.
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84. Many GEF interventionwith positive outcomesinclude incomegenerating activities
which link local community benefits to improved environmental managementhe review of
terminal evaluations of the sustainability cohort projects and postcompletion site visits by
country case studies found mamstancesof incomegenerating activities linked to climate
resilient agriculturesustainable agriculturdivestock and fishingpractices water resource
managementand biodiversity conservation and ecotourism livelihoodiss approach has
been found to lad to tangible outcomes in LDCs. Community livelihood interventions have
been an effective tool fomainstreamimg the environment in community systems to create
awareness and empower communities to protect the environment and reduce poveérp P
|IEO2018.

85. There are many examples of both successes and failupg®moting alternative
livelihoods. InCambodiathe design of thé&stablishing Conservation Ardaandscape
Management in the Northern Plains project (GEF ID 1iM&yrated livelihoods into the

strategy for environmental conservation. Local communities were supported in moving from
subsistence rice farming to producing and marketing organic ricarmpE. Another successful
example is thd=acilitating and Strengthening the Conservation Initiatives of Traditional
Landholders and their Communities to Achieve Biodiversity Conservation Objeutjest

(GEF ID 168%) Vanuatuthat isworking with lochcommunities to conserve terrestrial
communitybased protected aread.he income from ecotourism was achieved after the project
was closed, based on project results.

86. InCambodiathe Promoting Climat®esilient Water Management and Agricultural
Practicegroject (GEF ID 340#hanced by LDCRtroduced new technologies, such as solar
pumps, and adaptivagriculturalpractices that improved the livelihoods of farmers. The
country case study found tha@ihere was a lack of funding, spare parts, and mechanicspair
malfunctionng equipment also,community water user groupsere not raising enough funds
for maintenanceln contrast, inMauritania the SIP: Participatory Environmental Protection and
Poverty Reduction in the Oases of Mauritania (GEF ID 3379) project introducedcatll
infrastructure investments including solar punipat werewithin the financial reach of
households in the oase$hese have been maintained by the househalsch have also
inveskdin new structures afteprojectclosure.

87. Risks and mitigation measures are important driveod sustainabilityand were well
documented in a majority of projectsA comprehensivalisaission about contextelated

factors of sustainability needs to consider that if risks are not accounted for at design and they
occur during implementation, both outcomes and sustainability postcompletiag likely be
hindered Riskgo be considerednclude socioeconomic and politicahesas well as climate
relatedrisks The review of design documents of GEte GEF6 projects in LDQgs = 621)

including projectsompletedbetween 2007 and 2014ndicates that85 percent of projects
included riskconsiderations, in compliance with GEF requiremefitstheranalysis of the

types of risks mentioned in project documents shows thapercent of projectéocused on
risksrelated to capacity developmepand46 percent included mention of climatic riskHhirty-
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nine percent and 41 percentdf project design documents alseferred toinstitutional and
implementation risks respectivelwhile 35 percent indicatedpolitical and resource risknd 32
percentmentionedgovernmentrelatedrisks.

88. Eighty percent ofhe projects reviewealaboratedrisk mitigationmeasuresn project

design documers For examplethe Integrated Livestock and Crop Conservation Program (GEF
ID 2550)n Bhutan identifiedgaps incapacity among farmenmggardingthe production and
marketing of new agrobiodiversigroducts These gapwould beaddresgd by a major

capacity buildingomponentof the project where farmer training, validation of indigenous
knowledge andawareness raisingould bekey elementsin Mozambiquethe Transfrontier
Conservation Areas and Sustainable Tourism Development project (GEF 1praoizd

policy reforms andncentivesto attract private sectompartners andnvestment.The project
considered dow responsedevel andalack of private sectopartnershipsa risk.To mitigate he

risk theproject intended to havelose consultatios with the private sectorduring project
preparation and implementatioto identify the main obstacles froris perspectiveThe
Institutional Strengthening and Resource Mobilization for Mainstreaming Integrated Land and
Water Management Approaches into Development Progransfiiica (GEF 1D 132f)cused on
risks of loncommunity engagement and stakeholder participatiomresponsethe project

would be implemented in a decentralized commurdgven development process avoid

beinga top-down, governmemied program, andherebyaddressed community concesand
skepticism that the project would deliver its intended outcomes.

3.4 Synergies and Tradeoffs betwedinvironmentl and Developmenal Objectiveson
Sustainability

89. Little consideration is given at the project design stage to the influences that synergies
and tradeoffs between socioeconomic and environmental objectives have on prospects for
sustainability. The reviewof designdocuments of 123 projects completed between 2007 and
2014 showed that only 32 percent of projects (39 projectsjtainedsome mention of trade

offs or synergies, or both. Eight of these projects also adddsade-off-related mitigation. Of
the 39 projeets, only six focused dmade-offs and synergies between development and
environment.Ofthe remaining 33 projects mentioned synergies, but there is a lack of
detailed discussion orhe identified synergies30 projects focused on projedtvel synergs
such aghosewith other projects and programs, cestfectiveness and financial synergies, or
synergies among GEF focal areas. For exatm@d3iodiversity Conservation and Participatory
Sustainable Management of Natural Resources in the Inner Nejex &ndits Transition Areas,
Mopti Region ifMali (GEF ID 1152) aimed at the restoration, conservation, and sustainable
management ofocalecosystems and their biodiversity. The project sought to ensure synergy
with other biodiversity conservation andnd restorationinitiatives undertaken by th&EFthe
World Bank, and UNDP projects in the Niger River Delta.

90. An example of a project thaddresses synergies between development and environment
isthe Enhancing Adaptive Capacity and Resilience to Cli@fzeage in the Agriculture Sector in
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Comoros (GEF ID 4974). This LDCF project seeks synergies betweers@@moid S @St 2 LIY Sy i
agenda and neuwechnologieslt looks for mitigation and adaptation linkages by promoting

adaptive technologies that are low carb@uch as solar water pumpingr by exploring

synergies in the agriculture and forestry sectdrse Transfrontier Conservation Areas and

Sustainable Tourism Development project (GEF ID 2008)zambiquealsoaddressed trade

off-related mitigation The poject design drew from existing efforts in southern Africa in its aim

to achieve synergy between biodiversity conservation and economic development through
community-oriented, naturebased tourism and other types of sustainable use of biodiversity.

Thepe 2S00 Q& G2dzNAayY RS@OSt2LIYSyid yR O2yaSNDI Az
synergisticTherefore, the project sought to plan and monitor clogelynsurethe

developmentwas donen an environmentally sustainable manner that also contributetbtal

livelihoods and economic development. The project also supported the development of

incentives and regulatory frameworks to support and favor responsible tourism and discourage
exploitative tourism.

91. Findings from case studies stressed the importarafenexus thinking between
environmental and socioeconomic priorities and objectives higher sustainability The
nexus betweerthe environment and socioeconomic developmerd concept central to
sustainable developmentis often neglected in developmenttarventions by both donors and
developing countries alikélajor tradeoffs exist between environmental, socioecononsnd
natural resource objectiveefforts to integrate scioeconomic development with
environmental programming and sustainable resouse atthe national and local levels
depend in part on the interest of country governments. Case studies indicated that when
sustainable alternative livelihoods are possible with a positive environsetibeconomic
nexus, the chances of sustainabilitytbé environmentl benefits of project interventions are
much greater.

92. The outcomes of the Conservation and Management of the Eastern Arc Mountain Forests
project (GEF ID 1170) Tmanzaniaontributed to urban water supplies througmproved forest
management and conservation by local communities, government authqréinesother
stakeholders. The Ulugurus, part of the Eastern Arc Mountains, are the main source of water
for Dar es Salaarmd Morogoro. The project linked locadmmunitybenefits to improved
environmental managemenproviding support for local livelihoods such as tree nursery
establishment and planting, beekeeping, improved cooking stoves and brick making, fishponds,
anddairy goats as well as tdocal saving and credit schemes. Sirslestmentsin local

livelihoods helped generate support for environmental management.

93. TheLDCHinancedCambodiaPromoting ClimatdResilient Water Management and
Agricultural Practices proje¢GEF ID 3404) demonstrated resilient irrigation, freshwater
management, and farming options. The projesstoredand builtsmaltscale irrigation
schemes, solar and windmill pumps, and community poadtablished seed purification
groupsandintegrated firming systemprovidedaccess to finance through grougvolving
funds provided capacity building to farmers and project stafid shared lessons learned to
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promote resilience of farmers and associated communities. This support has led to household

labor savings from new domestic water sources and improved health benefits from waterborne
diseases through using clean watas well as enhanced community resilience to climate
OKIFIy3S® CdzZNIKSNY2NBZ 0SYSTFAOALF NASA@ntieA St AK2 2
water supplied by solar and windmill pumps @mume vegetable gardes

94. The Coastal and Biodiversity Management Project (GEF ID 1ZzdineaBissau and a
series of replication projects (including Small Grants Programme projects) focused on the
water-energyfood nexus through water drilling and installation of wells and water pumps. The
water is mainly used for drinking, but there is some comityabased horticulture as well. The
improved drinking water has positive impacts on human health and reduced the number of
cases of diarrhea among children. Other microprojects using new technologies resulted in
improved productivity and higher incomesheneficiary communities.

3.5 Crosscutting Issues

Genar

95. To assesthe extentto whichgender has been taken into consideration in GEF
programming in LDCs, the evaluation completed a quatigntry review of design documents
of both the relevance and the stainability cohortsr{= 621). The assessment verified whether
projects had’1l) completed a gender analysis before Chief Executive Officer (CEO) endorsement
(2) developeda gender mainstreaming plaiand (3) incorporated agenderresponsive results
framework including gendedisaggregated indicator§ he analysis shows a progressive
increase in the number of projects undertaking a gender analysis ae@E®sement thishas
more than doubledrom GEF4 to GEF6 (Figurel8). There is aimilar trendin number projects
having develope@ gender mainstreaming plan amttludinga gendefresponsive results
framework Interestingly the analysis found that1 percent of projecthave a gender
mainstreaming plamn place evenwhen 30 percent of the projectsad not conductedh gender
analysis at CE@nhdorsement.

Figurel8: Gender consideratioat entryby GEF replenishment

100%
= Gender analysis at CEO

80% Endorsement
60%
° / Gender mainstreaming
40% strategy or plan at CEO
Endorsement
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96. Consideration of gendehasimproved over thereplenishment periodsn LDCsProjects
were assesseat entry, andfor completed projects with terminal evaluatioa$ completion
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using agenderrating scaleappliedin recent IEO analysé&nnex 4 (GEF IEO 2@d). While
over 50 percent of GEFto GEF4 projects were rateésgender blind, this percentage
decreased to 11 percent in GRRandto 5 percent in GE with the introduction of the GEF
GenderMainstreamingPolicy in May 20113EF 202). The percentage ofendersensitive
projects increased substantially in GERhis level wasnaintained in GEB (Figurel9).

Figurel9: Gender ratings at entrigy GEF replenishment period LDCs
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97. Genderis increasingly being considered duripgoject implementation even when not
explicitly addressed at the design stagé. K S D 9 g@ndér@dinSt@amingevaluation(GEF
IEO2018]) foundthat gender rating at completion for GEE to GEF projects haeimproved.
The evaluation reported a decreasetlive number ofgenderblind projects andanincrease in

the number ofgenderawareprojects with some increase in gendeensitive projects

Similaty, gender considerations LDCsre taken into account ding project implementation
even when noeaddressedat designthis is evident in the improved ratis@f projects between
entry and completionFigure20 and Figure21 compare gender ratings at entry and completion
based on projects with terminal evaluations=<234). This comparison shows that ratingsft
toward gender aware and gender sensitive at completion.

Figure20: Gender ratingat entryin LDCs
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Figure21: Gender ratingat completionin LDCs
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98. Sixtyfive percent of completed projects had evidence of women's inclusion and
empowerment, which emerged during implementatiorGenderdisaggregated data in project
documents tend to focuen the share of men and women as beneficiaries.a@Xpliciteviderce

of women being considered or consulted at design emerged from the project documentation
reviewed

99. Case studies confirmed that, even when not designed with gender mainstrearimng

mind, most projects were implemented in a gendémclusive mannerFor example,the

Coastal and Biodiversity Management (GEF ID 1@2jgctin GuineaBissauvhich

strengthened theD 2 dzy firdtéet@dareassystem and supported local community

organization anadommunityinvestment prioritiesvasdesigred with no explicit gender focus

However microprojects were designed to ensure women benefited in the choice of projects

such as smoked fighitiatives in whichvomen had their own accounts with a microcredit

facility, womenonly horticulture ventures andin terms ofwells established within the

community area. The country case study confirmed that the outcome of drinking water and

improved local health had been achieved in nearly all communities where wQmgenups

were in charge of water pumps and their mi@nance.

100. CNBljdzSy Gt eés g2YSyQa Ay@2t gSYSyid Kl A& 0SSy Ay
sustainable livelihoods such esthe Novel Forms of Livestock and Wildlife Integration Adjacent

to Protected Areas of Tanzarpeoject (GEF ID 2119. The project worked \th pastoralists

dependent on livestock, cropand wild products for their livelihooddt introduced and trained

womerQ groups in beekeeping arslipportedestablishment of a conservation business

venture that engaged women in making hacrafts. Frondiscussions with stakeholders during

site visits, it was evident that these livelihoods are continuiagd are profitableOne

g2YSYyQa 3ANRdzL) KI & O2 head jpad@andHandicrafts asistoredayidd 6 K S N.
has established a village communityniiahat provides loanS @Sy (2 YSy Q& 3INER dzLJa
generating activities have alsoenabi@ KS 62 YSy Qa 3ANRdzZL) G2 o6dzAf R |
dip for tick control.

42



Resilience

101. Promoting climate resilience is a key aspect in LDCs as demonstrateel laygd number

of adaptation interventions and the considerable amount of LDCF/SCCF funding in LDCs. In the
absence of an official GEF definition of resilience, this evalutdl@sresilienceto bethe

capacity of social, economic, and environmental siyst to cope with a hazardous event,
responding or reorganizing in ways that maintain their essential function, identity, and

structure, while also maintaining theapacityfor adaptation, learning, and transformation

(Béné et al2012). Two resilience considerations have been examined in this evalu#ticsy.

the analysis looked at how resilience is considered in the GEF portfolio inidediser in

termsof (1) risk management, (Zsa cobenefit, or (3) integrated into a multiple benefits
framework as explained iBBox2Error! Reference source not foun@GEFRSTAP 2014

Box2: Climate resilience in the GEF

In the context of theGEF, climate resilience may be considered at three levels:

Resilience as risk managemem:first level of response emerges from pure risk management considerations
ddza Gl AYSR RSt AQOSNE 27F FdzidzNB D9. Qa Akitobelscré¢hed for F
climate risks, and suitable risk management measures should be developed and adopted in project design
implementation. This would increase the resilience of the GEF portfolio to climate change. Sudbkinde
approach is now bag widely adopted by most multilateral and bilateral funding organizations, starting with t
development and adoption of screening tools.

Resilience as a cobenefiGEF focal area interventions offer the opportunity of enhancing resilience of huma
sociaeconomic systems to climate change; it is therefore worth seeking resilience cobenefits of GEF focal
interventions, or in some cases, use approaches practiced in other focal areas, specifically for enhancing t
climate resilience of human systemsig'is the underlying logic of ecosystdrased adaptation, where

ecosystem restoration serves as a means for reducing the vulnerability of human socioeconomic systems.

Resilience integrated into a multiple benefits framework:is increasingly importanotdevelop frameworks ang
approaches that allow multiple objectives and multiple benefits to be achieved simultaneously across socis
natural systems. In this framing, resilience is not seen as afoadedditional risk to be managed) or a cobenef
but rather as a system property that needs to be considered together with all the other system properties, &
thus linked to the idea of sustainable development.

102. Climate esilience is addressed in the form of climate risk management and as a
cobenefitin projects @mpleted between 2007 and 2014; howevghis has shifted to being
integrated in the multiplebenefits framework in more recent projects (relevan@®hort).
Support to climate change adaptation through LDCF and SCCF aims to sinaegthence and
reduce vulnerability to the adverse impacts of climate change in GEF reaipigmtries GEF
Trust Fund support also integrates climate resilience in its interventivihde all climate

change adaptation projects financed by LDCF/SC&kharGEF Trust Fund Strategic Priority for
Adaptation(n = 159)includedclimateresilience considerationsnly 37 percent obther focal
areaprojects(n =462)showed some evidence of resilience considerati@isnateresilience
considerations irthe terminal evaluations of projects completed between 2007 and 2014
focusedon risk managemen®5 percent)and resilience as a cobenef@6 percent) When
consideringhe entire portfolio covered by this evaluation, spanning from @b GEF6, a

move to resilience considerations being integrated into tegpectiveLIN2 2 SO0 Qa Y dzf G A LJ
benefits framework59 percent)s observed.
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103. The second resilience codsration examined in this evaluation was ttype of resilience
system thinking used in projects. The analysis looked at the core comufahe resilience
concept inclimateresiliencefocused projects, identifying whether resilience was viewed (1) in

a static system/engineering sense, (2) as incremental change, or (3) as transformational change.
Types of resilience thinking are outlinedBox3Error! Reference source not foundin the37

percent offocal aregoprojects other tharclimate change adaptatiorin =462)that showed

some evidence oflimateresilience considerationslentified in the first step of the analysis,

the resilience thinking was in the forof incremental change or in a static system/engineering
senseNonre of theseprojects showed transformative changef the climate change adaptation
projects reviewed, nly two showed resilience as transformative changeth areLDCF
projectsfinancedin GEF5: Integrating Climate Resilience into Agricultural and Agropastoral
Production Systems through Soil Fertility Management in Key Productive and Vulnerable Areas
Using the Farmers Field School Appro@@BEF ID 54321 Angola and Enhancinthe

Adaptation Capacities and Resilience to Climate Change in Rural Comn(@titetD 5632)
Madagascar

Box3: Types of resilience system thinking

Resilience from a systems or engineering perspective (absorptivh)s was the original, relatively narrow focu
of resilience; theability of a system to bounce back or return to equilibrium following disturbance, referred tqg
Holling (1973) agengineering resilience.This comes down to absorptive (coping) capacity, which Cutter et a
(2008, 663)lefineascthe ability of the cormunity to absorb event impacts using predetermined coping
response® €

Resilience as incremental change (adaptivaftaptive resilience refers to the various adjustments (incrementg
changes) thapeople undergo in order to continue functioning without magualitative changes in function or
structural identity. These incrementatljustments and changes can take many forms (e.g. adopting new farn
techniques, change in farming practices, diversifyiviglihood bases, engaging in new social networks).etc
These adaptations can be individual or collective, and they can take plawdtatevel (intrahousehold, groups
of individuals/households, community, etc

Resilience as transformational change (transformativebansformational changes often inva\shifts in the
nature of thesystem the introduction of new state variables and possibly the loss of others, such as when a
household adopts a newdirection in making &iving or when a region moves from an agrarian to a resource
extraction economy. Itan be adeliberate process, initiated by the peoptesolved, or it can be forced on them
by changing environmental @ocioeconomic condition$Vhat the growing body of literature that discusses
transformational changes highlights is thtaeé main challeges associated wittransformation are not of a
technical or technological nature only. Instead, as poirdatlby Pelling(2011), these shifts may include a
combination of technological innovations, institutional reforms, behavishéfts and cultural changes.

104. Almost all the country case studies found evidence of resilience thinking in projects
implemented inthe 12 countries. K dzii moyirsénous terrain ad variation in agroecological
zonesrenders it vulnerable tohe impacts of climate change amtisastersin three projects

visited, resilience considerations were integrated as incremental change in risk management.
The Sustainableand Management proje¢GEF 12358) contributed to the reduction of land
degradation and retention of soil in targeted areas and increase the resilience of the land and
critical watersheds and communities dependent on the land to natural disastersrgattsof
climate changeThelntegrated Livestock and Crop Conservation Program (GEF ID 2550)
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increasedon-farm diversityof crop and livestockhereby increasing the resilience of its
agricultural production system3he LDCGkEnancedAddressing the Risk @limateinduced
Disasters through Enhanced National and Local Capacity for Effective Actfet (GEF ID
4976) enhanced resilience andpacity and reducethe vulnerability ofpeople, livelihoods,
physical assetsind natural systems to the adverse effects of climate chamye initiative had
a strong focus on economiefrastructurein the Pasaka Industrial Area in Phuentshqling
Bhutam & F A y | y Qand frafingicgpiatza  NAR | €

105. Tanzania has been experiencihg impacts of climate changecluding frequent and
prolonged droughts, severe floodssingocean temperaturesand sea level rise. Resilience
thinkingin its GEF projects being integrated into multiple benefits frameworks either in an
engineering sense or as incremental change. The MamaeCoastal Environment
Management project (GEF ID 2101) addressed resilienfighattocks.The project enhanced

the capacity to monitor transboundary fish stocksxtlusiveeconomiczones and

strengthening the governance regime for commercial fishery and-skaremarine managed
areas. Awareness was raised in coastal communiti#gsdognizehe importance of closed and
open seasons for fishing marine managedareas and community members can easily report
cases of illegal fishing practicesnearshore watersStrategic Investment Program for
Sustainable Land (SIP) project Reducing LagdaBation on the Highlands of Kilimanjaro (GEF
ID 3391) has contributed positively to strengthening the resilience of communities to the
impacts of climate change through capacity building, market support for alternative livelihood
options andaregulatory framework for SLM. There is evidence that the project has
strengthened the resilience of both communities and ecosystems to the shocks and
disturbances that may be caused by natural disasters, such as droughts and floods, and the
anticipated impacts oflemate change. The ongoind>CHinancedproject Developing Core
Capacity to Address Adaptation to Climate Change in Productive Coastal Zones (GEF ID 4141)
aims to address the vulnerability of the coastal zone in the face dieseérise and erratic
predpitation in four sites. The project is rehabilitating buffering ecosystems, such as
mangroves, and key protective infrastructures to ensure their resiliencerendontinued
protection of coastal assets, settlements, and community livelihoods.

106. In GEF mijects inUganda where policies and institutions dealing with climate resilience
are well developed, resilience thinkiegtailscoberefits and integration into multiple benefits
frameworks as incremental change. Resiliefeaured prominentlyin the Iniegrated

Landscape Management for Improved Livelihoods and Ecosystem Resilience in Mount Elgon
(GEF ID 5718) project and the SIP: Enabling Environment for SLM to Overcome Land
Degradation in the Cattle Corridor of Uganda (GE¥3E3) project In theseprojects to
reinforcelandscapeesiliencetree planting was integrated into the landscape to reduce wind
speed and for increased water retention. The technologiesnoted through these projects

help keep more water and nutrients in the s@hd ©nsewation agriculture increases

maximum use of resources and productivity. The projatde haveenhancedcommunity
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resilienceby organizng community memberto undertake joint landscape management
activities, while savings groupsnultaneously seek teeduce land mortgaging for small loans.

107. Kiribati is an atoll antherefore especially vulnerable to sea level rise and natural

disasters. Theesilience thinking in th&iribati Adaptation Program (GEF ID 2548¢silience

as incremental changategrated nto the multiple benefits frameworkThe projectpart of the

GEF Trust Fund Strategic Priority for Adaptation, focused on climate resilience and disaster risk
YFEYlF3SYSyd Ay (KS RSaAdys AyOfdzRAy3a aidNBy3aGKS
phase Increasing Resilience to Climate Variability and Hazards (GEF 1Dcd@68yed this

process, strengthening climate resilience based on the strategies and designs developed during
earlier, with special focus on water resources. The project alppaued the government in

developing a nevact on disaster risk managememgplacing an outdateda from 1999.

108. Comoros is prone to hydrological natural disasters that often have severe impacts on the
O2dzy G NB Q& LJ2 Lldzf I (Thv@ofthelpfjdrts reweTediadrdsiielze ihidkMasid
the projectdesign asesilience as incremental change integrated into the multiple benefits
framework.Both projects are financetdy the LDCF. The Adapting Water Resource

Management in Comoros to Increase Capacity to Cope with Climate Change project (GEF ID
3857)financed by LDObuilt capacity in the National Agency for Civil Aviation and Meteorology
for reaHime monitoring of cycloneand climate modelingThe project also strengthened the
power and utility company, supporting theplacementof existingwater pipes.Theongoing
LDCHroject Enhancing Adaptive Capacity and Resilience to Climate Change in the Agriculture
Sector in Comoro§GEF ID 49749 buildingon these activitiego improve the climate resilience

of the agricultural sector bgrovidingwater for irrigation.The regional project (GEF ID 1247)
achieved the outcome of improved local resilience through beach erosion cob&spite the
contributions of thesenitiativesto strengthenngthe resilience of the country and local
communities to climate change anatural disasters, the impact of such small projects is very
limited compared with the needs.

Fragility

109. Overall, the analysis of outcome and sustainability ratings showeder ratings for
projects implemented in fragile LDGkan those thatwere not. Twenty-eight of the 47 LDCs
are or have been a country affected by FCV in the lageafs(World Bank 2018(annex 5).

The GEF has approved, implemented, and completed projectsafitaéise FCV countries. GEF
support in FCV LDCs includes 38 completed projects, 31 of which were included in the APR 2019
terminal evaluation dataet. Sixtyone pacent of those projects were rated in the satisfactory
range for outcomesand 39 percent were rated likely for sustainabilityhis compares to the
sustainability cohorof this evaluatiorof 173national and regional interventions, whevd
percent of ppjectswere rated in the satisfactory range for outcomes at the time 44d

percent for likely sustainabilitfhen looking at the entire cohort covered by this evaluation
(GEH to GEF®), projects reviewed indicate thah the few cases in which implementation was
interrupted because of the emergence of a fragile situatibwe, projectcontinued when the
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situationreturnedto normal. This occurred for seven projeaise project in Myanmar is
currently on hold.

110. The Afrcan Biomes and SIDS SCCEs visited projects in five FE\GUDE€a and Mali in

the African Biomes, antthe SIDSf Comoros, Guine8issau, and KiribafThe situation in

Guinea directly affected timely delivery of GEF support. In 2008there was an inteuption

of the Support Program for Village Communities World Bank project due to civil unrest
F2ft26Ay3 GKS LINBaAARSYy(iQa RSIFIGKT (GKA& FT2NOSR
country. TheCommunitybased Land Management (GEF ID 1877) and aast&l Marine and
Biodiversity Managemer(GEF ID 1273) projects were stopped as well, because they were
K2aGSR FTYyR SESOdziSR G(KNRdzZIK GKS 22NXR .lylQa
Interviews with World Bank and government representatives indiddhat this unforeseen

interruption caused serious delays during implementation, but no other major consequences

were discerned.

111. InMali, the Biodiversity Conservation and Participatory Sustainable Management of

Natural Resources in the Inner Niger Delta and Its Transition Areas, Mopti Region (GEF ID 1152)
KFR RStlFrea Ay AYLXSYSyGlridAiazy 2F AdGa F3INBSYSyi
development{ 3Sy O0S bl A2yl S RQLy@SailAraaswmé&yi RSa [/
political crisis in the project area in 2012 and 2013 greatly penalized the financing of the
microprojects. As a result, following the supervisory mission in Apr8,2ZA contractsotaling

CFAF 110 million ($182,350) were canceled, but other activities continued, as reported in the
LINE2SO0GQa GSNNAYLFE S@lFfdzr A2y d hGKSNI LINR2SOG a
situation.

112. GuineaBissau has experiencedaries of military coups, unrestnd violence since its
independence from Portugal in 197%he regional project Combating Living Resource Depletion
and Coastal Area Degradation in the Guinea Current LME through EcodyedethRegional
Actions (GEF 10L&8)highlightedin table Sfor improved sustainability of outcomes at
postcompletionwas implementediuring times of political unresMore than half of the

program countries in the region experienced political crises during the implementation period
or were recovering from conflict in the years prior to the progr&uach problems also affected
the national project in GuineBissau, wher¢he period 200910 was dominated by political
conflicts with military involvement. The project closed just before the last official military coup
in 2012.The country case study found the project accomplished substantial outcomes despite a
difficult socigolitical environment.

Private Sector

113. The engagement of the private sector was not initially included as a-cuisg issue to
be exploredby this evaluation but country case studieslentified it as a potentially important
element of GEF interventioragfecting the sustainability of outcome$hereforethe private
sector was added to the assessmeitcrosscutting issuesn GEFsupported projectsiuring
the conduct of the evaluation.
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114. The pivate sector had limited involvement in GEF projectslibCs; when involved, it
contributed to sustainability Fifty-two percent of the projects reviewed in this evaluation
showed(relevance cohortn =621)evidence of some form of private sector engagement in
LDCs. Projects engaged with the private sectdregibisa project stakeholder (29 percent), to
getthe sectoron board from inception (18 percengndto ask for input on project design (15
percent). However, only 16 percent of projects engaged wighprivate sector during the

design stage to secureaipate sector cofinancing. Of thesbge terminal evaluations o087

projects (37 percent of all completed projects) reported evidence of private sector cofinancing
providedafter project completiorfor five projects In terms of private sectanvolvement

during implementation, 24 percent of projects showed evidence of established garblete
partnerships Establishment of 1percent of these partnershipsas facilitated byexisting

country regulatory frameworkthat enabkdthe private sectoto address environmental
issuesThe low level of private sector engagement in LDCs is not surprising given that LDCs are
typically characterized by a weak domestic private sedtioé@TAD 2018

115. The Cambodia case study found that the mmstminentkey driver for sustainability is
private sector engagement through financing and maseénted business. The Establishing
Conservation Areas Landscape Management in the Northern R@GEIS ID 1043) project
engagedhe private sector for ecotourism and markets for organic rice productibis
involvement continued to bactive at the time of the case studihe LDCF Adapting Water
Resource Management fdomorogo Increase Capacity toofe with Climate Change (GEF ID
3857) project hadn-kind cofinarting from the private sector anldad a private sector
representative on the project steerirgpmmittee, whoserole wasto validate activities and
budget.

116. InUganda, the private sector was included to help with project sustainability. Specifically,
the Protected Areas Management and Sustainable (&eF ID 1830) project increased private
sector investment in park facilities. The private sector was persuadddwvelop infrastructure

in the parks, such as hotels and camps in the reserve areas, thus generating income and
employing local community members. This action enhanced the nexus between environmental
conservation and increased income for the private seasryell as for local government

districts through the levy of hotel taxeswoprojectsin Mozambiquethe Transfrontier
Conservation Areas and Sustainable Tourism Development Project (GEF ID 2003) and
Sustainable Financing of the Protected Area SysteMorambique(GEF ID 3753ttracted

private sector investors and tourists after project completion.
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4. CONCLUSIONSND RECOMMENDATIONS
4.1 @nclusions

Overall Relevance to Country Environmental Priorities

117. GEF support to LDCs has increasedsistently since the pilot phas&.he GEF has long
recognized the unique challenges faced by LDCs and has regularly inateasegort to LDCs
since the pilot phase tmore than$1.2 billionin GEF5 and GE#. Sixtyeight percent of the
funding comedrom the GEF Trust Funand 29 percentfrom the LDCFDuring the shortfalin
replenishment due to currency fluctuatioms GEF6, an effort was made to ensure that LDCs
were sufficiently fundedDuring GE#B, the share from the LDCWhichhad grown substantifl
in GEFb, decreased due to a decline in resources available througfuticte Commitment
amountsto date for GEF7 show ontinued strong support to LDCs having reached $295.8
million.

118. GEF interventions are relevant to national environmental challendg@singLDCsThe
maininterventionsare well aligned and highly relevant to national environmental priorities
facing LDC#Most of GEF support to LDCs has focused on climate change adaptadiddress
the effects of a changing climate thexacerbatesnost environmental challenges in LDCs.
Clmate change adaptation accounts f&r percentof all GEF financing in GEfo GEF in
LDCsMultifocal area interventions most commonly aombinationof biodiversity, land
degradation and climate change including adaptatiohave grown to support LDCs to tackle
environmental challenges through integrated programmiRgview of project documentation
in the portfolio and interviews with government officials in case study countries strongl
O2YFANNSR GKIFG D9C AYUSNBSYyilA2ya INB oSttt A
in LDCsGovernment officials in countries visited highlighted ttre¢ GEF is an important
sourceof fundingcontributing to national sustainable developmeplainning.In the much
needed areas of institutional development and governamasete than half of the projects
reviewed focus on skills building and policy framewpirksluding indicatorsneasuring
capacity and skills development and the development of plaolicies, lawsand regulations.

Relevance of the Financial and Technical Support Offered by the GEB@s

119. The elevance of GEF suppadx country needshas not been affected byhe GER shift

towards integrated programming Since GEE, the GEF has been moving toward more

integrated programming through multifocal projects and programmatic approaches. Although
investment in programs initially increased in GE&nd substantially decreaséy GEF5, there

has been a shift from single focal area to multifocal interventions and an increase in the size of
LINEINF YAa FYR GKSANI NBaLISOGAGS OKAfR LINR2SO0a
integrated programming to achieve impact at kecand address the main drivers of

environmental degradation.
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120. The expansion of GEF Agencies has led to more options for most ODE€sumber of

GEF Agencies supporting LDCs has increased from 8 duridgtGEF during GE6. The three

original GEF Ageres active since the pilot phaséJNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank

implemented 72 percent of GEF funding. For LDCs that are also SIDS, the original GEF Agencies
account for 82 percent of financing in G&Fshowing that the benefits of expansion are still to

0SS NBFIftAT SR ! f(iK2dzAK y20 &S0 FdzZ fe& LINRPINIYYS
financing has fallen to 52 percent for all LDCs in GEfost Agencies active in LDCs have a

rather diversified portfolio in terms of focal area composition, withighler share otlimate

change adaptation projects implemented by each Agency. Countries select GEF Agencies based
on several aspects of comparative advantage incluttieg technical area of specialization,

their history of engagement with the Agency, aheé physical presence of the Agency in the

country.

Overall Performance and Sustainability

121. The performance of LDC projects is lower than for the overall GEF portféinalysis of

the most recent APR available data from the 2019 cohort shows that condpbetgects in

LDCs are rateldwer than the overall GEF portfolio on all performance indicators. Focusing on
the ratings of outcomes and the likelihood of their sustainability, 72 percent of projects were
rated as having satisfactory outcomes, whichassiderablyjower than the rating o80 percent

in the overall GEF portfolio. Regarding sustainability of outcomes, 46 percent of LDC projects
were rated in the likely range, compared to 63 percent of projects in the overall GEF portfolio.
On these dimensions, LDC projects are also ratedrdlan projects in the Africa and Asia
regions, where most LDCs are located. This conclusion confirms previous findings from IEO
performance analysis, country portfolio evaluations in LDCs, and the program evaluation of the
LDCF. Additionallyhile projects in LDCs have tended to have lower ratings, more recently
completed projects have higher ratings than those completed between 2007 and 2014.

122. Climate change adaptation projects performed better than other focal area projects in
LDCsSeventynine percen of climate change adaptation projects were rated in the satisfactory
range for outcomesand 58 percentvererated as having outcomes likely to be sustained; this
was thehighest of all focal area projects. The performance of climate chadgptation

projects is comparable to the overall GEF portfolio on outcomes and slightly lower than the 63
percent on sustainability. Most of the funding for climate change adaptation interventions is
from the LDCFRwith small amounts from the SCCF and the GEF Trust$uategic Priority for
Adaptation. LDCF support accounts 3@mpercentof funding during GE& to GEF6.

123. Demonstrating sustainability takes timelhis evaluation found thatost projects tend

to maintain or show higher observed sustainability of outcomes at postcompletion than at the
time of the terminal evaluationThisconfirms similar findings of the APR 2017 and the recently
completed SIDS SCTResemprovements in sustinability are mainly attributed to the quality

of project design as well as to positive changes in the context taking place postcompletion
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Factors of Sustainability

124. Financial sustainability is a challenge in most LDGkthe four dimensions of
sustainaliityt financial, institutional, environmentaand politicat financial sustainability is
rated the lowest in LDCSeventytwo percent of projects in the APR 2019 cohort of projects
completed between 2007 and 2014 were rated likely for sustainability of outcomes in the
overall GEportfolio compared to 65 percent in LD@y region, financial sustainability varies
widely, with 54 percentof LDC projects rated as liketyterms of financial sustainabiliiy
Africacomparedto 84 percent in Asighis latter ishigher than the overall GEF cohgaind the
rangereflectsthe heterogeneity among LDQgnited postcompletion financing a key
contextrelated hindering factor in most of the country case studies conducted by the three
SCCEZghis findingpoints to the importance of elaborating financial arrangements in the
project design that can continue aftprojectcompletion to deler benefits over time.

125. Profitable incomegenerating activities play a vital role in the sustainability of outcomes

in LDCsThe review of terminal evaluations and postcompletion site visits by country case
studies found that many GEF interventions incli@megenerating activities to link local
community benefits to improved environmental management. This approach has been found to
lead to tangible outcomes in LDCs, but it is not guaranteed to be a success. Community
livelihoodinterventions in LDCs are more likely to succeed if the proposed actiuityaistan
alternative livelihoodiswell designed, haa positive environmeral-socioeconomic nexus, and
meetsthe needs of beneficiaries. Interventions are more likely to b&ainable if they are

market oriented and are integrated in development plans and budget.

Gender

126. The inclusion of gender considerations in GEF interventions has increased in TB€s.
evaluation found a progressive increase in the number of projects caimglgender analysis,
includinggender mainstreaming planand incorporaing gender in results framework from
GEH to GE6. Consistent with similar findingBom previous IEO evaluations, gender
consicerations in LDCs are taken into account during poojjaplementation even when not
addressed athe designstaga this is evident from the improved ratings of projects between
entry and completion and from findings of country case studies. Taking gender into
consideration is also important for the sustainlélp of outcomesas well as fogender equality
FYR 62YSyYyQa SYLRGSNYSYy(o®

Resilience andFragility

127. Climate resilience is addressed in climate change adaptation projects, but rarely in

other focal area projectsPromoting climate resilience is a key aspect in LDCs as demonstrated
by the large number of adaptation interventions and the considerable amount of LDCF/SCCF
funding in LDC&Vhile all climate change adaptation projects financedh®/LDCF/SCCF and

the GEE Trust Fun&trategic Priority for Adaptatiomcluded resilience considerations, only 37
percent ofother focal aregprojects showed some evidence dimateresilience considerations.
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Resilience consideratioms these projectsocusedon risk managemerand resilience as a

cobenefit. When considering the entire portfolio covered by this evaluation, spanning from
GEF4toGERE X || Y2@S (2 NBAATASYOS O2yaARSNI GA2ya ¢
benefits framework is observed.

128. Fragility hasaffected the timely delivery of GEF suppas well asoutcomesand
sustainability of GEF support in LD@verall, outcome and sustainability ratings shiower
ratings forprojectsimplementedin fragile countries in LDCs and those that were not. As
observed in country visits by the African Biomes and SIDS SCCEs in Comoros, Guinea, Guinea
Bissau, Kiribatand Mali, country insecurity artie emergence of fragile situations can
substantiallydelay implementation and outcomes. However, activities such as alteenat
livelihood and incom@enerating activities that are financially viable and beneficiakyvant
tend to continua especially when these are located far from capital cities. The AfBoames
SCCE found several examples in which the negative effects of suddenly emerged fragile
situations tended to be fellessin rural areas, on activities with a clear and tangible financial
viability, and a high correspondence with beneficiary need.

4.2 Recommendations

129. Continue to strengthen project design to improve sustainability of outcom&sough

performance of projects completed more recently has improved, the GEF Secretariat and GEF

l 3SYOASa aK2dzZ R GF1S Ayid2 RdaSicaibofitcdl oStesdini A 2y |
developing projects and programs for LDCs. While demonstrating sustainability takes time, a
well-designedprojectshould include measures and activities that will suppart terms of

both financial and institutional standpointscontinued delivery of outcomes beyond the life of

the project. Particular emphasis should be on elaborating financial arrangements at gjleetpro

design stage, that can continue after project completion to deliver benefits over time. Special
attention on financial sustainability should be given to projects and programs in African LDCs.

130. Derive greater benefits from the expanded GEF partnerstupliDCs that are also SIDS.

In line with the SIDS SCCE recommendadt; Agencies of the fiwtd secondexpansion

should strengthen dialogue with governments and key stakeholders in LDCs that are SIDS based
on their thematic and regionalompetencies

131. Strengthen climate resilience considerations in all projecghile resilience is addressed

in climate change adaptation projects, the GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies should strengthen
climateresilienceconsiderations in other focal area interventionsldiessing climate resilience

in project design will increase the likelihood of the sustainability of the GEF portfolio.
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