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PIF

Part I – Project Information

Focal area elements

1. Is the project/program aligned with the relevant GEF focal area elements in Table A, as de�ned by the GEF 7 Programming
Directions?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin): Yes, the project is fully aligned with the GEF7 IW strategy.  

Agency Response 

Indicative project/program description summary

2. Are the components in Table B and as described in the PIF sound, appropriate, and su�ciently clear to achieve the
project/program objectives and the core indicators?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 6th of April 2021 (cseverin): Partly, please address below comments:

 

1) Please make it clearer what will be delivered through this investment. the results framework and the general mentions some deliverables,
but it is not very speci�c.

2) For this amount of proposed �nancing, the deliverables are simply too few and not ambitious enough. E.g. the project proposed to do one

https://gefportal.worldbank.org/App/


plan in one country (2.1.5b). Please increase level of ambition.On the other hand when point 1 above is addressed, it may be clear to the
reader that the project will be delivering substantially. But in its present format, it looks like this third phase will simply continue to support

capacity building, and that is NOT enough. 

3) Considering this project will continue delivering on the regional SAP that was signed of on by 27 countries, and formulate and implement
a regional ocean plan, it is worrisome that key countries are missing from the submission and that a total of 9 eligible countries have not
endorsed in investment. Please work diligently to provide the remaining LOEs. IF this is not possible, it will basically mean that the project
objective will have to be revised, as it will then not be able to delivered an ocean plan and an updated TDA and SAP that covers the entire
region.

4)SGP is mentioned in the results framework, as an important partner in the project's activities on the ground. If proof exists of this
partnership, please include as an annex.

5) Please ensure that there is consistency between the deliverables in Table B and what is listed in the Table F and annexes.

6) Please note, that the  Blue Invest projects is listed (in para 67) as being �nanced at $10 mio by GEF. please double, check as this amount
is higher than what is known to the GEFSEC.

7) The write up includes 18 pages of baseline, before the reader get to understand what the project is proposing to work on in the different
components. Please insert a much more succinct baseline summary, no more than a few pages are needed, the rest can be presented as an
annex. 

8) For the OCM, the GEF is expecting that many more countries participate than the 15 nations that have currently have endorsed the
project.

9) Please provide a matrix/overview that outlines which nations were part of the TDA/SAP formulation, which countries have signed on to
this proposed investment and which countries are missing (this can be an annex too) . Further, it would be helpful if this was accompanied
by a description of what the project proponents are planning to do to get all relevant countries to join and what happens if that is not
possible. Especially focusing on the NOT scenario, as that will have large impacts on what the project can accomplish, especially in relation
to formulation of a region wide Ocean strategy.

10) Please produce and include a TOC for the project proposal

11) Please produce and include a climate risk screening

12) Please produce and include a detailed risk and opportunity analysis on the impacts of COVID to the proposed investment.

13) Please produce and include a results framework. It may be easier to understand what the project will deliver if a RF is included with clear
quanti�able indicator wording included.

14) Please ensure better proportionality between the PMC budget to ensure that proportion of GEF �nancing is equal to or near to of what is
the case for the entire budget. This can either be done be lowering the GEF amount or increasing the co-�nancing.

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): Partly addressed. Please add wording to the submission (both  attached PIF and in the portal template) that
the project will be working towards including further countries during PPG. These needs to be mentioned, so that it is clear to all that the



t e p oject  be o g to a ds c ud g u t e  cou t es du g G. ese eeds to be e t o ed, so t at t s c ea  to a  t at t e
project proponents will work towards having following X, X and X countries join. 

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): Addressed

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez):
 
1) Please make it clearer what will be delivered through this investment. the results framework and the general mentions some deliverables,
but it is not very speci�c.

A more concise, shortened version of the Results Framework putting major emphasis on quantitative deliverables has now been added as
Annex D (highlighted in light blue) in the PIF. The annex makes the substantial outputs expected from the investment stand out more clearly,
including an extra column titled ‘Metrics/Speci�cs’, providing more precise, quantitative information for each output. Readability of whole
Table B has also been improved for this purpose.

2) For this amount of proposed �nancing, the deliverables are simply too few and not ambitious enough. E.g. the project proposed to do one
plan in one country (2.1.5b). Please increase level of ambition. On the other hand when point 1 above is addressed, it may be clear to the
reader that the project will be delivering substantially. But in its present format, it looks like this third phase will simply continue to support
capacity building, and that is NOT enough.

By addressing point 1 above, as requested, the wide-ranging scope and highly ambitious nature of the proposal is now better revealed than
was originally the case.

3) Considering this project will continue delivering on the regional SAP that was signed of on by 27 countries, and formulate and implement
a regional ocean plan, it is worrisome that key countries are missing from the submission and that a total of 9 eligible countries have not
endorsed in investment. Please work diligently to provide the remaining LOEs. IF this is not possible, it will basically mean that the project
objective will have to be revised, as it will then not be able to delivered an ocean plan and an updated TDA and SAP that covers the entire
region.

1 additional LOE, from Antigua & Barbuda, has been added (see part I of project information and part III of Approval/endorsement
highlighted in light blue) at the time of re-submission, counting now with a total of already 16 LOEs.   Before re-submission the following
countries were contacted (again) in the context of the continuing efforts to provide additional LOE’s: Brazil, Mexico, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines (SVG), Dominica, Grenada, Barbados and Haiti.   It is noted that in some cases (Mexico and Barbados) there is a long internal
process for issuing the LOE. Haiti has requested a brief of the project in French, as they are interested to be part of the project.  In the case
of SVG although they are facing the severe impacts of an ongoing Volcanic eruption, they indicated interest to present the LOE, as well as
Dominica.  No answers were received yet from Brazil and Grenada.

Efforts to secure the adhesion of additional countries as direct project participants will continue to be undertaken during PPG phase, with
due respect for the current complex regional and national contexts and the required national processes and associated timelines. It is
expected that the release of the PPG grant, and its enabling effect on further stakeholder consultation and engagement, will be supportive
of this objective.
4)SGP is mentioned in the results framework, as an important partner in the project's activities on the ground. If proof exists of this
partnership, please include as an annex.

A memo from the UNDP GEF SGP Global Manager has been added as Annex F (highlighted in light blue) to the PIF.

5) Please ensure that there is consistency between the deliverables in Table B and what is listed in the Table F and annexes.

nd



Consistency between the deliverables in Table B and what is listed in Table F and annexes has now been ensured (see crosscheck
highlighted in light blue in tables B and F and annexes B and D).

6) Please note, that the  Blue Invest projects is listed (in para 67) as being �nanced at $10 mio by GEF. please double, check as this amount
is higher than what is known to the GEFSEC.

The mentioned UNDP Blue Invest initiative is not a GEF-funded initiative, and it is presumed that it was confused with the UNEP/CBD
‘BlueFin’ concept note requesting GEF funding.  Explicit reference to the Blue Invest Initiative has been removed from the revised PIF in light
of the request to reduce the overall length of Section 3; however, the possibilities of synergies and collaboration will still be explored during
the PPG phase.

7) The write up includes 18 pages of baseline, before the reader get to understand what the project is proposing to work on in the different
components. Please insert a much more succinct baseline summary, no more than a few pages are needed, the rest can be presented as an
annex. 

A much more succinct baseline summary has been produced, with more detailed information having been moved to Annex G, and/or
available through links to relevant online resources.

8) For the OCM, the GEF is expecting that many more countries participate than the 15 nations that have currently have endorsed the
project.

The GEF’s expectation is valid and shared by the 31 States and Territories and 7 IGO’s that formally adopted the February 2021 CLME+
Project Steering Committee Meeting (PSC) Decision through which the content of the OCM MOU was approved. As per the PSC Decisions,
the OCM will be open to participation by a total of 44 different States and Territories, and 11 IGOs. Under its Article 37 the MOU stipulates
that the OCM becomes operational upon signature by a minimum of 17 States or Territories and 6 IGOs.
 
The content of the MOU is the result of over 2 years of intense and highly participatory negotiations (made possible through the CLME+ GEF
Project Grant) with the countries and regional organizations from the CLME+ region. The above target was collectively set and considered to
be: “very ambitious, but both necessary and su�cient for the initiation of meaningful operations of the OCM”. Setting a higher target to
initiate the operations of the OCM however was deemed to be not desirable, as: (1) processes and timelines for formalizing adhesion to
international agreements and initiatives are not equal for all countries and organizations; all international initiatives generally go through a
process of gradually increasing levels of adhesion (in many cases, spanning several years); (2)  a higher target  for initiating the Mechanism
would likely lead to unnecessary and undesirable delays in the delivery of its bene�ts and added value for the region.
 
It is also important to note that, at the time of original PIF submission, a total of 22 States and Territories and 6 IGOs eligible for
participation in the OCM (i.e. well above the agreed upon threshold for its operationalization) were already part of the PROCARIBE+
Proposal: 16 countries had provided LOE’s, and 2 non-GEF eligible countries, namely the Netherlands and the USA, representing an
additional 5 Overseas Territories, as well as 6 IGO’s, were also already con�rmed project participants under the original proposal (see
indicative co-�nancing).
 
It is also worth to mention that the provision of LOEs for PROCARIBE+ and the signing of the MOU establishing the OCM, are 2 different
processes. Prompt mobilization and operationalization of the PROCARIBE+ PPG and full grant however will be bene�cial and
supportive/essential for the prompt operationalization of the OCM mechanism, and for fast-tracking its incremental membership.
 
 
9) Please provide a matrix/overview that outlines which nations were part of the TDA/SAP formulation, which countries have signed on to
this proposed investment and which countries are missing (this can be an annex too) . Further, it would be helpful if this was accompanied
by a description of what the project proponents are planning to do to get all relevant countries to join and what happens if that is not
possible. Especially focusing on the NOT scenario, as that will have large impacts on what the project can accomplish, especially in relation
to formulation of a region wide Ocean strategy.

A t i h i “ ti i ti ” b St t d T it i l th CLME / CLME+ / PROCARIBE+ ti i dd d A E

https://www.clmeproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/210303-Draft-CM-MoU-2.pdf
https://www.clmeproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Annex-1_-Potential-Country-IGO-Signatories.pdf


A matrix showing “participation” by States and Territories along the CLME / CLME+ / PROCARIBE+ continuum is now added as Annex E
(highlighted in light blue) to the PIF. From the matrix, it can be seen how formal adherence to the aforementioned initiatives by means of
GEF OFP LOE’s and ProDoc/SAP signatures etc. has typically been gradual and progressive over time, whereas the engagement in the
projects of key IGO’s with a permanent region-wide membership has been a success formula that has allowed to fast-track full engagement
of all States and Territories from the region.
 
Important remarks, and engagement strategy:
 
It must be noted that many of the project outputs do not demand participation by all GEF-eligible countries for their successful delivery: on
the contrary, the size of the requested GEF grant would by no means be su�cient to deliver each of the outputs in all countries (see the
quantitative targets in the Results Framework).
 
Where project outputs and outcomes do require or stand to bene�t from the participation of all States and Territories, such can be achieved
via not one but several avenues providing practical options for both direct and indirect participation. Successful delivery of such outputs is
thus by no means jeopardized by the absence of a number of LOE’s from GEF eligible countries at the time of PIF submission.
 
Similar approaches were successfully applied during both the CLME and CLME+ Projects. An important avenue for the engagement of all
States and Territories (both GEF and non-GEF eligible) has been the active participation in project activities of key IGO’s with an oceans
mandate, and with broad regional membership. Proof of the success of this formula is that States and Territories that did not provide LOEs
for the CLME and CLME+ PIFs, nor signed the corresponding UNDP Project Documents, did endorse the CLME+ SAP (e.g. Nicaragua, Cuba,
Montserrat, France,...) and/or did formally approve IGO Work Programmes (e.g. The Netherlands, UK Overseas Territories,...) through which
practical implementation was given to key aspects of the SAP.
  
 
Currently, the membership of the CLME+ Interim Coordination Mechanism - the predecessor of the OCM - consists of 8 IGO’s. It is trusted
that through the con�rmed participation in PROCARIBE+ of key IGO’s such as but not limited to UNEP CEP, IOCARIBE of the IOC of UNESCO
and FAO-WECAFC, the Project will be able to effectively reach all 44 States and Territories, including those not eligible for �nancial support
from the GEF.
 
It is further to be noted that for the negotiations and formulation of this new regional Ocean Action Programme, the Project will strive to
engage not only all countries, but also key non-governmental stakeholders. Combined, the OCM and the wider-ranging, multi-stakeholder
ocean partnership(s), to be operationalized early on in project implementation under Component 1, are expected to provide a valuable
platform for this purpose.
 
As such, and whereas the GEF Agency considers the mobilization within a very short time frame of LOEs from 16 countries to be an
outstanding achievement, the con�rmed engagement of 6 regional IGO’s in the Project can be seen as equally important for the successful
delivery of the next iteration of the SAP.
 
 
10) Please produce and include a TOC for the project proposal

A ToC has been produced and is now included in the PIF under section 3 (highlighted in light blue).

11) Please produce and include a climate risk screening

A Climate Risk Screening has been produced and is now included as Annex H (highlighted in light blue) to the PIF.

12) Please produce and include a detailed risk and opportunity analysis on the impacts of COVID to the proposed investment.

A detailed risk and opportunity analysis on the impacts of COVID has been produced and is now included as Annex I (highlighted in light
blue) to the PIF.



13) Please produce and include a results framework. It may be easier to understand what the project will deliver if a RF is included with clear
quanti�able indicator wording included.
Table B of the PIF provides a detailed Results Framework. For most of the Outputs, the Results Framework already explicitly mentions
speci�c, quantitative targets, including a number of GEF core indicators.
 
Additionally, a short, simpli�ed Results Framework clearly re�ecting/quantifying key expected deliverables has been produced and is now
included as Annex D to the PIF.
 
14) Please ensure better proportionality between the PMC budget to ensure that proportion of GEF �nancing is equal to or near to of what is
the case for the entire budget. This can either be done be lowering the GEF amount or increasing the co-�nancing
 
The proportionality between the PMC budget and PMC co-�nancing has been adjusted as requested, see the correspondent part in Table B
highlighted in light blue.
 

26th of April (anamarianunez):

See Footnote 8 added under Section 2 “Baseline Scenario”, paragraph 21 highlighted in yellow. Under PIF Annex E, note 2 was added,
highlighted in yellow.

 

Co-�nancing

3. Are the indicative expected amounts, sources and types of co-�nancing adequately documented and consistent with the
requirements of the Co-Financing Policy and Guidelines, with a description on how the breakdown of co-�nancing was
identi�ed and meets the de�nition of investment mobilized?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Partly, please adjust following tagging of co-�nancing

sources:

 
1) For co-�nancing from donor countries (USA, Netherlands, European space Agency) please use “donor Agency” as the source
2) For co-�nancing from FAO, UNEP, and UNESCO please use “donor Agency” as the source
3) For co-�nancing from UNDP, please use “GEF Agency” as the source
 
26th of April 2021 (cseverin): addressed 



 

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez):
 
1) For co-�nancing from donor countries (USA, Netherlands, European space Agency) please use “donor Agency” as the source
 
The requested change has been done.  See the correspondent part in Table C, highlighted in light blue.
 
2) For co-�nancing from FAO, UNEP, and UNESCO please use “donor Agency” as the source
 
The requested change has been done.  See the correspondent part in Table C, highlighted in light blue.
 
3) For co-�nancing from UNDP, please use “GEF Agency” as the source
 
 
 
The requested change has been done.  See the correspondent part in Table C, highlighted in light blue.
 
Additionally, indicative co-�nancing received from the Government of Colombia has now also been incorporated.   See the correspondent
part in table C, highlighted in light blue.

nd

GEF Resource Availability

4. Is the proposed GEF �nancing in Table D (including the Agency fee) in line with GEF policies and guidelines? Are they within
the resources available from (mark all that apply):

 
 

 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes, especially if ALL eligible countries endorse the

project.  

Agency Response 



The STAR allocation?
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 

Agency Response 

The focal area allocation?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 

Agency Response 

The LDCF under the principle of equitable access?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 

Agency Response 

The SCCF (Adaptation or Technology Transfer)?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 



Agency Response 

Focal area set-aside?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 

Agency Response 

Impact Program Incentive?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 

Agency Response 

Project Preparation Grant

5. Is PPG requested in Table E within the allowable cap? Has an exception (e.g. for regional projects) been su�ciently
substantiated? (not applicable to PFD)

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes, the slight increase has been approved by the GPU

manager 



Agency Response 

Core indicators

6. Are the identi�ed core indicators in Table F calculated using the methodology included in the corresponding Guidelines?
(GEF/C.54/11/Rev.01)

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):No, please make sure that core indicators listed throughout the project are the same. Further please:

1) Make sure to include the LMEs under core indicator 7

2) Please include tons of �sh moved to more sustainable levels the proper place in indicator 8

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): addressed 

 

 

 

 

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez):

1)      LMEs included under core indicator 7 in the GEF portal.

2)      Tons of �sh moved to more sustainable levels have been placed correctly in indicator 8 at the GEF portal.

nd

Project/Program taxonomy
 



Part II – Project Justi�cation

7. Is the project/program properly tagged with the appropriate keywords as requested in Table G?

 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes

Agency Response 

1. Has the project/program described the global environmental/adaptation problems, including the root causes and barriers
that need to be addressed?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin): Yes indeed, but in too much detail. Please  work towards presenting this in a more consolidated fashion
compared to the 7 pages that is currently used.

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): addressed 

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez):
A much more consolidated version of the global environmental problem has been produced, as requested.  See the correspondent section
in the PIF.

nd

2. Is the baseline scenario or any associated baseline projects appropriately described?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th f A il 2021 ( i ) Y b t t d t il d Pl id t lid t d i l d th d t il d b li



6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes, but too detailed. Please consider to consolidate and include the detailed baseline as an annex

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): addressed 

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anitamarianunez):
A more consolidated version of the baseline scenario has been produced, as requested.  A list with a limited selection of baseline is still
included as Annex G (highlighted in light blue) to the PIF.

nd

3. Does the proposed alternative scenario describe the expected outcomes and components of the project/program?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin:YES,  the project description (alternative scenario) is 13 pages long. Please carefully assess if this can be
consolidated and sharpened to make it easier for the reader to understand what the investment will be delivering. On top it would be needed
to provide a shorter concise wirte up earlier i the document that allows the reader to understand what will be delivered, in quanti�able terms.

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): addressed. 

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez):
 
A careful assessment has been made as to what level of details from the original version of the alternative
scenario could be removed without substantially reducing clarity of, and rationale for the project interventions. It has been possible to
shorten the scenario description up to some extent, but it is perceived that keeping some level of details is still bene�cial.

nd

4. Is the project/program aligned with focal area and/or Impact Program strategies?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes



Agency Response 

5. Is the incremental/additional cost reasoning properly described as per the Guidelines provided in GEF/C.31/12?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes

Agency Response 

6. Are the project’s/program’s indicative targeted contributions to global environmental bene�ts (measured through core
indicators) reasonable and achievable? Or for adaptation bene�ts?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes, but please provide a results framework for the investment. That would make it easier for the reader to
understand what will be delivered.

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): Addressed. However it is noted that the GEF is listed as the Global Environment Fund. Which is not correct. 

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez):
As indicated in previous points, readability of the Table B Results Framework has been improved, and shortened version of the results
framework has been added as Annex D in the PIF.

26th of April 2021 (anamarianunez): The GEF is now correctly listed as Global Environment Facility in the Acronyms Table at the end of
Annex D highlighted in yellow.

 

nd



7. Is there potential for innovation, sustainability and scaling up in this project?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin): Yes 

Agency Response 

Project/Program Map and Coordinates

Is there a preliminary geo-reference to the project’s/program’s intended location?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

1. 6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes

Agency Response 

Stakeholders

Does the PIF/PFD include indicative information on Stakeholders engagement to date? If not, is the justi�cation provided
appropriate? Does the PIF/PFD include information about the proposed means of future engagement?

 
 



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin): Partly, please describe any consultations conducted with civil society, private sector and IPLC, as indicated in
the section on Stakeholders.  In addition, please provide a stakeholder analysis that includes a list of stakeholders in the project area,
identifying their interests and potential role in the project as well as the means of engagement.

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): Addressed. 

27th of April 2021 (cseverin):the Stakeholder Engagement strategy description still does not describe consultations conducted with
Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities, Civil Society Organizations  and Private Sector Entities. Please  describe the  process of
consultations conducted with these stakeholders during project identi�cation prior to the PIF submission in more detail than what is
currently presented in the table. If no consultations has taken place, please uncheck the marks saying that there were any consultations
with them. If engagements have not been undertaken in a more direct way than described in the PIF, but are planned to be undertaken,
please include a description that let the reader understand why such engagements have not been taking place and by when such
stakeholder engagement will be taking place. 

29th of April 2021 (cseverin): Addressed
 

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez):
 

A detailed stakeholder analysis for the Caribbean and North Brazil Shelf LME’s CLME+ Project (available on the CLME+ Hub) was conducted
at the onset of the project in 2015. This analysis continues to be relevant to date, in light of the fact that PROCARIBE+ seeks to give
continuity to the key outcomes and outputs from CLME+. Additional inventories (in particular, an inventory of civil society groups and (small
grants) donors and trust funds (available to the GEF Agency as an Access database), and on (private sector) investors) were conducted in
the context of CLME+ work on the “People Managing Oceans” Civil Society version of the Strategic Action Programme, and in the context of
the preparatory work on private sector engagement. These analyses will be re-visited and �ne-tuned as needed during the PROCARIBE+ PPG
(with the support of the PPG grant), and further updated/expanded, as deemed necessary, during project inception and implementation.
 
A table has been added to the PIF under Section 2 (highlighted in light blue). Stakeholders, identifying the key stakeholder groups per project
component/output, as well as the anticipated means of engagement.
 
A stakeholder consultation on gender mainstreaming in Caribbean �sheries was conducted in May 2020.
Consultations with Civil Society were conducted in the context of the preparations of the “People Managing Oceans” Civil Society-version of
the regional Strategic Action Programme, whose implementation will be supported through PROCARIBE+ Component 3. Likewise, and in
support of private sector/investor engagement in Component 3, reference is made to the CLME+ Project “Baseline Inventory of Existing and
Potential Sustainable Blue Finance Investors to Support the CLME+ Vision” (February 2021). OSPESCA as well as the Fisheries Departments
of its member states have regularly engaged with relevant private sector and IPLC actors (spiny lobster, traceability, Component 3).
 
The GEF Agency and the CLME+ PCU have   liaised/engaged with several non-governmental stakeholders (mentioned in the PIF under
Section 2 highlighted in light blue) in the context of the preparations of the PROCARIBE+ PIF, through direct communications (email
exchanges and teleconferences)

nd

https://clmeplus.org/doculibrary/stakeholder-inventory-and-involvement-plan-caribbean-and-north-brazil-shelf-large-marine-ecosystems-project-clme/
file:///C:/Users/RPC/Downloads/LME-Baseline-Assessment-of-Blue-Economy-Investors.pdf
https://rebrand.ly/gender-mainstreaming-consultations
https://clmeplus.org/app/uploads/2021/04/CLME-Baseline-Assessment-of-Blue-Economy-Investors.pdf
https://clmeplus.org/app/uploads/2021/04/CLME-Baseline-Assessment-of-Blue-Economy-Investors.pdf


exchanges and teleconferences).
 

28  of April 2021 (anamarianunez): A more detailed description, as requested, has been included in the PIF under the correspondent
section, highlighted in green.

 

th

Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment

Is the articulation of gender context and indicative information on the importance and need to promote gender equality and
the empowerment of women, adequate?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin): Partly, please provide a stronger description on measures to ensure gender responsive consultations project
design/development. Further, it is noted that a more detailed plan needs to be included at time of CEO endorsement.

26th of april 2021 (cseverin): Addressed. 

Agency Response 
22  of April (anamarianunez):
The description on measures to ensure gender responsiveness of the investment has been expanded under Section 3 of the PIF (highlighted
in light blue). In order to ensure that gender-responsive consultations take place during the project design/development stage, and in order
to �ne-tune the project’s gender approach, a dedicated gender expert will be engaged  for this purpose during the PPG phase.

The second part of the comment/request is duly noted and a more detailed plan will be provided at the time of submission for CEO
endorsement 

 

nd

Private Sector Engagement

Is the case made for private sector engagement consistent with the proposed approach?

 
 



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin): Yes, however it is noted that a more detailed plan be included at time of CEO endorsement.  

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez): The comment/request is duly noted and a more detailed plan will be provided at the time of submission
for CEO endorsement
 

nd

Risks to Achieving Project Objectives

Does the project/program consider potential major risks, including the consequences of climate change, that might prevent
the project objectives from being achieved or may be resulting from project/program implementation, and propose measures
that address these risks to be further developed during the project design?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes, the proposal includes a risk matrix. However, please produce and include a risk and opportunity analysis of
how the current COVID pandemic and a post COVID Pandemic situation will impact the project and its implementation.

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): Addressed

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez): A risk and opportunity analysis indicating how the COVID pandemic and post-pandemic situation will
impact the project has been produced, and is added to the PIF as Annex I (highlighted in light blue).
 

nd

Coordination
 



Is the institutional arrangement for project/program coordination including management, monitoring and evaluation outlined?
Is there a description of possible coordination with relevant GEF-�nanced projects/programs and other bilateral/multilateral
initiatives in the project/program area?

 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes

Agency Response 

Consistency with National Priorities

Has the project/program cited alignment with any of the recipient country’s national strategies and plans or reports and
assessments under relevant conventions?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes. Again it is really important for the project to be able to deliver that as many states that were part fo the
agreeing to the regional TDA, SAP and regional coordination mechanism participates in the project.

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): Thank you for inserting wording alluding the process that is ongoing to get as many caribbean sea nations to
participate.

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez):
 
The GEF Agency is very con�dent that the already con�rmed levels of direct participation (i.e. through LOEs and through co-�nancing
indications from non-GEF eligible States, representing several Overseas Territories: together representing a total of 23 States and Territories
to date) as well as the indirect and direct engagements (as Member States of the 6 IGOs that already con�rmed participation: all 44 States

nd



to date) as well as the indirect and direct engagements (as Member States of the 6 IGOs that already con�rmed participation: all 44 States
and Territories from the region) is an important enabling factor for the successful delivery on the project results framework, and the
associated regional and national strategies and plans.

 
Notwithstanding this, and as indicated before, the adhesion of additional countries as direct project participants will continue to be pursued,
with due respect for the current complex regional context, required national processes and associated timelines. It is expected that the
release of the PPG grant, and its enabling effect on further stakeholder consultation and engagement, will be supportive of this objective.
 
 

Knowledge Management

Is the proposed “knowledge management (KM) approach” in line with GEF requirements to foster learning and sharing from
relevant projects/programs, initiatives and evaluations; and contribute to the project’s/program’s overall impact and
sustainability?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes

Agency Response 

Environmental and Social Safeguard (ESS)

Are environmental and social risks, impacts and management measures adequately documented at this stage and consistent
with requirements set out in SD/PL/03?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):Yes 



Part III – Country Endorsements

Agency Response 

Has the project/program been endorsed by the country’s GEF Operational Focal Point and has the name and position been
checked against the GEF data base?

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):15 LOEs have been uploaded. two of these have been signed by the wrong GEF OFP (Belize and Guatemala).
Further, it is anticipated the many more Caribbean and N.Brazilian Shelf countries will join the investment. Please continue to work on
getting more countries to join the project.

26th of April: Compared to the list of country SAP signatures, the project is missing some key country LOEs. Please continue to work on
obtaining these, so that they can either be uploaded prior to WP formulation or alternatively during PPG. Please include wording to that
effect. 

thanks for revised LOE from Guatemala and FYI GEF database on Belize is being updated. 

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): Addressed, the submission now includes wording that indicates that the last remaining countries that
endorsed the SAP is being pursued towards joining this investment, at the latest during PPG. 

Agency Response 
22  of April 2021 (anamarianunez):
 
The LOE from Guatemala has been re-issued, now with the signature of the GEF OFP (the letter is included as attachment to the whole
package and change registered in part III of the PIF correspondent to the Approval/endorsement highlighted in light blue). The Belize LOE
features the correct GEF OFP signature; a communication con�rming the GEF OFP was sent to UNDP with cc to the GEF Sec on 14  April
2021.
 
One additional LOE has been added at the time of re-submission, bringing the total number of GEF-eligible countries who have provided an
LOE to date to 16. It is indeed correct to anticipate that additional countries will provide LOE’s, and work will continue during PPG and
Project Inception Phase towards facilitating such, but also towards enabling the engagement of other (potentially) valuable inter-
governmental and non-governmental stakeholders.
 
It is important to point out that the marine space of the CLME+ region is not only shared by GEF-eligible, but also by non-GEF eligible States
and Dependent Territories France the Netherlands and the USA have already pre con�rmed their engagement in PROCARIBE+ (see

nd

th



GEFSEC DECISION

and Dependent Territories. France, the Netherlands and the USA have already pre-con�rmed their engagement in PROCARIBE+ (see
indicative co-�nancing in the PIF), increasing the number of direct participating States and Territories from a total of 22 (at the time of
original submission) to a total of 23, by re-submission on April 22.

 
Please further note that participation by all States and Territories from the region will also be enabled through the regional IGO’s. Use of the
latter formula was key to the success of the CLME and CLME+ Projects. At the time of PIF (re-)submission, 6 regional IGO’s with an oceans-
related mandate had already submitted indicative co-�nancing for the proposal. The membership of these IGO’s covers all States and
Territories from the Wider Caribbean, and multiple sectors with a stake in the marine environment.
 

26th of April (anitamarianunez): See Footnote 8 added under Section 2 “Baseline Scenario”, paragraph 21 highlighted in yellow. Under PIF
Annex E, note 2 was added, highlighted in yellow.

 
 
 

Termsheet, re�ow table and agency capacity in NGI Projects

Does the project provide su�cient detail in Annex A (indicative termsheet) to take a decision on the following selection
criteria: co-�nancing ratios, �nancial terms and conditions, and �nancial additionality? If not, please provide comments. Does
the project provide a detailed re�ow table in Annex B to assess the project capacity of generating re�ows?  If not, please
provide comments. After reading the questionnaire in Annex C, is the Partner Agency eligible to administer concessional
�nance? If not, please provide comments.

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

NA

Agency Response

 

RECOMMENDATION



Is the PIF/PFD recommended for technical clearance? Is the PPG (if requested) being recommended for clearance?

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

6th of April 2021 (cseverin):No, please address above comments and resubmit.

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): No, please address remaining comment and resubmit ASAP

26th of April 2021 (cseverin): Yes, project is recommended for technical clearance. 

27th of April 2021 (cseverin): No, Please address remaining comment and resubmit ASAP

29th of April 2021 (cseverin): Yes, project is recommended for technical clearance

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Additional recommendations to be considered by Agency at the time of CEO endorsement/approval.

 
 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion

 

Review Dates



PIF Review Agency Response

First Review 4/23/2021

Additional Review (as necessary) 4/26/2021

Additional Review (as necessary)

Additional Review (as necessary)

Additional Review (as necessary)

PIF Recommendation to CEO

Brief reasoning for recommendations to CEO for PIF Approval
 

The Caribbean and North Brazil Shelf Large Marine Ecosystems “CLME+ region”; covers an area of 4.4 million km2 and constitute one of the
most geopolitically complex and biodiversity-rich sets of LME’s in the world. The two LMEs comprise 26 independent States and 18
dependent/associated territories, of which 25 are SIDS, and showcase a dichotomy of high marine-based socio-economic potential and
social-ecological vulnerability. The CLME+ region harbors richly diverse coral reef, mangrove, seagrass and pelagic ecosystems. It contains
an estimated 26,000 km2 of coral reefs, or 10% of the world’s total. The mangroves in the Wider Caribbean represent 20% of global
mangrove coverage and �nally, the region has a high seagrass coverage of 66,000 km2 that together with mangroves constitute important
carbon sinks. The LME’s represent a largely shared source of ecosystem goods & services and support a multitude of economic activities.
The two LMEs receive the out�ows from many rivers, out of which 23 are transboundary. Population of the terrestrial drainage area of these
LME’s is 174 million, with 95 million living within 100 km of the coastline.

 

The two LMEs agreed on their �rst ever long-term strategy for managing the shared marine resources, through the 10-year region-wide
umbrella Strategic Action Programme. The “CLME+ SAP” (2015-2024), was developed in 2013, with as associated long-term (~20 years)
Vision. The SAP is to be implemented through a series of projects and initiatives, where this investment is central piece hereof. This
demands strong coordination, collaboration, formulation of national policies and coordination of these in a regional context, synergies
among numerous stakeholders, organizations, while being supported by a strong data/knowledge base.

 



The objective of this investment is to protect, restore and harness the natural coastal and marine capital of the Caribbean and North Brazil
Shelf Large Marine Ecosystems to catalyze investments in a climate-resilient, sustainable post-covid Blue Economy, through strengthened
regional coordination and collaboration, and wide-ranging partnerships.

 

The project will among others deliver: An ocean coordination mechanism, micro-�nance schemes supporting implementation of regional
action plans, blue economy & marine spatial plans, ehanced area-based ocean conservation covering at least 1,000,000 ha, sea food
traceability investments and bringing up to 28,000 tons of spiny lobster �sheries to sustainable �sheries methods.

 

16 nations have already endorsed this regional investment. Endorsement from six nations that endorsed the CLME+ SAP, but have not yet
provided an LOE for PROCARIBE+, will continue to be pursued during the PPG phase. These countries are Barbados, Brazil, Dominica,
Grenada, Haiti, Mexico and St. Vincent and the Grenadines. 

 


