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CEO Approval Request
Part I - General Project Information 

1. a) Is the Project Information table correctly filled, including specifying adequate executing partners?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
Yes.

UNEP is listed as an Implementing Agency and Executing Agency    

Agency ResponseThe institutional arrangement of the project was revised. UNEP will act as 
Co-Implementing Agency only.
b) Are the Rio Markers for CCM, CCA, BD and LD correctly selected, if applicable?



Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes. 

Agency Response
2. Project Summary.
a) Does the project summary concisely describe the problem to be addressed, the project objective and 
the strategies to deliver the GEBs or adaptation benefits and other key expected results? 
b) Does the summary capture the essence of the project, is well written and is it within the max. of 250 
words? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
Please add a sentence on Core Indicator 11 - number of beneficiaries if there are no GEBs. 

ES, 5/15/26:  Comments addressed. 

Agency Response
Under the section addressing Core Indicator 11, following paragraph was added, the sentence was 
also included in Summary Section:  

"Under the Core indicator 11, the project is anticipated to reach 6,200 beneficiaries (individuals). 
By combining primary and follow-up events, the project ensures a broad dissemination of 
knowledge."

3. Project Description Overview 
a) Is the project objective presented as a concise statement and clear? 
b) Are the components, outcomes, and outputs sound, appropriate and sufficiently clear to achieve the 
project objective and the core indicators per the stated Theory of Change? 
c) Are gender dimensions, knowledge management, and M&E included within the project components 
and appropriately funded? 
d) Are the GEF Project Financing and Co-Financing contributions to PMC proportional? 
e) Is the PMC equal to or below 10%? If above 10%, is the justification acceptable? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
Gender: We request the Agency to please upload the Gender Action Plan. We were not able to 
locate it. Once they upload it, we will review it. Also, under M&E, we request the Agency to 
please report on the implementation of the GAP in its PIR, MTR and TE.

ES, 5/15/26:  Comments addressed. 

Agency Response
We have re-uploaded in the portal (under ESMP section) the documents: Annex H3 Gender 
Assessment-Plan

In regard of the M&E component, adjustments regarding Gender-related results have been added to 
the text under paragraph 54.

We kindly notify that we have also added 4 additional co-financing letters to the specific table and 
adjusted the c-financing ration accordingly.



4. Project Outline
A. Project Rationale
a) Is the current situation (including global environmental problems, key drivers of environmental 
degradation, climate vulnerability) clearly and adequately described from a systems perspective and 
adequately addressed by the project design? 
b) Have the role of stakeholders, incl. the private sector and local actors in the system been described 
and how they will contribute to GEBs and/or adaptation benefits and other project outcomes? Is the 
private sector seen mainly as a stakeholder or as financier? 
c) If this is an NGI project, is there a description of how the project and its financial structure are 
addressing financial barriers? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
There is no reference to whether GEBs would be achieved. Something should be said on if none 
are achieved and why.

      ES, 5/15/26:  Comments addressed. 

Agency ResponseThe project is specifically designed as a capacity building and outreach 
project with GEBs from Core Indicator Class 11. These benefits are delineated in paragraph 14, 15, 
and 16, including the breakdown of numbers.
5 B. Project Description 
5.1 a) Is there a concise theory of change (narrative and an optional schematic) that describes the 
project logic, including how the project design elements are contributing to the objective, the identified 
causal pathways, the thrust and basis (including scientific) of the proposed solutions, how they provide 
a robust solution and listing the key assumptions underlying these? 
b) Is there a description of how theGEF alternative will build on ongoing/previous investments (GEF 
and non-GEF), lessons and experiences in the country/region? 
c) Are the project components (interventions and activities) described and proposed solutions and 
critical assumptions and risks are properly justified? Is there an indication of why the project approach 
has been selected over other potential options? 
d) Incremental/additional cost reasoning: Is the incremental/additional cost reasoning properly 
described as per the Guidelines provided in GEF/C.31/12? Has the baseline scenario and/or associated 
baseline projects been described? Is the project incremental reasoning provisioned (including the role 
of the GEF)? Are the global environmental benefits and/or adaptation benefits identified? 
e) Other Benefits: Are the socioeconomic benefits resulting from the project at the national and local 
levels sufficiently described? 
f) Is the financing presented in the annexed financing table adequate and demonstrate a cost-effective 
approach to meet the project objectives? Are items charged to the PMC reasonable according to the 
GEF guidelines? 
g) How does the project design ensure resilience to future changes in the drivers and adaptive 
management needs and options (as applicable for this MSP)? 
h) Are the relevant stakeholders (including women, private sector, CSO, e.g.) and their roles adequately 
described within the components? 
i) Gender: Does the gender analysis identify any gender differences, gaps or opportunities linked to 
project/program objectives and activities and have these been taken up in component description/s? 
j) Are the proposed elements to capture and disseminate knowledge and learning outputs and strategic 
communication adequately described? 
k) Policy Coherence: Have any policies, regulations or subsidies been identified that could counteract 
the intended project outcomes and how will that be addressed? 
l) Transformation and/or innovation: Is the project going to be transformative or innovative? Does it 
explain scaling up opportunities? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request



On Theory of Change- the barriers in the TOC seem limited and should be expanded. 

ES, 5/15/26:  Comments addressed. 

Agency ResponseThe TOC Graphic was updated accordingly. Adjustments in the text were 
made in paragraphs 27, 28, and 29.
5.2 Institutional Arrangements and Coordination with Ongoing Initiatives and Project. 
a) Are the institutional arrangements, including potential executing partners, outlined on regional, 
national/local levels and a rationale provided? Has an organogram and/or funds flow diagram been 
included? 
b) Comment on proposed agency execution support (if agency expects to request exception). Is GEF in 
support of the request? 
c) Is there a description of coordination and cooperation with ongoing GEF and non-GEF financed 
projects/programs (such as government and/or other bilateral/multilateral supported initiatives in the 
project area, e.g.). 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
The Institutional arrangements are not clear in the Institutional arrangements graphic (it is not clear 
that UNEP will be an IA and EA).  Para 73 clarifies that UNEP Knowledge and Risk Unit will be 
co-executing agency and will oversee the tasks and objectives of Component 3.  What is the 
justification for acting as IA and EA?  

ES, 5/15/26:  This project does is not in line with the dual execution policy with UNEP acting as 
IA and EA.  UNEP can act as EA under component 3 with UNIDO as IA for the project. 

ES, 5/18/26: This project will be executed by Yale University.  There will be no dual 
execution.  Comment addressed. 

Agency Response
The institutional arrangements were updated. Please note that UNEP will serve both as IA and EA 
for Component 3 exclusively. However, the UNEP implementing and executing units are different. 
Recent changes in UNEP is also being reflected in the project document (Paragraphs 70-74). The 
Knowledge and Risk Unit is now named as Chemicals, Science and Policy Unit (CSPU). The 
justification for UNEP acting as IA and EA is provided in paragraphs 77-80.

The Institutional and Implementation Arrangement Scheme was also revised for clarity.

Revision 2: 

The institutional arrangements were revised. UNEP unique role will be as project Co Implementing 
Agency. The Institutional arrngement diagram along with Stakeholders Consultation Map diagram 
/ the stakeholders respective role in the project were also revised. The narrative of the component 3 
was aligned accordingly. The Budget Annex was adjusted to reflect these execution 
responsibilities 

5.3 Core indicators 
a) Are the identified core indicators calculated using the methodology included in the corresponding 
Guidelines (GEF/C.54/11/Rev.01)? 
b) Are the project?s targeted contributions to GEBs (measured through core indicators)/adaptation 
benefits reasonable and achievable? Are the GEF Climate Change adaptation indicators and sub-
indicators for LDCF and SCCF properly documented? 



Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
Provide information on why the project will not have GEBs. 

ES, 5/15/26:  Comments addressed. 

Agency ResponseBy design, the project is a non-investment capacity building project aiming 
towards Core Indicator Class 11, as laid out in the table.
5.4 Risks 
a) Is there a well-articulated assessment of risk to outcomes and identification of mitigation measures 
under each relevant risk category? Are mitigation measures clearly identified and realistic? Is there any 
omission? 
b) Is the rating provided reflecting the residual risk to the likely achievement of intended outcomes 
after accounting for the expected implementation of mitigation measures? 
c) Are environmental and social risks, impacts and management measures adequately screened and 
rated and consistent with requirements set out in SD/PL/03? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes. 

Agency Response
5.5 NGI Only: Is there a justification of financial structure and use of financial instrument with 
concessionality levels? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA

Agency Response
6 C. Alignment with GEF-8 Programming Strategies and Country/Regional Priorities 
6.1 Is the project adequately aligned with Focal Area objectives, and/or LDCF/SCCF strategy? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes, this is aligned with the GEF-8 
CW strategy. 

Agency Response
6.2 Is the project alignment/coherent with country and regional priorities, policies, strategies and plans 
(including those related to the MEAs and to relevant sectors). 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes, this is aligned with the CW 
MEAs. 

Agency Response
6.3 For projects aiming to generate biodiversity benefits (regardless of what the source of the resources 
is - i.e., BD, CC or LD), does the project clearly identify which of the 23 targets of the Kunming-
Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework the project contributes to and how it contributes to the 
identified target(s)? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA

Agency Response
7 D. Policy Requirements 
7.1 Are the Policy Requirement sections completed? 



Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes. 

Agency Response
7.2 Is the Gender Action Plan uploaded? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes. 

Agency Response
7.3 Is the stakeholder engagement plan uploaded? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes. 

Agency Response
8 Annexes 
Annex A: Financing Tables 
8.1 GEF Financing Table and Focal Area Elements: Is the proposed GEF financing (including the 
Agency fee) in line with GEF policies and guidelines? Are they within the resources available from 
(mark all that apply): 
STAR allocation? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA

Agency Response
Focal Area allocation? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes. 

Agency Response
LDCF under the principle of equitable access? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA

Agency Response

SCCF A (SIDS)? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA

Agency Response
SCCF B (Tech Transfer, Innovation, Private Sector)? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA

Agency Response
Focal Area Set Aside? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA



Agency Response
8.2 Project Preparation Grant (PPG) 
a) Is PPG reimbursement requested and if so, is it within the eligible cap of USD 50,000? 
b) Is the use of PPG attached in Annex: Status of Utilization of Project Preparation Grant (PPG) 
properly itemized according to the guidelines? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes. 

Agency Response
8.3 Source of Funds 
Does the sources of funds table match with the OFP?s LOE? Note: the table only captures sources of 
funds from the country?s STAR allocation 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes. 

Agency Response
8.4 Confirmed co-financing for the project, by name and type: Are the amounts, sources, and types of 
co-financing adequately documented and consistent with the requirements of the Co-Financing Policy 
and Guidelines? e.g. Have letters of co-finance been submitted, correctly classified as investment 
mobilized or in-kind/recurring expenditures? If investment mobilized: is there an explanation below the 
table to describe the nature of co-finance? If letters are not in English, is a translation provided? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes. 

Agency Response
Annex B: Endorsements 
8.5 a) Has the project been endorsed by the GEF OFP/s of all GEF eligible participating countries 
and has the OFP name and position been checked against the GEF database at the time of 
submission? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
  Output 2.2.1. Two follow-up capacity building events per engaged entity utilizing 
regional networks involves GEF financed activities in countries, if this is the case 
then - LoEs are required signed by the OFPs of the host country(ies).

ES, 5/15/26:  Comments addressed. 

Agency Response
We confirm there are no direct GEF financed national activities in the countries.

b) Are the OFP endorsement letters uploaded to the GEF Portal (compiled as a single document, if 
applicable)? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestThis is a global project. 

Agency Response
c) Do the letters follow the correct format and are the endorsed amounts consistent with the 
amounts included in the Portal? 



Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA

Agency Response
8.6 For NGI projects (which may not require LoEs), has the Agency informed the OFP(s) of the 
project before the PIF submission? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA

Agency Response
Annex C: Project Results Framework 
8.7 a) Have the GEF core indicators been included? 
b) Have SMART indicators been used; are means of verification well thought out; do the targets 
correspond/are appropriate in view of the budget (too high? Too low?) 
c) Are all relevant indicators sex disaggregated? 
d) Is the Project Results Framework included in the Project Document pasted in the Template? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestYes, the project framework is 
appropriate. 

Agency Response
Annex E: Project map and coordinates 
8.8 Are geo-referenced information and maps provided indicating where the project interventions 
will take place ? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
This is a global project. 

Geolocation information: Under Annex E, please consider inserting the geographic location of 
the site directly under the dedicated data entry field. This includes the Location Name, Latitude 
and Longitude. Geolocation information. For Global or coordination projects, agencies are 
encouraged to include the geographic location of any physical project activity (such as event or 
knowledge sharing activity), to ensure the project is visible. In the case of a program, Agencies 
may enter at least the country or capital city of the country of countries participating in the 
program.

ES, 5/15/26:  Comments addressed. 

Agency Response
This is indeed a program, and while the exact locations of the project activities are not yet 
confirmed, we envisage the Inception Workshops/Initiation Events events to take place in:

?        Pretoria, South Africa

?        Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

?        Washington DC, USA

?        Bangkok, Thailand

?        Almaty, Kazakhstan



Istanbul, Turkey
Annex F: Environmental and Social Safeguards Screen and Rating 
8.9 Have safeguard screening document and/or other ESS document(s) attached and been uploaded 
to the GEF Portal? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
Environmental and Social Safeguards: We note that UNIDO has attached environmental and 
social risk screening documents and ESMP. An overall ESS risk is classified as Low.

i. Please provide stakeholder engagement plan explaining about stakeholders consulted during 
PPG and how Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) and waste management sector 
(including informal sectors) are going to involve in the project including capacity building.

ii. Please clarify how Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) and waste management 
sector (including informal sectors) were consulted during project preparation and how the 
results of consultations were integrated into the project design.

iii. Please consider Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) and waste management sector 
(including informal sectors) as key stakeholders and as a partner of the project throughout 
project implementation.

ES, 5/15/26:  Comments addressed. 

Agency Response
i. We have added the corresponding stakeholder groups in Table 1, and engagement details 
tables of the updated Stakeholder Engagement Plan (Annex I).

ii. Additional complimentary activities were added to the updated Stakeholder Engagement 
Plan, showing a clear need for a project like this (Colombia, Peru, Mexico), including SMEs, 
industry and public representatives (e.g. Waste and Water)

iii. This is well noted: Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) and waste management 
sector (including informal sectors) will be considered among original groups of stakeholders 
from the inception activities into follow up activities. We believe that the edits in Paragraph 58 
and 60 reflect this.

Annex G: GEF Budget template 
8.10 a) Is the GEF budget template attached and appropriately filled out incl. items such as the 
executing partner for each budget line? 
b) Are the activities / expenditures reasonably and accurately charged to the three identified sources 
(Components, M&E and PMC)? 
c) Are TORs for key project staff funded by GEF grant and/or co-finance attached? 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
On the budget The budget is not in the format that is required by OP. There are lines beyond 
PMC for Yale. For example on the Travel budget you see an allocation going to Yale.

Please clarify the 20,000 allocated to office ? can this be in kind?

Some lines are not clear as they are merged in table.

Please upload a budget table in either word or excel format but not as an image cut and paste 
into a word document. Please remove a duplicate of the budget table in the Portal entry.

Comments on Budget table:



a. Total consultants? costs accounted for 37% of the total project budget, which is relatively 
high. Please consider reducing the cost to around 30%. Please consider consolidating and 
streamline these overlapping positions: Yale and UNEP Managers, Yale Project Coordinator, 
Yale Financial Administrator, Yale and UNEP contractual support. Note that ?contractual 
support? is not an eligible expenditure (an administrative officer/assistant would be an eligible 
position). Please provide TORs for all positions.

b. Please explain why these seemingly Yale activities/costs are categorized as contractual 
services to company. As the Center for Green Chemistry and Green Engineering at Yale is one 
executing entity, these Yale activities can not be categorized as contractual services to 
companies, which are supposed for third party organizations.

c. Please explain what does ?Yale Contractual Support? categorized under Travel, Office 
supplies, and Trainings/workshop/meeting cover?

d. Please give more details about ?Yale GCS Events? which costed $1,230,000 under 
Training/workshop/meeting:

7. Documents for circulation: when resubmitted, please select the latest versions of the CEO 
Endorsement Request Portal view and the project document for UNEP (no document has been 
selected so far).

ES, 5/15/26:  Comments addressed. 

Agency Response
We have revised the budget template and integrated the UNEP provided cost-breakdown

With Yale as the main executing agency, most spendings will be outside of the PMC category 
to organize events, run activities, engage partners in contracts

The 20,000 expenditure was revised. This will cover fieldwork, IT equipment for traingns and 
events, as well as critical workshop and training setup costs.

A word version of the revised budget was up-loaded in the portal

On Budget table:

a. It needs to be emphasized that UNEP and Yale/UNIDO will operate independent 
(financially) on their components. Yale engages its international participants and partners as 
contractors (e.g. independent international and local experts and trainers), which is an easier 
route for the Yale administrative system. Setting up international partners as subawards would 
hamper project efficiency and increase administrative burden, especially in a global 
multistakeholder project. . Yale engages its international participants and partners as 
consultants (e.g. independent international and local experts and trainers), which is an easier 
route for the Yale administrative system. Setting up international partners as subawards would 
hamper project efficiency and increase administrative burden, especially in a global 
multistakeholder project.

b. Many of the implementation partners (e.g. conference organizers, engaged NCPCs etc.) are 
third party organizations from many different countries, as this is a global project. For the same 
reasons as stated under a, for Yale it is preferrable to classify these as ?contractual?.

c. This category would cover training materials, and field events set-up organizational costs



d. The project will entail Green Chemistry workshops in 5-6 venues worldwide (LAC, Africa, 
MENA, Europe/Central Asia, Asia, North America). While these activities are envisioned to be 
synergized with existing global conferences, there will be significant amounts needed for 
venue, travel support, accommodation, etc. The idea is to invite 50 selected stakeholders per 
venue/conference and in this way start the envisioned snowballing capacity building cascade.

Annex H: NGI Relevant Annexes 
8.11 a) Does the project provide sufficient detail (indicative term sheet) to take a decision on the 
following selection criteria: co-financing ratios, financial terms and conditions, and financial 
additionality? If not, please provide comments. 
b) Does the project provide a detailed reflow table to assess the project capacity of generating 
reflows? If not, please provide comments. 
c) Is the Agency eligible to administer concessional finance? If not, please provide comments. 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement RequestNA

Agency Response
Additional Annexes 
9. GEFSEC DECISION 

9.1.GEFSEC Recommendation Is the project recommended for approval 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
Not at this time.  Some issues remain. 

ES, 4/17/26: Not at this time.  Some issues remain. 

ES, 5/15/26:  A question on implementation arrangements remains. 

ES, 5/18/26: Comments addressed.  Project is recommended for approval. 

9.2 Additional Comments to be considered by the Agency during the inception and implementation 
phase 

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request

9.3 Review Dates 

1SMSP CEO 
Approval

Response to Secretariat 
comments

First Review 4/9/2026

Additional Review (as 
necessary)

4/17/2026

Additional Review (as 
necessary)

5/15/2026



1SMSP CEO 
Approval

Response to Secretariat 
comments

Additional Review (as 
necessary)

5/18/2026

Additional Review (as 
necessary)


