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MSP

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 
defined by the GEF 7 Programming Directions? 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): Please address the below comments: 

1. GEF was of the understanding that this research oriented MSP was to assess and shed 
light on which areas that needs attention, and ensure that this got to be incorporated in 
the global discourse. Doing national demos for the budget of an MSP, may not deliver 
much on the ground. Arguments could be made for focusing on theoretical delivery and 
trying to influence the global debate.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 
 
2. In addition to the above comment, please provide a detailed and thorough reasoning 
for why the project is proposing to engage in Chile and China. Has there been 
considerations on working in a/some transboundary lake(s)? and if so, why were they 
not chosen? 

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

3. Further, it is unclear which on the ground vehicles this MSP project intends to 
leverage and with a subsequent reasonable expectation of creating on the ground 
impact?     
  
SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Question 1
We thank the review team for their feedback and for taking the time to discuss with us 
potential solutions to the questions raised. Indeed, the planned work is designed to 
identify issues related to global phosphorus sustainability and we have placed this 
largely into the context of reducing phosphorus emissions from land to water to improve 
protection and restoration of freshwater and coastal ecosystems. We focus on lakes, 
here, as the primary loci of environmental impact [see transboundary context below]. 
One main issue restricting action at a global scale is the lack of a coordinated 



Framework and Monitoring and Assessment approach to inform the development of 
phosphorus emissions reduction programmes. This is required especially in low-income 
countries where surveillance systems are sparse and to coordinate action focused on 
transboundary ecosystems. We have engaged with the UN SDG 6.3.2 team on this point, 
who recently reported that although nutrient emission reduction is likely the single most 
important management action for most countries to improve water quality, many low-
income countries do not have the policies or processes in place to deliver this, and lack 
surveillance systems integrating available data and evidence to underpin transitions. 
There is a pressing need to accelerate this and our demonstration case in Chile will 
allow us to do this, and to demonstrate to other countries, through the networking 
activities how they can achieve this. Importantly, the team in Chile is heavily engaged 
with the SDG process whilst also experiencing increasing phosphorus pollution issues 
with emerging policies in place at the basin scale. The opportunity here is to work on the 
ground to aid in scaling up these green-shoots and to work this through from basin (i.e., 
Villarrica) to transboundary (i.e., Humboldt Current) to international (i.e., SDG 6.3.2 
and others) scales. Demonstration of this process will be vital in accelerating similar 
activities across other countries and we will achieve this through the networking 
activities targeting community of practice, including transboundary lakes. The global 
discussion has been hampered similarly by a lack of coordinated thinking across major 
sectors, and this will be addressed through the Global P Emissions Dashboard and 
discussions with international industry associations where we will work to develop 
priority sector-specific actions to address (1) raised awareness of the benefits of sector 
specific action at the global scale on more sustainable phosphorus use, and (2) greater 
influence and clearer guidance for companies and governments operating at basin to 
national scales.       
 
Question 2
We have now revised the project structure following discussion with GEF Sec on 
reviewers? comments. During these discussions we agreed to explore inclusion of 
Transboundary Lakes within the Community of Practice in Component 2 ? we have 
added text to clarify that this will indeed happen. GEF Sec also suggested to reduce the 
number of demonstrations and to focus efforts on demonstrating scale-up to 
transboundary systems and on changing the global discourse. So our approach now 
considers more clearly two transboundary opportunities. First, we will consider 
Transboundary Lakes in Component 2. Second we will consider interventions across 
lake basins (piloted in Villarica) leading to nutrient emissions reductions to the 
Humboldt Current Large Marine Ecosystem. To accommodate this, we have removed 
the China demo study from component 3, and will retain the Poyang Lake basin as a 
case study lake in the community or practice in component 2. A further deciding factor 
was that we had not received a LoE from the Chinese ministry in time for GEF?s 
resubmission timelines.
 
Question 3
We have revised the text under coordination and throughout to reflect the on-the-ground 
vehicles that will be leveraged through this project. These include, for example, the 
Chilean National Priorities, the Lake Villarricca Decontamination Plan, the development 
of SDG Indicator 6.3.2 and the Humboldt Current Large Marine Ecosystem SAP. 
Indicative project/program description summary 

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



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): Please address the below comments: 

1. Please sharpen outputs to clearly state tangible deliverables, e.g., output 1.1.1; 2.1.1; 
4.1.3. As an example: specific to output 1.1.1 is the intent to deliver a fully functional 
Global Phosphorus Emissions Dashboard? If yes, then the output should be amended to 
clearly point towards this deliverable.  

SH (3.6.22): At the time of submission of the fully fledged project documents Outputs 
must be further clarified to clearly indicate tangible deliverables, e.g. x number of 
workshops held, guidance materials produced, white papers produced etc. 

2. Other outputs would benefit from further refinement to remove duplicate text, e.g. 
output 3.1.2.

SH (3.6.22): At the time of submission of the fully fledged project documents Outputs 
must be further clarified to clearly indicate tangible deliverables, e.g. x number of 
workshops held, guidance materials produced, white papers produced etc. 

3. The objective appear not to be formulated as an objective. Please reformulate.

SH (3.6.22): Not cleared. Further revisions are needed. 

SH (3.11.22): cleared.  

4. Considering that the objective states ?Bring together the global lake management and 
sustainable phosphorus management communities?? one would have expected that 
ILEC would be mentioned in the results framework. Please clarify and introduce 
changes.  

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 
 

5. Under output 4.1.4,  please add multiple global policy dialogue briefs. Not just a 
single as suggested.

SH (3.6.22): At the time of submission of the fully fledged project documents Outputs 
must be further clarified to clearly indicate tangible deliverables, e.g. x number of 
workshops held, guidance materials produced, white papers produced etc. 

6. Please quantify Project Outcomes (including reference to the GEF Core Indicators the 
project will contribute to) in Table B to the extent possible. If quantification is not 
feasible at PIF stage, please describe how specific targets will be identified and 
quantified during PPG.



SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

7. Please clarify who will partake in the Integrated Catchment Management Groups for 
each Pilot Lake Cases? These groups would clearly need to consist of stakeholders with 
a clear mandate, and willingness to influence the relevant policy arenas.  

SH (3.6.22): Not cleared. Please be clear and explain who will partake in the Integrated 
Catchment Management Group for the Chilean Pilot?  

SH (3.11.22): cleared.  

SH (3.15.22): Please address the following comments. 

Project information:

1. This project is Global with the Participation of Chile, but Chile is absent in the section 
?Countries? ? please amend.

SH (3.23.22): Addressed. 

2. The Letter of Endorsement (LoE) from Chile assigns the Ministry of Environment as 
the Executing Partner. However, in Portal the Executing Partner is the UK Centre for 
Ecology and Hydrology (CEH) ? please either amend or get a new LoE (note: if no new 
LoE es obtained, Section 6 ? Coordination also has to be corrected by removing the UK-
CEH as the coordinator of the Execution)

SH (3.23.22):  Not addressed. UK Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH) 
still is presented as the Executing Partner ? there is no new LoE. Please either 
amend by including the institution included in the LoE (Ministry of 
Environment) or get a new LoE.

SH (3.31.22): Cleared.  

3. While in the review sheet it is explained that the reason for not having a LoE from 
China is that this country will not be any longer part of the project, in the CEO 
Endorsement request China still appears to be part of the project. Please amend.

SH (3.23.22): Addressed. China has been removed from the PIF portal submission.  

Co-financing:

- For ?NL National Government?, please change ?Other? to ?Recipient Country 
Government?.



- UK National Government: is it referring to UKCEH? If so, spell out the full name of 
this entity.
- World Bank $200,000 in-kind: elaborate if this World Bank baseline project. Based 
on the project info, it appears to be part of a World Bank project.
- Typically ?in-kind? co-financing is classified as ?Recurrent expenditures?, but there 
are 4 entries in which ?in-kind? is reported as ?Investment mobilized?. If the co-
financing will be provided ?in cash? to the GEF project during the implementation, 
report it as ?Grant? and ?Investment mobilized?. Otherwise, report it as ?In-kind? and 
?Recurrent expenditures?.

SH (3.23.22): not addressed. These 4 items (University of Edinburgh, WRI, University 
of Linkoping and WB) whose type is ?in-kind? are still classified as Investment 
Mobilized. However, the reasoning states that these 4 activities, although not directly 
under the GEF management, will ?directly? contribute to GEF activities: that is not a 
valid reason for these ?in-kind? activities to be classified as Investment Mobilized. 
Please amend.

SH  (3.31.22): not cleared. Please clarify the final distribution since we saw 
discrepancies between the document uploaded (PIF & Annexes) and the information 
provided in the portal.  

SH  (4.8.22): Cleared.  

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Question 1, 2 & 5: Outputs were refined as requested 
Question 3: The objective statement has been re-written
Question 4: ILEC has been referenced into the narrative section. It is part of the World 
Water Quality Alliance and UNEP has a MoU with ILEC too.  They are however one 
partner amongst many hence have not been singled out in Table B.
Question 6: Outcomes were finessed ? While the contribution to the core indicators 
were explained as part of Section F, similar explanations were added in table B 
Question 7: The Integrated Catchment Management Groups will ensure close co-
operation with countries and stakeholders across the phosphorus cycle.  Reference to it 
is in the risk Table which described key stakeholders in Chile. The specific CMG is 
outlined in detail in the Decontamination plan, which fed into this PIF, as referenced in 
Baseline.

Response 07/03/2022

Comments on questions 1, 2, 5 are noted. 

Question 3: While the objective statement has been further reviewed the proponents 
believe it meets standard objective definition requirements. 



Question 7: While not yet established, the Integrated Catchment Management Group 
for the Chilean Pilot  would typically be led by the Chilean Environmental Ministry and 
will include representatives from the Ministries on Agriculture, Housing and Urban 
Planning, the National Commission for Indigenous Development, National Forest 
Corporation, the Agricultural Development Institute, Local Municipalities, 
Superintendence for Sanitary Services and the Superintendence for Environment, the 
Rural Sanitary Service, the General Water Directorate, General Directorate of the 
Maritime Territory and Merchant Marine, Chilean Academic Institutions, Salmon 
Industries, Trade and Tourism Groups, Chilean Construction Association and Civil 
Society Organisations and Local groups.

Response 17 March 2022

1. Chile has been added in addition of to Global
2. Chile?s LoE follows the GEF website template which seems to be more suited for 
STAR funded projects which are normally executed nationally as opposed to 
international waters projects.   The Ministry in Chile will be the entry point in Chile for 
coordinating the pilot execution under component 3 but given that it is a global project 
and that Chile does not have the knowhow to execute globally, UK/CEH is the overall 
project Executing Agency. Chile is perfectly fine with UK/CEH coordinating the 
execution of this global project as confirmed in the Email available in the road map. 
Therefore, no adjustment were made.
3. China was removed throughout. 

4. CF matters: 
a)       It does not seem right to classify the Co-financing (CF) from the Netherland as 
recipient country as the NL is not GEF eligible. It was revised from Others to donor 
agency. 

b)      UK Government is not the same as UK CEH; the latter being an academic 
institution. The UK Government CF was revised from Others to Donor Agency.  

c)       The World Bank CF is not baseline, it is forward looking CF coming from parallel 
initiatives which will contribute on data visualization on phosphorus emissions, 
environmental and socio-economic impacts, and spatial planning to maximize gains.

d)     The GEF Policy defines recurring expenditure as costs an organization incurs in its 
day-to-day operations. The most frequent examples include salaries/wages of staff, 
office space, utilities and operating expenses, etc. In contrast, the Policy falls short on 
defining investment mobilized except by stating that investment mobilized is ?co-
financing that excludes recurrent expenditures?. Assimilating whatever is ?in-kind? to 
recurring expenditure does not reflect realities.   In this case, the pledged in-kind 
investments correspond to initiatives and programmes which will run in parallel with 



this project and whose objectives are in complete alignment with this project objective.  
However, the resources invested will not be managed along-side with the GEF grant by 
the EA but rather will continue to be managed by each co-financier individually. Co-
financiers will report periodically on actual co-financing contributions that have been 
mobilized and how it was utilized. Therefore, such resources are considered as in-kind 
contribution.  Furthermore, they do not correspond either to recurring expenditure as 
they typically do not refer to the costs an organization incurs in its day-to-day 
operations, nor do they correspond to salaries/wages of staff, office space, utilities and 
operating expenses, etc.   In this context, it seems an inappropriate reflection of the 
reality to switch such CF to recurring expenditure.  

Agency Response 24 March 2022

1. As this project is a global project with a demonstration in Chile, removing UK/CEH  
was not an option as Chile does not have the mandate to execute globally. Given that the 
Email from Ministry of Environment confirming their acceptance of UK/CEH was not 
considered appropriate, we have re-secured a new LoE which while modifying the LoE 
templates is reflecting both the Chilean Ministry of Environment and UK/CEH as 
Executing entities. The portal was adjusted accordingly.

2. Given that the pledged co-financing (CF) from the University of Edinburgh, WRI, 
University of Linkoping and WB truly represents investments mobilized, in 
conversation with the GEF PM, it was agreed to record such co-financing as grants 
hence reflecting the joint financing for the project by different  budget holders to 
jointly achieve their goals more efficiently albeit in synergies.  As reflected in the 
justification section below table C, it is to be understood that such parallel grants will 
not be managed jointly with the GEF grant by the EA. 

Response 01 April 2022

There was not any differences per se but following a conversation with PPO, it was 
agreed that the co-financing from the University of Edinburgh, WRI, University of 
Linkoping and WB while truly  investments mobilized did not really fit the definition of 
Grant or In-kind neither of any of the other proposed types hence was classified as 
?others?. Consequently, this was amended in the portal table C, in the below narrative as 
well as in the revised PIF in the road map.

Co-financing 

3. Are the indicative expected amounts, sources and types of co-financing adequately 
documented and consistent with the requirements of the Co-Financing Policy and 
Guidelines, with a description on how the breakdown of co-financing was identified and 
meets the definition of investment mobilized? 



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): Please address the below comments: 

1. All co-financing is classified as ?in-kind?, of which more than half is ?investment 
 mobilized?. Where co-financing truly meets the definition of ?in-kind?, it should be 
classified as ?recurrent expenditures? rather than ?investment mobilized? (see GEF Co-
Financing policy). Please classify WRI, World Bank, University of Linkoping, 
University of Edinburgh as ?recurrent expenditures? or provide a stronger justification 
for the in-kind investment mobilized classification. Could UK National Government and 
Chilean Environmental Ministry co-financing instead be labeled ?public investment?? If 
not, please also classify this co-financing as recurrent expenditures or provide stronger 
justification for the in-kind investment mobilized classification.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

2. Please indicate co-financing from UNEP and UK CEH as Implementing Agency and 
Executing Entity.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared.

3. ILEC is missing as a cofinancing resource. Please initiate conversations with ILEC 
and make sure they form an integral part of the project, its deliverables and forms part of 
the cofinanciers.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared.

4. PIF part 1 Table C: No co-finance commitment has been listed specific to China. As 
an indication of country ownership of this project, please add to the table China?s 
contribution towards the project.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared.

Finally, the reviewer notes that commitments and expressions of interest from industry 
partners have been sought during PIF. Please work to secure co-financing grants during 
PPG, so that not all co-financing is in-kind.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Question 1: The pledged in-kind investments correspond to initiatives and programmes 
which will run in parallel with this project and whose objectives are in complete 
alignment with this project objective.  However the resources invested will not be 
managed along-side with the GEF grant but rather will continue to be managed by each 
co-financier individually. Co-financiers will report periodically on actual co-financing 
contributions that have been mobilized. Therefore, such resources are considered as in-
kind contribution.  They do not correspond to recurring expenditure which typically 
refers to the costs an organization incurs in its day-to-day operations. The most frequent 
examples include salaries/wages of staff, office space, utilities and operating expenses, 
etc.   We reckon this meets the GEF policy which defines investment mobilized as ?co-
financing that excludes recurrent expenditures?. No modification have thus been made. 



 
The UK and Chilean?s contributions definitely meet the above-mentioned explanation 
on investment mobilized.   As they are national investment they could theoretically 
qualify as public investment. In-kind has been changed to Public Finance.
 
Question 2: Given its affiliation, the UK CEH co-financing is reflected as University of 
Edinburgh both as investment mobilized of USD 1,163,546 and recurring expenditures 
(USD 719,325).  UNEP co-financing is coming thru the World Water Quality Alliance 
(WWQA) as investment mobilized to the tune of USD 50,000. The latter has been added 
in. 
 
Question 3: ILEC forms part of the WWQA and as such is engaged in the project. At 
this stage, it has however no co-financing to offer. 
 
Question 4: China will not be able to join the project. 
 
Comment 5: To the extent feasible grant co-financing from the private sector will be 
secured during PPG. 
GEF Resource Availability 

4. Is the proposed GEF financing 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 SH (11.2.21): Cleared. 

Agency Response 

The STAR allocation? 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion NA

Agency Response 
The focal area allocation? 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion SH (11.2.21): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
The LDCF under the principle of equitable access? 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion NA

Agency Response 
The SCCF (Adaptation or Technology Transfer)? 



Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion NA

Agency Response 
Focal area set-aside? 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion NA

Agency Response 
Impact Program Incentive? 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion NA

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 sufficiently substantiated? (not applicable to PFD) 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion SH (11.2.21): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
Core indicators 

6. Are the identified 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 
SH (11.2.21): Please address the below comments: 

1. Core indicator 7 cannot include "Global" and then count one water system. Please 
adjust to Zero.  

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

2. Core Indicator 4.1: Please reduce considerably the number provided. Please stick with 
real, direct and quantifiable (countable and verifiable) numbers and to avoid basin wide 
large numbers. This then means that Area of landscapes under improved management 
should be defined narrowly as those that are directly impacted by the project ? so this 
would usually be in pilots (watershed mmgt etc.), and so on.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared.



3. Core Indicator 11: Please recalculate the number of expected project beneficiaries. 
Please stick with real, direct and quantifiable (countable and verifiable) numbers of 
beneficiaries and to avoid basin wide large numbers. This then means that direct 
beneficiaries should be defined narrowly as those that are directly (physically/income) 
impacted by the project ? so this would usually be participants in pilots such as 
communities/families living in pilot (watershed mmgt etc.), people living in floodplains 
(for flood early warning systems), and so on.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared.

4. Please explain the reasoning for each Core Indicator identified under the ?Provide 
additional explanation on targets...? section. How is the ha number reached under Core 
Indicator 4? How is the direct beneficiaries figure reached under Core Indicator 11? 
Please include the Core Indicator detail under the Global Environmental Benefits 
section as part of the methodology explanation here.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared.

5. Finally, will the project also contribute to Core Indicator 5.2 - Number of LMEs with 
reduced pollution and hypoxia? (East China Sea LME and Humbolt current LME?) It is 
understood that the Tolt?n River does not have a "demonstrated connection? to the 
Humboldt LME, but the nutrient load from the lake does flow into the LME. If so, 
please include (and detail the methodology) or explain why this Core Indicator is not 
included.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared.

SH (3.6.22): Please address the following comment: 

Please populate indicator 7.4: Level of Engagement in IW:LEARN 

SH (3.11.22): cleared.  

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Question 1:  Core Indicator 7 has been adjusted accordingly although one believes that 
delivery on core indicator 7 at the level of one transboundary system can be done 
through the Humboldt LME via the Chilean intervention.
 
Question 2:  Core indicator 4.1 has be adjusted accordingly.
 
Question 3: Core indicator 11 has been adjusted accordingly.
 
Question 4: The explanation on targets and methodologies was provided at the time of 
the first PIF submission. It has been adjusted in light of the above-mentioned 
adjustments. Likewise, the core indicators contributions to GEB was also discussed in 
section 6 at PIF submission.  It has been adjusted accordingly to align with the above 
referred adjustments. 
 



Question 5. No contribution to core indicator 5 is envisaged. We consider the likelihood 
of the uP-Cycle project to deliver reduced pollution and hypoxia during the project 
lifetime as being low. Instead, the project will deliver evidence and policy 
recommendations to support the Humboldt Current (HC) -LME SAP implementation 
through the Chilean Ministry of the Environment, who are engaged in this vehicle. As 
such, we have not indicated that this project will deliver on 5.2, but it will contribute to 
the SAP implementation and targets.

Response 07/03/2022

Indicator 7.4 for IWLEARN has been populated. 

Project/Program taxonomy 

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

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion SH (11.2.21): Cleared. 

Agency Response 

Part II ? Project Justification 

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 
SH (11.2.21): 

Cleared, the environmental/adaptation problems, including root causes and barriers are 
well-established and scientifically supported.

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

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): Please address the below comments: 

Please include reference to the series of GEF investments across the Danube basin, and 
which includes targeted phosphorus investments. It is important that the project during 
PPG further analyses lessons learnt from such investments, including industry 
collaborations that lead to efficient reductions from key industry hotspots via targeted 
policy reforms. While specific geographical drivers of change may have advanced 



progress (EU accession prospects etc.) these past lessons may give an indication both of 
the necessity, drivers and means by which to advance industry dialogue at the level of 
this MSP. 

SH (3.6.22): Not cleared. Please explain why the EU Merline project is not mentioned in 
table C? Please expand the baseline description to include a description of past GEF 
activities in the Danube specific to phosphorus investments.   

SH (3.11.22): cleared.  

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
The project is engaged with the Danube basin and 17 other basins through co-financing 
from the EU Merline project. A statement to this effect has been added in the co-
financing justification below table C. 

Response 07/03/2022

The EU Merlin project and its funding falls part of the UK CEH CF hence not singled 
out in Table C. In fact, it is  named in text under Table C.  Some additional text with 
reference to the GEF Danube project has been added  in the baseline section and a 
review of its body of work will be done during PPG. 

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

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): Please address the below comments: 

1. Please ensure project outcomes are described here in quantifiable terms or describe 
how outcomes will be quantified during PPG.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

2. Please ensure the identified barriers to be overcome are clearly mapped to project 
components in this section.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

3. The PIF should be able to be read as a standalone document. Please include the theory 
of change in this section rather than as Annex D. Please include a text narrative of the 
theory of change to accompany the figure here.

 SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 



Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Question 1:  Outcomes have been finessed. As normally the case, indicators and targets 
will be defined during PPG as we construct the logframe. This will help address the 
request to ?quantify outcomes?.
 
Question 2: Section 1 has been finessed accordingly. A section on showing how the 
barriers are addressed through the project structure has been added. Section 3 has also 
been further nuanced with a chapeau showing how the project approach and the theory 
of change help address the barriers. 
 
Question 3: The annexed ToC has been added in the core text. While the ToC per se 
was described in the narrative, in addition to the figure title a narrative legend has been 
added. 
4. Is the project/program aligned with focal area and/or Impact Program strategies? 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): Refer to comment in review sheet part 1 box 1. 

SH (3.11.22): cleared.  

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 
SH (11.2.21): In part. Please address the below comments: 

1. Please include and elaborate on the phrase, ?Without the GEF increment....[such and 
such would happen]?

2. The incremental benefits specific to links between the global level work and 
suggested national pilots need to be significantly strengthened - also refer to comments  
part 1 box 1. 

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Question 1 & 2 : The Incremental reasoning text has been adjusted accordingly. 



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

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): This section will need to be edited based on comments in review box 6. 

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
See responses to section 6 above and relevant adjustments to the PIF.
7. Is there potential for innovation, sustainability and scaling up in this project? 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): Please address the below comments:

1. The sustainability aspects should be better detailed. E.g., the key Reports; dashboards; 
and various Groupings convened by this project, how will they be financed/replicated 
following the closure of the project? Will these activities be embedded into existing 
institutional partner frameworks? To what extent will the project seek to advance 
concrete commitments from industry associations as part of cross sectoral planning 
frameworks?

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

2. As a follow up to the above comments and specific to the aquaculture operators 
located in the Villarrica Lake Basin and their adherence to the ASC standard. It remains 
unclear how this MSP will advance a transition towards more sustainable phosphorus 
use in freshwater aquaculture and especially given that ASC certification may be both 
expensive for the individual small/medium size producer, while the issue of having too 
many producers within a given area may still exist? It may be that the advancement of 
an ecosystem approach with clear incentives for responsible aqua farmers to support 
zoning and ecosystem monitoring to ensure sustainability and protect their investments 
may be a more feasible approach. Also, planning at the ecosystem level may simplify 
permitting and ensure that farms occupy less environmentally sensitive areas. 

SH (3.6.22): This point will need to be further analyzed during PPG as to identify the 
right set of approaches and tools to steer freshwater aquaculture towards sustainability. 
GEF encourages UNEP to look at FAO ecosystem carrying capacity guidelines and 
other best practice within this area.   



3. Please clarify who will partake in the Integrated Catchment Management Groups for 
each Pilot Lake Cases? These groups would clearly need to have consist of stakeholders 
with a clear mandate, and willingness to influence the relevant policy arenas.  

SH (3.6.22): Not cleared. Please clarify who will partake in the Integrated Catchment 
Management Groups for the Pilot?  

SH (3.11.22): cleared.  

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Question 1: Section 7 on innovation, sustainability  and potential for scaling up has 
been adjusted to address the query. 
 
Question 2 Some context on this point has been included although the complexities of 
this issue is already under consideration by the Chilean MMA. They need support from 
International Aquaculture Industry body to support change on the ground. See baseline, 
Section 2, Incremental Reasoning  section 5, GEB Section 6 and stakeholder section 8.
 
Question 3  Reference has been added to the table which described key stakeholders in 
Chile. The specific CMG is outlined in detail in the Decontamination Plan, which fed 
into this PIF, as referenced in the Baseline. See stakeholder section 8. 

Response 7/03/2022

Question 2. Further comments are noted with appreciation

Question 3: Please note response in section 2 above. While not yet established, the 
Integrated Catchment Management Group for the Chilean Pilot  would typically be led 
by the Chilean Environmental Ministry and will include representatives from the 
Ministries on Agriculture, Housing and Urban Planning, the National Commission for 
Indigenous Development, National Forest Corporation, the Agricultural Development 
Institute, Local Municipalities, Superintendence for Sanitary Services and the 
Superintendence for Environment, the Rural Sanitary Service, the General Water 
Directorate, General Directorate of the Maritime Territory and Merchant Marine, 
Chilean Academic Institutions, Salmon Industries, Trade and Tourism Groups, Chilean 
Construction Association and Civil Society Organisations and Local groups. 

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 



SH (11.2.21): In part. The coordinates are only indicated for the Poyang Lake Basin 
(directly on map). The Villarrica Lake Basin map resolution is too low to properly view. 
Please include coordinates for all demonstration basins and new version of map 
accordingly.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Coordinates of the intervention sites have been added.
Stakeholders 

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

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): A detailed table of stakeholders (to be confirmed in PPG) is included, 
which briefly describes stakeholder role in PIF formulation and possible role in the 
project. Please clearly indicate the level of conversations with ILEC to date and further 
detail their expected role in the project. 

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022

 ILEC is a partner in the World Water Quality Alliance and has a collaboration MoU 
with UNEP hence as such they will be a key partner in this project. They have been 
clearly added in the stakeholder table.  By virtue of their constitution (limited structure 
with scientists giving their time pro-bono), they are not able to provide co-financing in 
neither form (investment mobilized or recurring expenditure) having very little to no co-
financing to offer. 

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 



SH (11.2.21): Cleared. During PPG, a substantive gender analysis should be performed 
with a view towards developing Gender-responsive measures (gender action plan or 
equivalent), while the project should also look towards developing  gender-sensitive 
indicators and sex disaggregated targets. 

Agency Response 
Private Sector Engagement 

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

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): Yes. There are several private sector stakeholder engagement modalities 
foreseen under the project. During PPG lessons learnt from previous GEF engagements 
on how best to be work with industry groups should be distilled.  

Agency Response 
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 
SH (11.02.21): Please address the below comments: 

1. The Risk table and the list of stakeholders points towards the engagement of 
indigenous communities, however, the SRIF indicates that the project will not operate in 
indigenous peoples areas nor influence such groups. Please clarify and amend he 
SRIF/stakeholder list/risk table, as relevant.  

SH (3.6.22): Not cleared. The risk table still contains reference to IPs. The same is the 
case for several other sections of the PIF, including the project stakeholders section table 
and the taxonomy section. Please clarify the role of IPs in this project? Note that on the 
basis of this clarification the SRIF should be amended, as needed. 

SH (3.11.22): From conversations with UNEP GEF understand that indigenous peoples 
will be involved during project implementation. Note that by the time of the submission 
of the fully fledged project documents a further analysis should have been conducted to 
determine if targeted actions are needed to secure the rights of such communities. 



2. Specific to COVID-19, please include text in the PIF on how this project may help 
advance the post COVID-19 Build Back Better agenda (global and national levels). 

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

3. Please include the Annex E Covid-19 risk analysis in this section rather than as 
Annex E.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

4. The submission lacks a Climate Risk Screening. Please provide this as an annex to 
this submission. 

SH (3.6.22): Not cleared. While this is a global project there is still a need to reflect on 
climate risk aspects. Please annex a preliminary climate risk screening. Please see 
associated STAP guidance specific to climate risk 
screenings: https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/stap-guidance-climate-
risk-screening  

SH (3.11.22):  cleared. 

5. Please specifically include climate change risks in the project?s intervention areas in 
China and Chile. 

SH (3.6.22): Please see above comments. 

SH (3.11.22): cleared. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Question 1: The risk table in the PIF has been amended to remove reference to 
indigenous people.
Question 2: Now added drawing on various GDF outputs on Covid response.  See 
section 11.
Question 3: The text in Annex E has been added to the core text.
Question 4: Please note that the Climate risk screen forms integral part of the UNEP 
SRIF. Please specifically refer to Safeguard Standard 2.
Question 5: See above response.

Response 07/03/2022

Question 4 & 5: An entire new annex (see annex F of PIF in portal or Section 9 ESS 
and Risk sections in portal ) has been added providing a drat climate change screening 
in addition to the climate risk screening in the UNEP SRIF. 

Coordination 

https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/stap-guidance-climate-risk-screening
https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/stap-guidance-climate-risk-screening


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

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
SH (11.2.21): Please address the below comments:  

Both the project?s institutional structure and possible coordination with other GEF 
projects is sufficiently described.

1. Under this section, please include a summary of bilateral/multilateral initiatives (non-
GEF) that the project will coordinate with (several are mentioned under the baseline 
section).

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

2. Please clarify the difference between the Project Advisory Group and the Project 
Steering Committee.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

3. Please consider adding an institutional arrangement schematic figure to this section.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Question 1: Section 7 has been refined accordingly. 
Question 2: The PSC typically steers the project  and serves as project management 
board. Its membership is limited to the IA, EA and Chile representation as well as 
component leads whereas the PAG  will essentially provide technical advice to support 
the execution. Its  exact composition will be defined during the PPG but would include 
global stakeholders e.g. WWQA, ILEC,  etc as well as national ones as described in 
section 8.  
Question 3: A very preliminary organogram has been added in Section 12. 
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 
SH (11.2.21): The project lists alignment with a number of Chile?s and China?s national 
priorities. However, the PIF needs to include sections that clearly spells out why this is a 
global project, why it needs national demonstrations, what will be delivered by these 



national demonstrations that could not be achieved through simple theoretical and policy 
papers.

SH (3.6.22): Cleared. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
See response to Section I question 1 & 2 above. 
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 
SH (11.2.21): The project factors in several knowledge management elements and 
builds upon a number of lessons from other GEF investments. Please add here that the 
project will, as part of the 1% dedicated to IW:LEARN activities under Component 4, 
send project representatives and government representatives to the GEF International 
Waters Conferences for knowledge transfer purposes. During PPG, amongst other 
elements to pertaining to the KM strategy, please budget the production of a GEF 
Experience Note/Good Practices Brief and participation in IW:LEARN trainings.

SH (3.6.22): During PPG it should be specified as part of table B that the project will 
send representatives to the GEF International Waters Conferences and that a set of 
experiences/good practice notes will be produced.  

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
Reference to IW:LEARN including 1% of the budget for the preparation of experience, 
results notes and other knowledge products,  etc and,  participation  to IWLEARN 
events was referenced in Table B and described in section 3 under component 4. 

Response 08/03/2022

Provision for IW conference participation was already reflected Section 3 narrative for 
component 4.  Further budget breakdown will be worked out during PPG. 

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 
SH (11.2.21): 

The Risk table and the list of stakeholders points towards the engagement indigenous 
communities, however, the SRIF indicates that the project will not operate in indigenous 
peoples areas nor influence such groups. Please clarify and amend he SRIF/stakeholder 
list/risk table, as relevant.  

SH (3.6.22): Not cleared. Please see previous comment. The risk table still contains 
reference to IPs. The same is the case for several other sections of the PIF, including the 
project stakeholders section table and the taxonomy section. 

SH (3.11.22): From conversations with UNEP GEF understand that indigenous peoples 
will be to some extent engaged by this project during implementation. Note that by the 
time of the submission of the fully fledged project documents a further analysis should 
have been conducted to determine if targeted actions are needed to secure the rights of 
 IP communities. Also, a fully updated safeguards assessment should be presented, 
including an analysis of project activities in Chile and IPs communities residing in 
project target areas. 

Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022
The risk table in the PIF has been amended to remove reference to indigenous people.

Response: 08/03/2022

The SFRIF states that there is no adverse impact to IPs. The PIF states that we will work 
with IPs. That does not seem incompatible. IPs will be involved in the Villarrica work 
and have had their own specific consultation on the restoration plan to ensure that they 
will not be adversely affected, in fact ensuring that they will benefit from investment in 
restoration activities.

Part III ? Country Endorsements 

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 
SH (11.2.21): The LOE from China is missing. All LOE must be submitted for this 
project to be considered for technically clearance.

SH (3.6.22): China will no longer form part of this project.  Cleared. 



Agency Response 
Response:22/02/2022 
China will no longer participate as a demo/pilot site.  It has been removed from the PIF. 
Termsheet, reflow table and agency capacity in NGI Projects 

Does the project provide sufficient detail in Annex A (indicative termsheet) to take a 
decision on the following selection criteria: co-financing ratios, financial terms and 
conditions, and financial additionality? If not, please provide comments. Does the project 
provide a detailed reflow table in Annex B to assess the project capacity of generating 
reflows?  If not, please provide comments. After reading the questionnaire in Annex C, is the 
Partner Agency eligible to administer concessional finance? If not, please provide comments. 

Secretariat Comment at PIF/Work Program Inclusion 
NA
Agency Response 

GEFSEC DECISION 

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 
SH (11.2.21): Please address comments and resubmit. 

SH (3.6.22): Please address comments and resubmit. 

SH (3.15.22): please address comments in PIF part 1 box 2 and resubmit.  

SH (3.23.22): please address comments in PIF part 1 box 2 and resubmit.  

SH (3.31.22):   please address comments in PIF part 1 box 2 and resubmit.  

SH  (4.8.22): PM recommends 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

Additional Review (as necessary)

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 


