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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
GEFSEC, Jun 23, 2026

Cleared
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes, however, MEMD and NiSA have been listed as executing entities but their roles are not listed
in the "Institutional Arrangement" section. If no execution role, please remove them from this
table. Please also refer to comment under project budget regarding JC Holding.

Agency Response
CI-GEF, June 17, 2026:

Agreed. The Institutional Arrangements section, specifically Table 20, has been revised to clarify
the execution roles of NiSA and MEMD.

NiSA has been retained as an executing entity because it serves as the Global Shea Alliance?s
national affiliate in Uganda and will support in-country implementation under Output 4.1.1,
including stakeholder coordination, knowledge generation, and landscape-level planning. Table 20
has been updated to clarify the relationship between GSA and NiSA and specify NiSA?s execution
role.

MEMD has also been retained as an executing partner due to its mandate on energy efficiency,
biomass energy systems, and renewable energy technologies. Its role in guiding circular energy
solutions under Outcome 3.1, Output 3.1.4. MEMD will receive an in-kind grant, which is reflected
in the last row of Table 20.

b) Are the Rio Markers for CCM, CCA, BD and LD correctly selected, if applicable?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, Jun 23, 2026

Cleared
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes, however, Table 13 in the project document presented drivers of land degradation, yet the Rio
Marker for LD was not selected. Please ensure consistency.

Agency Response
CI-GEF, June 17, 2026:

Agreed. Table 13 has been revised for consistency with the selected Rio Markers. The table now
presents these issues as drivers of ecosystem degradation, biodiversity loss, and climate
vulnerability, rather than as standalone drivers of land degradation. Paragraph 35 has also been
strengthened to reflect the project?s biodiversity rationale, including soil erosion, vegetation loss,
habitat degradation, and unsustainable land use as pressures affecting ecosystem resilience and
biodiversity outcomes.

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 outcomes?

b) Does the summary capture the essence of the project and is it within the max. of 250 words?



Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

a) Yes

b) Yes

Agency Response

3. Project Description Overview

a) Is the project objective statement concise, clear and measurable?

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?

¢) Are gender dimensions, knowledge management, and M&E included within the project components
and budgeted for?

d) Are the GEF Project Financing and Co-Financing contributions to PMC proportional?

e) Is the PMC equal to or below 10% (for MSP) or 5% (for FSP)? If above, is the justification
acceptable?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

a) Yes
b) Yes
c) Yes
d) Yes

e) Yes

Agency Response

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?

¢) 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
GEFSEC, Jul 7, 2026

Cleared
GEFSEC, Jun 23, 2026

Please see below comments from Germany and UK to be address in Annex I



4. Uganda: Building a Climate-Resilient and Sustainable Shea Landscape of Northern Uganda (GEF ID:
11701); GEF Agency: Cl; GEF project financing: $6,680,734 (LDCF); Co-financing: $13,421,027.

¥

Germany Comments

Germany requests that the following requirements are taken into account during the design of
the final project proposal:

Germany welcomes the proposal which aims at enhancing the sustainability and resilience
of the Shea landscape in northern Uganda, through integrated land management, a
strengthened natural resource governance system, and increased access to financing for
inclusive climate-resilient livelihoods of the resident communities.

Germany suggests that - due to its important role in rural areas - the project should consider
to what extent the Ministry of Local Government can be involved.

Consultations had revealed that attempts at mechanization of Shea product processing have
largely benefited men and international firms and not women. Germany suggest that the
proposal should further elaborate on how such a development can be prevented and how
the project will ensure and monitor that women benefit adequately from innovations in the
processing and marketing of shea.

The access rights especially of women to natural resources are a precondition for
sustainable management. Against the backdrop of the recent conflict in the area, land
property rights might be an issue the project has to deal with. Germany asks the project to
elaborate more on how it will support of inclusive local communities” access rights and how
it will consider gender issues in this context.

Germany asks to elaborate on the following issues: There is not sufficient information about
the existing livelihoods. It is not evident which kind of alternative livelihoods the project
wants to promote, how they fit into the existing livelihoods, the sustainability of these
livelihoods, who will benefit and to what extent these alternative livelihoods will reduce
vulnerability to climate change.



¥ United Kingdom Comments

This is a timely and much-needed initiative that could help address many of the systemic
challenges in the sector, particularly if aligned with ongoing national efforts.

The proposed investment of USD 13 million is significant and the ambition to restore
degraded shea parklands and strengthen local livelihoods is commendable. It also reflects a

similar structure to Ghana's Landscape Emissions Reduction Programme, where the Global
Shea Alliance and the Ghana Shea Network serve as key implementing partners.

From a technical perspective:

Need to recognise and leverage the Nilotica Shea Association efforts. One of the most
promising developments in Uganda’s shea sector is the ongoing formation of the Mational
Nilotica Shea Association, supported under C5). This association is being established to
coordinate sector-wide efforts, support policy dialogue, and serve as a platform for
collective action. However, the current proposal does not reference this. For long-term
sustainability and to avoid duplication, it is essential that the Association is positioned as a
key implementation partner, just as similar associations are in West Africa. Without such
coordination, the risk of fragmented, siloed interventions remains high.

Stakeholder mapping: The proposal provides little clarity on the stakeholders consulted and
omits key actors already active in the sector. Notably absent are GIZ (through the PRUDEV
programme), the International Trade Centre (ITC), and CBI (Centre for the Promotion of
Imports), all of whom have undertaken important groundwork on the shea value chain,
guality standards, and enterprise development.

Limited reference to lessons from other projects: While the proposal acknowledges the
impartance of shea supply chains, it lacks depth and does not reflect the lessons from
existing programmes in Uganda or the region. Multiple initiatives have already generated
actionable insights on governance, aggregation, pricing, and restoration. These should
inform the design to avoid repeating known mistakes.

Restoration and monitoring: The ambition to restore 4,500 hectares is welcome, but the
current sequencing raises questions. The proposal references mapping only 1,500 hectares,
which appears inverted, mapping should ideally precede and inform the full restoration
effort. Additionally, to ensure rigour and continuity, the project should generate a national
shea resource baseline (through advanced technologies such as remote sensing or Al-
assisted tree mapping). Similar has been done for all shea trees in West Africa. Long-term
maonitoring systems also need to be embedded to track impact well beyond the project
lifespan.




GEFSEC, May 20, 2026
a) Yes

b) Yes, however, two comments previously provided by Council Members from Germany and the
UK during PIF approval have not been addressed. Please could you copy/paste the Council
members comments into the section ANNEX I: RESPONSES TO PROJECT REVIEWS and provide

an answer to both comments.

¢) No

Agency Response
CI-GEF, July 02, 2026:

Thank you for sharing the comments from the donor countries. Responses to all comments have
been prepared (Annex Q), and the ProDoc has been revised accordingly. The specific sections
where each comment has been addressed are detailed in Column 2 ("Section in the ProDoc Where
Comment Has Been Addressed") of Annex Q.

CI-GEF, June 17, 2026:

We reviewed the previous communications and the comments shared with us, and found only the
GEFSEC and STAP comments, which have been addressed in Annex 1. We could not locate the
Council Member comments from Germany and the UK in the materials received. Kindly share
these comments, and we will include them in Annex I.

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 focus and basis (including scientific) of the proposed solutions, how they provide a
robust approach? Are underlying key assumptions listed?

b) Is there a description of how the GEF alternative will build on ongoing/previous investments (GEF
and non-GEF), lessons and experiences in the country/region?

¢) Are the project components (interventions and activities) described and proposed solutions and
critical assumptions and risks 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 FSP/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 design and
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?

1) 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

GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

a) Yes

b) Yes

c) Yes

d) Yes

e) Yes

f) Yes

g) By strengthen governance and coordination, promoting ecosystem-based adaptation,
enhancing inclusive climate-smart livelihoods and unlock finance for adaptation, and knowledge
management and learning.

h) Yes

i) Yes

j) Yes

k) No

1) Yes

Agency Response

CI-GEF, June 17, 2026:

No action needed from Agency side.

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?

¢) 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
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026



a) Yes
b) No Execution role

c) Yes

Agency Response

5.3 Core indicators

a) Are the identified core indicators calculated using the methodology and adhering to the overarching
principles included in the corresponding Guidelines (GEF/C.62/Inf.12/Rev.01)?

b) Are the project's targeted contributions to GEBs (measured through core indicators and additional
listed outcome 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
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

a) Yes

b) Yes

Agency Response

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?

¢) Are environmental and social risks, impacts and management measures adequately assessed and
rated and consistent with requirements set out in SD/PL/03?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, Jun 23, 2026

Cleared

GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

a) Yes

b) If the Financial/Business Model risk rating of High falls under Execution, a High rating is
above the GEF's stated tolerance. Please confirm which dimension this risk belongs to, and if it sits
under Execution, clarify whether the mitigation measures are sufficient to bring residual risk

within the Moderate appetite or justify the deviation.

c) Yes



Agency Response
CI-GEF, June 17, 2026:

Noted. The risk has been retained under the Execution dimension because MSMEs and
community-led organizations will participate directly in implementing selected project activities.
The rating has been revised from High to Substantial, and mitigation measures have been
strengthened, including MSME readiness screening, phased support linked to milestones, financial
literacy and business management training, partnerships with credible financial institutions, and
regular monitoring. These measures are expected to reduce the residual execution risk and keep it
within the project?s acceptable risk tolerance. Table 21

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

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

N/A

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

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

a) Yes

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 Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

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 Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Targets 8, 10, 11,14,20, 22, and 23



Agency ResponseNo action needed from Agency side.
7 D. Policy Requirements
7.1 Are the Policy Requirement sections completed?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

Agency Response
7.2 Is the Gender Action Plan uploaded?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, Jun 23, 2026

Cleared

GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes, however, could you please clarify why the baseline data are higher than the target in
the attached Gender Action Plan, Project Specific Indicators as shown below.

Number of gender 63.8% men
responsive, climate risk-
informed multi
stakeholder national-
local level coordination
and collaboration
mechanisms established,
institutionalized and
functional, with at least
30% women
representation

Indicator Baselinem Target
Men | Women Oth erLZl Men | Women | Other
Output Indicator 1.1.2 36.2% women 70% men, 30% women



https://outlook.office.com/mail/id/AAQkADkwNjhlM2UzLWNkOWItNDI3NC05ODMzLWFlN2NmZTdmNDAxMgAQALFvoaO%2BHZ9NtYhtoYP066Y%3D?nativeVersion=1.2026.521.100#x__ftn1
https://outlook.office.com/mail/id/AAQkADkwNjhlM2UzLWNkOWItNDI3NC05ODMzLWFlN2NmZTdmNDAxMgAQALFvoaO%2BHZ9NtYhtoYP066Y%3D?nativeVersion=1.2026.521.100#x__ftn2

Output Indicator 1.1.3: 36.2% women 70%/30% men and women
A gender-responsive 63.8% men
National Shea
Champions Interactive
Forum established and
operationalized to
promote high-level
multi-stakeholder
dialogue to influence
climate-risk informed
shea landscape
governance (with at
least 30% Females,
including women and
youth) participating and
involved at top decision-
making level).

Agency Response
CI-GEF, June 17, 2026:

The clarification is provided in the footnote text highlighted in green on page 246 in the GMP. The
targets set stems?from stakeholder consultations, which noted that for shea-specific enterprise
platforms?which have largely been informal?a target beyond 30% women would be unrealistic for
the northern Uganda Shea belt even though?the average?national level, which includes many
agribusiness SMEs, is 36.2%. The initial target was 40% women representation however, this was
found to be not feasible by the stakeholders, noting that it may not be achievable based on the
cultural property tenure rights in northern Uganda.

7.3 Is the stakeholder engagement plan uploaded?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

Agency Response
7.4 Have the required applicable safeguards documents been uploaded?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

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 Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

No

Agency Response
Focal Area allocation?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

No

Agency Response
LDCF under the principle of equitable access?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

Agency Response
SCCF A (SIDS)?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

No

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

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

No

Agency Response
Focal Area Set Aside?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

No



Agency Response

8.2 Project Preparation Grant (PPG)

a) 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 Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

Agency Response

8.3 Source of Funds

Does the sources of funds table match with the amounts in the OFP's LOE?

Note: the table only captures sources of funds from the country's STAR allocation

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

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 Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

Agency Response
Annex B: Endorsements
8.5 a) If ? and only if - this is a global or regional project for which not all country-based
interventions were known at PIF stage and, therefore, not all LOEs provided:
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
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

N/A
Agency Response

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



Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

Agency Response
¢) 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 Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes

Agency Response

Annex C: Project Results Framework

8.6 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 total project financing (too high? Too low?)

¢) 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 Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

a) Yes

b) Yes

c) Yes

d) Yes

Agency Response

Annex E: Project map and coordinates

8.7 Have geographic coordinates of project locations been entered in the dedicated table? Are
relevant illustrative maps included?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, Jun 23, 2026

Cleared

GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

Yes, however, under annex E, At CEO Endorsement stage, each project location must include
a Geoname ID in addition to coordinates. Please verify that Geoname IDs are provided in the

geolocation table for all four districts (Agago, Kitgum, Otuke, and Pader). If missing, these
should be sourced from geonames.org and added.


https://www.geonames.org/

Agency Response
CI-GEF, June 17, 2026:

Updated.

Annex G: GEF Budget template

8.8 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)?

¢) Are TORs for key project staff funded by GEF grant and/or co-finance attached?

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, Jun 23, 2026

Thank you for addressing most of the previous comments.

On JC Holding, since it has no execution role, but it will be sub-contracted to implement the
stated project outputs, the contracting entity (i.e. MWE or AfrIl) must be responsible for the
budget not JC Holding. Please remove JC Holding from from being responsible for the
$688,145 budget.

GEFSEC, May 20, 2026
a) Yes

b) 1. JC Holding has been included in the budget document with a budget ($688,145)
responsibility. If this entity has execution role, please ensure that you have provided more
details about its role in the project under the "Institutional Arrangement” and it should also be
listed on the Information table (Page 1) as EA. If this is a company to be contracted to do a
specific project activity, then its should be removed from having any budget responsibility and
instead the contracting entity (Afrll or MWE) must be responsible for the associated budget
not JC Holding.

2. Please consider revising the budget allocated to support institutionalization and
operationalization of decision making platform under "Travel" as this appears high cost for
DSA.

3. Under "Goods", please note that (i) IT equipment like laptops for project personnel must be
charged to PMC (100%) not project component; and (ii) we do not understand why $330,000
of the GEF resources is being allocated to MEMD as in-kind. The stated machineries could be
channel through the private sector/local communities enterprises not government ministry.

4. Under "Other Operating Costs", all communications related costs must be charged to PMC
only.

c) I was not able to find a ToR for all the personnel positions listed in the budget. Please

upload a ToR to the portal as a separate document.

Agency Response
CI-GEF, July 02, 2026:



JC Holding has been removed from being responsible for the $688,145 budget. The
contracting entity, Afrll, is now responsible for this budget.

CI-GEF, June 17, 2026:

b) 1. JC Holdings will serve as the technical implementation partner responsible for community-
level restoration and Shea regeneration activities under Outcome 4.1, Output 4.1.2: Shea tree
regeneration and restoration strategy developed and implemented to guide ecosystem-based
adaptation interventions. In addition, JC Holdings will coordinate with Global Shea Alliance to
deliver Output 4.1.1. (Table 20, Annex L (Terms of Reference of Project Partners, part 5, for JC
Holdings). It has also been listed on the Information table (Page 1)

2. The primary cost driver is the number of trips, which has been reduced from 10 per annum to
5 per annum. The applicable DSA rate remains within acceptable thresholds. The resulting
budgetary savings ($73,800) have been reallocated to finance targeted conservation agreements
through small community grants that support alternative livelihood activities under Outputs
2.14,3.1.3,and 4.1.1.

3.1) $12,100 cost for laptops has now been charged to PMC.

i) The budget description has been revised to clarify that the USD 330,000 allocated under GEF
resources is not an in-kind contribution to MEMD and will not be transferred to the Ministry.
These resources will be managed and executed directly by the Africa Innovation Institute
(AFRII), which will procure the required machinery and equipment in line with project
objectives and implementation needs. MEMD?s role will be limited to facilitation and
coordination; it will not receive, control, or own the funds or assets. This arrangement ensures
procurement remains efficient and aligned with project implementation needs, while enabling
collaboration with relevant stakeholders, including private sector actors and local enterprises
where appropriate.

4. $7,260 Communication related cost under this budget category has now been charged to
PMC

Annex H: NGI Relevant Annexes

8.9 a) Does the project provide sufficient detail (indicative term sheet) to assess the following
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.

¢) Is the Agency eligible to administer concessional finance? If not, please provide comments.

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request
GEFSEC, May 20, 2026

a) N/A

b) N/A

c) N/A

Agency Response

Additional Annexes
9. GEFSEC DECISION

9.1.GEFSEC Recommendation
Is the project recommended for approval



Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request

GEFSEC, Jul 7, 2026

N/A

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

phase

Secretariat comment at CEO Endorsement Request

GEFSEC, Jul 7, 2026

N/A

9.3 Review Dates

First Review

Additional Review (as necessary)
Additional Review (as necessary)
Additional Review (as necessary)

Additional Review (as necessary)

CEO Approval
5/20/2026
6/5/2026
6/23/2026
7/3/2026

7/7/2026

Response to Secretariat comments
6/17/2026

7/2/2026



