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Background
1.
At its twenty-second meeting, the Adaptation Fund Board secretariat (the secretariat)
had prepared document AFB/B.22/6 which outlined the possible elements and options for a
phased programme to support Readiness for Direct Access to Climate Finance for National and
Regional Implementing Entities and presented a framework and budget for a first phase of the
programme. Following a discussion of the document, the Board decided to:
(a) Approve Phase I of the Readiness Programme as detailed in document AFB/B.22/6,
on the basis that it would follow performance-based funding principles;
(b) Take note of the options provided by the secretariat on a programme to support
readiness for direct access to climate finance for national and regional implementing
entities;
(c) Request the secretariat to submit to the Board intersessionally between the twentysecond and twenty-third meetings, execution arrangements, criteria/eligibility criteria
to allocate the funds to the accredited implementing entities for specific activities, as
well as a timeline of activities, with a view to start implementing the programme before
the twenty-third Board meeting; and
(d) Approve an increase in the Administrative Budget of the Board, secretariat and
trustee for FY2014 of US$ 467,000 for the programme described in AFB/B.22/6, and
authorize the trustee to transfer such amount to the secretariat and request the
trustee to set aside the balance amount of US$ 503,000 from the Adaptation Fund
Trust Fund resources for subsequent commitment and transfer at the instruction of
the Board.

(Decision B.22/24)
2.
At the tenth session of the Conference of the Parties serving as meeting of the Parties to
the Kyoto Protocol (CMP 10), the Parties recognized the Readiness Programme of the
Adaptation Fund and decided to:
Invite further support for the readiness programme of the Adaptation Fund Board for
direct access to climate finance in accordance with decision 2/CMP.10, paragraph 5;
Decision 1/CMP.10
and also decided to:
Request the Adaptation Fund Board to consider, under its readiness programme, the
following options for enhancing the access modalities of the Adaptation Fund:
(a) Targeted institutional strengthening strategies to assist developing countries, in
particular the least developed countries, to accredit more national or regional
implementing entities to the Adaptation Fund;
(b) Ensuring that accredited national implementing entities have increased and facilitated
access to the Adaptation Fund, including for small-sized projects and programmes;
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Decision 2/CMP.10
3.
Upon completion of Phase I of the Readiness Programme, the secretariat had prepared
document AFB/B.25/5 which outlined the progress made in Phase I and proposed Phase II of
the Readiness Programme, taking into account the results from Phase I of the programme and
integrating decision 2/CMP10. Following a discussion of the document, the Board decided to:
Aprove Phase II of the Readiness Programme, as outlined in document AFB/B.25/5, with
a total funding of US$ 965,000, including funding of US$ 565,000 to be transferred to the
secretariat’s budget and funding of US$ 400,000 to be set aside for small grants to
National Implementing Entities from resources of the Adaptation Fund trust fund.
(Decision B.25/27)
4.
Following the approval by Board of Phase II of the Readiness Programme, eligible
countries were given the opportunity to submit applications for a grant to receive support for
accreditation through a selected number of National Implementing Entities (NIEs). The types of
eligible support included but were not limited to (i) identifying potential NIE candidates and/or (ii)
preparing an application for NIE candidates to be submitted to the Accreditation Panel and/or
(iii) continuous support during the application process. It is expected that peer-peer support will
effectively help build national capacity and sustainability. To facilitate timely review of
applications, the Board, at its twenty sixth meeting decided to:
Request the secretariat to review intersessionally, between the 26th and 27th meetings
of the Board, proposals submitted by National Implementing Entities for technical
assistance grants and South-South cooperation grants under the Readiness
Programme, and to submit the reviews to the PPRC for intersessional recommendation
to the Board.
(Decision B. 26/28)
5
Eligible NIEs were those entities that had tangible achievements with the Fund. The
selection was based on the entity’s experience with the Adaptation Fund, including in project
preparation and implementation, and in supporting other countries at different stages of their
application processes. Eligible NIEs were the ones fulfilling all of the following criteria, as at the
time of the 17-18 intersessional review cycle:
-

Have been accredited by the Board,

-

Have an Adaptation Fund project or programme under implementation, hence
demonstrating effective compliance with the AF fiduciary standards, and

-

Have experience advising, participating in, or organizing support to other NIE
candidates.

6
Following a call for submission of applications undertaken intersessionally between the
twenty sixth and twenty seventh Board meetings, the secretariat had received five applications
from two NIEs, to support NIE accreditation in five countries.
7
Both NIEs that submitted request documents were eligible to receive South-South
Cooperation Grants, i.e. the Centre de Suivi Ecologique (CSE), Senegal and the National
Environment Management Authority (NEMA), Kenya.
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8

The present document introduces the revised application submitted by the Centre de
Suivi Ecologique (CSE), Senegal on behalf of the government of Sierra Leone. It includes
a request for funding of US$47,449 outlining the activities to be undertaken by CSE to
support the accreditation process in Sierra Leone, and addressing the initial comments
from the secretariat. The secretariat had reviewed the initial application by CSE and
provided its comments to the applicant for further clarification. The applicant had submitted
a revised version of the proposal, taking into account the secretariat’s comments. The
secretariat’s initial review, the applicant’s response to the secretariat’s initial review and
the applicant’s revised application/request document are available in the next sections of
this document.
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Screening of Application for a for a Grant to support NIE accreditation
Requesting Country: Sierra Leone
Requesting NIE: Centre de Suivi Ecologique (CSE)

Requested Financing from Adaptation Fund: US$ 47,449

Reviewer and contact person: Farayi Madziwa
Co-reviewer(s): Daouda Ndiaye
NIE Contact Person: Déthié Soumaré Ndiaye
Score (please
Screening Questions
Has this application
been endorsed by the
Designated Authority of
the country?
Is the timeframe
activity adequate?

of

What is the level of
experience participating
in, organizing support
to, or advising other
NIE candidates?
Are
the
proposed
activities to support NIE
accreditation
adequate?

select from
dropdown
menu)

1

Rating
0. No
1. Partially
2. Yes

1

0. No
1. Yes

2

1. Low
2. Substantial

2

1. Not Adequate
2. Somewhat Adequate
3. Adequate

Secretariat Assessment
(9 December 2015)
Endorsement letter has been signed by the
DA.

Considering the scope of work envisaged,
the timeframe is adequate. The date on
activity 5 says 20 June 2015. Please
amend to 2016.
The experience provided by CSE is
substantial and covers assistance to other
entities for both accreditation and project
development.

Response by CSE
(22 December 2015)

No comment

No comment

No comment

The activities are somewhat adequate and
require further clarification.
It would be useful to provide some clarity
on the nature and size of the workshop in
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The workshop is intended for the DA and the
national institutions that might be interested in
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activity 1. How many participants are being
targeted for this? Will it just be the 5
person committee?

getting accredited with the Adaptation Fund.
Its purpose is to provide them with
background information about the Fund, but
also to give them detailed information on what
is expected from an operational NIE. This will
help potential NIE candidates better assess
their suitability for being an NIE for the AF.
This will also allow the DA to better
understand the outcome of the screening and
to decide which institution will be selected and
endorsed.
The number of participants depends on the
national context. In some countries, it may
appear that a specific institution is definitely
the appropriate one and it can be decided to
have the workshop with the staff of this
institution from which a 5 person committee
will be selected. In some other countries, it
may be necessary to first short-list 2 to 5 or
even 6 institutions. Then, the workshop will be
opened to the staff of these institutions. At the
end of this screening, once an institution is
selected, a five person committee will be
setup. Some DA may also suggest inviting in
these workshops other national stakeholders
in order to inform as many people as possible
about the AF. So the number of participant
may vary from 5 to 30 persons or more.

The seminar identified in activity 2 on the
AF’s accreditation process can be held as
part of the screening exercise. Depending
on the number of days planned, the
workshop
could
include
screening
processes and a discussion of the
accreditation requirements as the content
for these two events are interrelated.

As explained above, the purpose of the
screening is to select the most suitable NIE
candidate. At this stage, the most important is
to clarify the main features of the Fund and
what is expected from an NIE. It can be too
cumbersome and misleading to discuss at the
same time the accreditation process with a
large group, without having selected the NIE
candidate.
It’s only once an institution is selected and
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task-force (5 person committee) setup within it
that we can discuss in depth the accreditation
process with a smaller group. This is the first
step of the application process, while the
purpose of the screening is to identify the
suitable institution.

Please provide a brief explanation [either
just bullet points a brief summary “no in
depth detail is required”] of the type of subactivities under activity 3 that tie back to
the $8,500 indicated in the budget? Please
also explain whether CSE staff will provide
this support remotely from Senegal or incountry in Guinea. Please also provide
similar clarification for how activity 4 will be
done.

See additional information provided under
Activity 3 and Activity 4 in the table under
Section C. A CSE team will deliver the first
workshop, help the DA in selecting the
appropriate NIE candidate, help the Manager
of the selected institution in setting up the
taskforce, go in the detail of the accreditation
process with this committee, prepare a road
map for the next steps and launch the
collection of documents (Activity 3). All this
will be done in Sierra Leone. Then, the 5
person committee will be tasked to continue
collecting the supporting documents, remotely
supported by the CSE team.
By the end of this phase, the CSE team
comes back in Sierra Leone to participate to
the last stage of documents collection, review
the documents collected, assess their
relevancy, and provides guidance on how to
fill gaps or improve weaknesses (Activity 4)…
If possible, the documents collected are also
organized and labelled with the view to
starting the submission. If not (most common
case), the CSE team will give to the task-force
additional
time
to
collect
additional
documents. Another mission will come to
Sierra Leone in order to proceed further.

Submission of the application is an online
process and requires no cost. Could CSE
provide further clarity on how the $8,000

Indeed the application is an online process
and a key step in the application process. This
does not mean that it requires no cost. This
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allocated for this process will be spent?

process comprises
(i) the preparation of the application
(organization of the documents collected,
labelling…);
(ii) the submission of the application folder;
and
(iii) the backstopping in addressing the AF
Secretariat and the AP comments and
Clarification Requests.
For all these activities, CSE’s staff will be
involved, including missions in the country, if
necessary. Three things need to be taken into
account:
- the organization of the supporting
documents takes time and need a good
support from CSE
- due to low performance internet
connection, the submission itself takes
time
- the task-force members are not familiar
with the OAS and the experience has
shown that they also need support from
CSE at this stage, mainly on how to fill
the DESCRIPTION section
Above all, for French speaking countries,
there is an additional need to be supported in
order to fill all relevant sections. It is not
possible to hire a translator for all the stages.
It takes time and would be too costly with a
translator.

It would be useful to explain what the
communications budget will cover.

Communication
cost
will
cover
communication. CSE’s staff cannot stay in the
country for one to three consecutive month(s),
the cost would be too high. There are
alternating periods of works in the country and
remotely from Senegal. This implies lot of
telephone communications.
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Based on the proposed
activities,
is
the
requested
budget
reasonable?

2

1. Not Reasonable
2. Somewhat Reasonable
3. Reasonable

Please clarify what is involved in the travel
budget, that is, provide very basic
information e.g., number of trips expected,
and for how many people etc.?

The number of trips varies depending on the
country and the performance of the task-force
members. It may vary from 2 to 4. At least two
of them will comprise two people.

It would be useful to provide an
explanation of how the workshop budget
under activity 7 is different from the
workshop and seminar budgeted in activity
1 and 2? Please revise accordingly.

In Activity 1 and 2, the workshops are
organized mainly to identify the most suitable
institution, to perform an assessment of its
strengths and gaps and to setup a task-force.
The USD 2000 budgeted for workshops under
Activity 7 represent a sort of lump sum that
will be used for all work sessions that will be
organized during the process of preparation of
the application folder. These work sessions
may sometimes require meetings with other
people/institutions.
See comments above

It would be useful to have further basic (no
in depth detail required) information on
how the travel budget will be spent and for
CSE to provide further clarity on the
rationale for the costs associated with
some of the identified activities/support,
particular reference is made here to
submission of the application folder. Also
$4,500 has been budgeted for reviewing all
documents against a checklist. The
checklist is already available so it would be
useful to briefly explain how the $4,500 will
be used.

NIE RESPONSE TO THE SECRETARIAT’S GENERAL COMMENTS (22 December 2015)
Comment

Issue

Response by NIE

(i)

The identified activities are notably exactly the same as
the activities in the intended support to Guinea and Mali.
It might be useful and cost effective for CSE to consider

The activities look similar because the accreditation process is the same, regardless of the
country. In addition, activities presented at this stage are still indicative. Depending to the
country context, there will some adjustments during implementation. Organizing a joint
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Comment

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

Issue

Response by NIE

holding the seminar on the AF’s accreditation process
and the role of an NIE in directly accessing AF resources
as a joint event with all 3 candidate NIEs. This could then
be followed up with the intended in-country visits. Please
note this is a mere suggestion and CSE is not obligated
to adopt this approach.

event would not be cost-effective. It would require
a. either financing travel cost for 10 to 20 persons: this workshop is usually the best
opportunity to familiarize the staff of the NIE candidate (and not only the 5 person
committee) and even the DA with the accreditation process. The budget would not
support such costs.
b. or target only 2 or 3 people by country. Experience has shown that this would be risky
because it is not sure that they will be able to share appropriately the information they
received and it is unlikely that only 2 or 3 people will handle properly the collection
process for 1 to 2 months.
Annexes attached.

We did not receive the annexes I to V the CSE referred
to in the application. Even though it is noted that similar
annexures were provided in previous grant applications,
CSE is advised to send annexures with all new
applications.
Please provide clarity on whether the 5 man committee is
uniform in the respective countries? As this number
appears to be the same in the other CSE applications
received offering accreditation support to other countries,
is this size committee fixed and exactly the same number
of committee members expected for each country
supported, and how feasible is this given the different
country contexts?
It would be useful if further basic explanation on how the
identified activities for the support that will be provided to
Mali could be provided to give a clearer distinction
between the planned activities (no in depth detail is
required) e.g., to explain why collecting supporting
documents will require $8,500 whilst review of the
adequacy of all required back-up documentation will
require just $4,500. While the logical progression of the
outputs is clear leading up to submission of the
application for accreditation, it is not clear what steps or
sub-activities will be undertaken under each successive
identified activity (activities 1 through to 7) to realize the
outputs.
It would also be useful to provide a summary breakdown
(no in depth detail is required) on how some of the

The number 5 is just indicative at this stage. In some countries, the task-force can be made
of 5 or even 8 peoples; in others the task-force may comprise only 2 to 3 peoples. At this
stage, we cannot be more precise about this number.

Collecting the supporting documents includes also analyzing these documents to see which
sections are the most relevant. The task will be performed by the five people committee,
but with support from CSE. The review of the adequacy of supporting documents collected
consists mainly of checking the evidence provided against requirements in the application
form. Comments given above provide more details about steps or sub-activities to be
undertaken under each activity.

See comments provided above and indicative budget details in Annex 5. Please kindly note
that it is difficult at this stage to give a detailed budget by sub-activity. As indicated,
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Comment

Issue

Response by NIE

indicated budgets will be spent and how they tie back to
the sub-activities requested above.

depending to the country context, there will be some changes in the implementation. We do
not have now a good overview of this context which would allow us to go in such details.
Accordingly, during implementation, some activities could take more resources and some
others less resources. We need to consider some flexibility in this regard because each
country will have its specificities and there are always unforeseen circumstances at some
stage. Therefore, the budget details (Annex 5) remain indicative.
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