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Technical 
Summary 

The project “Driving Innovation for a Climate-Resilient Horticulture Farming in Uruguay” aims to increase the 
climate resilience of family horticultural production systems in Uruguay through an integrated adaptation strategy 
that simultaneously addresses farm redesign, access to and management of water, and market access and 
commercialization, in order to avoid fragmented responses and strengthen the long-term sustainability of family 
farming. This will be done through the three components below:  

Component 1: Strengthening the adaptive capacity of family horticultural production systems (USD 2,967,194); 

Component 2: Improving access to water, water-use efficiency, and water quality through technical, organizational, 
and governance solutions. (USD 866,000); 

Component 3: Enhancing market access and the recognition of sustainable practices to support sustained 
adaptation uptake (USD 386,806). 

Requested financing overview: 

Project/Programme Execution Cost: USD 390,000 
Total Project/Programme Cost: USD 4,610,000  
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Implementing Fee: USD 390,000 
Financing Requested: USD 5,000,000 
 
A project formulation grant (PFG) of USD 150,000 is requested. 
 
The initial technical review raises several issues related to establishing a robust climate rationale of the proposed 
interventions, justification for accessing AF’s innovation window resources, demonstrating cost-effectiveness of 
project design and integrating social equity and community empowerment as is discussed in the number of 
Clarification Requests (CRs) and Corrective Action Requests (CARs) raised in the review.     

Date:  May 18th, 2026 
 
 
Review Criteria Questions Comments 1st Technical Review [18 May 2026] 

Country Eligibility 

1. Is/are the beneficiary country/countries a 
developing country/countries Party/Parties to the 
Kyoto Protocol? 

 Yes.  

2. Is the participating country / are all participating 
countries developing countries particularly 
vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate 
change? 

Yes (pages 3-6). 
Uruguay is a developing country particularly vulnerable 
to the impact of climate change. The country faces 
recurrent and intensifying droughts, rising temperatures, 
irregular and extreme rainfall, declining groundwater 
levels, and climate-driven pest and disease pressures 
which severely affect horticultural production and 
disproportionately impact family farmers, who make up 
80% of the sector.   

Project Eligibility 

1. Has the designated government authority for the 
Adaptation Fund / Have 
the governments’ designated authorities for 
the Adaptation Fund endorsed the project? 

Yes. 
 
As per the Endorsement letter dated 24 April 2026 
issued by Ministry of Environment.  
 
 

2. Does the project/programme support concrete 
adaptation actions to assist the country or 
countries in addressing adaptive capacity to the 
adverse effects of climate change and build in 
climate resilience? 

Clarification requested. 
The proposal identifies key climate hazards such as 
recurrent droughts, rising temperatures, and irregular 
rainfall, and describes their impacts on horticultural 
yields and quality. It proposes to support (pg. 14-25) 



 

Official Use Only 

 
In case of regional project/programme, is 
there added value using the regional approach, 
compared to implementing similar activities in 
each country individually? 

agroecological transition practices focused on soil 
improvement, sustainable pest management, seed 
multiplication, irrigation management, and market 
support. However, the link between the climate impacts 
and the proposed interventions is not explicitly 
established and the pathway to adaptation is largely 
indirect.  
   
CAR1: Please strengthen the climate rationale by more 
clearly linking the proposed interventions to the identified 
climate hazards and vulnerabilities. At concept stage, 
please provide available evidence on key climate risks 
for horticulture, clarify how this evidence informs 
geographic targeting, briefly describe the main current 
practices to be improved, and explain how the proposed 
measures represent climate-responsive improvements 
rather than business-as-usual horticulture support.  
Please include quantified evidence (if available) and 
projections of climate change impacts on horticulture 
(temperature trends, drought frequency, soil health 
degradation, pest and disease outbreaks, production 
loss, livelihood impacts, etc.) and specific 
climate-induced vulnerabilities of communities the project 
aims to address. A brief baseline description of current 
practices (for example, crop planning and coverage, soli 
preparation, irrigation, fertilizer application, pest 
management, seed availability, certification) to 
demonstrate how they are vulnerable to climate change 
and will be improved for improved climate adaptation.  
 
The proposal has outlined some barriers, but they are 
associated with horticulture in general not climate 
specific making it difficult to assess whether the 
proposed solutions are effective in improving climate 
resilience of farmers. In addition, there is limited 
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description of why ongoing efforts are not sufficient to 
address adoption, financing, coordination and market 
barriers related to resilient agriculture.  
CAR2: Please include a concise barrier analysis 
identifying the main technical, financial, institutional, 
social/gender, environmental, and market barriers that 
currently limit adaptation in family horticulture, and 
explain how the proposed project would address the 
most critical ones. 
 
The proposal outlines three components intended to 
improve climate resilience in family horticulture; however, 
the component descriptions remain largely conceptual. It 
identifies strategic objectives under each component but 
lacks concrete activities, outputs, or implementation 
steps that will operationalize these objectives. Also, there 
is limited description of how these interventions reduce 
climate risks to vulnerable communities. 
CAR3: Please revise the component descriptions to 
provide concept-level clarity on the main activities, 
indicative implementers, expected outputs and targets, 
and how each component will contribute to reducing the 
identified climate risks. 
Component 1 presents agroecological transition as a 
core adaptation strategy but does not provide enough 
detail to assess its adaptation relevance or feasibility.  
CR1: Please clarify the implementation logic for 
Component 1, including how technical assistance will 
lead to actual adoption of agroecological practices; the 
rationale for using adapted or improved seed varieties; 
how community knowledge, equity, and local/indigenous 
practices will be considered; how upfront costs or short-
term yield trade-offs will be addressed; and how 
Objectives 1.1–1.4 connect with each other and with 
Component 2. 
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CAR4: Please strengthen the description of Component 
1 by explaining the proposed agroecological transition 
model, the main practices to be promoted, their expected 
resilience benefits, and the role of technical assistance. 
Please also clarify whether additional support beyond 
technical assistance is needed for farmer uptake, how 
climate insurance fits within the adaptation logic, and 
what knowledge products will be developed to support 
replication and scaling.  
Component 2 focuses on strengthening water access 
and improving water-use efficiency but does not provide 
sufficient detail to assess the viability, feasibility, or 
sustainability of the proposed solutions. In particular.  
 
CAR5: Please strengthen Component 2 by providing 
concept-level information on the proposed water access 
and water-use efficiency measures, including the 
rationale for collective water infrastructure, rainwater 
harvesting, and irrigation decision-support tools. Please 
briefly explain known feasibility, maintenance, 
affordability, and transferability considerations, and 
indicate which details will be further assessed during full 
proposal preparation. 
For example under Objective: 2.1, please describe the 
collective water infrastructure system, past experience of 
successes and failures, and supportive hydrological 
information to justify the proposed solutions. For 
Objective: 2.2, please provide evidence of feasibility of 
greenhouse-linked rainwater harvesting in Uruguay; their 
risks, cost-effectiveness and maintenance requirements; 
adoption rates and affordability of drip irrigation, shading 
nets, mulching, etc.; evidence of current usability of 
FertiRIEGO and expected improvements in water-use 
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efficiency and whether FertiRIEGO tool tested in 
tomato-based algorithms are transferable to pepper 
 
Component 3 on market access and certification is 
strategic; however, the proposal does not provide 
sufficient details to assess whether certification will 
translate into higher demand or improved income for 
family horticulture producers, especially given that 
certified products are often perceived as more 
expensive. It is also unclear how sustainably produced 
and certified products will overcome the highly 
centralized market structure described in the context, 
where intermediaries largely dictate prices and 
commercialization conditions. In addition, the proposal 
does not describe the specific market-related 
vulnerabilities and bottlenecks faced by family 
horticulture producers, making it difficult to assess the 
relevance and feasibility of the proposed interventions. 
CR2: Please clarify how certification and market access 
measures are expected to help sustain adaptation 
outcomes for family producers. In particular, please 
explain how these measures respond to current market 
bottlenecks, centralized commercialization structures, 
demand risks, and producer income vulnerability. 
 
CAR6: Please consider including a theory of change that 
clearly lays out the causal pathways across the three 
components, together with the key assumptions and 
risks that underpin them and describe how proposed 
activities respond to the threats posed by the likely 
climate scenarios. In particular, the theory of change 
should reflect potential risks such as the possibility that 
some promoted practices may become economically 
unviable, limited willingness among producer groups to 
adopt or sustain new practices, climate-related shocks 



 

Official Use Only 

that could reduce yields, and the risk that sustainably 
produced or certified products may not secure adequate 
prices or market access. Including these elements, the 
assumptions and their management would strengthen 
the internal logic and robustness of the proposed 
intervention. 

3. Does the project/programme help 
spread innovative adaptation practices, tools and 
technologies that have demonstrated success in 
one country to another country, countries or 
regions; and/or   
 
Does the project/programme pilot at larger 
scale innovative adaptation practices, tools or 
technologies generated that have demonstrated 
viability at a small scale?  

Not Cleared. 

The proposal states that most technologies already exist, 
that approaches such as co-innovation are already in 
use, and that relevant policies are in place. It 
emphasizes that innovation lies in the integration of 
these elements combining farm redesign, irrigation 
management, seed multiplication, and market-access 
measures (pg. 25-28).  

While this is a strategic perspective, the proposal lacks a 
clear explanation of how this approach is innovative from 
an adaptation standpoint and appears more as a 
comprehensive implementation project aggregating 
multiple activities than a structure innovation initiative. 
The integration approach as innovation also appears 
more at the conceptual level and the proposal lacks 
specific innovations at the implementation level- such as 
innovation on governance, financing, knowledge, 
business models and community engagement which are 
critical to accelerate and scale up innovative solutions. 
Finally, the proposal indicates that “this proposal is 
designed to ensure continuity of those efforts within the 
horticultural sector, building on the territorial knowledge 
and organizational structures already consolidated 
through Senda 1 and 2. (paragraph 160, page 36)” 
Ensuring continuity of an ongoing project doesn’t align 
with the novelty aspect of AF’s innovation window.  
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CAR7: Please strengthen the innovation rationale by 
explaining the current adaptation gap, the desired future 
state, and what is new, adapted, or improved in the 
proposed integrated approach. Please clarify how the 
project aligns with the AF innovation window, including 
evidence from prior piloting, the role of seed varieties 
and other technologies, the proposed learning and 
adaptation process, incentives and governance 
arrangements for uptake, and the pathway for scaling 
beyond the direct beneficiary group. Present a clear 
pathway of how innovations targeted towards 400 
families will be scaled up in the region.  

4. Does the project / programme provide economic, 
social and environmental benefits, particularly to 
vulnerable communities, including gender 
considerations, while avoiding or mitigating 
negative impacts, in compliance with the 
Environmental and Social Policy and Gender 
Policy of the Fund? 

Not Cleared. 

The project provides a list of expected economic, social, 
and environmental benefits, however, due to the lack of 
sufficient details (also noted previously), several of these 
benefits remain insufficiently justified (pg. 28-30). 

The benefits described are ambitious, but the proposal 
does not substantiate the return/magnitude of the 
expected gains. Many proposed interventions require 
higher upfront material and labor costs and may lead to 
lower yields during the transition period, yet the proposal 
does not acknowledge or address these trade-offs. 

The proposal also does not explain how the project will 
strengthen community cohesion, participation, and 
leadership, nor does it outline any inclusive or 
representative governance structures, despite relying 
heavily on technical assistance delivered to groups of 
producers. 

In addition, the proposal does not discuss how 
vulnerable and disadvantaged communities will be 
targeted, nor does it describe how indigenous or local 
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knowledge will be identified, integrated, or safeguarded 
within project activities. 

The proposal indicates that stakeholder engagement and 
gender plans will be developed during the project 
formulation stage and highlights inclusive participation 
during training, including targeted support for women. 
However, it does not explain the roles of women, how 
gender-specific vulnerabilities will be addressed, or how 
women will participate in decision-making processes and 
benefit equitably from project interventions. 

The proposal states that monitoring and reporting plans 
will be developed during the Project Formulation stage 
but provides no details. It also does not explain how 
potential negative environmental or social impacts will be 
identified, avoided, or mitigated. 

Finally, the proposal does not explain how benefits will 
be targeted to or prioritized for vulnerable groups, nor 
does it describe mechanisms to ensure equitable access 
to project opportunities. 

CAR8: Please strengthen the benefits section with 
concept-appropriate evidence on expected economic, 
social, environmental, and gender benefits. Please 
explain how benefits will reach vulnerable groups and 
women, how potential trade-offs such as upfront costs or 
transition risks will be addressed, how benefits may 
extend beyond direct beneficiaries, and how potential 
environmental and social risks and outcomes will be 
monitored. In addition, please: 

• Clarify if there is possibility for benefits to extend 
beyond the 895 direct beneficiaries and explain 
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the mechanisms through which spillover or 
sector-wide impacts couldbe achieved. 

• Explain the roles of women within project 
activities with agency rather than simply 
beneficiaries, with consideration for  how 
gender-specific vulnerabilities will be addressed, 
and how women will participate in 
decision-making and benefit equitably from 
project interventions. beneficiaries instead of 
actors.  

  
5. Does the project engage, empower and/or benefit 

the most vulnerable communities and social 
groups? 

Not Cleared.  

The proposal targets vulnerable horticulture producer 
groups, however it does not describe mechanisms that 
would enable these groups to participate meaningfully in 
decision‑making beyond receiving technical assistance. 
It also does not provide evidence that the project has 
explored widely for existing innovations with a diverse 
range of stakeholders, including disadvantaged groups, 
nor does it articulate how governance, leadership, or 
empowerment mechanisms will ensure that vulnerable 
communities benefit equitably from the proposed 
innovative pathways. 

Given the nature of the work, there is clear potential to 
establish community-level groups with balanced 
participation and shared decision-making, however the 
project doesn’t include any mechanism for community 
representation in the project’s governance structure.  

Also, the participatory process remains largely technical 
and does not demonstrate how community knowledge 
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especially from the most vulnerable will be valued and 
integrated. 

CR3: Please consider including the following in the 
revised proposal: 

• Please clarify how vulnerable groups will be 
meaningfully engaged and empowered in 
decision-making, governance, financing, and 
knowledge-sharing processes. 

• Please explain whether existing innovations have 
been scouted with a diverse range of 
stakeholders and explain how this will inform the 
project’s innovation pathway. 

• Please outline mechanisms that will ensure 
community representation, including vulnerable 
groups in governance structures, and describe 
how community knowledge will be valued. 

• Please explain how the project will ensure that 
vulnerable communities can realize improved and 
equitable benefits, including in the absence of 
clear incentives or assurances of higher returns. 

6. Does the project advance gender equality and the 
empowerment of women and girls? 

Not Cleared. 

The proposal intends to incorporate a gender 
perspective into the technical assistance process and 
includes supportive measures such as transportation and 
childcare services to facilitate women’s participation in 
workshops. However, it does not yet describe how 
women and girls will participate equitably in 
decision-making processes or how their leadership and 
agency will be strengthened within producer groups or 
community structures.  
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The proposal also does not present an initial gender 
analysis or assessment to identify differentiated 
vulnerabilities, roles, or barriers faced by women in 
horticulture. It further lacks a description of how 
community-level grievance mechanisms will function 
from a gender-responsive perspective. Finally, there is 
limited explanation of how learning from implementation 
will enable communities, including women, to adjust 
adaptation actions over time. 

CAR9: Please revise the proposal to include how women 
and girls will participate equitably in decision-making and 
governance processes, supported by an initial gender 
analysis and gender-responsive grievance 
arrangements. 

7. Is the project/programme cost-effective? 
  
In the case of regional project/ programmes, does 
the regional approach support 
cost effectiveness? Does the project engage, 
empower and/or benefit the most vulnerable 
communities and social groups?  

Not Cleared.  
 
The proposal presents a technical assistance model in 
which 35 technicians provide support to 400 horticulture 
farming units, representing approximately 55% of the 
total project cost targeting 716 direct beneficiaries (pg. 
31-32). Additional TA elements include support to two 
seed multiplication units, financial management training, 
irrigation management assistance, and national 
certification campaigns.  
 
The proposed technical assistance is relevant to 
enhance uptake of agroecology solutions but the 
approach has substantial gaps in terms of its low scale, 
high cost of service and limited potential to build capacity 
at local level for sustainability of outcomes beyond the 
project period. 
 
Additionally, providing technical support and trainings 
without demonstration activities, financing incentives for 
beneficiaries and policy support may limit the 
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effectiveness of the approach. There is also a lack of a 
defined business and implementation model, and 
pathway for agroecological transition which limits 
assessing the cost effectiveness of the proposal.  
 
CAR10: Please elaborate the cost-effectiveness section 
to clearly justify the benefits of proposed TA model over 
other existing alternatives. In particular, please: 

• Please present a comparison of alternative 
adaptation approaches or delivery options to 
demonstrate why the proposed technical 
assistance model is the most cost-effective use of 
Adaptation Fund resources. 

• Explain why close monitoring and fortnightly 
technical assistance as proposed in the project is 
required given that support needed is not uniform 
throughout the crop cycle. Also, please provide a 
justification for the daily rate of the technician and 
how it is cost-effective 

• Please elaborate on how the project will ensure 
uptake of improved finance management such as 
reinvestments and adoption of index insurance 
will be ensured. Training and capacity building 
activities proposed are useful but doesn’t seem to 
be sufficient as there isn’t any baseline regarding 
their uptake. Please consider including additional 
activities and direct support to farmers to ensure 
adoption of financial measures.  

8. Is the project / programme consistent with national 
or sub-national sustainable development 
strategies, national or sub-national development 
plans, poverty reduction strategies, national 
communications and adaptation programs of 
action and other relevant instruments? 

 
Not Cleared.  
 
The proposal shows alignment with national plans and 
provides comprehensive descriptions of national policies 
such as NAP, NDC, SDG strategy, TNAs/TAPs, or 
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sub‑national plans (pg. 32). However, several key gaps 
remain, in particular:  

• It doesn’t explain which elements are relevant to 
the project and presents several measures from 
national policies/plans, including the ones the 
project is not supporting.  

• Doesn’t map specific proposed 
activities/interventions alignment with the priority 
measures, targets, or adaptation pathways in 
these documents. 

• Doesn’t include Technology Needs Assessments 
(TNAs) or Technology Action Plans (TAPs) 

 
CAR11: Please streamline the policy alignment section 
by mapping the project components to the most relevant 
national adaptation, agriculture, water, and climate 
priorities, and indicate whether relevant TNA/TAP 
priorities exist. 

9. Does the project / programme meet the relevant 
national technical standards, where applicable, in 
compliance with the Environmental and Social 
Policy of the Fund? 

Not Cleared.  

The proposal states that it will comply with national 
technical standards and the Environmental and Social 
Policy of the Adaptation Fund and references regulations 
set forth by DGSA (pg. 35). However, it does not identify 
the specific national technical standards applicable to the 
proposed activities nor describe the mechanisms through 
which compliance will be ensured.  

CR4: Please clarify, at a level appropriate to the concept 
note stage: 

• key national technical standards and regulations 
apply to the proposed activities (e.g., sector 
specific environmental regulations, water quality 
standards, irrigation and infrastructure 
requirements, bioinput regulations) 
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• the oversight authorities responsible for enforcing 
these standards 

• how compliance with these standards will be 
ensured during implementation, including 
institutional roles and oversight arrangements; 
and 

• how local actors will be supported and 
capacitated to understand, apply, and comply 
with these standards. 

CAR12: Please revise the section by presenting the 
information in a clear, structured format or a table that 
links project components, project areas, applicable 
national technical standards, relevant AF ESP principles 
(especially principle 1 on compliance with law), oversight 
authorities, compliance mechanisms and local capacity-
building measures. 

10. Is there duplication of project / programme with 
other funding sources? 

Not Cleared. 
 
The proposal identifies several relevant ongoing 
initiatives (pg. 35-37) in Uruguay and describes areas of 
thematic complementarity, including continuity of 
activities and scaling to additional crops. However, the 
section does not yet clearly describe how duplication will 
be avoided and coordination will take place. In particular: 

• It doesn’t elaborate why AF resources are 
needed for scaling and continuity of certain 
existing projects and what mechanisms were in 
place in those projects for scaling and continuity.  

• It does not explain what lessons have been 
learned from previous or ongoing projects and 
how they informed the project design and the 
implementation model.  
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• It does not map specific project components to 
existing initiatives to show where 
complementarity exists and where gaps remain. 

• It does not clarify whether there is geographic or 
beneficiary overlap with the listed programs, nor 
how duplication will be avoided at the producer or 
territorial level. 

• It does not describe coordination mechanisms 
that will operate during implementation to ensure 
non-duplication and alignment with ongoing 
efforts. 

 
CAR13: Please revise the proposal based on above 
comments. Consider preparing a simple template or 
table that lists existing projects and their leads, and 
maps them to the proposed project activities. The table 
could outline areas of novelty, complementarity, potential 
overlaps, duplication-avoidance measures, lessons 
learned, and any geographic or beneficiary overlap. 

11. Does the project / programme have a learning and 
knowledge management component to capture 
and feedback lessons? 

Not Cleared. 
 
The proposal includes learning and knowledge 
management activities under Component 2 and 
highlights participatory approaches, training, 
documentation of experiences, and dissemination 
through MGAP channels (pg.37). However, several gaps 
remain in relation to the Adaptation Fund’s learning and 
KM requirements. Please consider the following in the 
next iteration: 
 
CR5: 

• Please clarify how learning will inform adaptive 
decision-making and how the project will 
reassess the appropriateness of activities, 
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including underlying assumptions, governance, 
and system conditions. 

• The proposal describes documentation of lessons 
learned but does not explain how findings will 
feed back into implementation. Please clarify how 
iteration will occur and who will be responsible for 
making adaptation decisions. 

• The proposal mentions systematization of 
experiences but does not specify the process for 
data and evidence collection, specific areas of 
learning to enhance adaptation effectiveness and 
the process of validating and translating into 
guidance and knowledge. A communication 
specialist has been proposed but it doesn’t seem 
adequate given the intensive field level work 
involved in the project.  

• The knowledge management description 
references technicians and producers but does 
not clarify how women, youth, and vulnerable 
groups will participate in learning processes and 
knowledge products will be tailored to their needs 

• Please clarify the institutionalization of knowledge 
management and learning processes. The 
proposal references MGAP and academic 
partners, but doesn’t specify how knowledge 
management will be embedded in institutional 
systems beyond the project and what capacities 
or governance arrangements will sustain 
knowledge and learning.  

• Please include knowledge management related 
indicators to track learning uptake, knowledge 
sharing, or institutional strengthening.  

• Please also consider innovation in knowledge 
management and learning, especially in the 
access and application at the community level, 
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using innovative tools, to strengthening alignment 
with AF’s innovation window.  

 

12. Has a consultative process taken place, and has it 
involved all key stakeholders, and vulnerable 
groups, including gender considerations in 
compliance with the Environmental and Social 
Policy and Gender Policy of the Fund? 

Not Cleared. 

The proposal outlines the creation of a working group of 
agencies and describes initial consultations with 
producer groups. However, the section does not yet 
provide sufficient detail regarding key outputs, 
inclusiveness, and influence of the consultative process. 
There is also insufficient information on how stakeholder 
inputs shaped the project design.  

CR6: Please provide a concise summary of 
consultations held to date, including stakeholders 
consulted, key issues raised, how these inputs shaped 
the project concept, and how gender, vulnerable groups, 
and safeguard issues were considered. Please also 
outline how engagement, co-design, and feedback will 
continue during full proposal development and 
implementation. 

13. Is the requested financing justified on the basis of 
full cost of adaptation reasoning?  

Not Cleared. 
 
The proposal does not clearly identify the incremental 
costs that arise specifically because of climate change, 
nor does it sufficiently distinguish the proposed 
interventions e.g. farm redesign, improved water 
infrastructure, and market linkages from routine 
horticulture improvement activities. In the absence of 
climate-specific measures (e.g., use of climate 
information for planning, strengthened climate services, 
climate resilient design, etc.), the project currently 
presents an enhanced development initiative than an 
adaptation-focused intervention. 



 

Official Use Only 

Although the proposal highlights limited capacity to 
self-finance adaptation investments and narrow profit 
margins as key barriers, it does not present concrete 
measures to address these constraints. As a result, the 
justification for the funding to address specific structural 
barriers to adaptation remains weak. Additionally, the 
intent to scale or continue previous and ongoing 
initiatives further undermines the full cost reasoning in 
the absence of a clearly articulated novel adaptation 
approach. 
 
CR7: Please strengthen the full cost of adaptation 
reasoning by explaining the climate-related additionality 
of the proposed interventions, the financing gaps or 
structural barriers they address, and why AF resources 
are needed beyond routine development or ongoing 
sector support.  

14. Is the project / program aligned with AF’s results 
framework? 

Not Cleared. 

Please ensure that the proposal is aligned with the 
revised AF SRF https://www.adaptation-
fund.org/document/update-to-the-adaptation-fund-
strategic-results-framework-2/  

Outputs and outcomes are sometimes duplicated or 
overlapping and do not correspond to AF outcomes. 
Some indicators refer to the number of interventions as 
number of innovations, which is not results-oriented. 
Indicators should reflect changes, outcomes, or 
capacities strengthened.  

The indicator “family horticultural farming units 
implementing at least one integrated adaptation 
package” is unclear because the proposal does not 
define what an integrated adaptation package includes, 

https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/update-to-the-adaptation-fund-strategic-results-framework-2/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/update-to-the-adaptation-fund-strategic-results-framework-2/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/document/update-to-the-adaptation-fund-strategic-results-framework-2/
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how many practices it comprises, or how “integration” will 
be measured. It is also unclear whether implementing 
only one package is sufficient to represent an 
agroecological transition or to demonstrate meaningful 
improvements in resilience. 

CAR14: Please revise the results table to fully align with 
the Adaptation Fund Results Framework, ensuring 
correct AF outcome/output numbering. Please see the 
template here: Results Framework Alignment 
Table (Amended in November 2025) 

15. Has the sustainability of the project/programme 
outcomes been taken into account when 
designing the project?  

Not Cleared. 
 
The proposal outlines sustainability across four 
dimensions (pg.41-42), but it does not explain how these 
outcomes will be ensured after project closure, including 
the mechanisms, financing, or institutional commitments 
required to maintain them.  
 
It references institutional positioning and tools such as 
the Regional Pest Management Plan, FertiRIEGO, and 
training methodologies but it does not clarify how 
interventions especially from TA under component 1 
(representing 55% of the budget) will remain viable, 
generate evidence, or be scaled beyond the project. It 
also does not describe who will lead future scaling, how 
training materials and the Academic Committee will be 
sustained, or what risks could undermine long-term 
adoption.  
 
CAR14: Please strengthen the sustainability section by 
clarifying the main institutional, financial, technical, and 
market arrangements expected to sustain project 
outcomes after closure. This should include maintenance 
of water infrastructure and digital tools, continuation of 
technical capacities, economic viability of promoted 

https://www.adaptation-fund.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Alignment-with-Adaptation-Fund-Results-Framework-Template-and-guidance-Nov-2025.docx
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Alignment-with-Adaptation-Fund-Results-Framework-Template-and-guidance-Nov-2025.docx
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practices, use of evidence for future scaling, and key 
risks with mitigation measures. 

16. Does the project / programme provide an overview 
of environmental and social impacts / risks 
identified, in compliance with the Environmental 
and Social Policy and Gender Policy of the Fund? 

Not Cleared.  
 
The proposal provides a checklist of environmental and 
social principles and classifies it under category B 
(pg.44). Section G (p. 35) states that the activities do not 
pose major environmental and social risks, however the 
risk description is generic and does not adequately 
reflect the risks associated with farm redesign, irrigation 
management, and other interventions.  
 
The risk table requires improvement to ensure risks are 
described in a project-specific and evidence-based 
manner. Finally, the proposal does not include the initial 
gender assessment required under the AF Gender 
Policy. 
 
CAR15: Please strengthen the preliminary ESP and 
gender risk assessment by identifying the main project-
specific environmental, social, and gender risks 
associated with the proposed activities, and outlining 
how these will be screened, monitored, reported, and 
further developed in the ESMP and gender assessment 
during full proposal preparation. 

Resource 
Availability 

1. Is the requested project funding within the              
parameters for large grants set by the Board? 

Yes.  
 
The description of the PFG says the specialized 
consultancies will provide inputs for the “Concept Note,” 
but the PFG is intended to support full proposal 
preparation.  
 
Activity 1 allocates US$77,000 to a project design firm, 
but the budget note only says “international consultant 
fees: 7 months at US$11,000/month.” It is not clear 
whether this is a firm, an individual consultant, or a team, 
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and whether safeguards, gender, consultation, annex 
preparation, and travel/validation costs are included. 
There may be overlap between Activity 1 and Activity 5. 
Activity 1 leads full proposal preparation; Activity 5 
provides project articulation and coordination among 
consultancies and stakeholders. The distinction is useful 
but should be clearer. Activity 4 finances adaptation and 
technical development of INIA’s irrigation/fertigation tool 
for bell pepper for US$30,000. This may be relevant to 
formulation, but it risks appearing as early project 
implementation or technology development rather than 
proposal preparation unless clearly framed as 
feasibility/validation for the full proposal. 
 
CAR16: Please consider the following related to the PFG 
application 
- Revise the description to clarify that the PFG 

activities will support the preparation of the fully 
developed proposal, not the concept note. 

- Clarify the scope and composition of the project 
design firm/consultancy, including whether the 
amount covers the full proposal, required annexes, 
environmental and social safeguards, gender 
analysis/action planning, stakeholder validation 
meetings, travel/logistics, and any related 
deliverables. 

- Clarify the distinction between the role of the project 
design firm under Activity 1 and the project 
articulation consultant under Activity 5, including 
how duplication of coordination, technical 
coherence, and proposal preparation functions will 
be avoided. 

- Please clarify that the work on adapting the 
FertiRIEGO tool for bell pepper is necessary for full 
proposal design and will produce formulation-stage 
outputs, such as feasibility analysis, technical 
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specifications, validation protocol, costing, and 
implementation design. Please ensure that the PFG 
does not finance implementation activities that 
should be included under the project budget. 

 
2. Is the Implementing Entity Management Fee at or 

below 8.5 per cent of the total project budget 
before the fee? Are the Project/Programme 
Execution Costs at or below 9.5 per cent of the 
total project/programme budget (including the 
fee)? 
 
For regional projects/programmes, are the 
administrative costs (Implementing Entity 
Management Fee and Project/ Programme 
Execution Costs) at or below 10 per cent of the 
project/programme for implementing entity (IE) 
fees and at or below 10 per cent of the 
project/programme cost for the execution costs? 

 
Yes. 
 
Implementing Entity Management fee is below 8.5%.  
 
The Project Execution Costs are also below the 
allowable ceiling of 9.5% of the total project budget 
(including the fee). 
 
 

Eligibility of IE 

1. Is the project submitted through an Implementing 
Entity accredited by the Board?  

Yes. 
 
CND is an accredited IE with accreditation expiration 
date of 31 July 2029.  
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Letter of Commitment by the Executing Entity
Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA) Uruguay

April 20th, 2026.
To: The Adaptation Fund Board
c/o Adaptation Fund Board Secretariat
Email: afbsec@adaptation-fund.org
Fax: 202 522 3240/5

Subject: 
Climate-

Dear Members of the Adaptation Fund Board,

In my capacity as Representative in Uruguay of the Inter-American Institute for 

-

In this role, IICA will support project execution in close coordination with the Corporación 
Nacional para el Desarrollo (CND), as Implementing Entity, the Dirección General de la 
Granja of the Ministerio de Ganadería, Agricultura y Pesca (DIGEGRA-MGAP), and the 
Dirección Nacional de Cambio Climático of the Ministerio de Ambiente (DINACC-MA), in 
accordance with the policies, procedures, and fiduciary standards of the Adaptation Fund.

Should the Concept Note be approved, IICA stands ready to assume the responsibilities 
required for the execution of the project and to contribute its technical, administrative, and 
institutional capacities to ensure its effective implementation. If the concept note is 
approved, the full project proposal will be submitted by Corporación Nacional para el 
Desarrollo (CND) as the implementing entity. 

Sincerely,

Rodrigo Saldias
Representative in Uruguay

Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA)
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