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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
EEP-S&EA PROGRAMME
OVERVIEW
EEP has achieved strong
performance in the six
month period to June
2016, with 205 grantees
contracted and another 20
projects under provisional
consideration from Call
for Proposals (CfPs) 12 and
13. A total of 83 projects
(out of 205) contributed to
cumulative Programme
results up to 30th June
2016. The Programme
has already exceeded or
achieved 15 of the year-end
2016 targets from a total of
22 indicators.

FIRST PROPOSAL AND FINAL PROPOSAL
STAGES OF CFP 12 AND 13
•

•

The funding window closed on 25th April
with a total of 194 first proposals (109 Early
Stage proposals in CfP12 and 85 Market Ready
proposals in CfP13).
26 proposals were invited to the final proposal
stage. The EPC selected 5 proposals for
immediate contracting; 7 were approved
conditionally; 8 required further information
before a decision could be reached; and 6
proposals were rejected.

PROGRAMME PORTFOLIO (EXCLUDING
CFPS 12 AND 13)¹
•

•

•

•

•

Contracted grants totalled 49,650,322 euro for
205 projects. Average grant size was 242,197
euro contributing to an average grantee budget
of 746,529 euro, a leverage ratio of 2.08.
The programme portfolio comprises the
following project types:
• Pre-feasibility study: 2 projects (1.0 %)
• Feasibility study: 44 projects (21.5 %)
• Pilot project: 52 projects (25.4 %)
• Demonstration project: 61 projects (29.8 %)
• Scale-up project: 46 (22.4 %)
Kenya (16.6% of total grants and 19.5% of portfolio
projects), South Africa (13.1%; 18.1%) and Tanzania
(19.9%; 16.6%) were the main recipients of grants.
EEP has funded 58 Solar PV grantees (28.3%)
followed by bio-mass with 36 grantees (17.5%) and
bio-gas with 30 grantees (14.6%).
EEP’s funding has been overwhelmingly
concentrated on private businesses (66.8%), followed
by NGOs (13.6%) and CSOs (8.3%).

¹ The objective is that CfP12 and 13 approved projects are contracted by August-September, 2016
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RESULTS FOR OUTCOME 1 –
OUTPUTS 1.1 TO 1.5
•
•

•

•

•

•

By 30 June 2016, EEP exceeded or achieved 9 out
of a total of 13 Output 1 indicator targets.
Output 1.1 has substantially exceeded two
targets (42% of projects have been scaled up or
replicated against a cumulative target of 36%;
and 35% of projects have received private sector
investment against a target of 20%), achieved
one target and fallen substantially short of one
target.
Output 1.2 has substantially exceeded its 2016
target and has already exceeded its EoP target by
76% (achieved 199,235 tonnes/CO2 against a EoP
target of 113,366 tonnes).
Output 1.3 has achieved all three indicators
and has benefited 436,799 poor urban and rural
households against an EoP target of 231,950
households.
Output 1.4 has substantially exceeded two out
of three targets – energy generated amounted
to 169,472 MWh per year, six times the target for
2016 and 209% of the EoP target.
Output 1.5 has performed satisfactorily with
one indicator achieving its target and a second
achieving 94% of its target.

other initiatives in the field of RE and EE in Africa,
to support cooperation in the sector and to learn
from others. A major output in the first half of 2016
was the Knowledge Exchange Forum in Windhoek,
Namibia.
ENERGY EFFICIENCY STUDY
A detailed study of energy efficiency in EEP
projects was undertaken and completed by June
2016. The EEP portfolio (up to 31 March 2016) was
assessed to determine the applications and impacts
of Energy Efficiency (EE) within contracted projects
with a focus on solar photovoltaic, clean cook
stove and energy efficient building projects. A full
summary of the study is provided in Annex IV.
STUDY OF SOLAR PV BUSINESS
EEP launched a study to analyse and synthesise
the experiences and lessons from its solar PV
projects. The study aims to investigate the key
success factors for each of the business models;
identify barriers to implementing each of the
business models; and make recommendations on
how barriers can be mitigated or overcome.

•

VALUE FOR MONEY

OUTCOME 2 – OUTPUT 2.1

The cost per tonne of CO2 abated was 20.66
euro (EEP funding) at June 2016; the cost of this
abatement per household was 5.80 euro. The
average amount of CO2 abated per household was
0.28 tonnes.

BDS was provided to all applicants during CfPs
12 and 13. BDS activities were also provided during
the first milestone visits carried out in the period
and there will be an increased focus on BDS as
part of ongoing portfolio management. EEP has
performed well on Output 2:
•

•

EEP substantially exceeded its main indicator
target for the period (projects completed
on time).
The second indicator has yet to be measured.

RISK MANAGEMENT
Details of how the risk management process is
implemented are provided in the EEP Phase II M&E
Framework document. The EEP Programme overall
risk assessment remains at medium. Full details of
EEP risks and a matrix of portfolio and project level
risks are provided in Annex III.

OUTCOME 3 – OUTPUTS 3.1 TO 3.2
M&E RECOMMENDATIONS
The EEP Programme engaged in a number of
national and international forums with the objective
of disseminating EEP information, identifying
opportunities for more detailed engagements with

The Report makes a number of recommendations
for improved data analysis, management and
reporting, and for research studies.
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1. INTRODUCTION
EEP consists of three components:

The Energy and
Environment Partnership
Programme of Southern
and East Africa
(EEP-S&EA) is a regional
programme that aims to
increase access by underserved communities to
renewable energy by
funding Renewable Energy
(RE) and Energy Efficiency
(EE) projects in Southern
and East Africa.

•

•

•

The second phase of the programme
managed by KPMG on behalf of
the Ministry for Foreign Affairs
of Finland (MFA, the lead donor),
the Department for International
Development UK (DFID) and the
Austrian Development Agency (ADA)
commenced in July 2013. Based
on the Way Forward proposal the
second phase of the EEP-S&EA was
extended by five months and will run
until December 2017. The value of the
programme was increased by £ 4.5
million or 5.7 million euro (currency
rate at 1 March 2016).

A catalytic challenge fund: providing two types
of matched grant finance for eligible projects
over a 24 month period:²
• Innovation grant (Early Stage): Supporting
feasibility studies, pilot and demonstration
projects,
• Market Creation grant (Market Ready):
Supporting successful projects in scaling
up their commercial operations and in
replicating commercially proven concepts
to new markets;
Business development support (BDS) with the
objective to assist EEP Project Developers to
start and manage their RE/EE businesses,
raise and leverage finance and manage project
implementation; and
Knowledge management with the objective to
become an active regional partner in generating
RE/EE knowledge and evidence, sharing
experiences, and informing effective and
inclusive regional RE/EE policies.

Eligible projects must be implemented in at least
one of the following 13 EEP S&EA Partner Countries:
Botswana, Burundi, Kenya, Lesotho, Mozambique,
Namibia, Rwanda, Seychelles, South Africa,
Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia.
This is the Semi-Annual 2016 M&E Report of
EEP-S&EA for the period 1st January to 30th June,
2016. It is divided into seven sections, as follows:
•

•

•

•

•

² CfPs 12 and 13 have limited the grant period to 31 December, 2017.

Section 2 presents an overview of EEP
applications following Calls for Proposals (CfPs).
There have been 13 CfPs to date.
Section 3 presents the EEP project portfolio.
EEP has contracted with 205 projects providing
a range of clean energy benefits to poor urban
and rural communities.
Section 4 presents results achieved for EEP
Outputs 1, 2 and 3 against 2016 targets and endof-programme (EoP) targets. It reports on the
actual versus planned results to 30th June 2016
set out in the Programme results framework.
Section 5 presents the value for money (VfM)
results for projects recording CO2 emission
reductions.
Section 6 presents EEP’s risk management
report.
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2. APPLICATION STAGE
2.1
DEMAND FOR EEP
The approved Way Forward strategy including
the £4.5 million of additional funding from DFID
gave a much needed injection of funds to the EEP
Programme. The application processes of the latest
Call for Proposals (CfPs) 12 and 13 were implemented
with updated content and a fresh online application
portal.
The process for each funding window has been
similar with some changes in the latest two CfPs
12 and 13. Guidelines, official announcements and
online application materials, as well as ensuring
the availability of resources, preceded the funding
windows. In CfPs 12 and 13, the ECO put particular
focus on ensuring that the more comprehensive
application materials (first proposals and its several
annexes) were ready and could be administered
efficiently. The CfPs were marketed through various
channels, including the EEP Newsletter and several
conferences / seminars. The ECO responded to
applicants’ questions by preparing a Frequently
Asked Questions (FAQ) document.
Received applications were saved and coded
and were pre-screened by the ECO. The aim was
to ensure that applications fulfilled the basic
eligibility criteria, red flag topics were adhered to
and cross-cutting characteristics were addressed
satisfactorily. Applications of sufficient quality were
evaluated by an independent panel in four areas:
technical, business, development and financial and
administrative. Regional evaluation also took place
for CfPs 12 and 13. Simultaneously EEP’s national
coordinators checked that the evaluated applications
supported national priorities.
Based on the evaluation results, the ECO
prepared a scored and ranked list. This ranking,
in addition to memos, facilitated decision making
by development partners at the EEP Partners
Committee (EPC) meeting. The successful applicants
were invited to the final proposal stage and in a
second EPC meeting the development partners made
their decisions on applications to be contracted.
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Figure 1: Number of received and
approved applications per CfP
Phase II

A summary of approval rates for the calls (CfPs
6-13) is as follows:
Each of the CfPs contributed to EEP’s awareness
and reputation in the region. Figure 1 shows the
number of received and approved applications. The
total cumulative number of applications received by
EEP in Phase II rose to 817 (CfPs 6 to 13). Calls that
focused on Innovation/Early Stage projects (CfPs 7,
9 and 12) in general received more applications than
calls focusing on Market Creation/Market Ready
(CfPs 6, 8, 10, 11 and 13), with the exception of CfP11,
which received a total of 126 applications.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

CfP6: 13.1 % (Market Creation)
CfP7: 14.3 % (Innovation)
CfP8: 14.6 % (Market Creation)
CfP9: 19.0 % (Innovation)
CfP10: 11.7 % (Market Creation)
CfP11: 14.3 % (Market Creation)
CfP12: 9.2 % (Early Stage)
CfP13: 10.6 % (Market Ready)
Average CfPs 6-13: 13.6 % (102 applications)
Approval rates have been relatively stable
(ranging from 11.7% to 19.0% with an average
of 13.6%) until CfPs 12 and 13, which both
produced lower approval rates than previous
calls. Aggregate applications have remained
consistently high (Table 2), averaging 102
per call. Even taking into account that
application requirements were set at a higher
level than previous CfPs, the final approval
rates were lower than expected, indicating
either a very low risk taking approach or a
mismatch between the applications received
in the redesigned funding windows and the
expectations of the EPC.
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2.2
CfPS 12 AND 13 FUNDING WINDOWS
Funding windows were redesigned following
the Way Forward to align application criteria more
closely with EEP Programme goals. The Innovation
window was redesigned to address Early Stage
(CfP12) projects of the following types:
•

•

•

Feasibility projects aimed at producing
“bankable studies” with all necessary
agreements and permits in place for
presentation to financiers;
Pilot projects clearly indicating steps towards
roll out or commercialisation after the pilot
phase; and
• Demonstration proposals that aim to
provide evidence that a project, product/
service and business or delivery model are
viable in the chosen marketplace, clearly
describing further steps towards roll out or
commercialisation and providing the basis for
successful implementation.

The Market Creation window was reformed to
address Market Ready (CfP13) projects through:
•

Scale-up to commercial operation, with a high
probability of commercial maturity but needing
a limited amount of “bridging” finance to
support sustainable business growth and/or to
achieve commercial operation;

•

Replication of commercially proven concepts in
new markets either in a different geographical
area within the existing country of operation
or by entering markets in another EEP partner
country; and
• Rejuvenating existing renewable energy and
energy efficiency generation by restoring
existing non- or partially operational RE/EE
generation systems to operational status.
CfPs 12 and 13 concluded in June 2016 with EPC
presentations. The application period closed on 25th
April with a total of 194 proposals (109 Early Stage
proposals for feasibility, pilot and demonstration
projects; and 85 Market Ready proposals for
replication of commercially proven concepts to
new markets, scale-up to commercial operation
and rejuvenation of existing renewable energy and
energy efficiency infrastructure). Following the EEP
pre-screening process, 100 proposals representing
both stages were selected for full evaluation from
which 46 were recommended to the EPC; and from
these, 26 proposals were invited to the final proposal
stage. The EPC selected 5 projects for immediate
contracting, 7 were approved conditionally and 8
required further information before a decision could
be taken. Eventually the EPC rejected 6 proposals
and selected 20 projects for contracting (Table 1).

CfPs 12 and 13: Selected Projects

Approved

Approved with
Remarks

Decision Pending

Total

Innovation (Early Stage)

1

5

4

10

Demonstration (Market Ready)

4

2

4

10

Total

5

7

8

20

Table 1: Selected projects CfPs 12 and 13
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2.3
DISTRIBUTION OF APPLICATIONS BY
COUNTRY CFPS 6-13

The question arising for
EEP Programme strategy
is what to do about the
concentration of projects
in just a few countries.
Is “spreading it around”
a sensible policy option
for EEP rather than
concentrating funding
windows on certain
countries and subsectors?

Details of applications by country are provided
in Table 2 and grant approval in Table 3. These tables
cover the Call for Proposals (CfPs 6-13) arranged
during the period mid-2013 to mid-2016 when KPMG
has acted as the service provider of the Programme
(Phase II).
Kenya (22.8%), South Africa (20.0%) and Tanzania
(12.9%) have dominated applications, although there
has been a fairly good spread of applications regionally
across the calls, with smaller economies Botswana,
Lesotho, Seychelles and Swaziland less well represented
(in aggregate 4% of all applications).3 Applications
demonstrated a continuing trend to business models that
contribute to programme targets at several levels.
Kenya (21.1%) followed by South Africa (16.7%)
and Tanzania (15.8%) dominated EEP approvals,
although there has been a marked decline in South
Africa’s share of approvals (Phase I to Phase II) from

Applications by Country

CfP6

CfP7

CfP8

CfP9

CfP10

CfP11

CfP12

CfP13

CfPs 6-13

Kenya

21

27

17

26

14

29

28

24

186

South Africa

20

26

22

23

22

21

17

13

164

Tanzania

6

9

11

13

15

15

19

17

105

Regional

7

10

7

16

11

10

7

7

75

Uganda

9

15

6

9

3

17

10

5

74

Rwanda

6

8

13

11

6

9

8

7

68

Zambia

8

7

5

7

3

6

10

4

50

Burundi

2

6

2

5

1

4

2

2

24

Namibia

1

5

2

2

0

4

3

3

20

Mozambique

1

7

2

2

1

4

1

1

19

Botswana

1

1

0

5

1

2

1

0

11

Swaziland

2

4

1

0

0

2

1

0

10

Lesotho

0

1

1

1

0

2

2

2

9

Seychelles

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

2

Total

84

126

89

121

77

126

109

85

817

Table 2: EEP applications by country (CfPs 6-13)

³ Projects must be implemented in at least one of the following Southern and Eastern African countries: Botswana, Burundi, Kenya, Lesotho, Mozambique,
Namibia, Rwanda, Seychelles, South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia.
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22.5% to 10.8%. Tanzania and Rwanda, on the other
hand, increased their respective shares of approvals
from 12.6% to 18.9% (Tanzania) and 1.8% to 10.8%
(Rwanda). Burundi experienced the highest rate of
approval of applications for CfPs 6-13 (37.5%).
The question arising for EEP Programme strategy
is what to do about the concentration of projects in
just a few countries. Is “spreading it around” a sensible
policy option for EEP rather than concentrating
funding windows on certain countries and sub-sectors?
Clusters of renewable energy and energy efficiency firms
are likely to benefit from agglomeration economies
which favour concentrated industrialisation leading
to improved competitiveness and to transformation of
manufacturing and services industries. Concentration

of industry has distinct benefits in terms of buying
power, transport efficiencies, knowledge exchange and
public-private dialogue. There are therefore important
potential implications of EEP project selection criteria
for industrialisation policy and transformative growth,
as well as for dealing with (possible) slower growth in
demand.

13

Phase II
Sub-total

CfPs
1-13
Total

3

4

21

47

0

0

12

37

3

0

1

21

35

0

4

1

1

12

14

1

1

1

1

7

14

0

1

0

1

1

5

14

0

0

0

0

0

4

13

2

0

0

4

2

0

9

11

1

2

0

1

2

0

0

7

11

2

1

3

0

1

1

1

9

10

0

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

2

10

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

3

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

1

33

111

11

17

13

24

9

18

10

9

111

222

Approvals
by Country

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

CfP

5

Phase I
Sub-total

1

2

3

4

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Kenya

3

3

2

South Africa

5

4

3

8

10

26

4

2

1

4

0

3

6

7

25

0

3

1

5

3

0

Tanzania

2

3

2

5

2

14

2

3

4

5

3

Rwanda

0

Zambia

0

0

0

0

2

2

1

0

1

4

2

0

3

2

7

1

1

0

1

Mozambique
Namibia

1

2

2

2

2

9

0

2

0

2

4

1

1

1

9

1

2

1

Uganda

0

0

0

0

2

2

1

0

Regional

0

1

0

2

1

4

1

Burundi

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

Botswana

2

2

1

2

1

8

Swaziland

1

1

0

0

0

2

Lesotho

0

0

0

0

2

Seychelles

0

0

0

0

Total

16

22

11

29

Table 3: EEP grant approval by country (CfPs 6-13)
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2.4
TYPES OF APPLICANTS

2.5
GENDER ISSUES

Eligible applicants for EEP project funding are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Gender has been one of the key considerations
when evaluating applications, in particular in Phase
II calls (CfPs 6-13). In CfPs 12 and 13, gender played
an even more crucial role, as these calls took into
account four cross-cutting themes: gender, poverty
reduction, innovation and new markets. There is
a strong relationship between poverty reduction
and gender issues: the employment of women
contributes to family income as well as to capacity
building and women’s empowerment in societies.
The following “six rules” were applied to CfPs
12 and 13 as the minimum eligibility criteria: a clear
economic development rationale, additionality,
sustainable development outcomes, minimisation
of market distortions, a credible contribution to
achieving systemic market impact, and ensuring
milestones aligned with incentives for engagement
with commercial partners. A clear economic
development and sustainable development
impact clearly stand out as having gender balance
implications.

Private companies
Public institutions
Research organisations
Educational institutions
Charitable organisations
Non-governmental organisations (NGOs)
Civil society organisations (SCOs)
Not-for-profit organisations (NPOs) and
Cooperatives.

Approved applications to date have come from
only a small number of these types of applicants
(Table 4). Applications for CfPs 6-13 illustrate how
the private sector (81.1 % of approved applications)
has dominated to date, NGOs (12.6 %) and NPOs
(2.7 %) being far behind.

Types of applicants

CFP6

CFP7

CFP8

CFP9

CFP10

CfP11

CfP12

CfP13

CfPs 6-13

Private companies

9

10

8

22

7

16

9

9

90

Non-governmental organisations (NGOs)

2

4

1

2

2

2

1

-

14

Not-for-profit organisations (NPOs)

-

1

2

-

-

-

-

-

3

Research organisations

-

2

-

-

-

-

-

-

2

Civil society organisations (CSOs)

-

-

2

-

-

-

-

-

2

Public institutions

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Educational institutions

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Charitable organisations

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Cooperatives

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Total

11

17

13

24

9

18

10

9

111

Table 4: Types of applicants in approved applications CfPs 6-13
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There is a strong
relationship between
poverty reduction
and gender issues:
the employment of
women contributes
to family income as
well as to capacity
building and women’s
empowerment in
societies.

Examples of EEP projects with a substantial
gender focus include the following:
•

•

•

Burn’s presentation at the recent KEF in
Windhoek focused on their actions to ensure
a balanced proportion of women in their
workforce.
The EEP Project of the Year 2015, Ecofuel, has
focused its sales efforts on households with
young girls to enable them to attend school
rather than to go out to collect firewood.
“Heya! Scale Up” by NewLight Africa Limited
will expand to four new counties. The aim is to
provide access to renewable energy products
for the poorest of the poor by selling suitable
products through an innovative financing
model in which social savings groups (chamas)
guarantee loans provided by village sales
agents. The project removes up-front costs and
very low loan defaults are expected as a result
of using trust as a PAYG lending criterion. The
company will create 132 permanent direct jobs
as field sales representatives, of which 90% will
be for women and 10% for men, and some 65 %
will be for youth (15-35 years). Each of the field
sales representatives will work with village sales

agents, and approximately 1,620 self-employed
sales agents will be recruited by the field sales
representatives. The deployment of renewable
energy products by families will bring
substantial time savings to women and girls and
will enhance opportunities to study and to use
released time to generate income.
“Gigawatt Global Mini-Grid Pilots, Burundi” by
Gigawatt Global Coöperatief U.A. is a pilot project
in which the applicant will bring solar PV electricity
to the under-served in Burundi. The first pilot will
build a rural mini-grid and will target diesel users.
The second pilot will build a mini-grid to provide
electricity for street lights in urban settings.
Gender issues are high on the applicant’s agenda.
In total, 40 temporary construction jobs will be
created, 10 of them targeted at women; and up to
26 permanent jobs will be created, 9 of them for
women. Contractors and vendors should employ
a minimum of 30% of women in the workforce in
all phases of the projectAn in-depth study of EEP
grantees focusing on gender aspects is planned for
the beginning of 2017.
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3. PROGRAMME PORTFOLIO OVERVIEW

3.1
SIZE OF GRANTS
The donors of the EEP Programme approved
205 grants by 30th June 2016 (CfPs 1-11) of which
live projects numbered 108 (52.7%) and 97 were
completed or terminated (47.3%) – 15 projects
were prematurely terminated. Contracted grants
totalled 49,650,322 euro with a further 20 approved
for CfPs 12 and 13. Average grant size was 242,197
euro contributing to an average grantee budget⁴
of 746,529 euro. This represents 32.4% of project
finance, a leverage ratio of 2.08 (project finance to
EEP grant). Eligible projects contribute a minimum
of 30% of total project finance.5
The maximum and average sizes of contracted
grants are provided in Table 5 – the average funding
rose from Phase I contracted projects (152,826 euro)
to 224,374 euro for the Innovation window whilst the
average Market Creation funding rose to 454,540
euro to against a maximum size of 1,000,000 euro.
It is expected that final contracting of CfPs12 and
13 will be completed during August-September 2016.

Type of Application6

Maximum Grant (euro)

CfP
Applications

Average Grant (euro)

Smallest Grant (euro)

Phase I

300,000

113

152,826

21,967

Phase II - Innovation

300,000

41

224,374

100,000

Phase III - Market
Creation

1,000,000

51

454,540

200,000

Table 5: Maximum and average sizes of EEP grants contracted CfPs 1-11

4 Budget amounts represent fixed capital and recurrent expenditure relevant to the project.
5 The minimum co-funding of 30% stands for projects contracted in Phase II (CfP6-13).
6 Innovation and Market Creation used for the Windows in accordance with the Phase II Programme document.
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Projects completed in Phase II
have all been successful and none
has been terminated early.
3.2
TERMINATION OF PROJECTS
EEP’s termination rate is running at 7.3% (15
projects). Terminations have resulted as follows:
•

•

Phase I (CfPs 1-5). Targets were not established
clearly at the start to measure achievement
against targets reliably. Projects that did not
complete their activities were terminated – all
15 were from Phase I.
Phase II (CfPs 6-13). Achievements against
targets are measured on completion of the
project although information of progress are
obtained from monitoring reports and visits.
Projects completed in Phase II have all been
successful and none has been terminated early.

The largest number of terminated projects were
classified as failed to start and partner withdrew (4
each), followed by site not secured and technology
challenges (2 each). Further tracer research would
be required to understand the underlying causes of
termination (failed to start was not qualified in Phase
I reports) by following-up projects which might have
subsequently secured funding and other forms of
support elsewhere. In the context of a relatively low
loss rate and known reasons, however, it would not
be good value for money to undertake a tracer study.7

7 EEP’s termination rate compares favourably to similar programmes, such as REACT.
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The EEP portfolio
includes four large
regional projects with
an average grant
size of 625,000 euro,
much larger than the
average of Market
Creation projects
(454,540 euro).

3.3
GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF PORTFOLIO
Figure 2 and Figure 3 illustrate the distribution
of grantees across participating countries. Kenya
(20.5%), South Africa (19.5%) and Tanzania (16.6%)
were the main recipients of grants, while total
funding followed a similar pattern of distribution,
with the exception of Tanzania which received the
largest total amount of grant funding.
The average grant in Tanzania was 291,147 euro,
against 205,564 euro for Kenya and 175,317 euro for
South Africa (Figure 3 and Table 6).

Figure 2: Overview of number of projects and funding levels by country (CfPs 1-11)
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The EEP portfolio includes four large regional
projects with an average grant size of 625,000 euro,
much larger than the average of Market Creation
projects (454,540 euro). Tanzania has attracted a
number of large-scale RE projects, including the
following:
•

•

8 projects costing over 1 million euro each
(mini-grid, hybrid, gasification, hydro, wind
farm); and
7 projects costing from 500,000 euro to 1
million euro

Apart from regional projects, Rwanda’s 12
projects received the largest average grant of 370,973
euro. Zambia, Namibia, Mozambique, Uganda,
Botswana and Burundi have all received EEP support
in reasonable numbers (from 8 to 14 projects each),
whereas countries with small populations (Lesotho,
Seychelles, Swaziland) have proportionally fewer
projects.

Figure 3: Total and average grant by country (CfPs 1-11)

Country

Number of Grants

%

Grant Value (‘000
euro)

%

Average Grant
(‘000 euro)

Tanzania

34

16.6%

€9,899

19.9%

€291

Kenya

40

19.5%

€8,223

16.6%

€205

South Africa

37

18.0%

€6,487

13.1%

€175

Rwanda

12

5.9%

€4,452

9.0%

€371

Uganda

9

4.4%

€3,018

6.1%

€336

Zambia

14

6.8%

€2,813

5.7%

€201

Mozambique

12

5.9%

€2,579

5.2%

€215

Namibia

13

6.3%

€2,699

5.4%

€208

Burundi

8

3.9%

€2,315

4.7%

€289

Botswana

9

4.4%

€1,569

3.2%

€174

Multi-country

11

5.41.5%

€4,534

9.1%

€412

Swaziland

3

1.5%

€363

0.7%

€121

Seychelles

1

0.5%

€300

0.6%

€300

Lesotho

2

1.0%

€401

0.84%

€201

Total

205

100.0%

€49,650

100.0%

€242

Table 6: Distribution of grants and grant value by country.
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3.4
TYPE OF RENEWABLE ENERGY SECTORS

Solar PV leads the
way with 58 projects
(28.3%) followed
by bio-mass with
36 projects (17.0%)
and bio-gas with 30
projects (14.6%). These
three sectors make up
60% of all contracted
EEP projects.

Solar
PV

BioCook- Hydro
Biogas
mass
stoves power

Figure 4: EEP project portfolio by sector (CfP1-11)

The EEP portfolio has supported 13 sectors
(Figure 4). Solar PV leads the way with 58 projects
(28.3%) followed by bio-mass with 36 projects (17.0%)
and bio-gas with 30 projects (14.6%). These three
sectors make up 60% of all the so far contracted EEP
projects.
There has been a clear trend towards greater
concentration on solar PV since 2015 (Table 7 ). CfPs
9 to 11 (all held in 2015) produced 20 out of 51 new
solar PV projects (39.2%), whereas before 2015 (CfPs
1 to 8) 24% of developers were engaged in solar PV
projects. This is confirmed by data for CfPs 12 and
13 where 30.4% of applications were from solar
PV developers. There has been a disproportionate
increase in cook stove innovations, hydropower
and hybrid technologies; while bio-gas, bio-fuel,
energy efficiency, wave power and wind power
have declined significantly, making up only 6% of
grantees against 37% up to 2014.

Waste
Energy Solar
Liquid Wind
Multi
Wave
to
Hybrid
effi- therbiofuel power
energy
energy
energy
ciency mal
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The probable reasons for these changes are as
follows:
•

•

•

•

Reflecting the overall growth and technology
development in the solar PV sector in the
region;
Change in the outlines for funding windows
with focus on pilot, demonstration and smaller
scale-ups;
Changes to the business and regulatory
environment in target countries in favour of offgrid/mini-grid solutions in major markets like
Tanzania and Kenya; and
Success in technology supporting solar PV
solutions like pay-as-you-go (PAYG).

Project sector

CFP 1-5

%

CFP 6-8

%

CFP 9-11

%

Total

%

Solar PV

20

18 %

17

41 %

21

41 %

58

28 %

1Biomass

23

20 %

6

15 %

7

14 %

36

18 %

Biogas

22

19 %

5

12 %

3

6%

30

15 %

Cookstoves

8

7%

2

5%

5

10 %

15

7%

Hydropower

7

6%

1

2%

5

10 %

13

6%

Waste to energy

5

4%

5

12 %

3

6%

13

6%

Liquid biofuel

8

7%

1

2%

1

2%

10

5%

Wind power

7

6%

2

5%

1

2%

10

5%

Hybrid

1

1%

2

5%

4

8%

7

3%

Multi-energy

6

5%

0

0%

0

0%

6

3%

Energy efficiency

3

3%

0

0%

0

0%

3

1%

Solar thermal

3

3%

0

0%

0

0%

3

1%

Wave energy

0

0%

0

0%

1

2%

1

0%

TOTAL

113

100 %

41

100 %

51

100 %

205

100 %

Table 7: Sectors: CfPs 1-8 (up to 2014) and 9-11 (2015 onwards)
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3.5
TYPE OF PROJECT

3.6
TYPE OF GRANTEE ORGANISATION

Feasibility and pilot projects comprised 46.9% of
all projects and demonstration and scale-up projects
53.1% (Table 8).
Demonstration and scale-up projects received a
total of 32.8 million euro (66% of grant funding),
against 16.8 million for pilot and feasibility projects
(Table 9).

EEP’s funding (Table 10) has been heavily
concentrated on private businesses (66.8%),
followed by NGOs (13.6%) and CSOs (8.3%). Other
organisational forms (16 grantees) were hardly
represented at all, with a total of 3.3 million
euro (6.6% of total funding). The two funded
municipalities (CfP2) and the six universities (CfPs 1,
2 and 3) were all contracted under Phase I.

Type of Project

Phase I
(CfP1-5)

%

Phase II
(CfP6-11)

%

Total
(CfP1-11)

%

Demonstration

32

28.3%

29

31.5%

61

29.8%

Pilot

35

31.0%

17

18.4%

52

25.4%

Scale-up

13

11.5%

33

35.9%

46

22.4%

Feasibility

31

27.4

13

14.1%

44

21.5%

Pre-feasibility

2

1.8%

0

0.0%

2

1.0%

Total

113

100.0%

92

100.0%

205

100.0%

Table 8: Type of project

Type of Project

Number of Projects

EEP Funding (euro)

Average Grant Size
(euro)

Demonstration

61

16,355,595

268,124

Scale-up

46

16,340,032

355,218

Pilot

52

9,466,505

182,048

Feasibility (inc Pre)

46

7,488,191

162,787

Total

205

49,650,322

242,197

Table 9: Type of project by grant funding
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This distribution of projects – with resources
heavily weighted towards dealing with private business
grantees – has important implications for future
direction of EEP, should a further phase (phase 3) be
planned. With so few non-businesses, non-NGOs and
non-CSOs in the mix of current projects, it could be
more efficient from a resource allocation perspective
with targeted windows and funding criteria to
rationalise the types of organisations eligible for EEP
support. Alternatively, if these types of organisations
are regarded as a necessary part of the strategic mix,

EEP’s marketing outreach and communications
approach should be reviewed and refocused, with
concomitant reallocation of resources.

Organisational Form

Number of Grantees

EEP Funding (euro)

Average Funding
(euro)

Private businesses

137

36,099,689

263,501

NGOs

28

6,707,834

239,566

CSOs

17

3,363,002

197,824

Not-for-profits

9

2,073,248

230,361

Government research institutions

4

395,497

98,874

Municipalities

2

182,684

91,342

Universities

6

516,368

86,061

Government agencies

2

312,000

156,000

Total

205

49,650,322

242,197

Table 10: Type of grantee organisation by grant funding
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4. PROGRESS ON RESULTS

4.1
OVERALL PERFORMANCE
This section presents the Output results
achieved from the start of the EEP phase I up to 30th
June 2016. Outcome results will be presented in the
2016 Annual M&E report. The results presented are
for completed or almost completed projects (the
latter have completed their main activities but have
not yet finalised grant administration requirements).7
All results from implementation projects, i.e.
projects other than feasibility studies, have been
validated through field visits. Projects that involved
feasibility studies have been quality assured through
analysis of the feasibility reports, with a few projects
also visited for discussions with the grantees.
A total of 83 projects (out of 205) contributed
to cumulative Programme results at 30th June 2016
(Table 11).8 Overall, out of 22 indicator targets, EEP
has exceeded or achieved 15 (68%) in the six months
to June 2016, with a further 6 still to be achieved and
one yet to be measured.

•

•

•

All results from implementation
projects, i.e. projects other
than feasibility studies, have
been validated through field
visits. Projects that involved
feasibility studies have been
quality assured through
analysis of the feasibility
reports, with a few projects also
visited for discussions with the
grantees.

The breakdown by Output is as follows:
Output 1: Out of a total of 13 indicators, EEP
exceeded or achieved 9 of the annual targets set
for 2016 and still needs to achieve 4 targets.
Output 2: Out of a total of 2 indicators, EEP
exceeded 1 target with a second yet to be
measured.
Output 3: Out of a total of 7 indicators, EEP has
exceeded 5 annual targets and still needs to
achieve 2 targets.

Mobisol
Technicans Training

7 Refers here to projects that have completed their project activities but has not yet e.g. provided their audit reports.
8 Where projects do not contribute to a specific indicator (e.g. a Solar Home System replacing kerosene lamps does not
contribute to Economic Time Saved, their contribution is defined as zero. Phase I projects which did not produce consolidated
results were also treated this way. For project-derived indicators that are based on percentages (e.g. % of projects replicated/
scaled up), the value is calculated on the basis of all relevant projects for which we have validated data.
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Progress to Year-End Target 2016
Output

OP1.1: Increased actual and probable
commercial scale-up and replication and investment in EEP
supported projects

Indicator

Exceeded or
Achieved

OPI 1.1a The project has been replicated and/or scaled
up (%)

ü

OPI 1.1b: The project has a high probability of replication
and/or scale-up (%)

ü

OPI 1.1c: The project receives private sector investment
(% of all projects)

ü

OPI 1.1d: Amount of public and private sector finance
leveraged (m euro)
OP1.2: Reduction in CO2 emissions
through demonstration and deployment of RE/EE energy solutions

OP1.3: Increased uptake of RE/EE
energy solutions by the rural and
urban poor

ü

OPI 1.2a: Annual cumulative CO2 emission reductions
achieved (tonnes/CO2)

ü

OPI 1.3a: Number of rural and urban households with
improved access to off grid clean energy

ü

OPI 1.3b: Economic time saved by households (euro/
year)
OPI 1.3c: Number of direct jobs created for women, men
and youth

ü
ü

OPI 1.4a: Newly installed electricity generation by
demonstration projects (MW)
OP1.4: Increased energy generation
from RE technologies and energy
savings from EE measures

OP1.5: Increased number of commercially viable business models
and feasibility studies

Output 2.1 Increased capacity and
competence amongst RE/EE
developers in Southern and East
Africa

ü

OPI 1.4b: Amount of energy generated disaggregated by
heat and electricity (MWh/yr)

ü

OPI 1.4c: Absolute amount of energy saved through
installation of energy efficient technologies/projects
(MWh)

ü

OPI 1.5a: Number of feasibility studies going forward to
implementation

ü

OPI 1.5b: Total potential installed capacity (MW) and
generating capacity (MWh)

Total Output 1

Still to be
Achieved

ü
9

4

OPI 2.1a: Percentage of projects (from CfP6 onwards)
completed according to schedule

ü

OPI 2.1b: Percentage of projects requiring technical
assistance receiving support

n/a yet

n/a yet

1

0

Total Output 2

Table 11: Cumulative Programme results up to 30th June 2016

1/2
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Progress to Year-End Target 2016
Output

Indicator

OP 3.1: Increased networking
between RE/EE actors within the
regions

OPI 3.1a: Number of forums engaged in (policy,
technology, investor, business to business)

ü

OPI 3.1b: Number of partnerships formed with complementary initiatives

ü

OPI 3.1c: Percentage of EEP-S&EA projects engaged in
relevant networks

ü

OP 3.2: Increased amount of and
access to relevant evidence and
information on RE / EE

Exceeded or
Achieved

Still to be
Achieved

OPI 3.2a: Number of technical briefings published,
including case studies

ü

OPI 3.2b: Number of policy briefings generated and
disseminated to relevant forum and decision making
bodies

ü

OPI 3.2c: Number of quality tools developed and utilised
to disseminate and share information disaggregated by
tools; EEP-S&EA website, media articles, social media
networks, newsletter, workshops, events and donor
information channels

ü

OPI 3.2d: Number of people / organisation accessing
EEP-S&EA information through information / knowledge
management tools

ü

Total Output 3

5

2

Grand Total Outputs 1-3

15

6

2/2

Table 11: Cumulative Programme results up to 30th June 2016

4.2
PROGRESS ON OUTPUTS LEADING TO
OUTCOME 1
The Outcome 1 statement is: “Inclusive green
economic growth contributed to through increased
access to sustainable energy services, significant
scale up of proven energy services, increase in
installed capacity, reduction in energy expenditure
and mitigation of climate change achieved
primarily through support to small to medium size
organisations.”

Outcome 1 is intended to be achieved through 5
Outputs:
•

•

•
•

•

OP1.1: Increased actual and probable
commercial scale‐up and replication of and
investment in EEP supported projects.
OP1.2: Reduction in CO2e emissions achieved
through demonstration and deployment of RE/
EE energy solutions.
OP1.3: Increased uptake of RE/EE energy
solutions by the rural and urban poor.
OP1.4: Increased energy generation from RE
technologies and energy savings from EE
measures.
OP1.5: Increased number of commercially viable
business models and feasibility studies.
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4.2.1
OUTPUT 1.1: COMMERCIAL SCALE-UP,
REPLICATION AND INVESTMENT BY EEP
PROJECTS
Measured against the 2016 result framework
targets (for the full year), Output 1.1 has already
substantially exceeded two targets, achieved one
target and fallen substantially short of one target, as
follows (Table 12):

Still to be achieved against annual targets
•

Exceeded or achieved targets
•

•

•

42% of projects have been scaled up or
replicated by June 2016 against a December
2016 cumulative target of 36%. This indicator is
currently exceeding the EoP target of 30%.
31% of projects have a high probability of scaleup or replication against a December 2016
cumulative target of 31% and an EoP target of
40%.
35% of projects have received private sector
investment against a December 2016 cumulative
target of 20%. This indicator is currently
exceeding the EoP target of 25%.9

Output 1.1

OP1.1: Increased actual
and probable commercial
scale-up and replication
and investment in EEP
supported projects

EEP projects leveraged 4.99 million euro
producing a cumulative 11.62 million euro
leveraged against a December 2016 cumulative
target of 21.57 million euro (54% of end-ofyear target). Based on co-finance committed
by projects to be completed between JulyDecember 2016, the gap (an aggregate 9.95
million euro) should be substantially closed to
75% of the 2016 target by year end.

During the reporting period two projects (O&L
Namibia, a 900,000 euro invader bush-to-energy
bio-mass project, and Burn, a 4.3 million euro
energy efficient cook stove project – see case study
opposite) successfully raised 9.9 million euro in
private sector investment.

Indicator

Achieved JanJun 2016

Achieved June
2016 (cum)

Result Targets
2016 (cum)

Results Targets
EoP

OPI 1.1a The project has been replicated and/or scaled up (%)

8

42%

36%

30%

OPI 1.1b: The project has a high probability of replication and/or scale-up
(%)

10

31%

31%

40%

OPI 1.1c: The project receives private
sector investment (% of all projects)

8

35%

20%

25%

Amount of private sector investment
(m euro)10

11.9

33.1

-11

-

OPI 1.1d: Amount of public and private sector finance leveraged (m
euro)12

4.99

11.62

21.57

52.28

Table 12: Output 1.1 results

9 EEP applicants are required to provide a minimum of 30% of the total project budget.
10 Projects receiving private sector investment is defined to actual amount of committed co-financing provided by the EEP
project developer as part of the EEP funded project cost.
11 No results targets have been set.
12 Financial leverage is defined as private sector investment (e.g. debt or equity) additional to what the project developer has
already committed to provide as finance.
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Burn Manufacturing: The roll-out strategy consisted
of two stages: 1) assembly of stove kits in Kenya; and
2) full manufacture in Kenya. During stage 1 stoves
were sold at a negative gross margin due to the high
cost of sourcing stove components offshore; in stage 2
(November 2014 onwards) the company transitioned to
100% local manufacturing thereby lowering the cost of
goods sold and generating a higher margin.

There are plans to scale-up further the operations both
inside Kenya and in the East Africa region and the
long-term goal is to expand to West Africa. The process
of replicating and scaling up the operation nationally
in Kenya and regionally in East Africa started after the
EEP-funded project. The company is optimistic about
securing investment for the next phase of growth.

4.2.2
OUTPUT 1.2: REDUCTION IN
CO2 EMISSIONS

The largest emission reductions were achieved
by a small number of EEP projects (Table 14).
The three projects with the largest CO2 emissions
savings (aggregate 134,938 tonnes of CO2) were as
follows:

Exceeded target
Measured against the 2016 Logframe target,
Output 1.2 has already substantially exceeded its
2016 target and has already exceeded its EoP target
by 76% (achieved 199,235 tonnes/CO2 against an
EoP target of 113,366 tonnes (Table 13). With a total
current portfolio of 205 projects (CfPs 1 to 11) and
with further projects (CfPs 12 and 13) to come, EEP
expects to exceed its EoP CO2 emissions target by a
long way.

•

•

•

Eco-Fuel Africa (UGA8019) sold 17.5 million
kgs of briquettes saving 39,600 tonnes of CO2
emissions.
Cook stoves manufacturer Burn sold 122,958
cook stoves reducing the use of charcoal which
saved 74,051 tonnes of CO2 emissions.
Solar lighting supplier d.Light sold 231,039 solar
lamps which replaced kerosene lamps saving
21,287 tonnes of CO2 emissions.

Output 1.2

Indicator

Achieved
Jan-Jun 2016

Achieved June
2016 (cum)

Results Target
2016

Results Target
EoP

OP1.2: Reduction in CO2 emissions through demonstration
and deployment of RE/EE
energy solutions

OPI 1.2a: Annual cumulative CO2
emission reductions achieved
(tonnes/ CO2)

163,123

199,235

45,000

113,366

Output 1.2

CO2 emission reductions
achieved (cum at 30 June 2016)

%

Project sector

Project type

KEN609

21,287

10.7%

Solar PV

Scale-up

REG610

74,051

37.2%

Cook stoves

Scale-up

UGA8019

39,600

19.9%

Waste-to-energy

Scale-up

Sub-total

134,938

67.7%

Others

64,297

32.3%

Total

199,235

100.0%

Table 13: Output 1.2 results

Table 14: CO2 emissions reductions by selected projects
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4.2.3
OUTPUT 1.3: POOR RURAL AND URBAN
HOUSEHOLDS BENEFITING FROM EEP
PROJECTS
Measured against the 2016 results targets,
Output 1.3 has experienced an excellent set
of results (Table 15), with performance of two
indicators exceeding and one nearly achieving the
2016 targets. Output results were as follows:

•

Exceeded or nearly achieved targets
•

Improved access to off-grid clean energy
attributable to EEP projects has benefited
436,799 poor urban and rural households
against a cumulative December 2016 target of
76,000 and an EoP target of 231,950 households.
Thus to date households benefiting have already
exceeded the EoP target by 88%. The largest
contributors were d.Light (solar lanterns to
231,039 households) and Burn Manufacturing

Output 1.3

•

(cook stoves to 122,958 households).
These households saved 194,049 euro per year
against a December 2016 savings target of
200,000 euro and an EoP target of 297,765 euro
per year. To date households have reached 94%
of the EoP target, with further savings still
to be accumulated during 2016 and 2017. The
largest contributors were Mozambique Carbon
Initiatives (45,169 euro), World Vision Australia
(37,491 euro) and Vuthisa Technologies
(29,647 euro).
EEP projects produced 4,077 jobs for men,
women and youth by June 2016, against a 2016
Programme result frame target of 2,000 jobs.
Jobs for men totalled 529 (88%) against a 2016
target of 600; jobs for women totalled 1,748
(250%) against a 2016 target of 700; and jobs for
youth totalled 1,305 (186%) against a 2016 target
of 700. Eco-Fuel Africa employed 640 people
(600 women) and d.Light employed 441 people
(204 women).

Indicator

Achieved
Jan-Jun 2016

Achieved
June 2016 (cum)

Results Targets
2016

Results Targets
EoP

OPI 1.3a: Number of rural and urban
households with improved access to
off grid clean energy13

380,885

436,799

76,000

231,950

- Rural

123,271

170,328

63,962

195,559

- Urban

257,615

266,472

12,038

22,324

116,869

194,049

200,000

297,765

1,619

4,077

2,000

10,068

- Total jobs men

68

529

600

1,814

- Total jobs women

1,020

1,748

700

2,793

- Total jobs youth

446

1,305

700

3,676

OP1.3: Increased uptake of OPI 1.3b: Economic time saved by
RE/EE energy solutions by households (euro/year)
the rural and urban poor
OPI 1.3c: Number of direct jobs created
for women, men and youth14

Table 15 : Output 1.3 results

13 The totals do not add up because the disaggregation to rural/urban is not available for all monitored projects.
14 Jobs for men, women and youth don't add up to the total direct jobs created because disaggregated data are not available
for all projects (only total jobs provided for some projects).
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EEP has performed strongly on Output 1.3. The
large number of households benefiting represents
a total of 2.2 million people. The majority of
households were urban (266,472 or 61%).15
Indicator 1.3b, ‘economic time saved’, is defined
as time saved collecting firewood (typically when
introducing more efficient cook stoves that use
less fuel). Therefore only the cook stove and
briquetting projects targeting rural communities
where beneficiaries have previously used firewood
stoves and have had firewood available to collect,
contribute to this indicator. This target has been
97% achieved for 2016. One cook stove project
in South Africa targeting rural areas and four
briquetting projects are expected to be completed
by December 2016 and will contribute to this
indicator sufficiently to achieve the 2016 target.
The indicator does not include other time
savings such as reduced need to walk long
distances to purchase kerosene or to charge cell
phones, or reduced cooking times and is therefore
a considerable under-statement of time saved
by introducing clean energy technology into the

home. The release of time normally spent on labourintensive and physically demanding household
chores (such as those mentioned above) is likely
to accrue substantially to women and girls in the
household, and is therefore a major potential source
of economic empowerment for female household
members.
Typical jobs for the urban and rural poor that
were created through EEP projects included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

collecting and processing waste material for biomass projects
installing and maintaining Solar Home Systems
char production from agricultural bio-mass
using low technology kilns
sales representatives for pay-as-you-go solar
home systems
customer support personnel on bicycles for solar
home projects
bio-gas unit sales and maintenance personnel
shop stewards for selling solar units and solar
lanterns

15 The average household size of 5 for SSA is based on census studies – household size can range from 5.6 in the Near East/North Africa to 4.8 in Latin America.
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4.2.4
OUTPUT 1.4: ENERGY GENERATION
AND SAVINGS
Measured against the 2016 results framework
as well as EoP targets, Output 1.4 has produced an
excellent set of results (Table 16), with performance
on two out of three indicators substantially
exceeding 2016 and EoP targets. Output results were
as follows:

Still to be achieved against annual targets
•

Exceeded targets
•

•

Energy generated as a result of EEP projects
amounted to 169,472 MWh per year against a
results target of just 25,000 MWh and an EoP
target of 81,192 MWh. This is six times the
target for 2016 and 209% of the EoP target.
Almost 100% of energy generated was from heat
rather than electricity. This included the largest
contributions of 98,112 MWh/year by Eco-Fuel
Africa and 30,100 MWh/year by O&L Namibia.
The amount of energy saved through installation
of energy efficient technologies or projects
amounted to 501,326 MWh, considerably
exceeding the 2016 target of 37,000MWh and
the EoP target of 116,621 MWh. The largest
contributors were Burn Manufacturing (184,006
MWh), Eco-Fuel Africa (98,400 MWh) and
d.Light (82,116 MWh).

Output 1.4

OP1.4: Increased energy generation from
RE technologies and
energy savings from
EE measures

EEP projects have resulted in only 0.6 MW
(60%) of newly installed electricity, against a
2016 results framework target of 1.0 MW. In
July-December 2016 projects completing and
contributing to this indicator will include nine
solar home projects, a wind project in Namibia
and a solar mini-grid in Uganda.

All of the newly installed electricity capacity
derives from solar PV projects, typically solar home
systems (SHS) and solar lanterns, and as such do
not contribute much to new generation capacity.
In the six month period to June 2016, 14 out of
16 monitored projects did not result in any new
electricity generation capacity. Solar panels installed
are generally 5 to 15 Watts only, a consequence
of the very small electricity output of household
solar installations. Only 19% of projects (3 out of 16)
produced 98% of total energy (145,852 MWh
per year).

Indicator

Achieved JanJun 2016

Achieved June
2016 (cum)

Logframe Target
2016

Logframe Target
EoP

OPI 1.4a: Newly installed electricity
generation by demonstration projects
(MW)

0.1

0.6

1.0

2.18

OPI 1.4b: Amount of energy generated
disaggregated by heat and electricity
(MWh/yr)

148,910

169,472

25,000

81,192

- Electricity

146

908

-

-

- Heat

148,764

168,564

-

-

OPI 1.4c: Absolute amount of energy
saved through installation of energy
efficient technologies/projects (MWh)

456,217

501,326

37,000

116,621

Table 16: Output 1.4 results
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4.2.5
OUTPUT 1.5: COMMERCIALLY VIABLE
BUSINESS MODELS

4.3
PROGRESS ON OUTPUTS LEADING TO
OUTCOME 2

Output 1.5 has performed satisfactorily in the
period January to June 2016 (Table 17) with one
indicator achieving its target and a second just
behind target for the full year. Output results were
as follows:

Outcome 2 statement: “EEP-S&EA project
developers are successful in starting and managing
RE/EE energy businesses, raising and leveraging
finance, managing project implementation”.

Exceeded target

Outcome 2 is intended to be achieved through 1
Output:

•

•

The number of feasibility studies going forward
to implementation rose to 4 against a results
target of 3 by December 2016.

Still to be achieved against annual targets
•

The approved Way Forward strategy includes
several areas of extended BDS activities. Due to
the outstanding Way Forward addendum to the
service provider agreement, KPMG/ECO was not in
a position to scale up BDS activities during the first
six months of 2016. Substantial BDS was, however,
provided to applicants during final proposal phase of
CfPs 12 and 13. As part of CfPs 12 and 13 applications,
26 applicants were supported by ECO in developing
their final proposals to reflect the EEP objectives
and development partners’ requests. Most proposals

Total potential installed capacity (MW) achieved
94% of its 2016 target by June 2016 but should
achieve the full year target by December. Total
potential generating capacity achieved 357,722
MWh (although no target currently exists).

Output 1.5

OP1.5: Increased number of
commercially viable business models and feasibility
studies

Table 17: Output 1.5 results

OP2.1: Increased capacity and competence
amongst RE/EE developers in Southern and
East Africa.

Indicator

Achieved JanJun 2016

Achieved June
2016 (cum)

Logframe
Target 2016

Logframe
Target EoP

OPI 1.5a: Number of feasibility studies going forward to implementation

1

4

3

9

OPI 1.5b: Total potential installed
capacity (MW) and generating capacity (MWh)

9

132

140

514

- MW

9

131.84

-

-

- MWh

77,000

357,722

-

-
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were asked to work on their business models.
Emphasis was also placed on adequate co-financing
and measurable sales targets.
BDS was also provided during the first
milestone visits carried out in the period with
increased focus on BDS as part of ongoing portfolio
management. EEP carried out 26 visits to projects
in the implementation stage (most at an early
stage) in the first six months of 2016. Many Project
Developers raised questions about project reporting,
procurement and implementation.
The ECO team focused on pro-active portfolio
management. The Portfolio Management team (PM)
has actively monitored and supported projects,
providing technical, business and administration
expertise as well as practical support in financial
management and the reporting of use of funds.

Table 18: Output 2.1 results

4.3.1
OUTPUT 2.1 - INCREASED CAPACITY
AND COMPETENCE AMONGST RE/EE
DEVELOPERS IN SOUTHERN AND
EAST AFRICA
OPI 2.1a Percentage of projects (from CfP6
onwards) completed according to schedule
This indicator was measured at the end of June
2016 for the first time. A total of 4 projects from CfPs
6-11 completed during the first six months of 2016
– three completed on schedule, but Burn needed
an extension of the implementation period and
significantly exceeded its targets when it eventually
completed.
Project lessons learned and success stories
ECO aims to collect and share lessons as part of
BDS. For this purpose a platform has been recently
initiated for all EEP-S&EA grantees to share lessons,
commenting and adding business value. Success
stories are also shared in the form of short case
studies on the EEP website.
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The EEP S&EA strives to contribute to innovation
and sustainable development in marketplaces that
are not yet mature. Many of the EEP projects have
experienced challenges during their implementation
giving rise to valuable lessons worth sharing with
other grantees. ECO presents lessons on the website
that Project Developers have agreed to share – at the
end of June 2016, six Project Developers had shared
lessons on the www.eepafrica.org site.
During the first six months of 2016 the ECO team
uploaded five success stories on the EEP website.
These were Mobisol, iSmart, Better World Energy,
Practical Action and East African Power and Invader
Bush to Energy. In total EEP has published 16 case
studies on the web platform.
Project specific business development support
The ECO has actively shared knowledge among
projects in order to incentivise them to cooperate so
that synergies can be generated. Examples include:
•

•

Kenyan company Burn has been linked with
Mobisol in order to persuade Mobisol to market
and sell the Burn cook stove through their
extensive network in Tanzania and Rwanda.
BioLite which operates in Uganda and
Kenya was introduced to Inyenyeri and has
successfully influenced the Government of
Rwanda to develop a modern biomass energy
sector by exempting gasification energy
equipment from Value Added Tax (VAT). BioLite
is now, with the support of Inyenyeri and ECO,
trying to influence the Government of Uganda
also to exempt gasification energy equipment
from Value Added Tax (VAT).

ECO supported GCS Tanzania in building
up their financial and administrative capacity.
Since the first milestone visit in December 2015
the administrative situation of the project has
improved significantly. The ECO team has had
several discussions with GCS about its financial
management practices, covering possible risks
and the advantages of having efficient and strong
processes in place.

Project development discussed as part of site visits
In total the ECO team conducted 26 project
site visits during the first half year 2016 (Table 19).
Projects visited were located in Botswana, Kenya,
Namibia, Mozambique, South Africa and Zambia.
Most of the projects visited were at an early stage of
implementation.
During the first milestone visits the ECO team
discussed the general progress of the projects and
became acquainted with the projects and their
on-site implementation. The ECO team covered
practical issues relating to milestone reporting,
deliverables and timetables. A special focus was
put on challenges, constraints and opportunities
that had occurred at the early stage of the
implementation and possible future challenges
and the need for change. These were discussed in
different contexts e.g. from a policy/regulatory, a
technical, an organisational and a market access
perspective. During the visit the ECO team and the
projects also updated the project level risks and
the project developers’ mitigation procedures. The
projects were also asked about possible need for
support during project implementation and
post-EEP.16

EEP Implementation Project Visits Jan-Jun 201617
Zambia

8 projects

Kenya

5 projects

South Africa

5 projects

Namibia

4 projects

Botswana

1 project

Table 19: EEP Implementation project visits January-June 2016

16 EEP has two different types of project visits: monitoring visits when verifying results and visits during implementation with a different purpose.
17 To be reported in the EEP S&EA Annual Report.
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Support through financiers/investors
ECO connected two projects to international
financiers in the period:
•

•

The EEP funded Gigawatt Global Solar PV field
in Gitega is scaling up activities following
a large investment. BDS included a short
introduction to the project and connecting a
potential investor to a conference call to which
investors had been invited.
Recommending a rejected project to the large
US Power Africa initiative, which is actively
interested in funding good RE/EE project ideas.

4.4
PROGRESS ON OUTPUTS LEADING TO
OUTCOME 3
Outcome 3 statement: “EEP-S&EA is an active
regional partner in generating RE / EE knowledge
and evidence, sharing of experiences, and informing
effective and inclusive regional RE/EE policies”.
Outcome 3 is intended to be achieved through 2
Outputs:
•
•

The USAID funded Low Emissions Development
Programme in South Africa (SA-LED) can
offer technical assistance to projects that are
implemented in South Africa. During discussions
in the period, which included lead donor Finland,
potential areas for collaboration have been
identified. As EEP had finalised the last CfPs by the
end of June, possible collaboration has focused on
supporting existing EEP projects that are looking for
assistance in scaling up / replicating their activities.

OP 3.1: Increased networking between RE/EE
actors within the regions.
OP 3.2: Increased amount of and access to
relevant evidence and information on RE/EE.

The Outputs for Outcome 3 relate primarily
to Knowledge Management activities. During the
first half of 2016 the EEP Programme engaged in a
number of national and international forums with
the objective of disseminating EEP information,
identifying opportunities for more detailed
engagements with other initiatives in the field of
RE and EE in Africa, to support cooperation in the
sector and to learn from others.
A major output for this component in the first
half of 2016 was the Knowledge Exchange Forum
organised in Windhoek, Namibia, in early June 2016.
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4.4.1
OP 3.1 INCREASED NETWORKING BETWEEN
RE/EE ACTORS WITHIN THE REGIONS

•
•

OPI 3.1a Number of forums engaged in
•
EEP has exceeded its 2016 results framework
target of 30 forums (33 achieved). In the first half
of 2016 the EEP programme engaged in a large
number of national and international forums with
the objective of disseminating EEP information,
identifying opportunities for more detailed
engagements with other initiatives in the field of
renewable energy and energy efficiency in Africa,
to support joined activities in the sector and to
learn from others. EEP actively contributed to the
following events:

•

•

•
•

•

Future watch sense making workshop:
South(ern) Africa by Team Finland. Presentation
on the outlook for (renewable) energy in the
region (26 January / Pretoria, South Africa)
Finnish trade delegation (presentation on the
energy situation in South Africa) (2 February /
Pretoria, South Africa)

Table 20 Output 3.1 results

Smart Solar Growth, Presentation on the
Programme (18 February/Helsinki, Finland)
Vaasa Energy Week, Presentation on the
Programme (14-18 March/ Vaasa, Finland)
Power & Electricity World Africa conference
and exhibition, advisory board (15 and 16 March
/Sandton, South Africa)
African Utility Week. Panelist on three different
panels, presentation by Mobisol (runner up
for the EEP Project of the Year 2015 award),
member of the programme’s advisory board,
jury member for the industry awards (17 – 19
May / Cape Town, South Africa)
SADC Water & Energy Ministerial meeting.
Contribution to the programme and input into
discussions (20 June / Gaborone, Botswana)
ECO presented the Programme in the Soltrain
programme workshop, Team Finland network
and Power Africa Zambia event

EEP organised its third Knowledge Exchange
Forum in Windhoek, Namibia, in collaboration with
the SADC Centre for Renewable Energy & Energy
Efficiency (SACREEE) and attracted 80 participants.
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OPI 3.1b Number of partnerships formed with
complementary initiatives
EEP achieved 11 partnerships by June 2016 (target
8). ECO was active within existing partnerships,
as well as identifying new partnerships. As part of
ongoing partnerships with REN21, EEP contributed
to the Global Status Report on Renewable Energy
2016 and the EAC Status Report. For the latter, EEP
Project Developers and National Coordinators in
the East Africa region contributed to data collection
while ECO was engaged in peer review of both
reports.
As part of the existing partnership with
Spintelligent ECO contributed to the organisation
and programming of the African Utility Week and
associated industry awards, with opportunities for
EEP projects to present at the event.
During the first half of 2016 a new partnership
was developed with the Southern African Centre for
Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency (SACREEE)
currently being established in Windhoek. A first
joint activity was developed around the June 2016
Knowledge Exchange Forum, where SACREEE
contributed to the pitching session.
New partnerships were initiated with SALED (USAID funded Low Emissions Development
programme in South Africa), ElectriFi (an EU funded
initiative to support electrification investments
around the globe) and the Africa-EU Renewable
Energy Cooperation Programme (RECP).
•

•

(1) IRENA: under this partnership we agreed
access for EEP Project Developers to the IRENA
virtual market place, as well as providing access
to the joint IRENA and Abu Dhabi Fund for
Development (ADFD) Project Facility.
(2) Spintelligent: EEP has developed a
partnership with Spintelligent around the
African Utility Week / clean Power Africa
conference in Cape Town and the East Africa
Power Industry Convention / Clean Power East
Africa in Nairobi. Under this partnership the
winner of the “EEP Project of the Year Award”
has been offered a speaking slot in the Cape
Town conference in which EEP provides funding
for the associated travel and Spintelligent waves
the conference fees. Also under this partnership
the EEP Programme Director is a member of
the AUW and EAPIC Advisory Boards. We have
used this role to emphasise the need to include
focus for off-grid electrification, mini-grids
and energy storage at these events. The EEP

•

•

•

•

Programme Director has been chairperson
and panellist at the events and a judge for
the Energy Awards. Part of the partnership is
linking the September 2016 KEF to the EAPIC.
(3) REN21: EEP has provided active support
through its Programme Director, our National
Coordinators and our Project Developers to
REN21 in the preparation of the Global Status
Report on renewable energy and the regional
SADC status report. We have had similar
arrangements in place for the forthcoming ECA
status report.
(4) SA-LED: The USAID funded Low Emissions
Development programme in South Africa can
offer Technical Assistance to projects that are
implemented in South Africa. We have identified
potential areas for collaboration focusing
on supporting existing EEP projects that are
looking for assistance in scaling up / replicating
their activities. No concrete projects have been
identified as yet for this.
(5) ElectriFi: The EU funded ElectriFI initiative
“will support electrification investments that
will lead to new and improved connections,
with strong features for scalability”. Initial
discussions were held with ElectriFI to
understand the complementary of ElectriFI
versus EEP, as well as to identify potential
collaboration. At the same time as EEP’s CfPs
12 and 13, ElectriFI had a Call for Proposals. We
have been exchanging information around our
respective processes and concluded that EEP
projects looking for scaling up or replicating
their current project could benefit from ElectrFI
funding.
(6) RECP: The EU Energy Initiative Partnership
Dialogue Facility (EUEI PDF) is responsible for
the implementation of the Africa-EU Renewable
Energy Cooperation Programme (RECP). RECP
can provide technical assistance to Project
Developers looking for funding of renewable
energy projects. As part of the collaboration
between RECP and EEP we have provided
information on RECP to participants at the
EEP Knowledge Exchange Forum in Windhoek
and we have had a preliminary look at the EEP
portfolio to get an indication of the number
of projects that could potentially benefit from
RECP support. As part of the collaboration,
RECP will be presenting at the forthcoming KEF
in Q3.
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•

•

(7) SACREEE: Collaboration with SACREEE
has resulted in the EEP KEF being organised in
close collaboration with SACREEE. As SACREEE
is still in its start-up phase, more concrete joint
activities are foreseen as soon as SACREEE has
been launched officially.
(8) SABIA: Engagement with the Southern
Africa Biogas Industry Association (SABIA)
focuses on information sharing and providing
input to their biogas hub. However, delays by
SABIA in implementing the biogas information
hub slowed down this partnership.

4.4.2
OP 3.2: INCREASED AMOUNT OF AND
ACCESS TO RELEVANT EVIDENCE AND
INFORMATION ON RE/EE
OPI 3.2a Number of technical briefings published,
including case studies
During the first 6 months of 2016, the EEP
programme supported the UNIDO International
Centre for Small Hydro Power with a technical
brief on the current status in Southern Africa for
the World Small Hydro Power Development Report
2016. EEP will publish two technical briefings in JulyDecember 2016 as agreed in the Way Forward plan.

OPI 3.1c Percentage of EEP-S&EA projects engaged
in relevant networks

OPI 3.2b Policy briefs

Of projects monitored in January to June 2016, 6
were in relevant networks (official sector related
associations). The Global Alliance for Clean
Cookstoves was the most common network. The
% calculations in Table 20 are cumulative and are
based on all monitored projects in networks divided
by total projects monitored.

A policy brief on the EAC status report on
renewable energy was produced as part of
collaboration with REN21.
Rubagabaga Run of River Hydropower Project.
EEP partner East African Power signed one of the
first Power Purchase Agreements and Concession
Agreements in Rwanda. After two years of
discussions with the Government of Rwanda,
East Africa Power succeeded in influencing the
regulatory framework for micro hydropower
projects in Rwanda. http://eepafrica.org/about-us/
success-stories/5275-2/

Indicator

Achieved Dec 2015

Achieved
Jan-Jun 2016

Achieved June
2016 (cum)

Results
Targets 2016

% of
2016
Target

Results
Targets
EoP

OPI 3.2a: Number of technical briefings
published, including case studies

1

1

2

4

50%

6

OPI 3.2b: Number of policy briefings
generated and disseminated to relevant
forum and decision making bodies

2

1

3

4

75%

5

OPI 3.2c: Number of quality tools developed
and utilised to disseminate and share
information disaggregated by tools; EEPS&EA website, media articles, social media
networks, newsletter, workshops, events
and donor information channels

7

3

10

7

143%

7

OPI 3.2d: Number of people / organisation
accessing EEP-S&EA information through
information / knowledge management tools

11,260

2,987

14,247

4,500

317%

5,000

Table 21: Output 3.2 results
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Inyenyeri. After several years of collaborative
discussions with the Government of Rwanda, this
Rwandan renewable energy supplier succeeded in
influencing policy processes to take an important
step in developing a modern bio-mass energy sector
by exempting gasification energy equipment in
Rwanda from Value Added Tax (VAT). Bio-mass fuel
pellets, improved cook stoves, related equipment
to produce bio-mass fuel pellets and equipment
for the supply of bio-mass gasification energy are
exempted from VAT in Rwanda (currently 18%).
http://eepafrica.org/about-us/success-stories/
success-story-rwa11065/ The policy change in
Rwanda influenced an EEP project in Uganda to try
to persuade the Ugandan Government to take the
same policy action.
The consequence is that companies in the
sustainable biomass sector are on a level playing
field with charcoal (also exempt from VAT). Bio-mass
fuel pellets can be sold at a competitive price, thus
increasing opportunities for growth and support for
suppliers with the objective of removing toxic and
flammable gasses from the household sector.
OPI 3.2c Number of quality tools developed and
utilised to disseminate and share information
disaggregated
A quality tool is a tool that the ECO team has
developed to disseminate and share information
around current EEP topics. The EEP S&EA Facebook
Pages were published on 27 June 2016. During the
first four days, 51 people started following the page.
There were 150 page views and over 64% of the
views were accessed through mobile devices. The
most read post was news from Kenya ‘the Kenyan
government has taken concrete steps towards
increasing adoption of cleaner, more efficient
cookstoves and fuels’ where we shared the Clean
Cookstoves Alliance article about the new Kenyan
regulations to enhance the adoption of clean energy.
Also, an announcement of the ‘EEP Success Stories
– It Is Possible’ campaign received lots of interest.
The ECO team will be publishing the success stories
from the eepafrica.org website on Facebook, so that

they can reach a wider audience.
EEP updated seven posts: a success story of
BURN; summary of the KEF; advertise EEPafrica.org
and the EEP newsletter; Plastic Free July challenge;
notification of the REN21 and Clean Energy Solutions’
free webinar on off-grid renewables; Energy
Access and Market Opportunity on the 6th of July;
GIF image with an announcement of the success
stories’ campaign; and the Kenya news. Two contact
requests were made through the Facebook link.
During the period the Programme introduced
Twitter to share information with relevant networks.
The EEP Notice Board was opened at the end of
June 2016 to support Project Developers to expand
the reach of their public announcements. Project
Developers can use this space to advertise their
project related proposals (invitation to tenders,
invitations to events & partnerships).
During the second quarter, EEP Project
Developers had an opportunity to feature their
projects in the Energy Digest Renewable Energy
Publication (http://kerea.org/the-energy-digestkenyas-premier-renewable-energy-magazine/). The
Energy Digest will be disseminated to renewable
energy companies, institutions, stakeholders
and enthusiasts in East Africa. A soft copy of the
publication will also be available for download on the
KEREA website (kerea.org). The publication offered
a valuable opportunity to EEP Project Developers
to include information about their projects. The
KEREA team is currently finalising the selection of
EEP Projects to be featured – 11 Project Developers
expressed an interest.
By the end of June 2016 ten quality tools had
been developed and taken into use. These tools
are the EEP website (www.eepafrica.org), the EEP
Newsletter, the Notice Board, Facebook, Twitter,
LinkedIn, Flickr, Google map, Irena Sustainable
Energy Marketplace and the Knowledge Exchange
Forum. ECO regularly assesses how these quality
tools reach the public and reports on the number of
the users or subscribers.
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OPI 3.2d Number of people / organisation
accessing EEP-S&EA information through
information / knowledge management tools EEP
S&EA
EEP S&EA provides information and news on the
programme and projects through the EEP website,
EEP Newsletter, LinkedIn, Flickr, and since 27
June 2016 on Facebook. The tool with the greatest
outreach is the EEP website at www.eepafrica.org,
which during the first 6 months of 2016 attracted
14,247 monthly hits, with 6,217 visitors in Q1 and
9,502 in Q2, and 32,695 and 52,824 page views
respectively. Peak viewings were around the closing
of the CfPs – pages about CfPs attracted over 30% of
total page views (Table 23). There has been a positive
upward trend in average weekly visitors.
Altogether nine updates were published in EEP
S&EA LinkedIn page during the 6 months period.
The number of followers at the end of June 2016 was
445, which is 94 more than at the end of December
2015. Most followers are at a senior or manager level
and represent renewable energy (19%), NGO (7%), or
environmental services (5.4%) organisations.

	
  
Table 22: EEP website analytics

During the first half of 2016 the ECO team sent
out eight newsletters. The total number of subscribers
has risen to 1,725 people from 1,570 at the end of
December 2015. The newsletter was most popular in
South Africa, United Kingdom, Rwanda, Tanzania,
Kenya, Finland, Italy and Netherlands. The overall
opening rate was on average 29.34%. The newsletter
topics covered the CfPs (webinars and the closing
date reminder), the Knowledge Exchange Forum
(invitation, reminder, summary of the event), a success
story with a policy change in Rwanda, launching the
new Notice board on EEPAFrica.org and publishing
the EEP S&EA Facebook pages. All newsletters are
also available for readers on the EEPAfrica.org site
under the main menu News & Events.
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The first four days of the EEP S&EA Facebook Pages
published on 27 June indicated that Facebook
has been a successful addition to EEP knowledge
management tools – 51 followers were attracted
recording 150 page views.
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5. VALUE FOR MONEY (VfM)

Quantitative measurement of Value for Money
is achieved through three key cost effectiveness
indicators:
•
•
•

Average cost per household of improved access
to clean energy (EEP grant only)
Cost per tonne of carbon abated (EEP grant
only)
Average carbon abated per household

By June 2016, 436,799 households were provided
with improved access to clean energy at a cost of 16
euro per household (Table 23), a substantial decrease
on the December 2015 result of 80 euro. The cost per
tonne of CO2 abated was 44.67 euro (EEP funding
only), a further improvement on the December 2015
result of 159 euro. The cost of this abatement per
household was 5.80 euro generating an average of 0.28
tonnes of CO2 abated per household.18
The reported CO2 abatement figures are based
on the approved M&E framework that makes use of
standardised emission reduction indicators. These
calculations do not take CO2 abatement through
avoiding CH4 (methane) emissions into consideration.

Bio-gas projects are therefore under-reporting CO2
emission reductions, with a resultant negative impact
on the VfM indicator.
The EEP VfM indicators are not part of the
Programme results framework. A more systematic
measure of VfM may be developed to account for
not only the economy, effectiveness and efficiency
of EEP in terms of CO2 emissions abatement, but
also VfM indicators to measure the cost of fund
management, approval rates, leverage, loss rates and
net development impact, to name a few.

VfM Indicator

Unit

Cost per Unit (EEP
Funding Only) Dec 2015
(euro)

Results Achieved June
2016 (cum)

EEP Funding (euro)

Cost per Unit
(EEP Funding Only)
June 2016 (euro)

Cost per tCO2 abated

tCO2

158.95

199,235

8,900,037

44.67

Cost per HH

HH

80.24

436,799

6,993,474

16.00

Table 23: VfM indicators for projects recording CO2 emission reductions and households

18 The abatement costs per household are for the period Jan-June 2016 only.
19 Not all projects recording CO2 abatement recorded number of households.
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6. RISK MANAGEMENT
AND MONITORING
The risks associated with the EEP programme
are categorised into programme level risks and
portfolio level risks arising from projects in the EEP
portfolio. At portfolio and project level the risks are
further categorised as: policy and regulatory risks,
technical, operational and organisational capacity
risks and market access risks. At programme level,
the risks are categorised as: development risks,
financial and fiduciary risks, reputational risks,
sustainability risks and policy and regulatory risks.

•
•

These risks are managed at two levels:
Risk management at the call for proposals (CfP)
and selection process.
Risk management during the implementation of
EEP supported projects.

The risk assessment is based on a categorisation
used in the project follow-up and monitoring forms.
The following categories are distinguished:
•
•
•

•

(1) Grant progress & financial management
risks (affecting project efficiency)
(2) Policy / regulatory risks (affecting project
effectiveness and/or sustainability)
(3) Technical / organisational / operational
risks (affecting project efficiency and
effectiveness)
(4) Economic / currency/ marketing /
strategic risks (affecting project sustainability)

The information obtained from project risk
assessments is incorporated into the programme
level risk assessment.
One of the risks EEP is facing during project
implementation is political risk i.e. insecurity in the
country due to political unrest. This can impact on
e.g. the ability of the Project Developer to secure
the project site, procure and transport building
materials and equipment, the safety of staff at the
project developer’s or partner’s offices and/or at the
project site.
Details of how the risk management process is
implemented are provided in the EEP Phase II M&E
Framework document.
Full details of EEP risks and a matrix of portfolio
and project level risks are provided in Annex III.
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