
CSO Comments on Accreditation Applications (BM11, Nov 2015) 

 Consideration of accreditation proposals (GCF/B.11/03) – GENERAL COMMENTS 

• Composition of 3rd Batch of Applicants. Looking at the 3rd batch of accreditation 
applicants, we are alarmed that the GCF is becoming ever-more like the multilateral 
development banks and international private banks that it was meant to provide an 
alternative to. Five of the nine applicants fall in this category. While direct access entities 
should be prioritized, only three of the applicants are national entities with one national 
development bank applying as a regional entity.  

 
• Prioritize Direct Access Entities: For the GCF to fully serve developing countries, the 

Board must ensure that the GCF secretariat “will actively support applications for 
accreditation received from subnational, national, regional public and private entities.”  We 
therefore urge the adoption of a floor of at least 50% direct access to all of the GCF’s 
resources by the end of the Initial Resource Mobilization period (2018), with the aim of 
further increasing this to 75% of new project/program financing by the end of 2020, 

facilitated by sufficient readiness and capacity-building support.  International accredited 
entities must play a role in supporting the capacity-building of local entities for accreditation, 
but must do so transparently and without bias toward existing partners and not crowd out 
national expertise.  

 
• Problems with the vetting process. We are also deeply concerned that the vetting 

process through the Accreditation Panel seems to be more about a check on the mere 

existence of policies and procedures on paper than a verification of the track record of the 
application and the implementation of these policies by the candidate entities. There does 
not seem to have been a thorough consideration – including through third party verification 
by affected people and communities – of their actual impact on the ground. The 
recommended accreditation of the IFC is a case in point: while the IFC’s safeguards policies 
are good on paper – so good in fact that the GCF chose them as its interim safeguards – the 
implementation history of the IFC tells a different story. IFC-supported projects like the 
Santa Rita Hydro-dam in Guatemala , palm oil in Indonesia and Honduras and rubber 
plantations in Cambodia or Lao resulted in significant human rights abuses on the ground 

and show that the IFC has failed repeatedly to provide the necessary due diligence oversight 
in working through financial intermediaries. This was also highlighted by the IFC ‘s Office of 
the Compliance Advisor/Ombudsman (CAO). 

 
• Continued Lack of Transparency. It is an improvement that this time the names of the 

applicants were released – even if only with two weeks’ notice and without addressing the 
problem via an urgently needed revision in the Interim Disclosure Policy.  We urge the Board 

to follow the proposal by the South African Chair to release the names of the applicant 
candidates as soon as the applications are filed, and notify the public at the same time as 
the Board when their applications come up for Board consideration. This would also allow 
for much needed transparency as to who is in the accreditation pipeline and help with a 
more strategic approach to accreditation in support of country ownership in which direct 
access applicant entities must be prioritized and given support as needed.  
 

• Portfolio Shift – Accreditation Accountability:  In order to justify public funding via the 

GCF for international and regional public and private entities seeking accreditation, there 
must be a strong requirement that they have a credible plan in place to rapidly phase out 
ongoing investments in fossil fuels. This must be a consideration for 6 out of the 9 entities 

seeking accreditation at this meeting. As a condition of accreditation, and in order to 



manage reputational risks for the GCF, annual, mid-term and final reviews of the accredited 
entity must assess the extent to which the accredited entity's overall portfolio is shifting 
away from fossil fuels. The Board must closely consider these assessments and take them 
into account when evaluating applications for re-accreditation. 

 

ON INDIVIDUAL APPLICANTS: 
 
Applicant 022, Ministry of Finance and Economic Development of Ethiopia (MOFED): 
 

• Double Standard in Assessment – NIE downgrading . With respect to transparency, 

the summaries of the Accreditation Panel’s assessments provide insufficient information. 

Nevertheless, in reading them we were struck by what seems to be a double-standard in 

assessing direct access/national entities versus multinational public and private banks. While 

a bad track record of international large commercial players by Credit Agricole and HSBC 

does not  seem to lead to severe accreditation conditions by the Accreditation Panel, in 

contrast, the Adaptation Panel downgraded the application of a national entity, the Ethiopian 

Ministry of Finance and Economic Development (MOFED) for a lack of a track record of 

implementing large sums of international funding, although MOFED has experience in 

implementing large domestic funding. If this is the application standard, it will be impossible 

for most national entities to “graduate” to medium and large-scale project categories 

eventually. 

Applicant 024, Development Bank of Southern Africa (DBSA): 

• The recommended accreditation of the Development Bank of Southern Africa (DBSA) as a 

RIE provides an important opportunity to better clarify under what circumstances entities 
can apply for accreditation as regional entities as well as their roles and obligations. 
commensurate with their capabilities which are vastly differing.  When we first discussed the 
option of RIEs, we had regional organizations providing support for the SIDS in mind, but 
now we are seeking accreditation for RIEs with very different capabilities and capacities.  
Therefore, we would like to request that just like for MIEs, GCF-accredited RIEs in a capacity 
to do so should be expected to contribute to the capacity-building of institutions at national 
level in order to increase the number of national entities successfully accredited by the GCF.  

 

Applicants 024, Credit Agricole  and 025, HSBC 

• In reading through the condensed justication of the Accreditation Panel for accreditation 

approval  for both HSBC and Credit Agricole, we were surprised that there was no explit and 

detailed described of the impact that both entities have had in the past on the communities 

in the countries and regions where they invested.  For example, the fact that HSBC has been 

involved, and has been fined record sums, for well-documented involvement in recent 

money laundering and other fiduciary mismanagement scandals, is captured in the 

Accreditation Panel’s summary assessment with the statement:  “The applicant has 

experienced, in recent years, increased costs due to regulatory compliance issues”. The 

summary assessment of both entities also does not address HSBC and Credit Agricole’s bad 

track record with respect to fiduciary compliance, large exposure to coal and other fossil fuel 

financing and weak records of managing social, gender and environmental impacts of their 



lending and preventing harm on the ground. For those reasons, their applications pose 

serious reputational and moral risks to the Bank and should be rejected by the Board. In 

addition , the accreditation of HSBC and Crédit Agricole would run counter to the GCF’s 

intent to be a game-changing institution with country ownership at its core.   

 
Additional points on Strategy on accreditation (progress report) GCF/B.11/Inf.08 

 
• We welcome the focus in the progress report on a strategy on accreditation on the key 

principle of country ownership, the role of the NDAs/focal point in nominating direct access 
entities as well as the acknowledged need to improve the existing imbalance between 
accredited international access and direct access entities in their ability to implement GCF 
funding. This acknowledgement is NOT reflected in the GCF accreditation practice however.  
If the third accreditation batch is approved here in Zambia, all of the entities accredited for 

medium-sized activities and 80% of entities accredited for large-sized activities are 
developed country/international. Thus, the vast majority of GCF resources is expected to 
flow through developed country/international entities.  

 
• The GCF Board is aiming to formulate the strategy only over the coming year (article 14), 

when a wide variety of entities will be accredited. This not only seems very unambitious and 
displays a lack of vision, it also seems unnecessary to wait because the trends in portfolio of 
the different entities are clear. If the GCF does not put extra effort on direct access entities 

getting accredited, there will no wide variety of entities but rather a domination by 
international or large national entities. 

 
• The stated intent to focus on direct access and enhanced direct access for national and 

regional entities operating at scale (Art. 17) does have to be made more explicit in a long-
term accreditation strategy, together with a commitment for more rigorous support under 
the readiness and preparatory support program under priority 3 to prepare potential NIEs, 

where currently only seven national entities are supported (and without transparency about 
what entities are in the accreditation pipeline).  

 
• We should not lose the need for support of sub-national direct entities out of sight, as their 

accreditation will enhance effectiveness (as local actors have knowledge on the types of 
interventions that best fit with their context), broaden the meaning of country ownership 
and increase accountability through the engagement of a wider range of stakeholders, which 

the most vulnerable people and communities benefiting more equitably from GCF resource. 
When focusing on operating at scale by direct access entities , the larger direct access 
entities shouldn’t crowd out support for sub-national access entities. 

 
• We are concerned that in the interest of accrediting a continuous stream of applicants the 

Secretariat is contemplating in the name of efficiency to use third-party evidence for a 
broader range of information to accelerate the accreditation process.  Without transparency 

about which third-party evidence is used for which part of the application process and which 
third parties might not be considered, such a process could lead to a significant weakening 
of due diligence, for example with respect to implementation track record of an entity’s 
impact on the ground.  In contrast, disclosing the names of the applicant entities right after 
submittal of the application would allow for some third-party verification of their track record 
that includes civil society and affected communities. 

 



• Moreover, the already accredited entities seem to gain a lot of power in the formulation and 
later reformulation of the reporting requirements as formulated in the Monitoring and 
Accountability Framework (article 22), as they are consulted in the drafting of the current 

Accreditation Master Agreements. In addition, the first accredited entities are not a 
widespread variety of different types of entities. Concerns can be raised on the mandate for 
this first group of AEs. 

 
• Lastly , an increasing number of accredited entities has to be accompanied by an increased 

capacity by the Secretariat to provide due diligence in the oversight of those accredited 
entities and their work, including by helping accredited entities to address weaknesses in 
project implementation early.   

 


