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• The Accreditation Strategy reads more like a progress report than an actual strategy. The 
document is devoid of a clear action plan on how to address the challenges raised. 

• The Accreditation Strategy should include the transparent and immediate prioritization of national 
and regional developing country public sector institutions, with unambiguous directions for the 

Accreditation Panel and Secretariat as to how to do so.  
 

Relying on other means of fast-tracking is not a viable solution to contending with the long 
accreditation queue and some of the accreditation challenges of national applicant entities. Such 
fast-tracking might actually further favor the accreditation of international access entities (for 
example from the private sector). 

• The strategy should categorically exclude certain types of applicants from eligibility for 
accreditation, including export credit agencies. 
 

• The lack of a clear definition of direct access, regional access, and international access has led to 
serious confusion. The accreditation strategy should provide clear definitions. Direct access entities 
should be defined as domestic institutions based in developing countries that focus on 
implementing activities in that same country. Regional direct access entities should be limited to 
specific circumstances, like those of SIDS, where it is not possible to have national entities in 
individual countries. Outside of these specific circumstances, all other entities – whether from 
developed or developing countries - that wish to implement GCF activities in multiple countries can 
be considered via the international access track. The goal is not to create a new set of developing 

country intermediaries, but rather to enable actual direct access to finance for domestic institutions. 

• We strongly support the incorporation of third-party evidence for the vetting of all AE applicants 
(i.e. there is no reason this would be less relevant for international access entities, as the draft 
strategy implies). We note, however, that in order to enable third party due diligence, there must 
be (1) a clear process established to incorporate stakeholder feedback, and (2) transparency of the 
accreditation pipeline, without which it will not be possible to provide comments. 
 
To that end, the Board should make public the applications for accreditation as soon as they are 
filed. Transparency in the accreditation pipeline will also allow for better vetting of potential gaps in 

geographic coverage, sectors and thematic expertise; ability to reach diverse partners; and a more 
targeted approach to accreditation.  

• The accreditation strategy needs to give a far more prominent role to NDAs. Under “enhancing 
country ownership” – it is the NDAs that should drive the choice of accredited entities in their own 
respective countries. They should identify which entities are a good fit to advance GCF objectives 
and nominate such entities for accreditation. The role of the NDA should be far more extensive 
than the provider of the no-objection letter.  

 
That said, it is encouraging to see the recognition, anchored in the accreditation strategy text, that 

country ownership is more than government ownership, including among others, ownership by 
Indigenous Peoples. NDAs should coordinate meaningful engagement with stakeholders, including 
through coordination of best practice stakeholder consultation, to help drive the selection process 
of entities for accreditation. 
 



• We would like to flag a particular concern in that the rights of indigenous peoples are not 
recognized in many countries. We therefore call for the GCF to prepare guidance for NDAs and AEs 
on how to fully and effectively engage indigenous peoples and properly apply Free Prior and 

Informed Consent (FPIC) on the basis of available proven best practice followed by other entities, 
such as UNREDD or the Adaptation Fund. Specifically, the accreditation strategy should spell out 
that AEs should reach out not only to indigenous peoples’ organizations but also to IP communities 
that might be directly affected or engaged in projects or programs. Likewise, third party verification 
of AEs should include indigenous peoples’ communities. 
 

• We agree that an AE should have a proven track record of consultation with stakeholders. 

However, there must be specific policy guidance for the AP and Sec’t with regard to how to assess 
the track of record of an AE.  
 

• We are heartened to see the reference to 1.5 °C, in line with the objectives set out by Article 2.1 of 
the Paris Agreement. But the accreditation strategy should require institutions, prior to getting 
accredited, to have a clear policy statement to align their overall financing portfolios with the 
objectives of the Paris Agreement and of the GCF, including a commitment to divest from fossil 

fuels. 

• We oppose requiring a commitment to “internationally competitive and open procurement” for 
developing country AEs. While this precondition may make sense for international entities, it is a 
major problem for national public sector entities and is contrary to country ownership and 
sustainable development. Such a condition would prohibit a national public sector entity from 
preferring local sources for goods and services. In some countries, for example Malaysia and South 
Africa, some national entities give preferences to local companies to ensure the empowerment of 
economically disadvantaged communities like Malays or blacks.  

• Under the heading of “effectiveness in supporting a paradigm shift,” the promotion of financial 

leveraging is the first item listed. But financial leverage is not actually a measure of paradigm shift. 
At its most basic level, a paradigm shift must actually be based on whether the mitigation and 
adaptation needs of people in developing countries are being met.  

• The document states that the fit-for-purpose approach is a hallmark for the GCF. Until now, this fit-
for-purpose approach has been very challenging for national, not to mention local, organizations 
seeking accreditation. Guidance on how to improve the ability for sub-national and local 
organizations to gain accreditation should be considered.  

 
• Finally, to improve the accreditation process, the GCF should establish regional offices/hubs. This 

would add heft in terms of greater country/region expertise and capacity, and would better 
facilitate real-time interactions.   

 


