
CSO Comments on Co-Financing (BM21, October 2018) 

 
The policy (annex 2) which is the operative part of the decision is very similar to what’s in B.20 and our 
talking points still apply. The additional points (e.g. Annex 2 paragraph 9(e) and (f), and paragraph 14 are 
welcome. 

 
• The objective of achieving greater consistency between proposals on co-financing is welcome, 

although we regret that the policy does not take into account important non-financial 
contributions, for example in-kind contributions of communities in securing project sustainability 
through operations and maintenance. As mentioned on p.18, the GEF already has a means to 
add these to the balance sheet of a project proposal.   
 

• We would like to underline the importance of Annex 2 paragraph 4, which states that “In the 
implementation of this policy, the Secretariat will avoid imposing a minimum threshold and/or 
specific co-financing sources” as part of the assessment process. 
 

• It is important to be clear that co-financing should not become an implicit requirement for 

proposal consideration. The guiding principle that “GCF should avoid using co-financing metrics 
as stand-alone targets” and the criteria that co-finance should be “consistent with the objectives 
of GCF” as expressed in the policy need to serve as important check to avoid this.  
 

• The suggestion that “Where GCF funding is covering the incremental costs of a project, the non-
climate related costs should be provided by co-financing” seems too rigid. The phrasing implies 
a hard distinction between “incremental” and “full cost” financing that is not so simple, in 
practice. There should not be any restriction of “full cost” financing to a handful of proposal 

types (eg. capacity building), but it should be considered for any project type on a case-by-case 
basis. With a de facto mandatory requirement for co-finance, many countries with low 
capacities, including the LDCs, may not be able to generate funding proposals or feel pressured 
to rely on loans as a part of the co-finance. This needs to be avoided. 
 

• We welcome the clarity of the definitions of co-financing (and the methodology for calculating 
it), although in practice it is likely that they would lead to inflated claims about the level of 

financing “leveraged” by GCF investments (causality is often asserted rather than proven). 
 
• Finally, as the decision (annex I (c) ) requests capacity building for accredited entities on co-

financing to be included in the readiness and preparatory support programme, it is important 
that adequate budgetary commitments are made so that this does not displace other activities 
covered by that programme. 


