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In general, the idea of developing “operational guidance” to make the very variable reporting standards 
in project proposals more consistent seems welcome. However, it would be preferable to simply 
request the Secretariat to develop such guidance at this stage, without already deciding on new (and 

relatively undefined) distinctions on which “expedited eligibility” would be based. In other words, the 
Board should decide in the draft decision on Annex I clause (a) but delay decision and action on 
clauses (b)-(f), such as the proposal to already start with the update the proposal template as 
suggested in clause (f), until the guidance is presented at B.21. 

 
Developing the guidance first and delaying a development of a positive list approach for expedited 
eligibility would also give the Board time to deal with related issues and policies yet to be agreed, such 
as on incremental cost, to allow for proper sequencing (as Omar mentioned). Developing "criteria to 
define "incremental" activities related to climate change" and "guidance on how to estimate climate 

change benefits" as suggested in the draft decision, should not be addressed here, but in the separate 
discussion on the "incremental cost methodology". Further, how the Secretariat proposes to define 
“climate vulnerability”, and what it considers to be the appropriate use of country classifications to 
differentiate between GCF recipient countries are potentially controversial issues that require greater 
clarity before proceeding. 
 
We are particularly concerned that “positive lists” , should  they be developed, not be treated as a de 
facto standard, making it more difficult for projects that require grants or a high level of concessionality 
to be considered eligible for GCF funding.  Positive lists could have positive impacts if they mainly serve 

to reduce the burden for entities for broad groups of projects where they would not have to justify the 
required concessionality anymore. But the indicative nature of this exercise, and the continued ability 
to match funding to particular needs should be stressed and has to agreed upon by everyone involved 
in project assessment (Secretariat, iTAP, Board).  
 
In developing its Guidance on public sector proposals, the Secretariat should be particularly sensitive to 
country indebtedness. We associate with the idea, mentioned in the paper, that public sector projects 
in heavily indebted countries should be supported by grant instruments. 

The Secretariat’s proposed guidance document should be sensitive to the fact that the GCF is part of 

the Financial Mechanism of the UNFCCC, and that this allows for the provision of full and incremental 
cost financing to any of the developing countries eligible to receive GCF funding; this was also 
reiterated in the guidance by COP24 to the GCF. Creating more consistent rules should not compromise 
the possibility of grant financing to projects in any country eligible to receive GCF funds – in recognition 
of the complexities of climate vulnerability, as well as inequalities that exist within countries.  

When drawing up new guidelines, it is also important to recognize that the use of “blended 
concessional finance” has risks as well as benefits – as highlighted by studies done by CSOs—[Eurodad and other 

civil society groups such as http://www.eurodad.org/Entries/view/1546844/2017/11/21/Mixed-messages-the-rhetoric-and-the-reality-of-using-blended-finance-to-leave-no-one-behind ).  
 

Notably, blended finance should not be encouraged at the expense of projects that serve multiple 
social benefits – such as enhancing gender equality or those that integrate a “pro-poor” dimension. 

Blended finance has also been used to benefit the private sector in donor countries, at the expense of 
local development. The potential impacts of blended finance on GCF “co-benefits” should also be 
considered as part of the proposed guidance. 
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