
CSO Comments on Consideration of Accreditation Applications (BM10, July 2015) 
  
1. Transparency: We remain deeply troubled by the lack of transparency in the accreditation process. 
The process needs to  provide timely disclosure of the identity of and information on the applicants at a 
minimum after they are vetted by the Accreditation Panel but before Board approval,  in line with good 

practice such as the Adaptation Fund's process.   Public engagement is crucial, particularly around 
issues of track record, and the Accreditation Panel should be able to reach out to local stakeholders for 
third party verification. We note the limitations of the interim disclosure policy (in particular para. 
26) and strongly urge the Board to change these rules in the final information disclosure policy to be 
adopted in November. 
  
2. Track record:   An entity’s track record provides important insight into how the entity  implements 
the policies and procedures that it has in place. The GCF needs to pay special attention to the 
investment portfolios and reputation of entities it accredits. For instance, the GCF should not accredit 

public or private entities with negative human rights records. The Board has also explicitely decided, in 
the guiding framework for the accreditation process, that a "consistent and positive track record [...] in 
areas relevant to the Fund’s objectives and initial results areas" should be assessed in the first step of 
the accreditation process. This makes climate track record one of the crucial criteria -  which means for 
instance that entities whose financing for fossil fuels exceeds their support for renewable energy and 
efficiency should not be accredited. There needs to be more transparency and consultation with the 
public in order to bring relevant issues to light. Third-party evidence that covers the full portfolio of an 
applicant's activities needs to be consulted. For instance, in the case of one applicant before the Board 
today, the only external evidence referenced are the websites of financial peer institutions and climate-

friendly investment funds the applicant invests in. That is far from sufficient. Additional sources that 
would need to be studied before making a decision include, for instance, websites of civil society 
networks tracking problematic investments as well as recent reports or that benchmark banks against 
the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights. If, for example, such reports showed an 
applicant to be among the world's top 10 coal financiers while having a weak human rights record, that 
would be a significant reputational risk that the Board needs to be made aware of. 

3. Careful  Consideration of Applications: Considering applications as a package, rather than 
considering each application individually on its own merit sets a bad precedent for the GCF and does 
undercut the accountability of the Board. Particularly for high risk categories (such as A and B), the 

Board should carefully deliberate each application. Note that among the group of 13 applicants for 
approval here7 applications are for category A and 4 are for category B. For instance, we know that 
one of the applicants that has applied for category A projects and programs, has 50% of their portolio 
dedicated to large infrastructure projects and there is little evidence of their capacity to assess, monitor 
and prevent irreversible environmental and social impacts. They also lack of a clear policy on 
information disclosure with minimum standards of transparency that are essential for demonstrating 
sound governance. The application of their environmental and social safeguards and evaluation policies 
depend largely on their clients meeting their own national laws,  with little demonstrated commitment 
to avoiding irreversible harms. Other applicants asking for category A accreditation, have only recently 
implemented policies, having no track record that demonstrates capacity to assess  implementation and 

oversight. This is crucial for category A accreditation 
  
4. Lack of Clarity on what has been Assessed:  In the summary of applicants sent to the Board, there 
are gaps in information that make it unclear if basic standards have been assessed. For example, anti 
money-laundering, a basic fiduciary standard, is only referenced in 7 of the 13 applications. Whistle-
blower protection is not referenced at all. "Zero tolerance for fraud" and assessment 



of procurement policiesis only referenced in some applications. Thus, it appears that the assessment is 
not complete or comprehensive. This also extends to the requirement of decision B.08/03 , para (j) for 
international entities applying for fast-track to have their application assessed against theirstated intent 
to support the strengthening of capacities of potential direct access entities. The assessment reports 
does not capture this requirement. We would suggest that the Secretariat could provide a table or 

matrix to demonstrate assessment against all relevant standards. 
  

5. Obligation to support national entities: Any accredited international entity should be required to 
support national designated authorities, focal points and national and regional entities with a view to 
enabling their accreditation. We welcome the suggested decision that would clarify this obligation and 
request regular reporting on measurable results of this support. 
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