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We welcome the report that spells out some good actions already undertaken by the Secretariat to 

increase funding proposals from direct access entities- including the empowering direct access 

workshops, hands-on technical support, operationalization of the Project Preparation Facility and the 

establishment of a pool of experts to support DAEs in funding proposal development.  However, we do 

think there is a need to ensure that DAEs are aware that this option exist and that consultants have 

appropriate expertise on local and regional context, mitigation and adaptation projects and safeguard 

related matters.  

We take note that the planned activities by the Secretariat are good but availability of information 

documents in other UN languages other than English could contribute substantially to a better 

understanding of GCF policies and procedures.  

In order to increase the amount of proposals that come from DAEs, we believe that it is necessary to 

analyze their accreditation conditions and further guide entities on the type of activities that they could 

support under the conditions they have, for the design of GCF projects/programs in a particular 

country. This is particularly relevant for mitigation related activities proposed by Direct Access Entities 

that can only engaged in Cat C type projects/programs and that are only eligible to access and deploy 

grants for that matter. For example, many DAEs are disregarded for their mitigation contributions 

because they are unable to provide “scalable solutions that reduce large amounts of CO2”. 

The survey is a good tool to understand challenges, barriers and gaps and should also be employed 

again to monitor how adjustments and planned actions have contributed to improve the situation. 

However, we found that the survey tool only selectively allowed qualitative answers in some questions 

and not on others that limits qualitative answers that otherwise can be provided by the respondents. 

We also find the report a bit lacking about the perspectives that the civil society active observers have 

provided and otherwise be reflected in the report  

We find that proposed decision not concrete and ambitious enough. For example, the envisioned share 

of 50% DAE requests to the reflects the current levels of PPF share of DAEs as of now. International 

entities should be requested to indicate concretely how they plan to support DAEs, as well as to report 

on how they have done this in the past. Likewise, setting targets for future DAE requests to the Project 

Preparation Facility (PPF) is helpful to serve as an orientation.  

Similarly, setting targets for the amount of DAE funding proposals in the overall GCF portfolio is useful 

and signals the importance and relevance given to direct access however, we think that the envisioned 

share of 30% DAE funding proposed in the overall GCF portfolio is not ambitious enough and is only a 

5% increase over the current status quo (as of now 25% of all approved GCF projects come from 

DAEs). Furthermore, beyond just having a target share for the amount of projects, there should also be 

a target share for the amount of funding allocated to DAE funding proposals. 


