
CSO Comments on the Investment Framework (BM9, March 2015) 

* We have a lot of comments on this issue; our intervention will focus on the top level points 
and we will follow up with more detailed comments and text suggestions. Especially, for the 
activity specific sub criteria and indicative assessment factors in Annex II and the benchmarks 
in Annex III. 

* We are concerned that paragraph (a) of the Decision suggests that “any national, economic, 
and sector-wide sub-criteria can be used only at the discretion of the recipient countries.” We 
see the role of investment sub-criteria and indicators as ensuring high quality projects, 
consistent with applying the investment framework. Deleting this clause would not undermine 
country ownership. Indeed, country ownership (including adequate stakeholder consultation) 
is an important part of the investment framework, and we also note that “varying country 
needs, circumstances and capacities, sectoral and technological contexts” is already provided 
in paragraph (c) of the decision.  

* In paragraph (b) of the decision, we support the idea of establishing indicative benchmarks. 
However, the benchmarks as currently presented in Annex III.A require amendments before 
being adopted here. The current suggestions are vague and lack ambition. The benchmarks 
should be flexible and indicative, and not necessarily be ‘gatekeepers’ for 
eligibility/advancement in the proposal assessment process. If benchmarks are agreed, they 
should be subject to a time-bound and formal review process, with meaningful engagement of 
civil society. We propose that paragraph (b) be replaced with: 

The Board requests the Secretariat to initiate a formal process to identify relevant indicative 
benchmarks that have scientific value to be presented to the Board at its 10th meeting. This 
process must include consultation with civil society, the private sector, and other stakeholders.  

* We are particularly concerned that, in order to deliver on the ultimate objective of the 
UNFCCC and the mission of the GCF, the GCF should not finance any activities that exacerbate 
climate change. This is also necessary to avoid reputational risk that the GCF would incur were 
it to fund activities that contribute to climate change, such as natural gas. We would support 
an exclusion list for the GCF – which is a common practice amongst international financial 
institutions – that explicitly bans support for fossil fuels. 

* The sub-criteria should rule out climate-polluting energy generation and rule in climate-and-
development-friendly energy generation and utilization. For example, under the criterion of 
‘impact potential’ - for power generation, indicative assessment factors should include CO2 
emissions performance standard of no more than 200gCO2/kWh, energy conversion efficiency 
of any fossil plant of no less than 60%, water withdrawal and/or consumption of primary 
energy production substantially below 100 liters per ton of oil equivalents, and water use of 
cooling technologies of all power/heat production processes below 10 liters/MWH. 



* Similarly, pro-poor scale-up of clean energy access, and energy conservation and efficiency 
in all areas of energy consumption, must be incentivized. Indicative assessment factors for 
impact potential with regards to electricity access should be based on percentages of the 
population with electricity access and access to modern cooking solutions according to the 
global tracking framework developed for the Sustainable for Energy for All (SE4ALL) initiative, 
which takes an innovative “multi-tier” approach to defining access.  
 
* Further, while we favour Option A over Option B, we are concerned that there is not enough 
clarity around the proposed assessment methodology and process. Thus, we recommend that 
the decision by the Board:  

Requests the Secretariat to further develop the initial assessment methodology outlined in 
Annex III.A, which should be used by the Secretariat and the Technical Advisory Panel to 
conduct technical assessments of funding proposals, provided that the assessment 
methodology and how they will be utilized are developed through a public call for input and 
meaningful consultation with civil society, the private sector and other stakeholders.  


