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We welcome the options presented to manage the remaining commitment authority of the GCF. While 
these need further study and elaboration, we agree that prioritization and screening of funding 
proposals is necessary. A clear signal by the Board should be set on the expectation to not only 
maximize the potential for impact and transformational change supported by the remaining funds of 
the GCF, but also to address existing imbalances in the portfolio as well as to further elevate and 

improve the quality of projects that will be supported by the Fund in the long run.  A guiding criteria for 
civil society in this regard will be the extent to which projects approved under the remaining 
commitment authority over the next year will prioritize multiple benefit approaches in direct 
support of affected people and communities.  
 
If these criteria and priorities were already applied to the batch of 20 proposals under consideration 
here in Bahrain, then a number of the programmatic financial intermediation financing proposals 
offered by accredited DFIs and MDBs should not be approved here at B.21.  This would not only 
increase the remaining commitment authority of the Fund for 2019 quite substantially, it would also be 

a first step in addressing the fact that already before the proposals considered at B.21 committed GCF 
funding channeled through international access entities accounted for 84 percent of total GCF funding 
with direct access entities having received only 16 percent of approved GCF funding so far.  
 
If all 17 proposals by international access entities under consideration here in Bahrain are approved, 
this GCF portfolio imbalance will grow to 92% of the Funds’ financial commitment going through 
international access entities with just 8% to be disbursed through direct access.  
 
We therefore strongly support options that prioritize funding proposals based on parameters that will 

address the imbalance between mitigation and adaptation projects, as well as the imbalance between 
small and large entities. The GCF is all about country ownership, direct access, and prioritizing the 
needs of the people.  
 
In light of this we would support a clear commitment by the Board here today to ask for a prioritization 
of direct access proposals to be brought for the Boards consideration, including under the pilot 
schemes for the Simplified Approval Process and the Enhanced Direct Access Process. The latter should 
be explicitly added under para. (g) (iv) in the draft decision.   
 
While we think that establishing set-asides for requests for  proposals and/or other pilot programmes 

are useful, we would urge a balanced consideration of funding proposals in 2019. We would want to 
ensure that, for example, the large size of the RFPs for REDD+ results based payments and Mobilizing 
Funding for Scale does not ultimately leave little room for consideration of proposals under the EDA 
pilot and the RFP on MSMEs.  In the case of the consideration of REDD+ proposals considered in 2019, 
their effect on the regional distribution of GCF resources must be taken into account.   
 
Lastly, we recognize the crucial role that the secretariat is taking in developing and implementing these 
options. In line with the Fund’s commitment to transparency and accountability, we hope all actions 
taken by the Secretariat, including the development of tools like the Investment Criteria Scorecards and 

Project Success Ratings, will be transparent and allow for active stakeholder participation. 


