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Priority comments 

• The suggested allocation of 50% of readiness and preparatory support to an initial 

project/programme pipeline is inappropriate. Given the very limited contributions for 
readiness by donor countries, it is inappropriate to spend this money on anything other than 
supporting countries to build national climate strategies, NDAs, focal points, and strong 
mechanisms for inter-ministerial coordination and gender-sensitive multi-stakeholder 
engagement.  The priority is establishing and developing the capacity of these institutions.  

 

• The readiness framework of GCF could be designed to work across countries with different 

readiness levels. A 'readiness ladder' based approach will offer bespoke readiness support 
based on countries stage of development, as using a ‘one-fits-all’ approach to readiness 
support will not work. 

 

• If readiness support will be provided to the private sector, it needs to solely prioritize 
activities with micro, small and medium enterprises to get them ready to engage with the 

Fund. This could include capacity development for local intermediaries, as well as programs 
to build technical capacity of local manufacturers, suppliers, distributors and technicians. In 
keeping with a gender-sensitive approach, it could also include addressing the cultural and 
gender-based barriers for women entrepreneurs (the majority of them in MSMEs or the 
informal sector) to obtain finance for climate-related investments. 

 

• The Private Sector Advisory Group (PSAG) should not have a role in advising on private 
sector readiness support. This is an overreach of their role, and may constitute a conflict of 

interests since at least 8 members of the PSAG may be eligible to access PS readiness 
funding. 

 

• Scoping and support missions should work with local experts – both for cost savings, but 
more importantly to help strengthen country ownership. There is no need to restrict service 
providers to consultancy companies - experts from civil society and local entities must also 
be involved. Accordingly, the country that is receiving support should identify what expertise 

is most needed, and approve the selection of service providers. 

 

• We are worried about the oversized role of the Secretariat. There should be a more 
democratic and participatory approach to deciding what countries and what activities within 
countries receive readiness fund and preparatory support. The Secretariat should mainly 
play a coordinating and knowledge-sharing role. The Secretariat should enable learning 
from, building on and/or revising existing initiatives, with the goal of identifying their 

shortcomings and exploring ways of strengthening them. 

 
 

Additional comments 
• Agreeing a decision on readiness here sends an important signal that the GCF is progressing 

towards operationalisation and that countries can now request resources to strengthen 

relevant capacity. However, readiness must not be seen as, nor become, a precondition for 
accessing the GCF, rather countries will have their own specific requirements based on their 
existing capacity and arrangements. 

 



• Readiness and preparatory support needs to be understood as an ongoing process that is 
fundamental to ensure transformational change, rather than support that is only provided 
once. 

 
• The participating countries will be at very different stages of addressing their climate risks, 

so using a ‘one-fits-all’ approach to readiness support will not work. The GCF should  
therefore be designed to work across countries with different readiness levels. A 'readiness 
ladder' based approach will offer bespoke readiness support based on countries stage of 
development. For example, higher technical assistance is needed for countries with no or 
nascent policy and institutional systems; a moderate readiness assistance is needed for 

countries with some adhoc systems (but evolving); and low readiness support could be 
offered to countries with advanced systems. 

 
• While having a national strategic framework in place should not be mandatory, setting up a 

process, including gender-sensitive multistakeholder engagement, to arrive at such a 
framework is crucial. All readiness support has to include support for this.  

 

• Supporting NDA/focal point, national strategies and IE and intermediary is clearly spelled out 
in the Paris decision on readiness. The fourth area on project/program pipeline support is 
not one of the aspects decided for readiness support in Paris. The current readiness paper 
states that the secretariat will provide readiness grants to help pay for developing proposals 
in “priority” projects and programs. However, in order to identify “priorities”, we would need 
to have the Board decision on the project approval process and robust mechanisms to 
identify country priorities first. While there is a need to support the development of fundable 
proposals, most of the readiness support should therefore not be spent on pipeline 

development. At this point, building the necessary institutions and processes is most 
important in order to create the capacity to develop proposals that are truly country-led and 
transformative.  


