
CSO Comments on Strategy on Accreditation (BM13, June 2016) 

(not delivered as decision deferred to BM14, but submitted to GCF Secretariat) 
 
As we have said many times, there is an urgent need to greatly expedite the accreditation of direct 

access entities. It is also clear that there needs to be a clear process of prioritization within the 
long AE applicant queue. Expanding the eligibility for fast-tracking, as the document suggests, is 

not what is needed. An open-ended process of permanent expansion is likely to be unsustainable 
and will make staffing and support challenging. 

 
In addition, a clear definition is needed for what entities are considered “direct access.” Direct 

access entities should be domestic institutions based in developing countries that focus on 

implementing activities in that same country. Regional direct access entities should be limited to 
specific circumstances, like those of SIDS, where it is not possible to have national entities in 

individual countries. Outside of these specific circumstances, developing country entities that wish 
to implement GCF activities in multiple countries can be considered on the international access 

track. The goal is not to create a new set of developing country intermediaries, but rather to 
enable actual direct access to finance for domestic institutions. 

 
To facilitate a more efficient and effective accreditation process and for the sake of transparency, 

the Board should make public the applications for accreditation as soon as they are filed. 
Transparency in the accreditation pipeline will allow for better vetting of potential gaps in 

geographic coverage, sectors and thematic expertise; ability to reach diverse partners; and a more 
targeted approach to accreditation.  

 
We disagree with the implication of para 48 -- that LDCs are better off relying on the services of 

regional and international entities. Cost-effectiveness should (if at all) only play a subordinate role 
when assessing the most suitable channels for accessing funds for LDCs.  Some short-term cost 

benefits from going this route do not make up for the missed opportunity to strengthen domestic 
institutions, and with that, country-ownership. 

 
We support the exclusion of export credit agencies from accreditation by the GCF. By design, they 

are meant to promote exports and job creation in the home country rather than the recipient 

country. This is inconsistent with, and may be in direct conflict with, the mission and core 
principles of the GCF, including promoting country ownership, local sustainable development 

benefits, the efficient use of GCF resources, and the Fund's international competitive bidding 
requirements. 

 
We believe that institutions that are involved in funding fossil fuels are not compatible with the 

GCF's vision and mission and should not be accredited. We have raised this concern in the past, 
and the Board has decided to accredit institutions which finance fossil fuels anyway. However, the 

argument has been that for those institutions, fossil fuels were only a small part of their portfolio. 
We would therefore like to know where the threshold is - how much fossil fuel financing is too 

much for the GCF? The accreditation strategy should clarify this.  
 

Furthermore, the accreditation strategy should state clearly that in order to be accredited, 
institutions must have a clear policy statement to align their overall financing portfolios with the 



objectives of the Paris Agreement and of the GCF, including a commitment to divest from fossil 
fuels. 

 
We do not agree with the exclusion of municipalities from accreditation. Para 41 of the Governing 

Instrument specifically allows for the accreditation of sub-national entities, municipalities can play 
a vital role in providing basic services to local populations, and increasing resilience in cities is one 

of the GCF's result areas. Building capacity and engagement of local government institutions is also 
likely to be a key part of enabling enhanced direct access. 

 
On business associations, we need a better understanding of what this refers to and whether we 

are talking about business associations which are meant to benefit international private sector or 
the private sector of developing countries.  

 
With regard to country ownership, we find the accreditation strategy to be lacking. NDAs should be 

in the driver’s seat, steering GCF activities in their respective countries, rather than the reliance on 
AEs seemingly supported by the accreditation strategy. Further, effective stakeholder engagement 

should not be an add-on in this process, but part of its DNA. 
 

Similarly, country ownership is far more than government ownership. Country ownership includes 
local communities, civil society, women’s groups, Indigenous Peoples organizations, 

municipal/village-level governments, etc. Meaningful input by these stakeholders should be an 

essential part of the selection of entities to be accredited. This should be made clear in the 
accreditation strategy.  

 
To that end, we have called for a review of the ways of working of the Accreditation Panel. To that 

end, we are glad to see a recommendation for the development of modalities for third party 
evidence. But glaringly missing is any reference to third party evidence from communities 

negatively impacted by the activities of an accreditation applicant, as well as civil society 
organizations.  

 
We welcome the report at BM14 by the AP on progress made toward establishing a baseline for 

the whole portfolio of AEs in accordance with decision B.12/30. We encourage the AP to proceed 
quickly to develop methodologies in line with the state-of-the-art practice. To that end, the 

Secretariat should expeditiously issue a call for submissions from observer organizations. 
 

The establishment of baselines and monitoring of portfolio shifts should be fit for purpose, with 
particular attention given to large financial institutions with extensive portfolios relevant to climate 

change mitigation and adaptation. Baselines should account for investments that both positively 
and negatively impact the transition to low emissions and climate resilient development pathways. 


