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We welcome the executive summary of the report reviewing the structure and effectiveness of the 

ITAP.  We agree with a number of the findings, including the recommendation for the immediate 

development of a roster of experts to support ITAP members and the need to ensure that the 

investment criteria and sub criteria are addressed consistently and comprehensively through a 

structured uniformly applied review template. This will also help in highlighting missing or insufficiently 

addressed elements of proposals.  However, we share the Secretariat's concern that prioritizing certain 

investment criteria over the other could have severe implications on considering funding proposals as a 

whole and would therefore strongly advise against it. 

As the assessment has highlighted and as civil society have repeatedly pointed out, currently there is 

an apparent lack of specialized social development and gender expertise in the ITAP.  The gender 

integration of proposals, stakeholder engagement processes or expected social benefits are often not 

sufficiently and consistently reviewed in current individual ITAP assessments. While bringing in select 

missing sector or regional expertise through a roster of expert would be welcome, gender and social 

development expertise should be part of the core technical expertise represented by the ITAP. Adding 

such expertise, also in line with the mandate under the new proposed Gender and Social Inclusion 

policy we hope to approve here, should be a priority, for example by expanding the number of ITAP 

members as well as the number of reviewers for each proposal assessment. 

We support the recommendation by the assessment that the ITAP should be given more time to 

complete assessments and have an opportunity to engage at an earlier stage of in the approval 

process. The latter could be particularly helpful for direct access entity proposals. The ITAP’s  

evaluation of proposals needs to be grounded in how the GCF investment can bring value to the local 

context and that might sometimes include in-country visits. While the principle for ITAP to assess all 

funding proposals should be maintained, the review should also be used as an opportunity to discuss 

whether the assessments of proposals structured under EDA and SAP could allow for an differentiated 

approach in evaluation vis-à-vis standard funding proposals, taking for example into account that the 

core function of EDA is devolving and localizing funding decisions.   

Lastly, the suggestion that the Secretariat consults with the ITAP in the development of 

project sectoral guidance, which we welcome, should go hand-in-hand with broadening the 

specialized sector, gender, social, and environmental technical expertise represented in the 

ITAP itself.  

 


