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Green Cities Facility 
 
Before discussing the specifics of this proposal, we would like to point out that EBRD is already the 
largest recipient of GCF funding with a total approved funding volume of $732 million or 20% of the 
total committed resources to date. With this proposal, EBRD is again requesting a very large amount 
over several tranches, which would bring the total amount this one entity would receive from the GCF 
to close to $1 billion. Given the concentration risk and the limited commitment authority the GCF 
currently has, the Board should carefully consider whether is wise at this point to approve an additional 

$264 million for EBRD for this financing facility. 
 
We would also point out that a thorough assessment of the proposal is impossible, given how broad 
and unspecific it is. We do not know in which of the listed countries the programme will actually be 
implemented, nor in which cities, nor which infrastructure projects will be funded. The proposal 
mentions a “confidential annex” on some of the proposed component projects – we request that this 
annex be made public and do not accept the AE’s explanation that since those projects involve PPPs 
with proprietary private sector information that those details have to be kept confidential.  
 

Likewise, we expect that the list of eligibility criteria to be developed will be made public. Strong 
criteria are needed to exclude projects that pose unacceptable environmental and social risk in areas 
such as waste incineration, landfills of toxic wastes or large-scale water processing. In this context we 
appreciate the EBRD providing clarification that it has submitted an Addendum to this Funding Proposal 
relating to the first tranche clarifying that Category A private-sector projects will not be financed and 
that public Category A projects will comply with the 120 prior disclosure. We would ask for this 
disclosure to not just happen on the EBRD’s website, but also on the GCF’s one. We will also expect the 
EBRD to make good of its promise in response to CSO concerns that all public disclosure documents for 
sub-projects under the Facility will identify whether GCF funding is involved. We hope that this allays 

civil society concerns regarding transparency of EBRD sub-projects. 
We welcome a focus on sustainable urban development and integrated planning processes that allow 
for meaningful stakeholder input. However, the documents in front of the Board seem to be overselling 
what the proposal can actually achieve: 
 
First, the proposal appears to substantially over-estimate the number of people to be served by the 
Facility, quoting 23 million people as indirect beneficiaries, or 50% of the population in all urban areas 
in the 9 countries. If we assume that the proposal would be implemented in the most populated city in 
each of the nine countries plus, as the tenth city, the second most-populated city in the region, it 

would reach a total of under 11 million inhabitants. Even this would be an overly generous estimate, 
given that not every inhabitant would necessarily benefit from around two infrastructure projects per 
city. 
 
Second, the Green City Action Plan is characterized as a “well-developed and tested methodology”. We 
found that only three GCAPs have been finalized so far (two in 2017 and one in 2018) and 
correspondingly, their implementation must be in the earliest phases. This proposal is scaling up - to a 
very large scale - a relatively new approach. The Board should be aware of the risks that come with 
such an approach. 

 



Third, the Secretariat has not accurately summarized the proposal. For instance, the Secretariat review 
states that the cities will work to “eliminate the concept of waste, as they are based on a closed-loop 
ecosystem with significant recycling, reusing, remanufacturing and composting.”  But the idea of a 
closed-loop system, which is indeed admirable, is not presented in the proposal and is not synonymous 
with sustainable waste management, which is presented.  

 
In order to make sub-projects financially sustainable, the proposal envisions potential increases in 
tariffs and user fees. Through appropriate conditions, the Board should make sure that there are 
mechanisms in place to avoid unaffordable tariff increases and support low-income groups. 
 
We are also concerned about the exclusive focus on large infrastructure subprojects, which fails to 
reflect broader concepts of sustainability and local, community-centred approaches that need to be 
integrated into the larger planning processes of cities. Food systems, for example, contribute highly to 
a city’s carbon footprint, yet the word food does not appear once. Promoting locally-sourced food and 

cultivating local food systems is central to understanding the sustainability of a city. In general, 
production and consumption remain un-addressed. Green City Action Plans should reflect a broader 
understanding of sustainability, including non-infrastructure projects and small scale, neighbourhood 
oriented interventions.  
 
Lastly, while there is a thorough gender analysis and an accompanying gender action plan, the 
budgetary expenditures for its implementation are over focused on expenditures for consultants, 
including travel, airport pick-up or per diem. What is missing is a clear allocation of funding under the 
gender action plan for the contribution and direct agency of local women’s groups and neighbourhood 

associations, for example through an included small grant facility component.  
 


