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Transforming Financial Systems for Climate 
 
Civil society is deeply uncomfortable with this large scale financial intermediation program that is 
essentially – despite its ambitious name – a series of credit facility agreements with  up to 40 public 
and commercial banking institutions in 17 planned recipient countries for a potential wide array of 
diverse sub-project investments, including an yet undefined number of the highest risk category A. We 
feel that in order to transform financial systems for climate, as the title implies, the program should 
have looked beyond credit provision and technical assistance to financial institutions to also tackle 
policy reforms, community resilience and an outreach and engagement focus with a wider and more 

inclusive set of local actors. 
 
As has become sadly the norm in the GCF for large financial intermediation programs, financing 
facilities and fund-of-fund approaches, the publicly available funding proposal document – severely 
redacted in the name of safeguarding proprietary information – lacks a clear indication of who will 
ultimately benefit from GCF funding. In the publicly accessible documents, there is no clarity what kind 
of institutions will be targeted as “local financial partners,” what their capabilities and track records (for 
example on environmental and social due diligence or gender mainstreaming) are, and what projects 
they could fund. The potentially 40 vastly differing sets of eligibility criteria for the banking partners 

have yet to developed; and an overall operations manual for the program is still missing at the time of 
Board consideration. While the ITAP recommends that their development and acceptance by the 
Secretariat is a condition before the first disbursement, if approved, the public will never get to see 
those documents. While the activities ultimately funded under this program may not be known at the 
time of approval, we believe that the Board and the larger public can expect to know who the local 
financial partners are going to be. An assessment of the benefits and risks of this program is impossible 
without knowing which entities will be executing it. We recommend to not approve this program 
without a publicly disclosed list of the LFPs. Furthermore, a publicly available register of all sub-projects 
to funded by the LFPs during the program should be established, to be published both at the AFD and 
the GCF websites. 

 
Also, contrary to the funding proposal promise to focus on the financially underserved, according to the 
AFD, “local financial partners” could include the domestic bank branch of an international commercial 
bank, as well as a regional development banks. We would like to see such a program instead 
focused exclusively on domestic financing institutions, including smaller ones that are 
prioritizing supplying local companies, including micro enterprises, which the proposal 
excludes, with most women entrepreneurs being represented in this excluded business 
segment.  These are also the financial partners that should profit most from the grant-financed 
technical assistance component, which is presented as a prominent and paradigm shifting element of 

the proposal. However, we have some doubt if one local partner institution picked by the AFD would 
indeed be able to provide capacity-building training, advice and assistance on divers technical issues 
ranging from financial structuring, including a push for green bond issuance, to promoting sound 
environmental risk management and gender integration in financing operations.  
 
Likewise, while the proposal gives some rough sector goals for planned mitigation and adaptation 
investments, an annex detailing “indicative list of technologies” allowed for such investments is overly 
broad and includes highly controversial approaches such as CCS, plantation afforestation or waste 



incineration. AFD’s existing Exclusions List which is annexed in the programme’s ESMF does not 
explicitly prohibit such harmful climate technologies.  
 
The proposal does include an indicative gender analysis and action plan for which the AFD and the 
technical assistance partners take responsibility. This is welcome, but could be strengthened. The 

program should commit to include in each credit facility agreement a gender action plan 
tailored to the selected local financial partner. Lastly, the documentation of stakeholder 
engagement in the early stages of the program development showed a lack of civil society involvement 
in most of the 17 beneficiary countries. We would like assurance by the AFD that their local 
financial partners will be monitored for inclusion of civil society groups, producer 
cooperatives and associations representing micro and small enterprises in sub-project 
specific consultation processes.  A commitment by the AFD to transparently document 
such processes would be welcome. 


