
 

GCF/B.22/24 
Page 172 

 

 

Annex XI:  Matters related to the review of the accreditation 
framework  

I. General mandate 

1. In decision B.07/02, paragraph (a), the Board adopted the initial guiding framework for 
the GCF accreditation process. In decision B.18/04, paragraph (a), the Board decided to 
commence the review of the accreditation framework. In paragraph (b) of the same decision, 
the Board requested the Secretariat to present a proposal for the revision of the accreditation 
framework that includes other modalities for institutions to work with GCF, as early as the 
nineteenth meeting of the Board (B.19). 

2. The Board, having considered document GCF/B.19/28 titled “Further development of 
the accreditation framework”, requested the Secretariat, by decision B.19/13, to further develop 
the project-specific assessment approach (PSAA), contained in annex XII, taking into account the 
views of Board members and the outcomes of the full review of the accreditation framework, for 
the Board’s consideration.  

3. The full review of the accreditation framework and recommendations for further 
development are presented in annex IX.  

4. This document also presents recommendations on improvements to the accreditation 
framework and the revised proposal for the PSAA, which includes a new modality of 
accreditation for institutions to work with GCF (contained in annex XII). This approach is 
intended to be a complementary modality to accreditation, coexisting alongside accreditation as 
an additional way for institutions to access resources from GCF, albeit in a limited way. The 
Secretariat is proposing this approach to address the urgent need to unlock the potential of 
requests for proposal (RFPs) and the simplified approval process (SAP) as well as to unclog the 
accreditation pipeline of entities seeking to only engage under these special initiatives rather 
than on a longer-term partnership basis. 

II. Linkages with decisions and other documents 

5. This document has actual or potential linkages with the following items: 

(a) “Guiding framework and procedures for accrediting national, regional and international 
implementing entities and intermediaries, including the Fund’s fiduciary principles and 
standards and environmental and social safeguards” (decision B.07/02);  

(b) “Guidelines for the Operationalization of the Fit-for-purpose Accreditation Approach” 
(decision B.08/02); 

(c) “Gender policy and action plan” (decision B.09/11); 

(d) “Updated gender policy and action plan” (document GCF/B.22/06);1 

(e) “Assessment, including gap analysis, of institutions accredited by other relevant funds” 
(decision B.08/03); 

(f) “Identification of relevant potential international private sector best-practice fiduciary 
principles and standards and environmental and social safeguards” (decision B.08/05); 

(g) “Country programming, readiness and preparatory support” (decision B.13/32); 

                                                                 
1 To be considered by the Board at its twenty-second meeting. 
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(h) “Application documents for submissions of applications for accreditation” (decision 
B.08/06);  

(i) “Comprehensive information disclosure policy of the Fund” (decision B.12/35); 

(j) “Consideration of accreditation proposals” (decisions B.09/07, B.10/06, B.12/30, 
B.14/09, B.14/10, B.14/11, B.15/09, B.17/13, B.18/05 and B.21/16); 

(k) “Legal and formal arrangements with accredited entities” (decision B.09/08); 

(l) “Accreditation master agreements” (decision B.12/31); 

(m) “Investment framework” (decision B.07/06); 

(n) “Initial results management framework of the Fund” (decisions B.07/04 and B.08/07); 

(o) “Use of other financial instruments” (decision B.08/12);  

(p) “GCF risk management framework” (decision B.17/11); 

(q) “Interim Policy on Prohibited Practices” (decision B.12/31); 

(r) “Anti-Money Laundering and Countering the Financing of Terrorism Policy” (decision 
B.18/10); 

(s) “Interim policy on fees for accredited entities” (annex II to decision B.11/10); 

(t) “Policy on fees for accredited entities and delivery partners” (annex VIII to decision 
B.19/09); 

(u) “Additional modalities that further enhance direct access: Terms of reference for a pilot 
phase” (decision B.10/04);  

(v) “Private Sector Facility: working with local private entities, including small and medium-
sized enterprises” (decision B.09/09); 

(w) “Private Sector Facility: potential approaches to mobilizing funding at scale” (decision 
B.09/09); 

(x) “Recommendations for further accrediting national, regional and private sector entities 
(progress report)” (document GCF/B.10/Inf.12); 

(y) “Policy matters related to the approval of funding proposals: Simplified approval 
process for certain small-scale activities” (decision B.18/06); 

(z) “Initial monitoring and accountability framework for accredited entities” 
(decision B.11/10); 

(aa) “Strategic plan for the Green Climate Fund” (decision B.12/20); 

(bb) “Strategy on accreditation” (decisions B.13/19 and B.14/08);  

(cc) “Matters related to the accreditation framework and policy gaps: Co-Chairs’ proposal” 
(decision B.18/04);  

(dd) “Accreditation framework review, including the project specific accreditation approach” 
(document GCF/B.20/17) and 

(ee) “Strategy to increase funding proposals from direct access entities” (documents 
GCF/B.20/04 and GCF/B.20/04/Add.01). 

III. GCF business model and architecture 
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6. As an operating entity of the Financial Mechanism of the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Paris Agreement, GCF provides support to 
developing countries and Parties to the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement to limit or reduce 
their greenhouse gas emissions and to adapt to the impacts of climate change.  

7. The Strategic Plan of the GCF states that GCF will support developing countries in the 
implementation of the ambitious Paris Agreement.2 The Strategic Plan further states that based 
on its mandate as defined in the Governing Instrument for the GCF, GCF will support developing 
countries by promoting a paradigm shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient 
development pathways in the context of sustainable development. Through country 
programmes, recipient countries via their national designated authority (NDA) or focal point 
can indicate country needs and priorities in addressing climate change. As per the Governing 
Instrument, access to GCF resources will be through national, regional and international 
implementing entities accredited by the Board.3 The diversity of accredited entities (AEs) can 
provide recipient countries with a choice of partners to meet their needs and priorities.  

8. In particular, direct access entities (DAEs) are important for promoting country 
ownership and understanding national priorities and contributions towards low-emission and 
climate-resilient development pathways. Private sector entities at all levels, particularly those in 
developing countries, can be important partners in promoting private sector climate action in 
developing countries. With GCF financing, private sector entities can help in de-risking the 
delivery of private capital and scaling up private sector investment flows for low carbon and 
climate resilient development. 

9. GCF and its network of partners, particularly AEs, will be responsible for the delivery of 
financing to developing countries to meet internationally agreed climate goals at scale while 
also meeting GCF standards and safeguards.  

Figure 1:  GCF architecture 

 

Abbreviations: NDAs = national designated authorities. 

                                                                 
2 Annex I to decision B.12/20. 
3 Paragraph 41 of the Governing Instrument. 
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10. Within the architecture of GCF (refer to figure 1 above): 

(a) On an operational level, AEs are expected to: 

(i) Cover the full project and programme cycle in engaging with GCF, starting from 
engaging with developing countries via the NDA and focal point in order to 
respond to and align potential projects/programmes with country priorities, 
strategies, approaches and needs on climate change;  

(ii) Develop and periodically update an entity work programme to deliver country-
owned, high-impact proposals in a strategic manner;  

(iii) Design projects and develop funding proposals to be considered by GCF for 
financing; and  

(iv) Implement, deliver, monitor and report the results of such activities;4 and 

(b) On an administrative level, including fiduciary and legal matters, AEs must:  

(i) Demonstrate institutional capacities to undertake the overall management, 
implementation and oversight of climate change projects and programmes in 
line with the GCF fiduciary standards, environmental and social safeguards (ESS) 
and Gender Policy (accreditation standards); 

(ii) Provide evidence of institutional systems, policies and procedures in terms of 
those standards as well as the track record, as appropriate, of implementing 
such institutional systems, policies and procedures for undertaking the projects 
and programmes; 

(iii) Demonstrate a) their capacity to ensure that their downstream executing entities 
apply the same standards and b) their ability to monitor, report and verify that 
the relevant GCF standards, safeguards and policies are being upheld; and 

(iv) Possess independent legal personality and legal capacity to enter into legal 
agreements with GCF and undertake the relevant obligations on their own 
behalf, notably the accreditation master agreement (AMA) and any funded 
activity agreements (FAAs) resulting from approved funding proposals (or 
project/activity within a programme in the case of financing size category). 

11. The accreditation type of the AE, specifically the financing size category, financing 
modality (e.g. managing projects, awarding grants, on-lending, providing guarantees and/or 
undertaking equity investments) and environmental and social (E&S) risk category, govern the 
maximum scope within which the AE can submit a funding proposal for a project/programme. 

12. GCF relies on the primary due diligence and the risk assessments performed by AEs.5 
The AEs are responsible for the overall management, implementation and supervision of 
activities financed by GCF and are expected to administer funds disbursed with the same degree 
of care as they use in the administration of their own funds. This includes management and 
oversight of executing entities. Executing entities are entities through which GCF financing is 
channelled, which use GCF financing for the purposes of a GCF-funded project/programme or a 
part thereof (such as a specific component), or an entity that executes or carries out all or part 
of a GCF-funded project/programme. In each case, the executing entity performs its duties 

                                                                 
4 Annex IV to decision B.17/09, paragraph (n). 
5 Annex XXVII to decision B.12/31. 
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under the overall guidance, management or supervision of the implementing entity or 
intermediary (e.g. the AE). An AE may also act as an executing entity.6  

13. The Secretariat and the independent Technical Advisory Panel conduct second-level due 
diligence on funding proposals submitted by AEs.7 

14. GCF and the AE sign an AMA,8 which contains the overarching terms and conditions 
codifying the partnership and relationship between GCF and the AEs. For each 
project/programme approved by the Board, GCF and AE sign an FAA. 

15. GCF also seeks to incentivize AEs to transform their overall portfolio beyond assets 
financed by GCF to contribute to meeting the objectives of GCF, the UNFCCC and the Paris 
Agreement. To that end, the Board requested the Accreditation Panel (AP), with the support of 
the Secretariat as necessary, to establish a baseline on the overall portfolio of AEs, including 
those already accredited at an earlier stage, that allows for an assessment of the extent to which 
their activities, beyond those funded by GCF, have evolved in this direction during the 
accreditation period.9   

IV. Review of the accreditation framework 

16. Accreditation of entities is central to the GCF business model. An accreditation process 
has been developed in accordance with the GCF initial guiding framework for accreditation,10 
and is applied with a fit-for-purpose approach.11 The general objective of this guiding 
framework is to enable a coherent integration of the initial fiduciary principles and standards12 
and interim ESS13 of GCF with its accreditation process as well as with any related GCF 
operational systems and procedures. 

17. The full review by the Secretariat and the independent consulting firm (hereafter 
“Consultant”) includes a review of the accreditation framework and the process that 
operationalizes it as well as a review of the broader scope of the partnership between GCF and 
AEs. As part of the review, the Consultant undertook consultations with the various actors in the 
accreditation process and stakeholders, including the Board, Secretariat, NDAs/focal points, 
Accreditation Committee, AP, AEs, applicants and observers. The review covered the full cycle of 
the process from the nomination of entities by the NDA and focal point through to the 
implementation of approved projects, including: 

(a) Accreditation application process, including the nomination by the NDA or focal point of 
DAEs, the issuance of online accreditation system accounts, the Stage I institutional 

                                                                 
6 Refer to clause 1.01 of the AMA template contained in annex XXVI to decision B.12/31, available at 

<https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/574712/Form_05_-
_Accreditation_Master_Agreement.pdf/8c4f6cbf-ae17-4856-81c1-64ac8fbfa506>. 

7 In decision B.17/09, paragraph (o), the Board requested the Secretariat to define the nature, scope and extent of 
second-level due diligence and submit the same to the Board for its consideration no later than April 2018. 

8 Decision B.12/31. 
9 Decision B.12/30, paragraph (d). 
10 Annex I to decision B.07/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.07/11). 
11 Annex I to decision B.08/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.08/45). Paragraphs 2 and 5, state: “The fit‐for‐purpose 

accreditation approach recognizes the role of a wide range of entities, which differ in the scope and nature of their 
activities, as well as their capacities”, and “The accreditation process will take into account the scale of funding that 
the entity intends to access, its track record in undertaking climate-related projects and activities, as well as the 
nature of its intended activities. This approach will ensure that the assessment of the applicant entity’s conformity 
with the fiduciary standards, and relevant capacities related to the Fund’s ESS, in the accreditation process is 
commensurate with the level of fiduciary and nonfinancial (e.g. environmental and social) risk to which the Fund 
will be exposed through the activities of implementing entities and intermediaries”. 

12 Annex II to decision B.07/02. 
13 Annex III to decision B.07/02. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/574712/Form_05_-_Accreditation_Master_Agreement.pdf/8c4f6cbf-ae17-4856-81c1-64ac8fbfa506
https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/574712/Form_05_-_Accreditation_Master_Agreement.pdf/8c4f6cbf-ae17-4856-81c1-64ac8fbfa506
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assessment and completeness check by the Secretariat, the Stage II (Step 1) review by 
the AP, Stage II (Step 2) consideration of accreditation by the Board, Stage III legal 
arrangements between GCF and AEs, and addressing accreditation-related conditions;   

(b) Efficiency and effectiveness of the accreditation process, including cost, time and 
resources; 

(c) Portfolio of AEs, including the countries, sectors and results areas the AEs intend to 
cover using GCF resources, which may provide options that developing countries could 
access simultaneously; 

(d) Programming, including for AEs that have prepared an entity work programme,14 AEs 
that have approved projects and programmes, AEs that have submitted concept notes or 
funding proposals, and AEs that have addressed project-related conditions; and 

(e) Portfolio implementation, including the implementation of approved projects and 
programmes, disbursement, and monitoring, reporting and evaluation. 

18. The review is contained in annex IX. 

V. Improving the accreditation framework to meet the objectives 
of GCF 

19. The current accreditation process provides a rigorous assessment of an entity’s overall 
capabilities and processes as they relate to the GCF fiduciary principles and standards, ESS and 
Gender Policy. An entity must also demonstrate a track record of its capabilities, processes and 
policies as well as its ability to comply with GCF prohibited practices and transparency, anti-
fraud policies, etc. However, accreditation does not guarantee alignment between the AE and 
GCF for any specific project or programme. 

20. Given the role and level of responsibility of an AE, the accreditation process – even with 
a fit-for-purpose approach – is time-consuming and detailed. NDAs have complained about the 
length of time it takes for an organization to move through the process and the lack of clarity as 
to what type of entity should be put forward. While the fit-for-purpose approach has allowed for 
a level of tailoring of the various GCF standards to the nature and, broadly, the types of activities 
the entity could undertake with GCF, there is still a level of divergence between the business 
models of certain types of organizations and the role of a GCF AE.  

21. As detailed in annex IX, the overall conclusion from the accreditation review conducted 
by the Consultant is that:  

(a) While the accreditation framework is designed appropriately in terms of facilitating a 
portfolio that can meet the objectives of GCF, it is not operating optimally. The current 
portfolio of entities is imbalanced and particularly unrepresentative of direct access and 
private sector entities, and it has a suboptimal geographical distribution. The range of 
financial instruments offered by AEs is skewed towards more “traditional” 

                                                                 
14 One of the operational priorities of the initial Strategic Plan for the GCF, endorsed by the Board at its twelfth 

meeting, is ensuring that GCF is responsive to developing countries’ needs and priorities, including by enhancing 
country-led programming. As part of the action plan of the initial Strategic Plan, specific measures were identified to 
promote the implementation of the operational priorities, including the development of country programmes and 
entity work programmes. An entity work programme brief provides an overview of the areas of work of an AE, and 
its priority sectors and experience in implementing projects and programmes across the eight strategic impact 
areas of GCF. It summarizes potential projects that the AE is likely to submit to GCF for consideration and outlines 
an action plan for engagement with GCF. For direct access AEs, it also addresses short- and long-term initiatives to 
build their institutional and project implementation capacity. 
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developmental financing pathways (grants) and international access AEs dominate the 
entities accredited for other financial instruments (loans, equity and guarantees) as well 
as those accredited for larger project/programme activity sizes. Although the Board’s 
decision to prioritize entities in the accreditation process has helped to address 
imbalances in the AE portfolio, the current portfolio does not seem to be as 
transformative as GCF stakeholders would like; 

(b) The accreditation and funding proposal processes have not resulted in a project 
portfolio that is in line with the objectives of GCF, either in terms of overall size or by 
some of the key metrics by which GCF is measuring its performance – country 
ownership, private sector involvement and supporting the needs of developing 
countries, particularly least developed countries, small island developing States and 
African countries; 

(c) There is a general consensus among those surveyed that the standards applied by GCF in 
the accreditation framework, and their alignment with international best practices, are 
entirely appropriate. There is little appetite from any stakeholders for changing the 
detail or principle of the chosen requirements, the stringent nature of which can be 
justified by positive feedback from entities that have undergone the accreditation 
process – particularly DAEs, as well as some private sector and international access 
entities – and, through it, seen institutional change for the better; 

(d) The accreditation and funding proposal processes are considered, among the majority of 
stakeholders, to take much longer than they should. Fast-track accreditation is broadly 
effective – it seems to reduce the overall time spent in the accreditation process – 
although it is not without issues, namely surrounding the need to ensure full alignment 
of alternative standards with the GCF requirements and to guarantee access to findings 
or limitations on accreditation via one of the fast-tracked routes. There is appetite for 
the extension of the fast-track modality as the current possibilities for fast-tracking are 
limited in scope and are not necessarily appropriate for key target populations of 
entities (e.g. direct access and private sector entities); and 

(e) The skills and expertise of the Secretariat and AP were widely endorsed, but their 
capacity was criticized as levels of responsiveness appear to have been adversely 
impacted by a shortage of resources. There is evidence of duplication, both within the 
accreditation process, where the Secretariat and AP are carrying out similar tasks, and 
between the accreditation and funding proposal processes, where the same processes 
are checked in the context of the institutional and project levels. 

22. This section details a series of recommendations to improve the accreditation 
framework, and potential expansion to new modalities for entities to engage with GCF, including 
the PSAA, which has been revised following inputs from the Board at B.19 and stakeholder 
consultations. 

5.1 Strategies, targets and identification of entities 

23. While conducting interviews, the Consultant noted a lack of consensus on whether there 
should be a cap on the number of entities that are accredited by GCF, and on whether there 
should be quotas applied for different types of entities. In response, the Consultant 
recommended enhancing understanding on the role of an AE (as compared to an executing 
entity, readiness delivery partner or another role), developing an accreditation strategy 
reflecting the prioritization required for GCF to fulfil its mandate, and supporting countries in 
developing their strategies on accreditation by linking accreditation nominations of DAEs to 
country programming. 
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24. To address these recommendations the Secretariat will: 

(a) Improve the guidelines on accreditation to further clarify the roles and responsibilities 
of an AE throughout the period of accreditation and the project lifecycle 
(recommendation 1); and 

(b) Improve the guidelines on country programmes and readiness support to further assist 
countries in identifying and nominating the most relevant entities and those that are 
capable of advancing their programming priorities to meet GCF policies, standards and 
other requirements (recommendation 2). 

25. Furthermore, to achieve balance and diversity in the portfolio of national entities 
accredited with GCF, the Board may wish to: 

(a) Encourage NDAs to nominate entities that would be best suited to undertake their 
country’s climate change programming priorities in addition to fulfilling the roles and 
responsibilities of an AE (recommendation 3); and   

(b) Continue to prioritize in the accreditation process national entities nominated by NDAs 
that do not yet have a DAE (recommendation 4). This will help to address an imbalance 
where many countries have yet to nominate a single entity while others have nominated 
more than one, including some that have nominated seven or eight entities.   

5.2 Operational scope, size and legal capacities 

26. By decision B.09/07, paragraph (c), the Board requested the Secretariat “to inform the 
national designated authorities and focal points whenever an entity is accredited for operation 
in their country, and encourages the accredited entities to make contact with the national 
designated authority or focal point when they intend to operate outside the country(countries) 
that nominated them”. It is unclear whether the decision covers direct access national entities, 
direct access regional entities or both. For direct access national entities intending to work 
outside of the country of operations considered at the time of accreditation, further 
consideration must also be given to the terms of their mandate and jurisdiction, applicability 
and transferability of their institutional systems, their track record and other operational 
factors in such new jurisdictions.  

27. Recommendation 5: the applicability of paragraphs 45, 47 and 48 of the Governing 
Instrument regarding entities that may be accredited may be understood as follows: 

(a) DAEs are entities registered in a developing country that will implement projects in 
developing countries only, including the country where they are registered; 

(b) International access entities include all other entities not referred to in paragraph 27(a) 
above; and 

(c) Private sector entities may include entities either in paragraphs 27(a) or 27(b) above, as 
per the laws, regulations and rules of the relevant country in which the organization is 
legally registered, may apply to become accredited through the direct access or 
international access entities.  

5.2.1 Legal status of the entity applying for accreditation and which entity engages with 
GCF 

28. Paragraph 30(a) of the accreditation framework15 indicates that the Stage I review of an 
applicant shall include a review of the legal status of the entity, specifically, that the entity has 

                                                                 
15 Annex I to decision B.07/02. 
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the full legal capacity within the relevant jurisdiction that enables it to undertake the intended 
activities to be funded by GCF and to become an AE of GCF (e.g. enter into a legal agreement in 
the form of the AMA). Given that the accreditation process entails the review of the applicant 
entity itself (e.g. its systems, policies, procedures and track record), this review of legal status 
poses particular challenges to how GCF engages with entities for which their relevant systems 
and policies are broader than the entity itself, or when there are multiple legal entities 
associated or affiliated with the applicant entity.   

29. This has particularly been the case for public sector entities where the applicant is a 
ministry or governmental entity, and this challenge may also arise with respect to private sector 
entities that are part of a corporate group or are affiliates of other entities. In cases where the 
applicant does not have a separate legal personality, the inclusion of provisions in the legal 
agreements is necessary to expressly acknowledge such status and to identify who is the 
underlying legal entity with whom GCF is entering into such contractual relationship (e.g. a 
government or a parent company). An inclusion of provisions is also necessary to address 
situations where such an underlying legal entity decides to change, or transfer the functions of, 
the entity that acts on its behalf to discharge its obligations, and exercise its rights, under such 
relevant legal agreements.  

30. In cases where a country nominates more than one governmental entity (each without 
separate legal personality from the government or the sovereign), such applications should be 
reviewed subject to the relevant AMAs being substantially consistent. This will avoid having 
diverse requirements or different obligations between GCF and the underlying legal entity (i.e. 
the country) depending on which governmental entity is discharging the obligations on behalf of 
the legal AE. It will also prevent the country and other stakeholders channelling funding 
requests through the governmental entity, which is perceived to have less burdensome 
requirements with GCF, as this would be contrary to the purpose of allowing multiple DAEs 
from the same country. Similarly, the legal agreement (e.g. AMA) between GCF and the 
government or sovereign in respect of such entities should be substantially consistent across 
each of them in order to maintain the same terms of the agreement between GCF and the 
country that will discharge its roles and responsibilities as an AE through each of such 
applicants (recommendation 6). 

31. Private sector entities, non-profit organizations and other types of organizations with 
affiliates or that are part of corporate groups often query whether the organization at the group 
or global level, in addition to subsidiaries, affiliates, country offices, and branches, among 
others, should seek accreditation. In that regard, the entity seeking accreditation should have 
separate legal personality and have sufficient autonomy and a track record within the 
organization to implement activities. In cases of multiple applicants that are part of the same 
organization, the entity within the organization that is best suited to undertake the role and 
responsibilities of the AE and has the relevant institutional presence and networks itself to 
bring forward projects/programmes that meet the objectives and mandate of GCF should seek 
accreditation and enter into the legal agreements with GCF (recommendation 7). Entities 
without separate legal personality (such as branches or country offices) should be included in 
the application made by the relevant entity with legal personality. Subsidiaries, affiliates and 
other entities that have separate legal personality, but which are part of the same corporate or 
organizational group as the entity that is seeking accreditation, may be included in such an 
accreditation application and assessed at the same time as such an entity. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, subsidiaries, affiliates, country offices, and branches, among others, that are not 
accredited in their own right may still participate as an executing entity in the 
project/programme proposed by the entity within the organization that is the AE. 

5.2.2 Accreditation scope 
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32. Once accredited, AEs may submit funding proposals that fall within their accreditation 
scope (e.g. size category, fiduciary functions and environmental and social risk category) for 
consideration by GCF. For example, an AE accredited for the specialized fiduciary criteria for 
project management and not accredited for the specialized fiduciary criteria for on-lending 
and/or blending (for loans) may seek GCF financing to manage a project/programme, but it may 
not on-lend GCF financing to executing entities or beneficiaries as it has not been accredited to 
do so. 

33. Regarding the financing size category, annex I to decision B.08/02 defines four 
categories: Micro, Small, Medium and Large. These categories are defined as the “maximum total 
projected costs, irrespective of the portion that is funded by the GCF, of [varying thresholds in 
United States Dollars] for an individual project or an activity within a programme”. In addition, 
GCF is able to work with AEs through a number of financial instruments, particularly grants, 
reimbursable grants, loans, equity and guarantees. In the accreditation process, entities are 
assessed in terms of their capacities to undertake projects and programmes. The relationship 
between the financing size as defined in decision B.08/02 and the different financial 
instruments requires further clarification, particularly in the context of “activities within a 
programme” and in the context of the financial instrument (e.g. equity). For example, while the 
individual activities within a programme may themselves fall under the Micro category and the 
AE has been accredited for the Micro category, the overall size of the programme comprising of 
the activities may in total be larger than that category. Additionally, the term “programme” is 
understood to refer to “investment”, particularly in the case of AEs accredited for the GCF 
specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending and/or blending to undertake equity investments. 
The definition of the financing size category limits for “projects” as contained in paragraphs 
12(a–d) of annex I to decision B.08/02 should also apply to “programmes” instead of “activities 
within a programme”, as presented in funding proposals (recommendation 8). 

5.3 Accreditation process 

34. The Consultant’s findings have reaffirmed concerns that stakeholders find the 
accreditation process cumbersome and time-consuming even if it is also rewarding in helping 
them truly introspect and improve as institutions. The actual time spent reviewing applications 
in both Stages I and II is significantly lower than the total amount taken. The Consultant also 
indicated that there is duplication both within the accreditation process and between the 
accreditation and funding proposal processes. They also found that the standards applied 
during accreditation are seen to be fairly robust. Thus, the recommendations focus on 
developing a model that streamlines the process while maintaining the standards against which 
entities are assessed. Such a streamlined process proposed by the Consultant entails the 
following: 

(a) Combining aspects of the reviews related to standards under Stage I (completeness 
check) and Stage II (Step 1) (assessment against GCF accreditation standards) into one 
step for technical review under the oversight of the AP; 

(b) Utilizing a panel of external service providers to assess applicants against the GCF 
accreditation standards, following which the AP reviews such assessments prior to 
making its recommendations to the Board; and 

(c) Requiring applicants to directly tender one of the empanelled service providers to 
assess them, including through site visits, to enable more efficient assessments. 

35. The Consultant estimates that the length of the process, including an on-site visit could 
range from two to four weeks for two full-time equivalents depending on the size of the entity 
and the standards being assessed. In this model, the AP provides independent oversight, 
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ensuring the quality and consistency of the reviews conducted by the external service providers 
rather than undertaking the assessments themselves thus significantly reducing the time it 
spends on each applicant. The cost to entities of hiring one of the empanelled firms would be 
comparable to the high range of the accreditation fees currently charged by GCF,16 and GCF 
would need to consider partially covering the costs for applicants that would typically fall in the 
lower range of fees and may not be able to cover the full costs of hiring an empanelled firm. 
Moreover, the empanelled firms could provide services to entities in their language thus 
addressing a significant source of frustration for entities who primarily work in languages other 
than English (the working language of GCF). 

36. Following feedback from the Board, the proposal below contains elements of the 
Consultant’s proposal. In this proposed model, the role of the Secretariat in would be to oversee 
and manage the entire process, manage relations with all applicants and associated knowledge 
on each applicant, and ensure quality at entry into the accreditation pipeline by assessing in 
Stage I the following: 

(a) Alignment of the applicant to the mandate and objectives of GCF; 

(b) Legal capacity of the applicant to enter into agreements with GCF, including its in-
principle acceptance of the general terms and conditions of GCF as stipulated in the 
template AMA;  

(c) Viability of the pipeline of projects/programmes that the applicant intends to submit to 
GCF; and  

(d) Institutional presence, relevant networks and relevant experience related to GCF 
objectives and results areas. 

37. The Accreditation Panel, during Stage II (Step 1) would conduct the review of the 
applicant against the GCF fiduciary standards, ESS and gender policy, including both a 
completeness check to ensure relevant policies and procedures, as well as track record of 
implementing such policies and procedures have been provided as a part of the applicant, and 
determine whether – on the basis of policies, procedures and track record provided – the 
applicant meets the aforementioned GCF standards. This consolidation of technical reviews 
related to standards under Stage II (Step 1) only – as opposed to the current approach of being 
split between the Stage I and Stage II (Step 1) – is proposed in the draft decision. In doing so, it 
is expected that accreditation review process would become more efficient and effective by 
reducing the duplication of reviews and the overall review timeframe. 

38. The Consultant had proposed that applicants themselves be responsible for procuring 
an external service provider from the pre-selected panel to review their accreditation 
application rather than the GCF (Secretariat and AP). Following feedback from the Board 
regarding this proposal, the current approach to payment of fees for accreditation applications 
in line with the GCF Policy on Fees for Accreditation17 and the procured by the Secretariat of 
firms to support accreditation application reviews would be maintained. 

39. The Secretariat currently employs external consulting firms to support Stage I reviews. 
Based on the Consultant’s proposal, the use of external consultants to also cover Stage II 
(Step 1) reviews is proposed in the draft decision. This will require additional management 
capacity by the AP and Secretariat, as well as resources to procure a roster of competent 
external consultants or consultancy firms to conduct the Stage II (Step 1) reviews under a new, 
consolidated approach pertaining to GCF standards. The AP would provide guidance and 
oversight to this roster of consultants and/or firms, and conduct quality assurance. Based on 

                                                                 
16 Annex VI to decision B.08/04. 
17 Decision B.08/04. 
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resources used in past years, the amount expected for 2019 for implementing a roster of firms 
for Stage II (Step 1) accreditation reviews is USD 700,000. 

40. The Secretariat will strengthen its guidance and readiness assistance to NDAs to enable 
them to only nominate those entities most relevant to advancing their programming priorities 
with GCF and most capable of meeting GCF standards. Furthermore, the Secretariat’s 
assessment will ensure that only those entities that enter the accreditation pipeline will go on to 
hire an empanelled firm to assess them. 

41. Recommendation 9: to this end, the Board may wish to consider: 

(a) In line with paragraph 18 of the terms of reference of the Accreditation Panel, that the 
actual review of entities in Stage II (Step 1) be undertaken by competent external 
consultants or consultancy firms, with guidance and oversight from and quality 
assurance by the Accreditation Panel; 

(b) The Accreditation Panel, with the support of the Secretariat, establish a roster of 
competent external consultants or consultancy firms in accordance with the 
Administrative Guidelines on Procurement. It is expected that this would require a 
budget of up to USD 700,000 under the administrative budget of the GCF Board for 2019 
for the use of such external consultants or consultancy firms; and 

(c) The Accreditation Panel, in consultation with the Secretariat, update its working 
modalities set out in annex I to document GCF/B.21/Inf.10 titled “Reports from 
committees, panels and groups” to reflect the use of external consultants or consultancy 
firms in the context of reviews of entities in Stage II (Step I), with a view to presenting 
such working modalities to the Board for its consideration. 

5.4 Annual self-assessments, midterm reviews and re-accreditation 

42. The GCF monitoring and accountability framework18 sets out the various monitoring 
and accountability requirements for AEs at the institutional and project levels. At the 
institutional level, AEs are required to conduct an annual self-assessment of their continued 
compliance with GCF accreditation requirements and undergo a midterm accreditation review. 
AEs are accredited for a period of five years, and they would need to seek re-accreditation to 
continue being an AE of GCF.  

43. Following the first accreditation of entities at the ninth meeting of the Board in March 
2015 and the adoption of the monitoring and accountability framework, referenced in the AMAs 
with AEs, the Secretariat received annual self-assessments from relevant AEs for the calendar 
year 2017, will be receiving the annual self-assessments for calendar year 2018 in early 2019, 
and will be entering into the midterm review for relevant entities in 2019. As the self-
assessments and midterm reviews are starting, these items have not been covered in the review 
of the accreditation framework. However, information on the annual self-assessments is 
contained in document GCF/B.22/02 titled “Consideration of accreditation proposals” and 
previous reporting to the Board. 

44. Given that self-assessments, midterm reviews and re-accreditation would require an 
understanding of the entity’s institutional capacities at the time of the original accreditation, 
and at the various review and re-accreditation time frames, it will be important to ensure that 
the information required to adequately conduct such reviews is available to the Secretariat and 
the AP. In addition, such information supports the negotiations of various agreements (e.g. AMA 

                                                                 
18 Annex I to decision B.11/10. 
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and FAA) between GCF and the AEs as well as ongoing knowledge management to inform the 
GCF-AE partnership.  

45. The re-accreditation process is currently being developed by the Secretariat and AP and 
will be based on the accreditation framework and accreditation standards (e.g. fiduciary 
standards, ESS and the Gender Policy) as well as the baseline of the overall portfolio of the AEs 
that allows for an assessment of the extent to which their activities (beyond those 
projects/programmes funded by GCF) have evolved during the accreditation period.19 In light of 
the findings from the Consultant regarding the pipeline and portfolio of projects/programmes, 
noting that some AEs have not yet submitted concept notes or funding proposals, the Board may 
wish to consider whether to put in place minimum requirements regarding quality 
projects/programmes, such as the approval of at least one funding proposal submitted by AEs 
for GCF financing or approval of a Project Preparation Facility proposal by AEs. 

5.5 Expanding to new accreditation modalities 

46. Currently, the accreditation framework – as a means to an end of delivering on GCF 
objectives – and fit-for-purpose approach is in place to assess whether an entity has the 
institution-wide systems, policies and procedures in place to safeguard projects/programmes 
from fiduciary, environmental, social and gender-related risks and impacts as well as a track 
record of implementing such systems. Current processes seek to balance the need to uphold all 
standards while providing the flexibility of a fit-for-purpose approach. 

47. In “Further development of the accreditation framework” (document GCF/B.19/28), 
presented at B.19, the Secretariat introduced potential new ways for entities to engage with 
GCF: accreditation with associated partners, and PSAA. 

48. In the review of the accreditation framework conducted by the Consultant, the 
Consultant identified two options for alternative modalities: direct management and PSAA. In 
direct management, the Secretariat, possibly via an on-the-ground network, would have a much 
closer involvement in the implementation of projects, either on a project-by-project basis or by 
providing cross-cutting services, such as procurement. The Consultant found that such an 
approach would reduce the exposure of GCF to many of the risks associated with project 
delivery, but it would also have significant resource implications. The Consultant also 
recognized that such a role was not foreseen for GCF at its establishment and is not aligned with 
the country-owned and country-driven approach. The Consultant further noted, through 
surveys it conducted, that the majority of NDAs and Board members that responded did not 
support direct management as a viable option for alternative modalities for GCF. The Consultant 
noted that the majority of NDAs and Board members who responded to the survey were 
supportive of the PSAA. Considerations of both alternative approaches by the Consultant are 
further detailed in annex IX. 

5.5.1 Project-specific assessment approach 

49. The general objective of the PSAA is to streamline the assessment processes for 
accreditation and second-level due diligence (of funding proposals) into a single assessment. 
Such an approach would enable a coherent integration of the GCF fiduciary principles and 
standards, ESS and Gender Policy, related operational systems and procedures, and other 
operational policies and procedures into a single streamlined assessment process. Thus, the 
PSAA differs from two-step assessments currently practiced through the accreditation and 
proposal approval processes (refer to figure 2 below). 

                                                                 
19 Decision B.12/30, paragraph (d). 
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50. The PSAA would simultaneously assess an organization’s ability to implement or 
undertake the proposed project/programme as well as the proposed project/programme itself. 
This would broaden access to GCF for organizations for which the existing accreditation process 
imposes significant transaction costs not justified if their intention is to bring only a single 
project forward. 

Figure 2:  Overview of the accreditation framework and the proposed project-specific assessment 
approach 

 

51. In decision B.19/13, the Board requested the Secretariat to further develop the PSAA 
contained in annex II of document GCF/B.19/28, taking into account the views of Board 
members and the outcomes of the full review of the accreditation framework, for the Board’s 
consideration. The PSAA has been revised and is presented in annex XII. Changes in this 
document as compared to the proposal presented at B.19 include: 

(a) Scope of applicability: clarifications have been added regarding the PSAA application to 
funding proposals under the SAP adopted in decision B.18/06 and RFPs for enhancing 
direct access adopted in decision B.10/04. Additionally, the PSAA would especially 
target DAEs and projects in the Micro to Small categories; the scheme to support micro, 
small and medium-sized enterprises adopted in decision B.10/11; and the programme 
to mobilize funds at scale adopted in decision B.16/03; 

(b) Number of proposals per entity: taking into account the comments of Board members at 
B.19, the maximum number of proposals per entity has been amended from three to 
one; 

(c) Contribution to the objectives and mandate of GCF: as per decision B.10/06, paragraph 
(j), to advance the goal of GCF to promote the paradigm shift towards low-emission and 
climate-resilient development pathways in the context of sustainable development, 
entities with funding proposals approved within the scope of PSAA would be required to 
report at least once every five years to the Board through the Secretariat the extent to 
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which the entity’s overall portfolio of activities beyond those funded by GCF has evolved 
in this direction during the implementation period of the approved project; 

(d) Applicability of standards and assessment approach: an entity’s capacity would be 
assessed against the GCF fiduciary standards, ESS and Gender Policy in the context of 
their ability to undertake the proposed project/programme. Additionally, an indicative 
list of items that may be reviewed as a part of the assessment has been added; 

(e) Reputational risk: entities under PSAA would be assessed for potential reputational 
risks to GCF; 

(f) Reporting on PSAA projects/programmes: project-level monitoring and reporting 
requirements in line with the initial monitoring and accountability framework for AEs 
would apply to entities with PSAA projects/programmes; and 

(g) Review of the pilot: a review has been added to take place after the initial three years of 
operationalizing PSAA.  

52. To operationalize PSAA, the Secretariat, in augmenting its capacity through third parties, 
will require resources to procure individual consultants or firms to cover the costs of 
assessments of funding proposals under PSAA and make the necessary legal arrangements. The 
amount expected for 2019 for implementing PSAA with the support of consultants is USD 
600,000. 

53. Recommendation 10: to this end, the Board may wish to consider PSAA as a 
complementary accreditation modality to meet specific needs and: 

(a) Implement, on a pilot basis, a project-specific assessment approach that combines 
assessments undertaken during the existing accreditation and proposal approval 
processes in a fit-for-purpose manner, in accordance with the parameters set out in 
annex XII, especially for direct access entities and projects in the Micro to Small 
categories, in order to broaden modalities of access to GCF resources for any funding 
proposal submitted under the Simplified Approvals Process Pilot Scheme per decision 
B.18/06 and the following requests for proposal approved by the Board: 

(i) A pilot phase for enhancing direct access in decision B.10/04; 

(ii) A pilot scheme to support micro, small, and medium-sized enterprises, in 
decision B.10/11; and 

(iii) A pilot programme to mobilize funds at scale in decision B.16/03;  

(b) Information on how the entity will contribute to the mandate of GCF and any 
information considered material, particularly information with potential reputational 
risks to GCF, shall be provided in the Secretariat’s assessment as referred to in 
paragraph 53(a) above;  

(c) Entities with funding proposals approved within the scope of the project-specific 
assessment approach set out in paragraph 53(a) above shall be deemed accredited for 
the purposes of such approved funding proposal only; 

(d) In line with decision B.10/06, paragraph (j), to advance the goal of GCF to promote the 
paradigm shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient development pathways in 
the context of sustainable development, entities with funding proposals approved 
within the scope of the project-specific assessment approach set out in paragraph 53(a) 
above should report every year to the Board through the Secretariat the extent to which 
the entity’s overall portfolio of activities beyond those funded by GCF has evolved in this 
direction during the implementation period of the approved project; 
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(e) To operationalize paragraph 53(a) above, a budget of up to USD 600,000 under the 
administrative budget of the GCF Secretariat for 2019 would be needed to cover the 
costs of the assessments of funding proposals submitted under the project-specific 
assessment approach and their related legal arrangements; 

(f) The Secretariat would report to the Board on an annual basis on the operationalization 
and implementation of the approach referred to in paragraph 53(a) above; 

(g) The pilot project-specific assessment approach detailed in paragraph 53(a) above shall 
be reviewed, with the review commencing no earlier than three years from its 
operationalization; and 

(h) The Project Preparation Facility should support project and programme preparation 
requests from entities referred to in the project-specific assessment approach detailed 
in paragraph 53(a) above in addition to those entities already identified in decision 
B.13/21, paragraph (b), and the provisions of decision B.13/21 shall apply mutatis 
mutandis to such entities. 




