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Decision B.21/17

• Progress 

• Performance

• Portfolio 



GCF has achieved much in 
a short time

- Promise to this generation and all generations to 
come.

- Its still young and has achieved much.

- Ambitious.

- Influential board with equal representation and a 
strong voice.



As GCF matures and the 
world changes

Impact and speed are required now. 



Key questions 
Is the GCF ready to deliver a paradigm shift in the climate 
change space? 

I.    Appropriate STRUCTURE?

II.   Able to deliver LARGE flows?

III. Is it making an IMPACT on developing country NEEDS?

IV. FOCUS going forward?



KEY 
RECOMMENDATIONS

Deliver better for developing countries and climate

• Strategy: A NEW strategic plan.

• Business model: deliver BETTER. 

• Focus: Re-emphasize adaptation and innovation.

• Enable: Re-examine and DELEGATE authority.



TODAY…



I. Has the Governing 
Instrument translated 
into an adequate 
structure?



Structure

• Business model design is valid.

• AEs and NDA network help paradigm 
shift. 

But

• Accessing GCF $?

I. / IV.



Accessing GCF resources 
How long does it take to be eligible?
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effectiveness: 914 
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I. / IV.
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Delivery concerns and Policy 
overload
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Accreditation times are 
increasing and more 

unpredictable.

I. / IV.Accreditation times



I. Key take aways

• Getting to the starting line (effective 
accreditation) takes a while

• Accreditation: Needs a strategy 
(targets, KPI)
• DAE an excellent remit.

• On average a shorter time vs. IAEs.

I. / IV.



II. Is the GCF able to 
deliver large climate 
investment flows?



Leverage large flows?

• Largest climate fund

• Diverse instruments available.

• Committed 5.3 Bn

• Accessing GCF funds?

II. / IV.



FP approval Legal proceedings

All data as of 28/02/2019
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• FOR 102 FPS, 8.6 MONTHS FOR BOARD APPROVAL. 
• BUT LESS THAN HALF FPS ARE EFFECTIVE

(50 FAAS EFFECTIVE). 

FAA Effectiveness (post-board) took over a year.

II. / IV.



Compliance/Policy issues and 
delays 
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II. / IV.

✓ Time for FAA execution 
(16 to 8 months)

× Major structural challenges are a 
bottleneck



Accessing GCF resources 
How long does it take from the beginning to the 
end to get a GCF $?
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Policies burden and other 
critical gaps remain.

• Information policy
• Whistleblowing
• Sexual exploitation
• Results/risk/investment 

criteria • Rigid policies, Overlaps and unclear 
delegation.

• Climate value?

II. / IV.



MOST $ WAITING POST-APPROVAL 
LEGAL EFFECTIVENESS

II. / IV.



II. Key take aways

• Long waiting times from application to first 
disbursement (>1000 days)

• Compliance: Reduce policy burden.

• Create a differentiated model for different 
access modalities/capacities/needs.

II. / IV.



III. Is the GCF able to 
make an impact on 
country needs?



GCF Financing is small 
compared to needs

Financial 

support 

($ Bn)

All 154 eligible 64 funded LDCs, SIDS, African States

In (i)NDCs

($ Bn)

(1)

GCF support 

committed so 

far

($ Bn)

(2)

% provided 

by GCF so far

(3)

Total 

cofinance by 

GCF

($ Bn) 

(4)

Quantified 

in (i)NDCs

($ Bn)

(5)

GCF support 

committed so 

far

($ Bn)

(6)

% provided 

by GCF so 

far

(7)

Total 2,303 5.0 .002 %
12.2 

(.005%)
967 3.0 .003 %

Adaptation 5,70 1.8 .004% 3.7 206 1.4 .007%

Mitigation 1,515 3.2 .0022% 8.6 543 1.5 .003%

GCF contributions (including co-
financing) << 1% of developing country 
climate needs for both mitigation and 
adaptation (lower bound).

III. / IV.



COUNTRY PRIORITIES? 

MITIGATION RESULTS AREAS NEED
GCF SUPPORT

YES

82%

7%

61%

40%

Energy access and power generation 64

Low emission transport 57

Buildings, industries and appliances 51

Forestry and land use 58

64 LDC, SIDS, African States in the current portfolio

ADAPTATION RESULTS AREAS NEED
GCF RESPONSE

YES

69%

74%

58%

45%

Most vulnerable people and communities 64

Health, well-being, food and water security 62

Infrastructure and the built environment 59

Ecosystem and ecosystem services 62

GCF investments are targeting sectoral needs in 
NDCs. 

√Good support to energy and food.
× Transport, forests, ecosystems

III. / IV.



Countries Eligible for GCF
Funding

GCF projects with High
Location Accuracy at the
Level of Adm2

GCF Projects around the world

III. / IV.



• Targeting well: The GCF is active in 
regions that have experienced 
largest variability in precipitation.



GCF commits twice in US$ to 
mitigation compared to adaptation.

$2,223 $958 $664 $1,174

Mitigation
44%

Adaptation
23%

Cross-cutting
32%

Mitigation
63%

Adaptation
37%

BY TARGET

BY RESULT AREA

III. / IV.



III. Key take aways

• Targeting well.

• Very small still to meet developing 
country needs.

• Adaptation focus needs re-emphasis.

• Seek p-shift niche in mitigation 
(lead/shape)

III. / IV.



IV. Strategic plan and 
focus?



Need for a new strategic 
plan

• ISP fit for purpose. 

• NEW strategic plan: 

• Delivery for Impact: speed, transparency, 
predictability

• Innovation: in use of instruments.

• Delegated authority

IV. / IV.



83% 
COMMITTED: 

9% REACHING

THE GROUND. 

Total (#) Total (m $)

Total 102 5,018

Direct AE 26 825 

International AE 76 4,193 

Afs/SIDS/LDCs 65 214 

Others 37 240 

Disbursed

Total 39 $ 454

Direct AE 8 $ 59

International AE 31 $395

Afs/SIDS/LDCs 25 $ 214

Others 14 $ 240

32

IV. / IV.



GCF’S USE OF

FINANCIAL

INSTRUMENTS IS

‘TRADITIONAL’  

Total Adaptation Mitigation
Cross-
cutting

NUMBER OF PROJECTS

Total 102 45 33 24

Projects with one instrument

Grants 60 41 7 12

Loans 5 0 5 0

Reimbursable Grants 1 0 1 0

Result Based Payments 1 0 1 0

Projects with more than one instrument
Mix of 2 or more 
financial instruments

35 4 19 12

GCF FUNDING ( US$ M)

Projects with one instrument

Grants $ 1,580 1,066 182 332 

Loans $ 368 - 348 -

Reimbursable Grants $ 100 - 100 -

Result Based Payments $ 96 - 96 -

Projects with more than one instrument
Mix of 2 or more 
financial instruments

$ 2,894 108 1,497 1,290 

33

GCF different from other climate funds?
• 35 FPs have two or more types of financial 

instruments (grants and senior loans).

• De-risk in mitigation
• Innovate in adaptation 
• Structure of secretariat: lifecycle and 

solutions-driven.

IV. / IV.



GCF CO-FINANCING RATIOS ARE LOW.

PSF DMA
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• For paradigm shift – scale is important. 
• (As is impact, policy, behavior change.)

IV. / IV.



INVESTMENT CRITERIA: 
PRIORITIZING TOOLS FOR

BRINGING IN QUALITY

PROPOSALS?

• Insufficient variation: not a 
sharp prioritization tool.

• In practice? Long waiting 
times.

• Quality?
• Minimum criteria?

IV. / IV.



MODEST QUALITY & LIKELIHOOD

OF CREDIBLE IMPACT

0 20 40 60 80 100

Is current reporting sufficient
for regular M&E?

Has baseline data been
collected and/or is there a…

What is the potential quality
of data and are these…

Percentage of funding proposals

Stoplight Assessments: Data and 
Reporting

% High risk

% Medium risk

% Low risk

% Unclear

• More than half did not plan for 
baseline data collection.

• 63% did not have theories of 
change.

• 90% will overstate their results.
• All this is within GCF’s control.

IV. / IV.



IV. Key take aways
• Focused strategic plan (impact/ innovation)

• Phased long term plan (~15 years): Reconcile 
needs, ownership, impact, risk, paradigm shift.

• Delegated authority for 
procedures/guidelines/processes.

• KPIs for DAEs, Adaptation/private sector; Quality; 
Innovation.

IV. / IV.



RECAP



KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

To deliver better 

transition

From one-size-fits-all, compliance and reactive 
processes 

to 

a strategic phase that emphasizes differentiation
impact and innovation.



RECAP

Deliver better for developing countries and climate

• Strategy: A NEW strategic plan - the GCF as global thought 
leader and niche (climate impact).

• Business model: deliver BETTER for TRANSPARENCY, 
SPEED AND PREDICTABILITY. 

• Focus: Re-emphasize ADAPTATION and focus on 
INNOVATION.

• Enable: Re-examine and SEPARATE supervision and 
management of the GCF via delegated authority.




