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I.

Introduction

This document responds to decision B.18/06 that requested the Secretariat to review
the simplified approval process (SAP) pilot scheme and report back to the Board with
recommendations to further improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the process, and to
consider expanding the type of activities that are eligible for the SAP. The review of the pilot
scheme was triggered on 14 November 2019, when the aggregate amount of GCF financing for
approved SAP funding proposals reached more than USD 80 million.
1.

2.
The review (annex II to this document) applied methodologies based on the best
industry standards in policy and programme assessment. The scope comprised an analysis of
the existing approved portfolio of SAP projects and the SAP pipeline; a review of the main GCF
applicable policies; and extensive consultations with a broad range of stakeholders whose
comments, views and insights were captured through online surveys, interviews and focus
group discussions.

The review highlights that the SAP is a valuable funding modality for GCF. An
expeditious approval modality for low-risk projects and programmes can:

3.

(a)

(b)
(c)

Better address the urgent climate adaptation needs of GCF priority countries, such as
the African States, the least developed countries and the small islands developing States;
Enhance the access of the private sector to GCF while leveraging climate finance; and

Increase the amount and quality of projects and programmes submitted by direct access
entities (DAEs).

The review assessed the results achieved by the SAP to date and provides information
on the areas that are recommended to be improved.
4.

II.

Status of the simplified approval process portfolio and pipeline

5.
As of the 14 November 2019, the date the SAP review was triggered as per decision
B.18/06, the status of the SAP portfolio and pipeline is as follows:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

A total of 12 SAP projects have been approved amounting to over USD 105 million and
generating a further USD 35 million in co-financing;
Five of those approved proposals were submitted by DAEs;

Eleven of the approved projects are public sector projects and one is from the private
sector;
In terms of financing instruments, ten of the proposals requested grants and two
requested a mix of grants and loans;

One approved project is in the area of mitigation, ten are in the area of adaptation and
one is classified as cross-cutting;

The SAP pipeline was comprised of 79 submissions: 70 concept notes (CNs) and 9
funding proposals. In financial terms, the amount of GCF funding requested in the SAP
pipeline is USD 731 million and is estimated to mobilize USD 1.16 billion in co-financing.
SAP proposals represented 22 per cent of the submissions in the entire GCF pipeline,
while the average growth of the SAP pipeline from November 2018 to November 2019
was 10.5 per cent per month. This demonstrates a strong and growing demand for the
SAP from AEs and countries; and
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(h)

III.

Most of projects in the SAP pipeline are from DAEs or national designated
authorities/focal points. Africa and Asia-Pacific are the most represented regions in the
pipeline, and adaptation and cross-cutting projects combined represent 90 per cent of
the pipeline. Approximately 38.8 per cent of the pipeline is made up of the CNs and
funding proposals from international accredited entities; while 44 per cent of CNs and
funding proposals are from DAEs and 17.6 per cent of CNs are from national designated
authorities/focal points that have not yet identified an accredited entity.

Scope and main findings of the review of the simplified approval
process pilot scheme

The review adopted a number of methodologies, including gathering primary and
secondary information, data and knowledge. The approach was participatory and focused on
gathering data from multiple stakeholders to allow for cross-checking and triangulation of
information to support the validity of findings.

6.

7.

The review considered the following documents and materials:

(b)

Knowledge resources, videos, training resources and capacity-building materials
developed by the Secretariat to support the uptake of the SAP;

(a)

(c)
(d)
(e)
8.

9.
(a)

1

The approved SAP projects from the nineteenth to twenty-fourth meetings of the Board
(B.19–B.24) and analysis of the SAP pipeline as at 14 November 2019, when the trigger
of the review of the pilot scheme was met;
The specific features and products promoted by the Secretariat for the SAP, namely the
SAP standard operating procedures, the SAP online submission system and dashboards;
How simplified approval procedures are implemented in other funds and international
financial institutions have been reviewed; and

Consultations with 146 stakeholders from different institutions via surveys or
interviews, to capture their views and feedback on the implementation of the SAP pilot
scheme.
Overall, the SAP has been considered a welcome addition to the regular approval
modality of GCF. There is a recognition that GCF needs a financing modality that (i)
allows for a faster and simpler approval process for projects/programmes that entail
low risk, and (ii) requests an amount of GCF finance which is up to USD 10 million.

The complete list of findings is discussed in annex II to this document. Some key findings
are summarized below:

The SAP is not perceived as being substantially different from the regular GCF proposal
approval process (PAP) by those who participated in the review. While there is a general
recognition that the SAP is clearer and more streamlined compared with the PAP 1, the
overall amount of information requested by the Secretariat and the independent
Technical Advisory Panel (TAP) and time taken to achieve approval are perceived to be
similar. This perception is pertinent because, although SAP projects consist of activities
that have minimal to no environmental risks, they still need to comply with the relevant
requirements set out in the GCF policies that apply to all funded activities, which is why
the second-level due diligence conducted by the Secretariat and the technical review by

On average, a SAP proposal is 33 per cent shorter than PAP.
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(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

(f)

(g)

IV.

the independent TAP demand similar substantive requirements in both the SAP and the
PAP; and
In order for GCF to meet the demand for the SAP, adequate resources and capacity for
project generation and appraisal will need to be put in place, while further simplifying
and streamlining the review and approval processes.

The approval process for SAP is misaligned with the request to review SAP
projects/programmes on a rolling basis 2 as submitting SAP proposals for Board
approval during Board meetings presents no efficiency gains.

SAP proposals are limited to an environmental and social safeguards categorisation of
minimal to none. This limits the number of activities that are eligible for SAP.

Private sector proposals are underrepresented in the SAP portfolio and pipeline as
swiftness in the approval of private sector proposals is key. Efficiently unlocking private
sector climate finance through SAP can have a significant impact in the leveraging
potential of GCF finance;
Although the Secretariat has initiated a well-received technical assistance service to
support accredited entities, in particular DAEs, to complete SAP funding proposals 3,
there are still technical gaps in DAEs internal capacity to prepare SAP projects and
programmes.

The funding proposal guidelines for SAP and the knowledge products and training
developed on how to develop SAP proposals have been positively received and can be
better delivered in partnership with the Readiness and Preparatory Support
Programme.

Main recommendations of the review of the simplified approval
process pilot scheme

In order for GCF to meet the demand for the SAP, as observed by the growing pipeline
described in paragraph 5(g) above, the review sets out a number of recommendations for the
streamlining of SAP. These recommendations of the review can be divided into two categories:
those that require decisions by the Board; and those that can be implemented through actions
at the Secretariat level.
10.

11.
The following are the main recommendations from the review on SAP governance and
procedures that require decisions by the Board:
(a)

(b)

(c)
2
3

To reduce the timeframe of the approval cycle, the Board could consider SAP proposals
between Board meetings. This was already envisaged in decision B.18/06, which
requested the Secretariat to develop a proposal for a between Board meetings decision
for the SAP, to be developed within the framework of the work on the “further options
for decision-making”;

The introduction of delegated authority to the Secretariat for the approval of SAP
projects and programmes that imply minimal to no environmental and social risks is
considered to be an important step to reduce the length of the approval time, and highly
relevant for certain adaptation projects, especially in the small island developing States;

Expand activities under SAP to projects that involve limited environmental and social
risks, excluding known risk factors that may elevate the complexity of the project

Decision B.18/06, annex X, paragraph 21.
Decision B.18/06, annex X, paragraph 18.
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(d)

preparation and implementation. This can also benefit the uptake of SAP by the private
sector.

The use of dedicated independent expert consultants, in lieu of the independent TAP,
who would provide an independent assessment of the SAP funding proposals would free
the time of the independent TAP for more complex, riskier and financially larger
projects and programmes, and would make it possible to provide the needed increase in
capacity for reviewing the growing number of SAP proposals in the pipeline.

12.
The main recommendations that the review found which could be considered for
implementation by the Secretariat are as follows:
(a)

(b)
(c)

Externalizing the Secretariat’s technical review of SAP proposals could provide more
capacity to process higher numbers of SAP projects or programmes while reducing the
time taken for the Secretariat to conduct reviews;
Strengthen the technical assistance support to DAEs, as well as establishing closer
alignment with readiness and PPF activities for the development of SAP funding
proposals; and

Continue the development of guidelines and knowledge products including webinars
and e-learning. Where not yet available, increase the availability of this material in other
languages.

13.
Taking into consideration the above main recommendations for Board approval, figure
1 shows the potential reduction of approval time for SAP proposals, compared with the
business-as-usual situation. The business as usual scenario was calculated based on the
Secretariat’s current internal standard operating procedures (SOP) for the SAP. Scenarios 1 and
2 were modelled based on the recommendations described in paragraph 11 to further
streamline the simplified approval process.

Under the best-case scenario of the business-as-usual situation, the approval time for
SAP could be reduced by 35 days compared with the regular funding proposal approval cycle
(PAP). If the recommendations outlined in paragraph 11 were implemented, there could be a
reduction in the workload of the Board and the following potential impacts on approval time:
14.

(a)

(b)

Under scenario 1, where SAP proposals with limited environmental and social risks are
approved in batches by the Board in between Board meetings, the potential approval
time could be reduced by up to 124 days; or
Under scenario 2, where SAP proposals with minimal to no environmental and social
risks are approved through delegated authority to the Secretariat’s Executive Director,
the approval time could be reduced by up to 136 days.
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Figure 1: Efficiency gains the in the simplified approval process cycle

Abbreviations: BBM = between Board meeting, BM = Board meeting, CN = concept note, ED = Executive Director, FP = funding
proposal, PAP = proposal approval process, SAP = simplified approval process
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Annex I: Draft decision by the Board
The Board, having considered document GCF/B.25/12 titled “Review of the simplified
approval process pilot scheme”, and with reference to decision B.18/06, which mandated the
review of the simplified approval process pilot scheme:
(a)

(b)

Takes note of the review of the simplified approval process pilot scheme as set out in
annex II; and

Requests the Secretariat to further develop the simplified approval process for Board
consideration by the twenty-sixth meeting of the Board.
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Annex II: Review of the simplified approval process pilot scheme

The review of the simplified approval process pilot scheme is contained below.

Review of the Simplified Approval Process
Pilot Scheme

Page 2
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IDP
IFAD
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NDA
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ORMC
PAP
PKSF
PPF
PSAA
PSF
PSO
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SAP
SIS
SOP
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TA
TAP
TM
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WFP

Accredited entity
Adaptation Fund
Concept note
Climate Investment Fund
Civil society organization
Direct access entity
Department of Country Programming
Deputy Executive Director
Department of Mitigation and Adaptation
Ecosystem-based adaptation
Executive Director
Environmental, health and safety
Environmental Investment Fund
Environmental and social action plan
Environmental and social impact assessment
Environmental and social management plan
Environmental and social safeguards
Funded activity agreement
Funding proposal
Forward-looking Performance Review
Green Climate Fund
Global Environment Facility
Global Green Growth Institute
Information Disclosure Policy
International Fund for Agricultural Development
Independent Evaluation Unit
National designated authority
Office of the General Counsel
Office of Risk Management and Compliance
Proposal approval process
Palli Karma-Sahayak Foundation
Project Preparation Facility
Project-specific assessment approach
Private Sector Facility
Private sector organization
Request for proposal
Simplified approval process
Safeguard information system
Standard operating procedure
Senior Management Team
Technical assistance
Independent Technical Advisory Panel
Task manager
United Nations Environment Programme
World Food Programme
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I.

Executive summary

The objective of the simplified approval process (SAP) pilot scheme is to apply best
practices to reduce the time and effort needed in the preparation, review, approval and
disbursement procedures of micro- and small-scale activities that support certain scalable and
transformational actions, in order to promote a paradigm shift towards low-emission and
climate-resilient development. In this respect, the SAP has been designed to focus on proposals
with minimal or no environmental and social risks, on activities that are ready for scaling up,
and for proposals with a GCF contribution of up to USD 10 million.
1.

An efficient and expeditious SAP is an important addition to the access modalities of the
GCF. Its value proposition rests on the enhanced ability to provide simplified and faster access
to climate finance for countries and communities, compared with other access modalities, or
compared to other climate funds and international financial institutions.
2.

The review was mandated by a decision of the Board of the GCF (decision B.18/06) at
the time of the approval of the SAP as a submission modality, in October 2017, with the specific
aim to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of the delivery of the SAP.
3.

Within this premise, the objective of this independent review has been to provide
observations and formulate recommendations to further improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the SAP process, to consider elements of simplifications and to also consider
potential expansions of the type of eligible activities.
4.

The review, carried out by an independent consultant, assesses the SAP approval
process at different stages, including preparation, review, approval and disbursement. For each
stage, the review analyses whether simplifications have been operationalized, identifies where
the bottlenecks and gaps are, and suggests actionable recommendations based on the findings
gathered from the underlying quantitative and qualitative analyses, to be considered by the
Board and the management of the GCF Secretariat.
5.

The observations, findings and recommendations made in this review are based on both
qualitative and quantitative approaches, including structured and semi-structured interviews
(conducted as in-person interviews; Skype/remote calls) with a broad range of stakeholders
who have been involved in SAP processes (e.g. SAP proponents, AEs with SAP in the portfolio or
pipeline; staff processing SAP proposals, inter alia); two focus groups; desk research; online
surveys; portfolio analysis; and pipeline analysis. Those are typical research methods in social
sciences and are in line with industry standards for this kind of review. A detailed
methodological approach is presented in the methodology section of this report.
6.

1.1

Key findings and recommendations

This review finds that all stakeholders interviewed or consulted through the survey are
supportive of the SAP as an additional modality to access climate finance through the GCF and
ask that it is scaled up substantially. The challenge faced by the GCF is that the current model of
the SAP is not fundamentally scalable beyond the current volumes, due to structural and
process limitations, as outlined in detail in this review. In order to bring the SAP to a scale that
delivers on the ambition of the GCF Board and the countries, it will be necessary to further
pursue the path to simplification and standardization. This review recognizes that there is
potential for significant change that is also congruent to GCF governance, and that the current
climate crisis calls for the SAP to assume a larger and impactful role in mitigation and
adaptation finance.
7.
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This review has found that a range of improvements can be achieved all along the SAP
business cycle, from the design of proposals through to the approval and disbursement of GCF
proceeds, in order to have a SAP modality that authentically simplifies processes, enhances
climate impacts, strengthens the role of countries, and shortens lead times. The review
considered data and information both on aspects of simplification and aspects of expansion. In
the review we present a longlist of findings and recommendations, in response to the terms of
reference which guided the review to explore both expansion and simplification of the SAP.
However, some factors may be mutually exclusive. It is important to stress here that there are
competing forces between risk taking and risk aversion, innovation and tradition, process
change versus process preservation, and potential changes to expand the SAP versus changes
towards the simplification of this access modality.
8.

Several of these findings and recommendations are directly linked to the scope of Board
decision B.18/06. Others will necessitate a Board decision but are not directly linked to decision
B.18/06. Lastly, a number of decisions are internal and can be implementable by the Secretariat.
Among the recommendations that necessitate approval by the Board, because they identify and
propose changes to the SAP governance and procedures, are:
9.

(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)

Shortening of the approval cycle through an in-between Board approval executed on a
rolling basis for SAP proposals, in addition to the standard Board meetings;
The introduction of delegated authority to the Executive Director for the approval of
SAP projects/programmes that entail minimal to no environmental risks;

Expansion of the activities that can be covered by the SAP projects/programmes to
proposals with limited environmental and social risks, provided that known risk factors
are excluded;

A specific review/assessment for SAP funding proposals which aims at further
strengthening the Secretariat’s internal assessment processes, with the introduction of a
smaller, SAP-dedicated pool of independent technical experts in lieu of the independent
TAP. This will accelerate reviewing lead times, with the independent TAP being
dedicated to larger, more complex and higher volume transactions, while remaining
compliant with the current GCF Proposal Approval Process policy.

Table 1: Summarizes the key changes that would need Board approval.
Proposed changes
Approval method

-Delegated authority to
the Executive Director

ESS categorization

-Minimal to no risk

Review mode

-Secretariat review on a
rolling basis

-Simultaneous and
anonymized technical
assessment by dedicated
independent technical
experts

Current SAP pilot
scheme modality
-By the Board on a
rolling basis, either by
decision in between or
at the Board meetings

-Only at the Board
meetings

-Secretariat review on
a rolling basis

-Secretariat review on a
rolling basis

-Limited risk

-Minimal to no risk

-Simultaneous and
anonymized technical
assessment by
dedicated independent
technical experts

-Technical Advisory
Panel
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Abbreviations: BBM = between Board meetings, ESS = environmental and social, SAP = simplified approval process.

The introduction of all of these changes could lead to efficiency gains in the SAP process
of up to 136 days compared with the current baseline scenario, which can be up to 304 days for
applications to be processed and approved.
10.

There are other decisions necessitating Board approval at a later stage. Those are being
considered in other policy documents or are part of separate processes, as follows:
11.
(a)

(b)

Reviews of the accreditation framework. For instance, the introduction of a PSAA (while
not directly related to the SAP) can indirectly support access to GCF climate finance for a
larger number of national institutions;
Wider deployment of financial instruments in SAP proposals (e.g. equity and
guarantees), in order to expand the availability of instruments, where relevant.

Finally, a number of findings and recommendations can be implemented within the GCF
Secretariat, without necessitating formal approvals. Those include:
12.
(a)

(b)
(c)

1.2
13.
(a)

Strengthening of institutional and technical capacity of national institutions through
targeted technical assistance and closer alignment with country readiness programmes;
Completion and extension of additional technical/sectoral guidelines;
Standardization of legal agreements.

Findings and recommendations

Specifically, this review has found the following:
Project design, origination and policy alignment

Finding

Recommendation

Building the capacity of entities (DAEs in
particular) to pilot SAP and/or enter into the
climate finance space is paramount to support
country ownership and a wider application of
climate action.

A revised SAP technical assistance programme
can be designed with a closer link to country
programming and priorities on the one hand, and
the requirements of the project on the other.

There are still gaps in (technical, financial)
knowledge among countries and entities, which
prevent them from building strong proposals and
strong narratives towards maximizing climate
impacts.

Offer more training for capacity and knowledge
building, including webinars and face-to-face
workshops, to be organized at the margins of
country missions, structured dialogues and
partnerships with relevant stakeholders.

Countries receive high-level information (e.g.
sectoral strategies and guidance) yet often
struggle with translating information into
proposals for the GCF.

Seek closer alignment between country
programmes, the Readiness Programme, the
provision of technical assistance, and its
outcomes.

Page 7

(b)

Development of proposals (concept notes, funding proposals)

Finding

Recommendation

The Secretariat has done well in providing
exhaustive, comprehensive and easy-to-use
templates and guidelines.

Continue the development and simplified access
to material using a multi-media approach
(traditional, social), webinars, and dedicated
dialogue at country level. Where not yet available,
increase the availability of materials in local
languages.

SAP does provide for shorter documentation and
the provision of fewer annexes of supporting
evidence in the process of preparing CNs and FPs.
For example, the SAP FP template is 5 pages
shorter than the regular PAP template and on
average a SAP proposal is 33% shorter than a
regular FP.
Technical gaps in the in-house capacity of DAEs
may slow down project preparation.

(c)

1

Consider additional streamlining and
standardization of the documentation by reducing
the requirement for non-essential steps and
annexes, templates and examples for AEs and
countries, in order to reduce inconsistencies in
the reviewed material and in follow-up questions.
Enhance the support to DAEs by establishing
closer links between SAP, the Readiness
Programme and PPF. Plan a SAP-specific technical
assistance/support delivery solution to entities.

Project internal and external (TAP) reviews

Finding

Recommendation

The reviewing process does not distinguish
between SAP and non-SAP proposals, instead
requiring similar levels of detail and scrutiny.
Detailed annexes are supportive to proposal
development and are consistent with Board
decisions on policies.

Streamline the reviews to be consistent with the
given templates and annexes, in order to reduce
inconsistencies in reviewed material and in
follow-up questions.

The growing number of SAP proposals in the
pipeline will further challenge the capacity of
reviewers (task managers and TAP members).

Consider the utilization of a firm or group of
consultants devoted specifically to the
independent assessment of the SAP funding
proposals in order to free up the time of the
(regular) TAP for more complex, riskier and
financially larger projects and programmes.

The Secretariat’s reviewing process can often take
longer than the required 14 days 1.

Process simplifications (as detailed in this review)
and increasing capacity of staff and external
reviewers dedicated to SAP, will reduce lead
times, in particular in the context of a growing
SAP pipeline.

Currently the SAP SOP is under revision, considering a new Secretariat review time of 21 days for SAP.
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(d)

Approval process

Finding

Recommendation

Presenting SAP proposals three times yearly
alongside non-SAP proposals currently presents
no time efficiency gains and misaligns SAP
preparation and submissions (rolling) with the
approval process.

o

(e)

Post-approval

o

Develop a process which includes a delegated
authority for approval of resources for SAP
projects and programmes that present no to
minimal environmental and social risks.

Provide for a SAP-dedicated in-between
Board meetings approval process, compatible
with the current, GCF approval policies, for
SAP projects and programmes that present
limited risks while still excluding known risk
factors.

Finding

Recommendation

DAEs have limited knowledge and capacity to
negotiate complex legal agreements.

Provide independent (consultant) legal support to
DAE, for example in the context of the Readiness
and Preparatory Support Programme.

Lead times for the legal negotiations remain long.

(f)

Expand the implementation of the pre-FAA draft
templates across all AEs in order to have a
document that is ready for signature already at
the time of approval.

Horizontal issues: ESS categorization and eligibility

Finding

Recommendation

Currently SAP is limited to cover proposals with
minimal to no environmental and social risk, yet
this lower-risk profile is not reflected in less
complex analyses to provide all the relevant ESS
documentation.

Provide streamlined environmental and social
screening, with risk mitigation plans that can be
monitored on a regular basis during
implementation.

ESS categorization for SAP is limited to proposals
with minimal to no environmental and social
risks, de facto restricting the number of activities
that are eligible for SAP.
(g)

Include proposals with limited environmental and
social risks, with no land acquisition, land rights
disputes, limited construction and other known
risk factors.

Horizontal Issues: SAP and the private sector

Finding

The private sector is under-represented in SAP
proposals, although more proposals are being
developed and are included in the active pipeline.

Recommendation

Further development of private sector proposals
via SAP could benefit from several of the
incremental efficiencies recommended in this
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There is untapped potential in the use of a wider
range of financing instruments.

(h)

review, e.g. in operationalizing PSAA, expanding
the risk categorization, simplifying and
shortening the approval process with the
introduction of a SAP-specific in-between Board
meeting approval mechanism and consideration
of delegated authority for SAP with certain
features.

Build the capacity of private sector entities in the
use of SAP in intermediated finance, in private
equity, and in mixed participation funds, with the
possibility of raising the threshold for private
sector SAP and to include SAP proposals with a
limited environmental and social risk profile.

Horizontal issues: Accreditation framework

Finding

Recommendation

There are 15 proposals (concept notes) in the
active pipeline (19% of the total) without an
accredited entity or from non-accredited entities.
Matching AEs to SAP proposals has not been
successful.

Strengthening the pre-origination phase of SAP
proposals with enhanced integration of SAP
training in the Readiness and Preparatory
Programme and GCF country and regional
engagements. A future GCF project-specific
assessment approach (PSAA) could also further
support proposals from NDAs, focal points and
potential national DAEs.
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II.

Introduction

2.1

Overview

The simplified approval process (SAP) pilot scheme was approved by decision B.18/06
at the eighteenth meeting of the Board (B.18) of the GCF on 30 September – 2 October 2017
(Cairo). The first SAP project was approved at B.19, in February 2018. The underlying aim of the
initial development of a simplified approval process was to apply best practices in order to
reduce the time and effort needed in the preparation, review, approval and disbursement
procedures for certain activities, in particular small-scale activities. The simplification process is
expected to deliver a more efficient and time-effective process.
14.

The introduction of a simplified process is specifically seen as a solution to overcome
some of the hurdles in preparation and appraisal timelines for projects and programmes from
direct access entities (DAEs), with an intent to have at least 50 per cent of all approved projects
under the SAP pilot scheme would be from DAEs.
15.

The Board in its approval also mandated a review of the SAP two years after its official
launch (November 2017) or once USD 80 million of GCF funding has been committed. This
review is being developed in response to this request, as the trigger was met for both
requirements at B.24 (November 2019).
16.

As the demand for SAP grows, with a stronger active pipeline and significantly
increasing demands from countries, there is a growing need to ensure adequate financial
resources allocated to this access modality, to support the internal capacity for project
generation and appraisal, and to further simplify and streamline the review and approval
process. For example, in the time period November 2018 – November 2019, the pipeline
increased by an average of 10.5 per cent per month, from 35 to 79 submissions. According to
the online survey launched to gather knowledge and views, 90 per cent of respondents (in
addition to the interviewees) have utilized or a planning to utilize SAP as an access modality to
GCF climate finance resources. Interviewees also noted interest in utilizing SAP, subject to
revisions leading to further simplification and cutting of lead times between project design and
project approval. The main reasons quoted spanned from simplicity and speed of access to
supporting smaller proposals to pilot climate action.
17.

2.2
18.
(a)

(b)
(c)

Eligibility criteria

The following are the current required characteristics of SAP projects and programmes:

Projects or programmes that are ready for scaling up and have the potential for
transformation, promoting a paradigm shift to low-emission and climate-resilient
development;
Projects or programmes with a GCF contribution of up to USD 10 million;

Projects or programmes whose environmental and social risks and impacts are
classified as minimal to none.
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2.3

The simplified approval process to date

19.
As of the twenty-fourth meeting of the Board (B.24), a total of 12 SAP projects had been
approved, with GCF funding of USD 105 million, generating a further USD 35 million in cofinancing. The approved projects are listed in table 2. Five of those projects are from DAEs and
seven from international access entities. Of the approved twelve projects, ten are in the public
sector, one is from the private sector and one is from a public–private partnership. In terms of
financing instruments, nine of the proposals requested grants, and three requested a mix of
grants and loans. Additional analyses are also provided in the annexes to this document.

It should be noted that the SAP pilot scheme aimed at having at least 50 per cent of
approved projects/programmes submitted by DAEs. While this target was not met in terms of
number of projects (only 40 per cent from DAEs), it was met in terms of GCF financing (55 per
cent). This is mainly due to the lower capacity from DAEs to prepare GCF projects when
compared with international access entities, and existing limitations given by their
accreditation status.
20.

Table 2: List of approved SAP projects as of 14 November 2019
Project
Number

Project name

Entity

Country

GCF (USD)

Cofinancing
(USD)

Total (USD)

SAP001

Improving rangeland and
ecosystem management
practices of smallholder
farmers under conditions
of climate change in
Sesfontein, Fransfontein,
and Warmquelle areas of
the Republic of Namibia

EIF

Namibia

9,300,000

700,000

10,000,000

Climate services and
diversification of climate
sensitive livelihoods to
empower food insecure
and vulnerable
communities in the
Kyrgyz Republic

WFP

Kyrgyzstan

8,576,108

1,062,117

9,638,225

Enhancing climate
resilience of the water
sector in Bahrain

UNEP

Bahrain

2,320,388

Energy Efficient
Consumption Loan
Program

XacBank

Mongolia

10,000,000

11,500,000

21,500,000

Enhanced climate
resilience of rural
communities in central
and north Benin through
the implementation of
ecosystem-based
adaptation (EbA) in

UNEP

Benin

9,000,000

1,000,000

10,000,000

SAP002

SAP003

SAP004

SAP005

2,320,388
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forest and agricultural
landscapes
SAP006

SAP007

SAP008

SAP009

SAP010

SAP011

SAP012

Building resilience of
communities living in
landscapes threatened
under climate change
through an ecosystemsbased adaptation
approach

EIF

Namibia

Integrated Climate Risk
Management for Food
Security and Livelihoods
in Zimbabwe focusing on
Masvingo and Rushinga
Districts

WFP

Zimbabwe

Extended Community
Climate Change ProjectFlood (ECCCP-Flood)

PKSF

Bangladesh

Building resilience of
urban populations with
ecosystem-based
solutions in Lao PDR

UNEP

Lao PDR

Multi-Hazard ImpactBased Forecasting and
Early Warning System for
the Philippines

Landbanks

Climate-resilient food
security for women and
men smallholders in
Mozambique through
integrated risk
management
Inclusive Green
Financing for Climate
Resilient and Low
Emission Smallholder
Agriculture
Grand total

8,904,000

160,000

9,064,000

1,104,447

9,962,763

3,644,400

13,325,740

10,000,000

1,500,000

11,500,000

Philippines

9,999,042

10,192,308

20,191,350

WFP

Mozambique

9,250,000

750,000

10,000,000

IFAD

Niger

9,444,444

3,305,556

12,750,000

105,333,639

34,918,827

140,252,466

8,858,316

9,681,340
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III.

Methodology and review material

This review has adopted a mixed approach which includes primary and secondary
gathering of information and knowledge based upon structured and semi-structured interviews,
focus groups, desk research, literature review, document appraisal and two online surveys. The
approach focused on gathering data from multiple stakeholders so as to allow for crosschecking and triangulation of information to support the validity of findings. The main
categories of stakeholders include:
21.

(a)

Internal:
(i)

(ii)

(iii)
(iv)
(b)

(v)

Senior management;

SAP team, project originators, reviewers;

Governance and institutional experts (OGA, OGC, relevant SAP-team members);
ESS experts;

OPM, Risk, Finance.

External:
(i)

(ii)

(iii)
(iv)
(v)

AEs;

NDAs, other project proponents (the ‘clients’);
TAP;

Members and alternate members of the Board and advisors;

Thought experts and consultants in green finance and social statistics.

In addition, a wide range of sources and material has been reviewed, appraised and
validated. These included internal documents prepared for the Board by the Secretariat and
Board decisions that relate to the SAP, as well as those for other policies that are also applicable
to the SAP; project documents; relevant external documents about the GCF and the SAP;
previous studies, reviews and evaluations conducted internally and externally; reports from
interviews conducted with stakeholders from across the GCF network; and field observations by
the consultant working on the SAP review assignment.
22.

3.1

Quantitative data

3.2

Qualitative data

In this review, quantitative data analysis has been carried out through a study of the
approved SAP portfolio (SAP001 to SAP012), as well as of the active pipeline of proposals, with
a cut-off date of 14 November 2019. Typically, the structure of the quantitative design is
descriptive and observational, based on statistical inquiry and numerical reporting.
23.

24.
In this review, qualitative data analysis is derived from structured and semi-structured
interviews, from conducting two focus groups (with internal reviewers and with members of
TAP), from comments received via the online surveys, and from policy documents. Data is
analysed to extrapolate explanations for a specific phenomenon. Qualitative data analysis can
support the review and the ensuing policy by revealing patterns and themes, and by
strengthening knowledge for the exploration of key determinants of change. In this review, the
main purposes of qualitative data analysis can be summarized as follows:
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(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)

Data organization;

Data interpretation;

Pattern identification;

Linking field data to the objectives of the review;

Forms the basis for informed and verifiable conclusions.

Specifically, qualitative analysis through interviews and focus groups has enabled this review to:
(a)

(b)
(c)

3.3

Collect perceptions, experiences and lessons as regards the design, application and
implementation of processes relative to the SAP. This is important because the review
seeks to understand how the various internal and external stakeholders see and
evaluate their experiences with the SAP and whether or not it renders the process faster
and more accessible;

Develop evidence-based conclusions by verifying, validating and triangulating data from
multiple sources, both internal and external to the GCF, from primary and secondary
sources;
Assist in validating key findings, conclusions and eventually recommendations.

Structured interviews

25.
Face-to-face and Skype interviews were carried out in June and July 2019; additional
consultations were also carried out subsequently, in some cases as follow-up to previous
conversations, or with additional interviews. Structured interviews are useful methods of
inquiry and investigation in social science and have the specific aim to extract information from
key stakeholders who are or have been very closely involved with the institutional/governance
set up of the SAP, its management of processes including project and programme development,
appraisals and reviews, potential legal considerations on agreements and signings. The
interview is structured, which means that a template for questions is used. The template
includes general questions and specific questions that pertain to the distinct category of the
interviewee.

3.4

Semi-structured interviews

3.5

Surveys

Semi-structured interviews are a widely used research method in social science,
whereby the structure of the interview follows a freer format, with open-ended questions and a
number of interactions that allow for further investigation into areas or issues not covered by
formal questions (e.g. as in structured interviews).
26.

A first online survey, conducted using SurveyGizmo (surveygizmo.com), was prepared
during the first half of July and launched in mid-July 2019 and repeated in December 2019. The
survey was sent to all NDAs and focal points and all AEs. Similarly, to the structured interviews
detailed above, the survey had a distinct plan to cover general and specific elements of the
entire SAP cycle, to obtain knowledge and views from those groups of stakeholders. It was open
for three weeks in July, and three additional weeks in December. Results from the survey are
included in this report as part of the analysis, which has aided the drafting of conclusions and
recommendations. After the first draft of this report, at a point where more precise
27.
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observations had taken shape, an additional survey was launched, targeted at members and
alternate members of the Board, in order to test opinions and positions on the issues raised.

IV.

Achievements to date

Since the launch of the SAP, the Secretariat has undertaken a number of dedicated
activities to operationalize the processes underpinning the workings of the SAP. The key
achievements are as follows:
28.
(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

Templates for SAP concept notes (CNs) and funding proposals (FPs), including a specific
SAP REDD-plus concept note, were prepared and published on the GCF website;
Online submission for SAP (for CNs and FPs) was introduced, reducing delays and
repetitions in the provision of information by AEs;

Detailed guidance documents for FP annexes, SAP FP manual and technical guidelines
were prepared and published on the GCF website;
Technical assistance support was extended to DAEs to develop SAP FPs;

SOPs and streamlined/shortened review processes were prepared, discussed internally
and applied.

Full details of the achievements to date are provided in table 3 below.
Table 3: Achievements to date
Month and year

Achievements

December 2017

SAP CN template developed and published

January 2018
April 2018

Guidelines on Environmental and Social Safeguards published
SAP FP template developed and published
Templates for SAP annexes developed

May 2018
June 2018
July 2018
August 2018
September 2018

SAP sessions at Structured Dialogues in Asia and Africa
Webinar: Introduction to SAP (English)

Webinar: Introduction to SAP (French and Spanish)

SAP sessions at the Structured Dialogue in the Pacific

Webinar: Introduction to SAP Online Submission System

October 2018

Signed contract with the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) to
develop SAP technical guidance

November 2018

Template for TAP assessments developed

Template for Secretariat assessments developed
SAP Funding Proposal Guidelines published
Webinar: SAP 1 year on

SAP video published on GCF website
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SAP infographic on steps to approval of projects
December 2018

SAP sessions at the LDC Structured Dialogue in Ethiopia

February 2019

SAP TA extended to MoE Rwanda through GGGI

March 2019

SAP TA extended to CSE Senegal and Fundación Avina

SAP High Level Panel Discussion at COP24

Translations of SAP Funding Proposal Guideline published
(French/Spanish)
Pilot phase of the SAP Online Submission System

Publication of SAP Online Submission System user manual guideline
Online Submission System helpdesk established
April 2019

SAP training sessions in Cook Islands (national workshop with the NDA
and DAE) and Samoa (SPREP Pacific workshop)

May 2019

Automation in sending email reminders to task teams on late SAP
review developed

SAP SOPs developed

Webinar: SAP Online Submission System Tutorial
SAP Technical Guidelines published:
Ecosystems and Ecosystem Services
Transport

Asia Institute of Technology training on writing SAP CNs
June 2019

Launch of SAP Online Submission System

Guidelines on pre-feasibility study published

Guidelines on economic and financial analysis for SAP published

DCP/SAP team facilitated a session on SAP for Francophone countries,
organized by GIZ
SAP Technical Guidelines published:
Forest and Land Use

Cities and Climate Change
July 2019

REDD-plus

Piloted the publication of all annexes on FPs (B.23)

Webinar: Introduction to SAP REDD-plus (English/French/Spanish)
August 2019

SAP REDD-plus CN template published

Collaboration initiated with the Adaptation Fund to identify projects or
programmes from the AF to scale up
SAP featured at the Global Programming Conference, several bilateral
discussions were held with AEs, NDAs and other key partners to
progress the pipeline of SAP investments
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SAP Technical Guidelines published:

Energy efficiency for industry and appliances
October 2019
November 2019

Renewable energy

Translations of SAP Technical Guidelines listed above published
(FR/ES)
SAP e-learning module developed
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V.

Catalysing change through the SAP

Some of the recommendations made in this review may involve elements of change from
current practice. Some of these changes are incremental and can be determined at senior
management level within the GCF Secretariat. Some other changes are substantial and will
require approval by the Board. All changes may entail an element of risk. However, the barriers
and risk stated in this section may also give rise to significant reputational risks by keeping the
current status quo in the implementation of SAP. It should be noted that although this review
analyses the barriers related to SAP project cycle, some of these observations are also
applicable to the regular proposal approval process. If the SAP is to be scaled up significantly –
and indications from the active pipeline as well as requirements from countries and key
stakeholders are testament to an increasing need in this respect – then appropriate
improvements need to take place to remove the existing barriers to a maximization of impacts,
while also considering mitigating the risk that may be inherent in the change. When taken
together, barriers, risks and the ensuing recommendations to move forward seek a level of
balance that can add value to the countries working with the GCF.
29.

5.1

Risk

5.1.1.

Risk appetite

30.
The risk analysis in this section can be seen as two-fold: a) it is intended as the
application of the GCF Risk Management Framework to all GCF operations, including via the
SAP; and b) it is intended as the identification, evaluation and prioritization of risks related to
the implementation of the SAP process. Specifically, the review presents below a general
statement of the risk appetite of the GCF, alongside a table and narrative related to the current
barriers and their related risks if no change is introduced in the implementation of the SAP. This
assessment is based on the analysis of the business process of the entire SAP cycle, as presented
in section 6.

The Risk Management Framework is applicable to SAP operations. Of importance in this
review is the compatibility with the GCF statement of risk appetite (see documents
GCF/B.12/12 and GCF/B.19/19). “In order to realize significant impact and promote paradigm
shift to meet the Fund’s strategic objectives, the Fund is willing to accept considerable
uncertainties around investment risks in return for impact potential, to be evaluated on a caseby-case basis recognizing specifics of each proposal. The Fund will strive to mitigate program
risks to provide reasonable assurance that investments can fulfil their stated objectives.”
31.

5.1.2.

Main barriers and risks related to the project cycle

This section outlines the barriers and risks related to the project cycle. These were
identified through the analysis of the interviews and consultations carried out for the
development of the review.
32.

Project design, origination and policy alignment
Barrier

Risk

There is limited knowledge and lower
technical/financial capacity of DAEs to

SAP proposals from DAEs, NDAs and focal points
remain limited in amount, size, scope and
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understand SAP and start building their own
internal capacity to access climate finance.

potential for success. Quality at entry is
potentially hampered.

Development of proposals (concept notes, funding proposals)
Barrier

Risk

Preparation of high-quality, high-volume proposal
packages is a key obstacle for entities with lower
technical and financial capacity. Lack of or limited
applied standardization in size and quality of
proposal packages.

Fewer DAEs (than international accredited
entities) manage to finalize their SAP proposals
for submission and approval, as a consequence of
complexities pertaining to the preparations of
proposals.
Proposals vary in quality and size, reducing
potential for standardization.

Project internal and external reviews
Barrier

Risk

There is no guidance by the Board as to which
policies and/or requirements (if any) could be
streamlined, and in absence of that, both internal
and external reviewers review the proposals with
the same approach, structure, scrutiny, and
comprehensiveness as a FP over USD 10 million.

There is no simplification in the provision of
additional supporting documentation, such as
additional evidence to be provided in the annexes,
which remains the same as for other proposals.
There is no reduction in lead times to complete an
FP ready for submission and approval by the
Board. Scaling up of SAP is hampered.

Approval process
Barrier

Risk

The lower-risk technical, environmental and
financial characteristics of SAP proposals are at
present not considered as advantageous within
the approval process. The simplification of SAP is
not reflected in a simplification of the Board
approval.

SAP proposals are de-prioritized because of their
small size and potentially small impacts vis-à-vis
others. The advantages of the rolling nature of
SAP development and submission (and the
ensuing simplification arising from it) are
cancelled out by processes subsequent to
proposal preparation and submission.

Post-approval
Barrier

Risk

Legal negotiations for the preparation and
finalization of the term sheets and the Funded
Activity Agreement (FAA) are time-consuming

Long lead times between Board approval and FAA
signing, with ensuing delays in disbursement of
resources to the beneficiary/client.
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and complex, in particular for low-capacity DAEs.
In the absence of guidance by the Board as to
which – if any – policies and/or requirements
could be streamlined, legal negotiations for SAP
and non-SAP remain similar.
5.1.3.

Main barriers and risks related to horizontal issues

ESS Categorization and eligibility
Barrier

Risk

The current categorization is capped for projects
with minimal to no environmental and social
risks.

The number of potentially impactful proposals
may be smaller and current limitations can create
exclusions, with a possible impact on the reduced
uptake of SAP as a modality by the private sector.

SAP and the private sector
Barrier

Risk

The relatively low financial value of SAP
proposals and the lead times to complete the
project cycle from origination to disbursement
can limit the ability of the private sector to work
with SAP.

There continues to be a low uptake of the SAP
modality by the private sector, with ensuing low
mobilization of private sector resources in green
finance. Innovative financing instruments such as
seed funding, equity participation, etc., are not
fully exploited.

Accreditation framework
Barrier

The absence of a PSAA and the limited
accreditation threshold (i.e. micro and small) for
several entities means that smaller or lowercapacity national entities may still encounter
delays and complexities when working with GCF.
5.1.4.

Risk

Access to SAP remains limited, in particular for
DAEs and private sector entities; impacts,
transformational change and supporting an
inclusive paradigm shift are hampered.

Findings from the Forward-looking Performance Review

The GCF Forward-looking Performance Review (FPR) was conducted by the
Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) (June 2019). The purpose of the FPR was to evaluate how
the GCF has performed so far in delivering its objectives to promote a paradigm shift in the
climate space and to provide actionable, pragmatic and strategic recommendations for
enhancing performance in the future. The final report of the FPR, published on 30 June 2019,
contributes to the overall ambition of making the GCF faster, better, smarter and more able to
33.
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meet the needs of developing countries. The IEU’s FPR also included considerations of the SAP
that are relevant for the purposes of this review.
The primary conclusions that concern the SAP were as follows:

34.

On the whole, attempts by the GCF at making improvements, such as the SAP, enhanced
direct access and project-specific assessment are either failing, not fully functioning, or
not producing the expected result.

(a)

More specifically, the IEU concluded that it was too early to tell if the SAP is expected to
improve timelines compared with non-SAP because, at the time of its review in June
2019, the approval time for the six approved SAP projects was similar to that of the FPs:
eight months for the former and nine months for the latter. Please note that as of the
time of this review, February 2020, 12 SAP projects have been approved.

(b)

The FPR highlights that this is because, while the SAP reduces the time needed for the
project preparation phase of the approval process through better guidance provided for
AEs, the review, approval and legal steps of the project cycles have not been simplified
and thus remain the same.

(c)

(d)
i.

From these conclusions, some of the FPR’s findings on the review, approval and legal
steps can be applied to a review of the SAP and are reflected in some recommendations.
Specifically:

The accreditation and project cycle processes adopt a one-size-fits-all approach and do not
differentiate according to the respective experiences and capacities of entities, investment
attributes and contexts of countries. (See section 1.1.1.8 above).

ii.

Delays in the project cycle are attributed to policy gaps and overlaps; retroactive
application of policies; lack of internal coordination within the Secretariat; unclear roles
and responsibilities among key actors; and the absence of a public tracking system that
allows entities to check the status of their proposal in a clear and transparent way.

iii.

The decision-making process in the approval stage is seen as insufficiently predictable and
not transparent because entities do not have a clear path to follow; are not informed of
potential concerns beforehand; there are policy gaps; there is slow decision-making;
project-by-project approval; and unplanned or unpredicted postponements of project
approvals. The FPR states “the GCF should ensure the Secretariat has sufficient delegated
authority to establish processes that will increase the efficiency of the Fund.” The
recommendation in section 1.1.1.4 above, on the approval of SAP projects by delegated
authority to the Executive Director, responds to this IEU finding.

iv.

The post-approval process, especially legal clearance, is still a very lengthy process and is
perceived as a barrier to implementation. FAA negotiations have taken 12. months on
average, thus extending the lead times between project approval and disbursement. (See
section 1.1.1.5 above).
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VI.

Findings and results of the review

6.1

Background considerations

35.
The SAP is a multi-stage modality for the submission of proposals. It is implemented
under GCF Board decision B.18/06 and follows a separate approach from the proposal approval
process (PAP) for certain elements of the project cycle. The analysis presented in this section is
based on desk research, interviews, focus groups and the online surveys. The review has
considered all the main components and areas of business of the SAP, from the design and
origination of projects and programmes, all the way to the disbursement of the approved
resources. Figure 1 below illustrates key steps on the SAP cycle. Those are the steps that are
further studied and elaborated below.

Figure 1: Key stages in the preparation phase of a SAP proposal

Design, TA assistance

Proposal
development

Internal GCF /
TAP review

Figure 2: Stages in the approval and post-approval phase of a SAP proposal

Approval

Legal negotiations

Disbursement

In addition, in this review we present analyses and observations on a number of crosscutting issues that are considered to be most relevant to the project approval cycle, namely on
the categorization for the environmental and social safeguards, on private sector matters and on
the linkages with the accreditation framework.

Figure 3: Cross-cutting issues

Private Sector

ESS
categorization

Accreditation
framework
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Each stage in the cycle of a SAP proposal has been studied to determine the current
situation, understand issues, complexities, barriers and risks, with the aim of proposing
solutions to simplify and streamline the SAP. As introduced in section 5.2 (Risk), all changes
away from business as usual may entail a level of risk, yet this risk has to be counterbalanced by
the possible rewards and the possibility of adding value to the entire work of the GCF. In this
respect, simplifications that are conducive to increased effectiveness and efficiency can be
achieved incrementally along the entire cycle.
36.

This review has found that there is still untapped potential for the SAP. Achieving
effectiveness and efficiency while ensuring scale and impacts may be constrained by a number
of factors, such as the limited size of a SAP project, the low risk appetite embedded in the
structure of a typical SAP, the fact that SAP proposals are bound by the same policies and
criteria as those over USD 10 million, and therefore are subject to the same review, scrutiny and
processes, with limited time gains. Against this context, SAP proposals have moved only
marginally faster than proposals under the PAP, taking on average 8 months from first
submission to approval, versus 9 months of a PAP. 2
37.

There are also ‘competing’ requirements that can potentially affect other areas of the
SAP cycle. The limitations on the one hand, and the complexity of the approval process on the
other are interconnected. At present, the SAP mostly follows the PAP process with some limited
simplifications, but at a substantially reduced risk to the GCF, both financial and reputational.
38.

In addition, some of the requirements expressed in the eligibility criteria for SAP may
also limit the scope of the proposals. For example, in relation to the three eligibility criteria for
the SAP, 3 the review found that the first criterion “Projects or programmes that are ready for
scaling up and have the potential for transformation, promoting a paradigm shift to low-emission
and climate-resilient development” might prevent the use of the SAP in an area where it could
have a strategic function, such as the possibility to be used as an incubator and/or accelerator of
climate investments (e.g. in start-up equity). This type of equity injection into a project or in a
programme could provide valuable start-up capital, which could then be scaled up at a
subsequent stage. On the other hand, the readiness of the proposal to be scaled up and its
potential for transformation are already assessment factors embedded in the GCF investment
framework (under the paradigm shift potential criterion). This criterion for assessing the
eligibility of a project for SAP could therefore be abolished.
39.

In this section of the review we present a longlist of findings and recommendations, in
response to the terms of reference which guided the review to explore both expansion and
simplification of the SAP.
40.

2
3

GCF Forward-looking Performance Review by the Independent Evaluation Unit of the GCF (June 2019).
As per decision B.18/06, SAP-eligible projects and programmes are those that satisfy the following criteria:
(a) Projects or programmes that are ready for scaling up and have the potential for transformation, promoting
a paradigm shift to low-emission and climate-resilient development;
(b) Projects or programmes with a GCF contribution of up to USD 10 million; and
(c) Projects or programmes whose environmental and social risks and impacts are classified as minimal to
none.
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Figure 4: ‘Competing’ factors in the SAP process
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The analysis below presents a number of incremental improvements that could be
introduced all along the cycle of a SAP proposal, from origination to post-approval. However, a
more expansive approach to risk taking may not be feasible within the current approach to
managing the review and approval process. For example, the risk categorization of SAP to
include proposals with a limited risk profile may add complexities. With every expansion of the
risk tolerance, the case for simplified review/approval weakens. The reverse is also true: steps
to simplify the reviewing, legal negotiations and approval process may also entail keeping the
financial and technical risk appetite low, so that incremental simplifications and
standardizations are possible.
41.

In the sections below, we detail the possible trade-off between adding complexity and
simplifying the approval through:
42.
(a)

(b)

Providing capacity and TA for the preparation of SAP proposals;
Streamlining the approval process;
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(c)

Developing a specific review process for SAP which increases the level of independence
and quality control while reducing the length of the appraisal time.

Below, in figure 5, we outline three different scenarios to determine the range of
efficiency gains, as expressed in number of days. The business as usual scenario was calculated
based on the Secretariat’s current internal standard operating procedures (SOP) for the SAP.
Scenarios 1 and 2 were developed using a model to depict an updated SAP cycle based on the
findings of this review:
43.

(a)

A status quo or business-as-usual scenario, in which no changes are introduced, with the
possibility of proposals requiring up to 304 days. Under the best-case scenario of the
business-as-usual situation, the approval time could be reduced by 35 days compared
with the regular funding proposal approval cycle (PAP). If the recommendations
outlined in this report are adopted, the potential impact on the approval time could be:
o

o

Scenario 1: whereby SAP proposals with limited environmental and social risks are
approved by the Board on a rolling basis, the potential reduction in the approval time
could be up to 124 days;
Scenario 2: whereby SAP proposals with minimal to no environmental and social risks
are approved through delegated authority to the Secretariat’s Executive Director, the
approval time can be reduced by 136 days.

Figure 5: Efficiency gains in the SAP cycle

Abbreviations: BBM = between Board meeting, BM = Board meeting, CN = concept note, ED = Executive Director, FP =
funding proposal, PAP = proposal approval process, SAP = simplified approval process.
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6.2

6.2.1.

Project design, origination and policy alignment

Key barriers and risks

Barrier

There is limited knowledge and lower
technical/financial capacity for DAEs to
understand SAP and build their own internal
capacity to access climate finance.

Risk

SAP proposals from DAEs, NDAs and focal points
remain limited in size, scope and potential for
success. Quality at entry is hampered.

44.

Guiding questions:

(b)

To what extent are countries’ SAP proposals aligned vis-à-vis country strategies/
NDCs/national plans?

(a)

(c)

(d)

6.2.2.

Was your project or programme originally designed with the SAP in mind or shaped to
fit the SAP?
Have you received or considered seeking technical assistance from the GCF in
developing your SAP project proposal? In which areas of the proposal preparation
would you find assistance to be most useful? Do you think such support can help in the
successful drafting and finalization of SAP proposals?
Do you think that the GCF should expand its technical assistance support? If so, do you
have any suggestions or recommendations on areas for expansion of such technical
assistance?
Main findings and recommendations

Finding

Recommendation

Countries receive high-level information (e.g.
sectoral strategies and guidance) yet struggle
with translating guidance and knowledge into
successful proposals for the GCF.

Seek closer alignment between country
programmes, the Readiness Programme, the
provision of technical assistance, and its
outcomes.

Building the capacity of entities (DAEs in
particular) to pilot SAP and/or enter into the
climate finance space is paramount to support
country ownership and a wider application of
climate action.

There are still gaps in (technical, financial)
knowledge among countries and entities, which
prevent them from building strong proposals and
strong narratives towards maximizing climate
impacts.

A revised SAP technical assistance programme
could be designed with a closer link to country
programming and priorities on the one hand, and
the requirements of the project on the other.

Offer more training for capacity and knowledge
building, including webinars and face-to-face
workshops, to be organized at the margins of
country missions, structured dialogues and
partnerships with relevant stakeholders.
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6.2.3.

Current situation

Project design
As regards the initial characteristics of project design and origination, as shown by the
responses to the online survey below as well as from in-person and online interviews, the
majority of SAP proposals in the portfolio and in the pipeline were designed with SAP eligibility
criteria in mind (rather than changed into a SAP-able project post-submission). This means that
the size of the programme as well as the underlying characteristics already fit into the
parameters established by SAP.
45.

Figure 6: Percentage of respondents structuring proposals with SAP eligibility in mind
Was your project originally designed with SAP in mind?
No, 11, 22%

Yes, 40, 78%

Yes

No

In the survey, a number of respondents indicated their intention to apply using the SAP
modality for their next projects or at a later stage. Some expressed their lack of familiarity with
SAP as a deterrent for applying. In a smaller number of cases, the projects were not originally
conceived as being a SAP submission, but were negotiated into a SAP following the initial review
process by the GCF review teams (task managers from departments, tasked with the review and
appraisal of incoming proposals). This is particularly the case for some of the projects presented
during the initial few months of SAP as a new submission modality. In those cases, there was a
process of transferring data and information from one template to another (to the SAP
template), and in a very small number of cases, there was a renegotiation of deliverables and
impacts as well as of the GCF resources, to be lowered to be within the SAP maximum threshold
of USD 10 million and lower social and environmental risk categorization. Those AEs that
underwent this change thought that the transferring of information from one template to the
other was time-consuming and unnecessary.
46.
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Alignment with national plans and global targets
Views from structured interviews and the two focus groups confirmed that there is a
general alignment between the proposals that are brought forward via the SAP and, on the
other hand, the targets set as part of the Paris Agreement and the countries’ nationally
determined contributions. This is the minimum standard that reviewers would like to see in a
project proposal and one that – if not already present – would need to be developed alongside a
strong narrative around the six investment criteria and the eight strategic areas of the GCF. For
example, specific considerations on alignment, impacts, scalability and innovation also need to
be understood in their country-specific context.
47.

The Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme (the Readiness Programme) is a
funding programme to enhance country ownership and access to the GCF. The Readiness
Programme provides resources for strengthening the institutional capacities of NDAs or focal
points and DAEs to efficiently engage with the GCF. Resources may be provided in the form of
grants or technical assistance. Vis-à-vis the SAP, it was observed that some elements of the
Readiness Programme could be strengthened by drawing a closer link between national plans,
policies and regulations on the one hand, and pipeline development on the other. Participants in
the surveys and interviews emphasized that the country programme documents could make the
links between policy pipeline and financing mechanisms more explicit. Where relevant, this
could underpin the development of specific SAP proposals.
48.

6.2.4.

Moving forward

Interviewees from the countries also stressed that a general basis knowledge on SAP is
quite limited. Countries seemed to have a lot of information but often become confused about
the treatment of this information for the development of a successful proposal. In this regard,
solutions could include:
49.

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

The consolidation of contact information into one person or one contact group, to
simplify communications and access to knowledge;

The organization of more face-to-face time between GCF and the countries, for example,
at the margins of dedicated country missions;

The inclusion of all relevant public and private sector stakeholders to work on a country
programme that builds on the link between policy, pipeline and financing mechanisms,
with the resulting drafting being strategically used by countries to boost capacity to
understand and tackle climate change, as well as knowledge to strengthen their access
to green and climate finance;
The continuation of regular interactive webinars alongside the provision of accessible
brochures, both in terms of simplified language (such as in the current 101 series), as
well as in providing translations into Spanish and French.

Technical assistance

50.
Technical assistance and other types of pre-implementation assistance can support the
design of a SAP proposal, which could lead to stronger concepts and enhanced quality at entry.
The SAP process provides for the allocation of expert consultants for a time-limited period of up
to two weeks to support DAEs and NDAs in the development and submission process of a SAP
CN and FP. Assistance for NDAs and public sector entities is considered more necessary than for
the private sector, where pre-project development (e.g. pre-feasibility studies) is done
internally.

Results from the survey shows that there is support for further expanding the provision
of pre-implementation support, with almost 74 per cent of respondents showing support
51.

Page 29

towards it. However, a number of respondents commented that they are still unfamiliar with
the specifics of how to access TA.
Figure 7: Percentage of respondents showing support to expand TA

In your view, should the GCF expand its technical assistance (TA) support
for SAP?
No, 5, 9%

Yes, 53, 91%
Yes

No

Below are extracts of some of the comments made in the context of the survey on the
importance and usefulness of pre-implementation technical assistance.
“It saves time and local costs”

“Maintaining the focus of our project and providing guidance on what is
SAP-able in GCF's eyes”
“What is important is the guidance from the GCF consultant. It is guidance and
not direct assistance”
“Useful for technical knowledge, log-frame development, pre-feasibility studies,
assessment of emission reduction and mitigation impact assessment”
“better understanding of ESS checklists”.
While technical assistance is generally considered useful, the following
issues/improvements were highlighted:
52.

Page 30
(a)

(b)

(c)

Scope: TA is still quite general and not targeted towards specific outcomes; to have more
details on the scope of services could standardize the process. While TA consultants
should not be utilized for the drafting of the proposal, some more targeted guidance may
be needed, so that the probability of a proposal being accepted is higher. In this way TA
also becomes a filter to define and develop a good proposal and for the elimination of
those other ideas that may not make it as a SAP proposal.

Better link between the departments of DCP and DMA/PSF. This has been stressed in
order to align readiness and project preparation support with specific project needs.
There is a disconnect between the requirements of a proposal and the assistance
provided, because there is often a missing link between the organization of the TA
services (and related scope) with the technical preparation of the project or programme.
New modalities of support: Instead of having consultants supporting the SAP project
development for two weeks, they could shadow the DAE/NDA for two to three months,
with additional and clearer tasks for the scope of work, to include: a) pipeline filtering;
b) developing technical and institutional capacity of the proponent; and c) guide the
entity or NDA in the drafting of the proposal.

Technical assistance can include specific support. For example, guiding the proponent in
the building up of assessments and screening, and the supporting evidence and material to
move from a CN to an FP. This can include environmental and social impact screenings,
assessments and action plans; preparation of financial analyses, including for cashflow, ratios
and sensitivity testing. Later in the cycle, TA can also be offered post-approval to entities that
may need additional legal support, and/or guidance to strengthen the institutional and technical
capacities internally to ensure the successful implementation of the assignment and reporting
on the impacts thereof.
53.

6.3

6.3.1.

Development of proposals (concept notes, funding proposals)

Key barriers and risks

Barrier

Risk

Preparation of high-quality, high-volume proposal
packages is a key obstacle for entities with lower
technical and financial capacity.

There is a lower uptake of SAP by DAEs; there is
an imbalance with a higher uptake of SAP from
international entities as a consequence of
complexities pertaining to the preparations of
proposals.
Proposals vary in quality and size, reducing
potential for standardization.

6.3.2.

Guiding questions

(a)

How did you find the process of drafting the concept note (CN) and the funding proposal
(FP)?

(b)
(c)

Were the CN template and guidance documents useful?

Did you encounter obstacles/delays in any of the following aspects: internal or external
capacity; readiness; project preparation facility; environmental social safeguards (ESS);
inclusion and exclusion lists; training, knowledge, language and policy?
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(d)
6.3.3.

To what extent can standard operating procedures for SAP support further
simplification(s) to the process of developing proposals?
Main findings and recommendations

Finding

Recommendation

The Secretariat has done well in providing
exhaustive, comprehensive and easy-to-use
templates and guidelines.

Continue the development and simplified access
to material using a multi-media approach
(traditional, social), webinars and dedicated
dialogue at country level. Where not yet available,
increase the availability of these materials in local
languages.

SAP does provide for shorter documentation and
the provision of fewer annexes of supporting
evidence in the process of preparing CNs and FPs.
For example, the SAP FP template is 5 pages
shorter than the regular PAP template and on
average a SAP proposal is 33% shorter than a
regular FP.
Technical gaps in the in-house capacity of DAEs
may slow down project preparation.

6.3.4.

Consider additional streamlining and
standardization of the documentation by reducing
the requirement for non-essential steps and
annexes, templates and examples for AEs and
countries, in order to reduce inconsistencies in
the reviewed material and in follow-up questions.
Enhance the support to DAEs by establishing
closer links between SAP, the Readiness
Programme and PPF. Plan a SAP-specific technical
assistance/support delivery solution to entities.

Current situation

Under the current process, an AE or NDAs and focal points can submit an initial SAP CN,
which the Secretariat aims to review within 14 days, 4 compared with 30 days for a CN under the
regular approval process. Submissions are done via the SAP Online Submission System.
Submitting a SAP CN is mandatory, while a CN for the regular approval process is not. On the
one hand, the mandatory CN for SAP may add some additional time to the overall lead time in
the project/programme preparation phase. However, on the other hand, it also provides the
necessary information and materials for the Secretariat to make an initial informed assessment
of the potential and feasibility of the proposal. In addition, the current SAP SOPs provide for
comprehensive outlines of tasks, which may support additional clarity for managing the process
of development of SAP proposals.
54.

55.

The simplifications that have been introduced thanks to the SAP are two-fold:

(b)

Each stage of the SAP is accompanied by user guidelines, templates for CN, FP and all
annexes (including relevant examples), as well as by sectoral guidelines. These are
aimed at reducing effort and adding clarity as to what is required in the submission
process.

(a)

4

The application process is now automated and simpler, with the operationalization of
the Online Submission System, and requires fewer pages for the CN and FP templates,
fewer annexes and easier form-filling;

Currently the SAP SOP is under revision, considering a new Secretariat review time of 21 days for SAP.
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In this respect, the Secretariat has done well in providing exhaustive, comprehensive
and easy-to-use templates and guidelines. Interviewees were complementary about the
comprehensiveness and ease-of-use of this guidance, commenting that it was catalytic to
accessing GCF resources, in particular for DAEs. Interviewees and respondents to the survey
commented that the templates provided by the GCF Secretariat for both the CN and FP are easy
to navigate. Complexities begin to emerge with requests to build supportive documentation for
the annexes attached to the proposals. Annexes can often become cumbersome and lengthy, and
it was noted that they may also be analysed with different degrees of scrutiny. Therefore, this
aspect of the simplification (as represented by standardized templates and annexes) has not
necessarily translated into faster lead times for the development and processing of proposals. It
was commented on by interviewees that the process leading to the development of the full
funding proposals package is the same as for non-SAP proposals, even though the size of the
documentation included in the CN and FP templates, as well as the number and size of required
annexes for the supporting documentation is factually smaller. Please refer to the tables 4, 5, 6
and 7 below.
56.

6.3.5.

Analysis of content / proposal preparation for SAP

57.
The analysis that is presented in this section shows that the overall size of the
documentation for the preparation of SAP FPs (both in terms of total number of pages for the
templates and annexes; and the total count of mandatory and additional annexes) is smaller
than the size of the package of a non-SAP FPs.

Generally, SAP does provide for shorter documentation and the provision of fewer
annexes of supporting evidence in the process of preparing CNs and FPs. For example, the SAP
FP template is 5 pages shorter than the regular PAP template. Even though some of the sections
of the PAP funding proposal template are still required in the SAP FPs as mandatory annexes
(e.g. the risk assessment), the overall documentation package is more streamlined.
58.

However, when compared with the volume of non-SAP proposals, the simplification as
expressed by the number of annexes and information required may be seen as marginal by
entities. Entities and stakeholders interviewed directly or in focus groups expressed concern
about the length of the documentation, both in terms of the number of annexes required, and in
terms of the thoroughness of the reviews, which often “goes beyond the scope of SAP”.
Respondents to the survey also shared similar concerns, as seen in figures 8 and 9. They shared
the view that the level of scrutiny does not reflect the implied reduced risk in SAP transactions.
59.
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Figure 8: Number and percentage of respondents’ views on the extent of documentation
required by TAP to review SAP proposals:
Regarding the TAP review of your SAP, can you comment on the
following: extent of documentation required
Too s i mple
7%

Too cumbersome
40%
Jus t ri ght
53%

Figure 9: Number and percentage of respondents expressing their views on the extent of
documentation required by the GCF Secretariat to review of SAP proposals
Regarding the GCF Secretariat appraisal of your SAP and the project
reviewing time, can you comment on the following: extent of
documentation required
Too s i mple
3%

Jus t ri ght
37%

Too complex
60%

It is also telling to see that, when looking chronologically at the submission packages of
SAP proposals, the overall volume of the documentation appears to be becoming smaller,
potentially demonstrating that there have been efficiency gains, including vis-à-vis the stated
intention for SAP to be a simpler value proposition than non-SAP proposals (see table 4 below
for list of SAP proposals and their respective lengths). In contrast to this, when non-SAP FPs are
analysed (see table 5 below), the size of the package has instead become progressively longer.
60.
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Analysis of SAP proposals
Table 4 presents an analysis of the length of the supporting documentation that needs to
be completed in order to finalize a SAP proposals. This analysis serves for illustrative and
comparative purposes, in order to make observations on the volume to resources needed to
complete a SAP proposal and triangulate this information with knowledge from interviews.
61.

Table 4: Length of supporting documentation required to finalize SAP proposal
SAP project
proposal

Number of annexes provided

Length (in pages)

Size of GCF funding
(USD)

SAP 001 Namibia

4/10

Approved Funding Proposal:
76

9,300,000 (grant)

SAP 002 -

Kyrgyzstan

SAP 003 –
Bahrain

SAP 004 –
Mongolia

SAP 005 Benin

Mandatory
annexes

Other (nonmandatory)
annexes

No distinction between
mandatory and nonmandatory annexes; annexes
less clearly defined; labelled
“supporting documents for
funding proposal”
0/10

No distinction between
mandatory and nonmandatory annexes; annexes
less clearly defined; labelled
“supporting documents for
funding proposal”
11/11

8/8

8/8

8/8

3/5

3/3

including Gender Assessment
+ Action Plan: 110
Approved Funding Proposal:
72

8,567,108 (grant)

Including Gender Assessment
+ Action Plan: 87
Approved Funding Proposal:
41
Including Gender Assessment
+ Action Plan: 63
Approved Funding Proposal:
24

Including Gender Assessment
+ Action Plan: 44
Approved Funding Proposal:
37

Including Gender Assessment
+ Action Plan: 65

2,320,388 (grant)

1,000,000 (grant)
9,000,000 (loan)

9,000,000 (grant)
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SAP 006 –
Namibia

SAP 007 –
Zimbabwe

6/10

No distinction between
mandatory and nonmandatory annexes; annexes
less clearly defined; labelled
“supporting documents for
funding proposal”
8/8

16/17

SAP 008 Bangladesh

9/9

5/6

SAP 009 - Lao
PDR

11/12

6/7

SAP 010 Philippines

SAP 011 Mozambique

SAP 012 –
Niger

16/17

8/8

8/8

11/11

11/11

4/5

Approved Funding Proposal:
76

8,904,000 (grant)

Including Gender Assessment
and Action Plan: 129
Including Gender Assessment
+ Action Plan: 94

8,858.316 (Grant)

Approved Funding Proposal:
71

9,681,340

Approved Funding Proposal:
37

10,000,000

* pages 36 and 37 not
available in the FP document
provided on website
Gender Assessment + Action
Plan documents not available
Approved Funding Proposal:
51

Gender Assessment + Action
Plan documents not available
Approved Funding Proposal:
33

Gender Assessment + Action
Plan documents not available

(Grant)
(Grant)

9,999,042.27
(Grant)

9,250,000
(Grants)

Approved Funding Proposal:
60

EUR 8,500,000

Gender Assessment + Action
Plan documents not available

- FP funding
breakdown is in EUR

(Senior loans (5.95m),
Grants (2.55m))
USD 9,444,444
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GCF FP comparison
Table 5 presents a comparison of a random selection of FPs, 5 to determine the relative length of
documentation and annexes vis-à-vis the SAP table (table 4) presented above.
Table 5: Length of documentation and annexes for FPs
FP project proposal

Number of annexes provided

Length (in pages)

FP 010 – Armenia: derisking and scaling-up
investment in energyefficient building
retrofits in Armenia
(Cat C)

14/14

Approved Funding
Proposal: 72

FP 017 – Chile: Climate
Action and Solar Energy
Development Program
in the Tarapacá Region
in Chile (Cat B)

7/13

FP 043 – Morocco: Säis
Water Conservation
Project (Cat B)

FP 060 – Barbados:
Water Sector Resilience
Nexus for Sustainability
in Barbados (WSRN SBarbados) (Cat B)

5

No distinction between mandatory
and non-mandatory annexes;
labelled “supporting documents for
funding proposal”

No distinction between mandatory
and non-mandatory annexes;
labelled “supporting documents for
funding proposal”
16

Mandatory supporting documents;
no indication of whether
documents have been submitted or
not
7/10

No distinction between mandatory
and non-mandatory annexes;
labelled “supporting documents for
funding proposal”

https://www.mathgoodies.com/calculators/random_no_custom

Including Gender
Assessment +
Action Plan: 83

Approved Funding
Proposal: 53
Including Gender
Assessment +
Action Plan: 63

Approved Funding
Proposal: 68
Including Gender
Assessment +
Action Plan: 75

Approved Funding
Proposal: 93

Size of GCF
funding (USD)
20 million
(grant)

39 million (loan)

36.3 million
(grant)

27.6 million
(grant)

Including Gender
Assessment +
Action Plan and ESS
report: 201

The number generating system used required us to enter the lower limit (1) and the upper limit (115) in order to
generate a random number within those confines. This was done seven times in order to produce seven random
numbers between 1 and 115 which then enabled us to select the seven FP projects for comparison. Please note that all
FPs considered here are category B or C (or I-2 and 3).
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FP 070 – Bangladesh:
Global Clean Cooking
Program (Cat C)

15/15

FP 078 – Ghana, Nigeria,
Uganda: Acumen
Resilient Agriculture
Fund (ARAF) (Cat I-3)

6/10

FP 084 – India:
Enhancing the
resilience of India’s
coastal communities
(Cat B)

No distinction between mandatory
and non-mandatory annexes;
labelled “supporting documents for
funding proposal”

No distinction between mandatory
and non-mandatory annexes;
labelled “supporting documents for
funding proposal”
Supporting
documents
for FPs
2/13

Additional
Information
7/22

Approved Funding
Proposal: 66
Including Gender
Assessment +
Action Plan: 75

Approved Funding
Proposal: 105
Including Gender
Assessment +
Action Plan: 118
110

Including Gender
Assessment +
Action Plan and ESS
report: 260

20 million
(grant)

23 million
(equity)

3 million (grant)

43.3 million
(grant)

More recent project funding proposals (SAP and FP) seem to include a more thorough
list of annexes as well as a separation between mandatory and (non-mandatory)
other/additional supporting documents (annexes) to accompany the proposal. However, annex
requirements are not consistent throughout proposals nor is the structure: some proposals
include a distinction between mandatory and non-mandatory annexes while others do not; and
some proposals do not detail whether or not the documents have been submitted. Generally,
SAP FPs are shorter in length and provide fewer annexes – mandatory and non-mandatory.
62.

A sample comparison between SAP007 (the most recent SAP proposal up to B.23) and
FP 084 (the most recent FP proposal randomly selected for comparison, up to B.23 data) shows
a difference in the number of and types of annexes required. The SAP007 proposal has fewer
mandatory and non-mandatory annexes than FP084. The SAP007 proposal has 8 mandatory
annexes of which 8 were submitted; and 17 other annexes of which 16 were submitted.
Conversely, FP084 contains 13 mandatory annexes of which 2 have been submitted and 22
additional annexes of which 7 have been submitted. The two proposals also differ in the type
annexes required. Though there is overlap, annexes in the SAP007 proposal appear to be
simplified versions of those detailed in the FP084 proposal, especially as it pertains to
environmental risk analyses. FP084 has a more exhaustive and specified list of mandatory and
non-mandatory annexes.
63.
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Analysis of annexes
Table 6: List of mandatory annexes for SAP and FP submissions
SAP007 Mandatory annexes

FP084 Mandatory annexes

Pre-feasibility study

Feasibility study

NDA No-objection letter(s)

Budget plan that provides breakdown by type of
expense
Gender assessment and action plan
Co-financing commitment letter
Term sheet and evidence of internal approval
Risk assessment and management
Procurement plan

NDA No-objection letter

Integrated Financial Model for Output 2 on
Livelihoods (Summary)
Letters of commitment for co-financing
commitment

Term sheet (including cost/budget breakdown,
disbursement schedule, etc.)
Social and Environmental Screening Procedure
Environmental and Social Management
Framework

Environmental and Social Report Disclosure

Appraisal Report and Due Diligence Reports with
recommendations

Evaluation Report of the baseline project (note: not
applicable)
Timetable of Project Implementation
SAP007 Other (non-mandatory) annexes
Economic and/or financial analysis
Legal due diligence

Appraisal, due diligence or evaluation report for
proposals based on up-scaling or replicating a
pilot project: Impact Evaluation of HARITA in
Ethiopia 2013

Project confirmation

FP084 Additional information
Economic analysis

Economic analysis (Excel)
Procurement Plan

Impact Evaluation of R4 in Ethiopia 2017

Operations & Maintenance Plan

Environmental and social risk screening and
residual risk mitigation plan

Stakeholder consultations

Impact Evaluation of R4 in Senegal 2016

Gender Assessment and Action Plan
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Rushinga District Profile

Stakeholder Engagement Plan

Operations & Maintenance Plan

Detailed budget and work plan

Masvingo District Profile
Zimbabwe ICA

Climate Services Assessment Zimbabwe
Masvingo Climate Services Assessment

Zimbabwe Environmental Management Agency
(EMA) screening checklist

Evidence of internal approval

Project activities and responsibilities

Restoration and livelihoods and activities per
landscape
Unit Costs for Climate-Adaptive Livelihoods
HACT Assessments

R4 Proposal Inputs Masvingo GCF

DPC Calculations

Timeline

Technical Study 1b: Cost-Benefit Analysis of the
Seagrass and Coral Reef Restoration Components
(excel)

Integrated Approach Northern Districts
Assessment for GCF

Project level Log-frame

Technical Study 1a: Cost-Benefit Analysis of the
Seagrass and Coral Reef Restoration Components

Addendum to Technical Study 1: Cost-Benefit
Analysis of the Seagrass and Coral Reef Restoration
Component
Technical Study 2: Promoting Sustainable
Livelihood in Maharashtra, Andhra Pradesh, and
Odisha

Responses to GCF comments on funding proposal
Letter of Endorsement from UNDP Senior
Management

Letter of Agreement between UNDP and
Government of India on UNDP support services
Responses to TAP comments
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External comparators: Global Environment Facility
64.
The GEF database does not distinguish between the types of projects (middle-sized
projects, MSPs, and full-sized projects, FSPs) in its numbering system, we refreshed the number
generating system 6 until a random number coinciding with an MSP and/or an FSP was
produced.

Table 7: Analysis of GEF project proposals
GEF Project ID

5838 - Sustainable
Urban Mobility
Program for San
Jose
5518 - Removing
Barriers to
Promote and
Support Energy
Management
Information
Systems in
Municipalities
(EMIS) throughout
Serbia

Type of
project
MSP

FSP

Number of annexes provided

Length (in pages)

2/2:

31 (Request for
CEO MSP
Approval)

A: Project Results
Framework

B: Letters of Commitment
3 / 4 annexes provided:

A: Project results framework
B: Responses from project
reviews

C: Status of implementation
of project preparation
activities and the use of
funds

CEO
Endorsement
Review (21) +
Review Sheet
(10): 31

Size of GEF
funding (USD)
1,782,257
(grant)

2,300,000
(grant)

Annex D - Calendar of
Expected Refollows: not
applicable seeing as no nongrant instrument was used

The GEF’s MSP and FSP proposals are shorter in length and in the number of annexes
compared with both the GCF FP and SAP proposals. More specifically, the ESS and gender
analyses – included as additional documents in the GCF proposals – were integrated within the
proposal documents of both the selected MSP and the FSP in a few paragraphs that detailed the
expected impact of the project.
65.

6.3.6.

User guides and technical guidelines

Guidelines are considered very useful tools to guide countries and entities. Additional
efficiencies could be gained by extending the inclusion and exclusion lists of eligible/noneligible proposals, and by drafting additional technical guidelines for those sectors not yet
covered. Furthermore, each technical area could benefit from standardized packages for
supportive evidence and annexes. Views from the stakeholders consulted as well as from the
survey show that most of the respondents perceived the guidelines and templates to develop.
SAP proposals to be appropriate and easy to understand (see figure 10). There is support for
66.

6

https://www.mathgoodies.com/calcul ators/random_no_custom

The number generating system required us to enter the lower limit (1) and the upper limit (10054) in
order to generate a random number within those confines.
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these knowledge products to be expanded, for example to cover additional areas and to include
additional languages.
Figure 10: Number of respondents who expressed views on guidelines and templates

Number of respondents who selected the option

35

6.3.7.

Regarding the process of developing concept notes and funding proposals,
please comment on the concept note template and guidance documents,
whether they are:

30
25
20
15
10

29
19

16

5
0

7
Easy to
understand

Appropriate

Difficult to
understand

5
Requesting too
little supporting
documentation

8
Requesting the Requesting too
right amount of much supporting
documentation documentation

Completeness of concept note and funding proposal packages submitted by AEs
and NDAs

This review conducted a completeness check on the CN and FP packages submitted by
AEs and NDAs, in order to assess whether the simplified documentation requirement under the
SAP had an impact on document preparation. A total of 70 CNs and 21 FPs were analysed, and
the results are as follows:
67.

Figures 11 and 12: Completeness of concept note and funding proposal packages
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Of the 70 CNs, 58 (83 per cent) were complete; and of 21 FPs, one was submitted with
complete annexes. For the FPs, there was a distinction between the type of AEs in submissions
of annexes to the FPs: while most of the international AEs submitted fully complete nine
annexes, the majority of DAEs were not able to submit a substantial number of annexes. This
acute distinction shows that the SAP should scale up its technical support targeted at DAEs in
preparation of the FP packages.
68.

6.3.8.

Moving forward

All stakeholders interviewed commented on the need to achieve further simplification
through a reduction of the documentation and of the number of annexes that need to be
provided, with some analyses (e.g. feasibility study, procurement plan, risk assessment, gender
plan) to be structured in one study, rather than as several individual studies.
69.

Standardization of typical projects and programmes could, for example, be offered as a
menu of eligible activities with a standard design, log-frame, economic and financial analysis,
and other tools. Because everything would be pre-packaged, both the Secretariat and the
proposing entities would benefit from economies of scale, thus reducing the efforts and lead
times for the preparation of the FP packages. For standardization to work, both GCF and entities
need to find sectors or projects that are amenable to it (e.g. with informal/formal inclusion and
exclusion lists).
70.

Another option would be to work with specific international AEs to develop
standardized projects and models that they could offer to multiple countries, similar to what the
World Food Programme (WFP) has currently done for its SAP projects. Under such a system,
AEs can present both context-driven, unique projects as well as standardized models, keeping in
mind that the former workload might be greater than for a standardized project.
71.

As well as training and guidelines, it is important to also standardize the content and
scope of the supporting documentation. On the side of the SAP proponents, this is important in
order to be confident of the content that needs to be provided; and on the side of the task
managers, to standardize requirements and questions, so that they can ask for what is needed to
complete an FP package without going beyond the scope of the SAP.
72.

73.
Technical and sectoral guidelines can be strengthened by providing in-depth
information on project structuring specific to that sector. In addition, TA targeted to the
development of the proposals (in addition to the TA highlighted at pre-proposal stage, which
are targeted towards institutional and capacity-building), will be paramount to ensure the
capacity of entities and improve the quality at entry of proposals submitted.
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6.4

6.4.1.

Project internal and external (TAP) reviews

Key barriers and risks

Barrier

Risk

There is no guidance by the Board as to which
policies and/or requirements (if any) could be
streamlined, and in the absence of that, both
internal and external reviewers review the
proposals with the same approach, structure,
scrutiny and comprehensiveness as a FP for over
USD 10 million.

There is no simplification in the provision of
additional supporting documentation, such as
evidence to the annexes, which remains the same
as for other proposals. There is no reduction in
lead times to complete a FP ready for submission
and approval by the Board. Scaling up of SAP is
limited by the absence of revisions to its policies
and operations.

6.4.2.

Guiding questions

(a)

Regarding the current internal and external review process, what are your views on the
review time? How would you describe the level of scrutiny/comprehensiveness and
thoroughness, as well as the capacity of the process?

(b)

6.4.3.

7

How can SAP further increase the efficiency and reduce the time of the review?
Main findings and recommendations

Finding

Recommendation

The reviewing process does not distinguish
between SAP and non-SAP proposals, instead
requiring similar levels of detail and scrutiny.
Detailed annexes are supportive to proposal
development and are consistent with Board
decisions on policies.

Streamline the reviews to be consistent with the
given templates and annexes, in order to reduce
inconsistencies in reviewed material and in
follow-up questions.

The growing number of SAP proposals in the
pipeline will further challenge the capacity of
reviewers (task managers and TAP members).

Consider the utilization of a firm or group of
consultants devoted specifically to the
independent assessment of the SAP funding
proposals in order to free up the time of the
(regular) TAP for more complex, riskier and
financially larger projects and programmes.

The Secretariat’s reviewing process can often take
longer than the required 14 days 7.

Process simplifications (as detailed in this review)
and increasing capacity of staff and external
reviewers dedicated to SAP, will reduce lead
times, in particular in the context of a growing
SAP pipeline.

Currently the SAP SOP is under revision, considering a new Secretariat review time of 21 days for SAP.
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6.4.4.

Current situation

The review process of the FP package is carried out both internally by the GCF
Secretariat, and by the independent TAP. While submissions of the finalized package to TAP can
be done on a rolling basis, the proposals are considered by TAP alongside the other non-SAP
proposals, i.e. three times yearly in preparation for the Board meetings.
74.

Recent (November 2019) pipeline analysis 8 has shown that lead times in the
Secretariat’s reviewing process of CNs can go beyond the required 14 days. Data of all the SAP
proposals (both DMA and PSF) in the current pipeline shows that the average time of response
is 35 days. Out of the 79 projects in the pipeline, only 26 CNs were answered in 14 days or less.
This means that 33 per cent of the CNs have been reviewed in time. It is, however, important to
stress that in some cases there are special circumstances regarding the delay in the response,
such as the absence of an AE, or incomplete information.

75.

Views from the stakeholders interviewed, consultations, and from the results of the
survey, show that there is concern as to the increasing delays associated to the reviewing
process. Opinions converge on the fact that reviews take a long time, and the building of
evidence and supporting documentation often goes beyond the level of scrutiny to be expected
in a ‘simplified’ process. In both the internal and external (independent, i.e. TAP) reviewing
process, there is no difference between the SAP and the FP proposals. This means that a GCF
task manager or a TAP member review of a SAP proposal do not look at the SAP in a different or
in a less stringent way.
76.

Figures 13 to 16 below present views on the GCF Secretariat’s (internal) review process
of the SAP with views on the TAP (external) review process.

8

Pipeline analysis capturing data up to 14 November 2019.
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Figure 13: Number and percentage of respondents expressing views on the appropriateness of
the time taken by the GCF Secretariat to review SAP proposals
Regarding the GCF Secretariat appraisal of your SAP and the project reviewing
time, can you comment on the following: - Appropriateness of the length of
time to review (SAP proposals)

Appropriate
l ength of
ti me
35%

Too l ong
65%

Figure 14: Number and percentage of respondents expressing views on the appropriateness of
the time taken by the TAP to review SAP proposals
Regarding the TAP review of your SAP, can you comment on the following: appropriateness of the time to review

Too l ong
33%

Jus t ri ght
67%
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Figure 15: Number and percentage of respondents’ views on the questions asked by the GCF
Secretariat for the review of SAP proposals
Regarding the GCF Secretariat appraisal of your SAP and the project reviewing
time, can you comment on the following: comprehensiveness and thoroughness
of the questions asked

Jus t ri ght
38%

Too
cumbersom
e
62%

Respondents as well as AEs interviewed commented that questions from reviewers have been
considered “too cumbersome’, “very demanding for a SAP” and sometimes “contradictory”.

Figure 16: Number and percentage of respondents’ views on the questions asked by the TAP for
the review of SAP proposals
Regarding the TAP review of your SAP, can you comment on the following: comprehensiveness, thoroughness of questions asked
Too l i ght
6%

Jus t ri ght
50%

Too cumbersome
44%

At the time of the review, the Secretariat is re-organizing the review process. This would
entail the creation of an appraisal team within the Office of Risk Management and Compliance
(ORMC). This appraisal team, firewalled from the team which support the review, would
develop an independent assessment of the SAP FPs.
77.
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78.
For SAP which are in the micro-size and low/no environmental and social risk category,
two independent assessments (ORMC and TAP) might not add value in terms of increased
accountability and quality. Hence, for SAP proposals, the development of only one assessment
finding report (ORMC) could be an optimal trade-off to reduce the review time while
guaranteeing the quality of an independent opinion.

Regarding the internal reviewing, standardization of the process for reviewing, as
presented for example in the SOPs, can limit the extent of questions while also keeping an
unbiased and transparent process. The revised SOP includes an additional review via ORMC, an
additional step which should be compensated by simplifications elsewhere, for example in the
reduction or simplification of external (TAP) reviews.
79.

80.
In addition, it has been stated that the TAP cannot change the way it assesses FPs and
make a differentiation in scope, thoroughness or comprehensiveness of the review of SAP
versus non-SAP proposals, in absence of clear Board instructions or amendments to the group’s
terms of reference. Considering that SAP proposals are bound by the same policies and subject
to the same investment criteria as non-SAP proposals, drawing a line between what is included
in a SAP review and what goes beyond a SAP review is indeed challenging. Building a strong
package of information, supporting evidence and annexes can lead to extensive and continuous
requests for additional information at the time of appraising and reviewing proposals by TAP.
This in turn creates delays because the entity may not have all the information, or the
information is considered to be beyond the remit of the SAP. There are impasse situations
whereby TAP needs to fulfil its mandate through specific requests for material that cannot be
provided, or that is very expensive to derive, a situation that ultimately puts additional
pressures upon a smaller DAE.

Entities consider the internal and external reviewing process too cumbersome and
repetitive. Other stakeholders have commented that some of the additional requirements did
not seem to add value to the core elements of the project. The growing portfolio of SAP
proposals may in future also challenge the internal as well as external capacity to process all the
proposals in timelines that are acceptable and useful for the clients. The internal capacity for
processing and for providing dedicated guidance is limited by the limited resources allocated to
SAP thus far.
81.

6.4.5.

Moving forward

82.
The inherent lower-risk nature of SAP proposals (lower ESS risk, lower financial risk)
should be recognized by providing for a shorter, one-stage review process.
83.

Proposals for improvement

(b)

Alternatively, the GCF could provide firm, clear guidelines that defines the appropriate
level of scrutiny, scope and comprehensiveness of the reviews undertaken by both
internal reviewers and external (TAP) members to consider the lower risk inherent in
SAP proposals and reflect it in a lighter review.

(a)

(c)

SAP proposals could be reviewed by a procured third party, a specialized firm or set of
consultants specifically dedicated to the review of SAP proposals, which will exclusively
conduct second-level due diligence on SAP proposals. This independent assessment of
the SAP FPs will free up the time of the (regular) TAP for more complex, riskier and
financially larger projects and programmes This will reduce the response time of the
reviews, ensure the independence of the appraisal, resulting in AEs and NDAs receiving
the reviews in a timely manner.

A final possibility, mentioned by a smaller number of respondents, is to consider
removing SAP proposals completely from TAP review, to reflect the more limited
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6.5

6.5.1.

financial and technical risk inherent in smaller-volume and lower-risk operations as
well as the fact that in the new SAP SOP, ORMC will perform, through a team of sector
specialists, an independent second-level due diligence which will ensure an independent
technical opinion on each SAP proposal before the SAP projects/programmes are
proposed to the Board.

Approval process

Key barriers and risks

Barrier

The lower-risk technical, environmental and
financial characteristics of SAP proposals are at
present not considered as advantageous within
the approval process. The simplification of SAP is
not reflected in a simplification of the Board
approval.

6.5.2.

•
•
•
•
6.5.3.

SAP proposals may be de-prioritized by task
managers and AEs because of their small size. The
advantages of the rolling nature of SAP
development and submission (and the ensuing
simplifications arising from it) are cancelled out
by processes subsequent to proposal preparation
and submission.

Guiding questions
What were some of the main hurdles faced during the approval process?
How quickly was your project approved? Did the speed of approval present any
unforeseen challenges for your project?
In particular, what are your views on the in-between Board meetings approval policy
and the delegated approval process?
What suggestions can you make to improve the approval processes?
Main findings and recommendations

Finding

Presenting SAP proposals three times yearly
alongside non-SAP proposals currently presents
no time efficiency gains and misaligns SAP
preparation and submissions (rolling) with the
approval process.

6.5.4.

Risk

Current situation

Recommendation
o

o

Develop a process which includes a delegated
authority for approval of resources for SAP
projects and programmes that present no to
minimal environmental and social risks.

Provide for a SAP-dedicated in-between
Board meetings approval process, compatible
with the current GCF approval policies, for
SAP projects and programmes that present
limited risks while still excluding known risk
factors.
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The current approval modality does not reflect the implicit reduced risk that a SAP
project has vis-à-vis PAP modality, due to its reduced volume, scope and ESS risk. At the
moment, approval of SAP projects by the Board takes place during Board meetings, as is the
case for other project and programmes over the USD 10 million threshold. Board meetings are
generally scheduled to take place three times a year. The 2017 decision on the SAP takes into
account the need to develop an in-between Board meeting approval process for proposals being
presented under the SAP, in the context of the ongoing work to develop further options for
decision-making. This request from the Board was addressed in document B.20/22, which was
not decided upon by the Board. Currently, language on SAP is included in the paper on options
for decision-making.
84.

Findings from the qualitative review (in particular interviews and focus groups) as well
as results from the survey show that there are some delays embedded in this area of the SAP
cycle, and in particular as they relate to: 1) the processing of all the relevant information and
evidence as part of the submission process; 2) the fact that SAP submissions undergo the same
screenings, timelines and format of presentation/discussion in preparation to and at the Board
meetings (being in the same mix may erode any time gains ensuing from the reduced volume
and ESS documentation); and 3) lack of a speedier approval process outside of Board meetings,
where efficiency gains could be made.
85.

86.
To the question as to whether the current approval model – whereby SAP proposals are
presented and approved by the Board at its meetings three times a year – is supportive of the
principles of the SAP, 36 per cent said no, with an additional 28 per cent providing comments to
support designated authority and an ongoing approval process (see fig. 17).

Figure 17: Number and percentage of respondents on views on the appropriateness of the
current approval model to support the principles of SAP
In your view, is the current approval model – whereby SAP proposals are
presented and approved by the Board at its meetings three times a year –
supportive of the principles of the SAP?
Yes, 12, 24%

I don’t know, 13, 26%

No, 25, 50%
Yes

No

I don’t know

Additional comments in this area reflected a consensus that the current model is not
appropriate, and that SAP projects are not reviewed quickly enough, with respondents
suggesting that SAP proposals be reviewed on a “rolling basis” or “between Board meetings”
(fig. 18).
87.
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In response to a follow-up question, most of the respondents are supportive of
proposals to introduce approaches aligned with the SAP principles, such us approval by the
Board between Board meetings (86 per cent) and/or approval by delegated authority to the
Secretariat (70 per cent) (fig. 18).
88.

Figure 18: Number and percentage of respondents’ opinion for between Board meetings
approval on a rolling basis approach for SAP
In your view, would an approval model – whereby SAP proposals are
presented in between Board meetings on a rolling basis – be more
supportive of the principles of the SAP (than the current practice)?
I don’t know, 4, 6%

No, 5, 8%

Yes, 54, 86%
Yes

No

I don’t know
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Figure 19: Number and percentage of respondents’ support for approval via delegated authority
for SAP
In your view, would an approval model – whereby SAP proposals are
approved by delegated authority, e.g. by ED – be more supportive of the
principles of the SAP (than the current practice)?
I don’t know, 11,
16%

No , 8, 12%

Yes, 48, 72%

Yes

No

I don’t know

For example, surveyed and interviewed participants on the focus groups have commented that:
“For small scale projects, the Secretariat should have the delegated authority to
approve”

“It is suggested that SAP proposals may be considered for sanction by a Board
designated committee on bi-monthly or quarterly intervals”
“SAP should be approved throughout the year, not just during Board meetings”
“SAP shall be reviewed and approved on a rolling basis, possibly also between
the Board meetings not to make SAP FPs out of date by the time they are
approved/presented to the next subsequent Board meeting”.
6.5.5.

Moving forward

As indicated by most of the surveyed stakeholders (see figures 17, 18 and 19 above), a
certain level of delegated authority to the Secretariat and an off-line decision-making modality

89.

Page 52

would be highly instrumental to accelerate the pace of approvals. While the previous sections
highlight efficiency gains that could be achieved in other parts of the SAP cycle, specifically on
the issue of approval of SAP projects the following improvements could be made:
On decision-making:
(a)

(b)

Option 1: Develop a SAP-specific approval modality that sees SAP proposals being
approved between Board meetings (on a rolling basis) as well as at Board meetings. The
high number of proposals in the pipeline, currently under development, will require a
swifter turnover time not only in processing applications and proposals, but also in their
approval, and subsequently in the finalization of legal agreements and disbursements.
For example, SAP proposals could be presented three times a year for approval by email
between Board meetings; and three time a year at Board meetings. Approvals between
Board meetings could be processed within predetermined timeframes. Delays or
complexities that may render a SAP project ‘atypical’ could then be discussed in person
at the following Board meeting. This modality opens the possibility for complex
proposals to be discussed in person, while also enabling other, perhaps more ‘standard’
or less complex proposals, to be approved by e-mail. This was already proposed under
the “Further options for decision-making relating to funding proposal” (GCF/B.20/22)
in June 2018. While the policy was not adopted, the modality of approval described is
still considered valid. In a scenario where there is delegated authority to the Secretariat
for SAP projects/programmes with minimal to no risk and SAP projects/programmes
that entail limited environmental and social risks these could be considered for Board
approval between Board meetings.
Option 2: Delegated authority. The typical characteristics of a SAP project, with
limitations in size, scope and ESS categorization, may carry reduced financial and
technical risk. The determinant of what can be delegated to the Secretariat could be the
level of the underlying environmental, social and reputational risk of the SAP FP. Those
with minimal or no risk could be considered for approval under delegated authority.

Options 1 and 2 are not mutually exclusive and can also be combined.
6.5.6.

Comparison of approvals: European Bank for Reconstruction and Development’s
Delegated Approval Process

This section outlines the delegated approval process of the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD).
90.

Background

In October 2017, following a successful pilot that ran from 1 October 2016 until 30
September 2017, EBRD confirmed an increased limit to its approval process under delegated
authority, for proposals of up to EUR 25 million instead of up to EUR 10 million, that are not ‘A’
rated under the EBRD’s Environmental and Social Policy, and that were developed under a
Board-approved framework, or with a volume of below EUR 10 million as a stand-alone
transaction.
91.

Process

The pilot introduced a significant change to the delegation of projects under
frameworks, increasing the threshold limit for delegation from EUR 10 million to EUR 25
million, in addition to allowing stand-alone debt transactions of up to EUR 10 million to be
92.
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submitted for approval on a no-objection basis. Projects are either approved by the EBRD’s
Operations Committee (OpsCom), or its Small Business Investment Committee (SBIC)

All projects, delegated or not, continue to be processed by the Bank’s management, but
the increased limit for delegated approval means that a greater number of projects could be
approved without needing to go through the Board approval process. This reduces
administrative burden substantially, for example, by no longer requiring the preparation of
responses to questions from Board offices.
93.

In exchange for the increased delegation, the EBRD’s Board asked for more information
on all projects approved under delegated authority, and it required a specific step allowing the
host country of the project to object (which it could do only at Board meetings for nondelegated projects). This required the development of a one-page Board Reporting Sheet, which
is circulated to the Board for no-objection approval on a three-working-day basis by the
relevant member country.
94.

Outcome

This increase in the limits turned the EBRD into the international financial institution
with the highest share of projects approved under delegated authority, 54 per cent in 2017.
Nevertheless, due to the low volume of these projects, their overall impact on the EBRD’s annual
investment remains modest, below 20 per cent in volume terms (as share of total annual
business volume).
95.

96.

A selection of typical frameworks can be seen in the EBRD Board minutes. 9

The increased volume of proposals approved under delegate authority has resulted in a
faster project approval process, which is a benefit both for banking teams and for the clients,
although it has also increased the administrative burden for the OpsCom Secretariat and OSG
Documentation Office.
97.

Evaluation

An evaluation was carried out of delegated approval, and it was found that the actual
time saving was about 2.5 weeks in the project cycle in 2017, and work hour savings were
estimated at up to 4,000 hours per year, for around 150 projects. It was also found that the
quality of the projects was not substantially different. It is likely that, with increasing familiarity
and use of delegated authority, these savings will have increased. 10
98.

6.6

6.6.1.

9

Post-approval

Key barriers and risks

Barrier

Risk

Legal negotiations for the preparation and
finalization of the term sheets and the FAA are

Long lead times between Board approval and FAA
signing, with ensuing delays in disbursement of

https://www.ebrd.com/documents/osg/board-minutes-1718-july.pdf?blobnocache=true.

10

www.ebrd.com/documents/evaluation/delegate-authority.pdf.
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time-consuming and complex, in particular for
low-capacity DAEs. In the absence of guidance by
the Board as to which – if any – policies and/or
requirements could be streamlined, legal
negotiations for SAP and non-SAP remain similar.

resources to the beneficiary/
client.

6.6.2.

Guiding questions

(a)

How did you find negotiations?

(c)

Following approval, were there any delays in the Funded Activity Agreement (FAA)
negotiations?

(b)

(d)

6.6.3.

What is your experience of the negotiation capacity, both internal to GCF and capacity of
the entity?
Should further steps be taken for simplification and standardization of the SAP pre-FAAs
and FAAs?
Main findings and recommendations

Finding

Recommendation

DAEs have limited knowledge and capacity to
negotiate complex legal agreements.

Provide independent (consultant) legal support to
DAEs, for example in the context of the Readiness
and Preparatory Support Programme.

Lead times for the legal negotiations remain long.

6.6.4.

Expand the implementation of the pre-FAA draft
templates across all AEs in order to have a
document that is ready for signature at the time of
proposal approval.

Current situation

The FAA negotiation process has historically been a challenging process, with
substantial delays incurred due to the need to fully align the legal interests of the GCF and the
AE. More recently, this situation has improved, with the widespread adoption of template legal
agreements that remove the need to re-negotiate the institutional matters at project level each
time. Furthermore, increasing familiarity and capacity at both ends have led to more robust
term sheets being negotiated prior to Board approval, which make the merging of the projectspecific requirements and the institutional requirements more straightforward.
99.

From OGC’s perspective, the fact that an FP is for a SAP does not reduce the level of
liability that the project or programme can expose the GCF to. Therefore, the legal due diligence
that is performed in the review of a SAP FP is the same as for any other funding proposal
submitted under other modalities (e.g. PAP or RFP). In addition, as the GCF policies do not
100.
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include different requirements for SAP proposals, and as stated in the original decision, GCF
policies do also apply to the SAP, the FAAs for SAP proposals also need to comply with
applicable GCF policies and requirements. In this respect, the ‘simplification’ intended by the
SAP modality relates to having an expeditious process for FP approval and FAA finalization.

101.
The SAP Challenge: While this has considerably accelerated the speed of
implementation for AEs with a template agreement and a good level of legal capacity in place, it
is unlikely that these improvements will benefit SAP projects to the same degree, for two
reasons:
(a)

(b)

6.6.5.

SAP proponent AEs are, in the majority, DAEs and in many cases it may be their first (or
indeed only) project proposal, which means that it is highly unlikely that a template is in
place, or indeed that it would make sense for both sides to spend legal capacity on
negotiating one;

SAP proponents such as DAEs are less likely to be familiar with the specific GCF
requirements and are more likely to have limited legal capacity for international legal
agreements, making the process of negotiating a project agreement more difficult. There
may also be more language barriers.
Moving forward

Certain procedural measures can be introduced to reduce the timeframes for project
implementation. One measure that could expedite the process is having all schedules (i.e.
attachments) of the FAA ready when the FP is submitted to the Board for approval. One solution
to this challenge would be to pre-package a SAP legal agreement with a legal (nonauthoritative) translation being offered to certain AEs (e.g. only DAEs with a low number of
projects) as well as in major languages (e.g. French and Spanish). Such a prepackaged
agreement should, from the GCF side, be reflective of the overall lower risks and financial
commitment/risk incurred by the GCF with regards to SAP projects, with possibly lower
requirements on the AE, reflecting this.
102.

Reducing the legal obligations and the consequential risk that this creates for the GCF
could be mitigated by providing closer monitoring/handholding of DAEs benefitting from this
lighter treatment in their projects. This could be ultimately be outsourced after an initial
implementation period, so as to limit burdening the staff capacity at GCF. Additional legal
support could be extended to those DAEs with limited institutional capacity. This legal support
could be independent, on a consultancy basis, organized as part of the Readiness Programme
and/or as part of a technical assistance component embedded in the proposal.
103.

104.
In terms of process, depending on the approval mode chosen, it may be useful to
consider merging the term sheet and FAA negotiations into one pre-approval negotiation, so
that the final approval package (whether submitted to the Board or the GCF ED under delegated
authority) is complete, and ready for signature. The provision of a prepackaged FAA would
considerably facilitate this. A somewhat longer stage for the preparation of term-sheets would
likely be mitigated by the complete removal of the FAA stage.
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6.7

6.7.1.

Cross-cutting issues: ESS categorization and eligibility

Key barriers and risks

Barrier

The current categorization is capped for
minimal to no environmental and social risks
projects.

Risk

The number of potentially impactful proposals may
be smaller and current limitations can create
exclusions, with a possible impact on the reduced
uptake of SAP as a modality by the private sector.

6.7.2.

Guiding questions

(a)

Do you think the current limit of ESS category is appropriate for the SAP?

(b)
(c)

6.7.3.

Is the ESS categorization a limit in using the SAP for your needs?

What is the scope to expand upon the eligibility of sectors and areas in the SAP?
Main findings and recommendations

Finding

Recommendation

Currently SAP is limited to cover proposals with
minimal to no environmental and social risk, yet
this lower-risk profile is not reflected in less
complex analyses to provide all the relevant ESS
documentation.

Provide streamlined environmental and social
screening, with risk mitigation plans that can be
monitored on a regular basis during
implementation.

ESS categorization for SAP is limited to proposals
with minimal to no environmental and social
risks, de facto restricting the number of activities
that are eligible for SAP.
6.7.4.

Include proposals with limited environmental and
social risks, with no land acquisition, land rights
disputes, limited construction and other known
risk factors.

Current situation

105.
In the context of the environmental and social safeguards (ESS) categorization of the
GCF, currently only projects and programmes that have an ESS categorization of minimal to no
environmental risks are eligible to be submitted via the SAP. The underlying rationale for this is
to exclude riskier, more complex proposals that would require lengthier ESS assessments.

On the basis of the current ESS categorization, as well as size of a micro-project, typical eligible
activities include:

(a)

(b)

Capacity development, planning support, institutional development and strengthening,
advisory services, communication and outreach, and early warning and other
monitoring systems;
Household-level facilities and production within an already built-up area and with no
additional footprint (basic post-harvest processing, rainwater harvesting, pico- to
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(c)

micro-scale renewable energy, retrofit renewable energy systems and energy efficiency
and conservation, smallholder agroforestry, and small-scale climate-resilient
agriculture);

Small-scale rural and urban community-based projects, village-level rural water
supplies and drainage (including smallholder farm irrigation such as drip irrigation and
shallow wells), rural energy, small-scale infrastructure (including in situ rehabilitation,
upgrading and maintenance of existing public facilities where waste will not be an
issue), small-scale community-based watershed and habitat management and
rehabilitation, climate-resilient agriculture, soil and water conservation, and community
forest management activities.

Currently, the ESS team at the GCF assesses each SAP proposal at CN stage, advising
whether it is likely to meet the requirements for this classification prior to development into a
full SAP proposal, and verifies this again at the time of the second-level due diligence of the full
proposal, at FP stage. It is regularly the case, in particular with DAEs, that the initial
classification diverges between the classification given by the entity and that given by the GCF,
and that often the lower level of technical and financial capacity in some DAEs is one of the key
issues faced by the entity itself in assessing and addressing environmental risks.
106.

Findings from interviews, focus groups as well as from the online survey have found
that there is a desire to expand the types of activities that are proposed via the SAP.
Interviewees stated that the restriction to what is essentially a ‘very low/no risk’ class of
projects is also reducing the number of projects that can be considered under the SAP modality.
On a portfolio level, this could impact the ability of the SAP to include additional areas of work
with limited environmental and social risk. Given the wide-ranging nature of the risk
classification with limited risk, and the very stringent requirements on a project to be classed as
‘no risk’, this restriction can be a significant barrier to the expansion of the SAP. Broadening the
categorization of SAP proposals to include those projects with limited risk could widen the
overall eligibility over the entire portfolio and contribute further to the efforts of countries to
implement activities that are aligned – or even going beyond – the targets of the Paris
Agreement.
107.

6.7.5.

Moving forward

When projects are clearly Category C, with almost no environmental and social risks
that do not require an environmental and social action plan (ESAP), detailed review may not be
necessary, and a checklist-type of streamlined compliance check could suffice.
108.

109.
With increasing experience and capacity at the GCF end, the ESS review process could be
addressed through the move to a more dynamic, project-specific classification that is based
around the consequences triggered by the rating. So, for example, if a project proposes the
construction of a simple education center on government-owned land, where no further
appraisal of safeguards are required, or the installation of a community renewable energy
project, the GCF could note that while the project is technically limited risks, the absence of the
need for further appraisals/safeguards indicates that the actual risk level is so low that it could
be processed using the SAP.

Proposals classed as limited risk would still be expected to comply with the reporting
requirements imposed on the classification. Enhanced monitoring, including the provision of
external supervision through consultants, could be used to mitigate any residual risk from this
expansion. This should be accompanied by regular reporting to the Board. In this way, a risk
that has been identified will also have a course of action, without that risk limiting or stopping
the proposal altogether. It is also understood from consultation with the legal department at
GCF that there are no legal implications resulting from the inclusion of projects or programmes
110.
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in the lower category B/I-2. This means that a broadening of the classification has no legal
fallback, rather it is only an operational matter.
Proposals for improvement

(a)
(b)

Establish clear qualitative criteria under which the ESS team can assess acceptable
limited risks projects (an indicative list of activities is below), including consultation
criteria.
Establish monitoring frameworks to mitigate any residual risk.

Sample activities of limited risk-rated project activities for consideration
(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)

(h)
(i)

6.8

6.8.1.

Construction of simple facilities not involving land title transfers.

Construction of smaller stand-alone solar power installations or micro-grids, ground/roof-mounted solar installations not involving land title transfers.
Construction of simple buildings and facilities to serve, for example, as education
centres for farmers.
Community micro-grids on common land.
Run-off-the-river micro-hydro.

Refurbishment of irrigation dams for power production.

Installation of weather stations for data collection and as part of early warning
networks.

Cross-cutting issues: SAP and the private sector

Key barriers and risks

Barrier

Risk

Low ticket size of a SAP and the lead times to
complete the project cycle from origination to
disbursement can limit the private sector’s ability
to work with the SAP process.

There is a low uptake of the SAP modality by the
private sector, resulting in low mobilization of
private sector resources in green finance.
Innovative financing structures (seed capital,
equity, guarantees) remain unexplored or limited
in size.

6.8.2.

Guiding questions

(a)

Are the needs of the private sector well addressed by the structure of the SAP? Is the
private sector adequately represented in SAP proposals?

(b)
(c)

(d)

6.8.3.

As it is currently structured, is SAP fit for purpose for private sector operations?
What sectors lend themselves better to the SAP? Which others do not?

To what extent can the structuring of SAP resources in a fund as seed capital or in
aggregation of projects (e.g. programmatic approach) be supportive of private sector
development in the GCF countries of operation?
Main findings and recommendations
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Finding

Recommendation

The private sector is under-represented in SAP
proposals, although more proposals are being
developed and are included in the active pipeline.

Further development of private sector proposals
via SAP could benefit from several of the
incremental efficiencies recommended in this
review, e.g. in operationalizing PSAA, expanding
the risk categorization, simplifying and
shortening the approval process with the
introduction of a SAP-specific in-between Board
meeting approval mechanism and consideration
of delegated authority for SAP with certain
features.

There is untapped potential in the use of a wider
range of financing instruments.

6.8.4.

Build the capacity of private sector entities in the
use of the SAP in intermediated finance, in private
equity, and in mixed participation funds, with the
possibility of raising the threshold for private
sector SAP and to include SAP proposals with a
limited environmental and social risk profile.

Current situation

Private sector entities at all levels, and in particular those in developing countries, can
be important partners in promoting private sector climate action in these countries. Blending
between GCF financing on the one hand, and resources from private sector entities on the other,
can help de-risk the delivery of private capital and scale up private sector investment flows for
low-carbon and climate-resilient development.
111.

Out of the twelve approved SAP proposals in the GCF portfolio, only one originates from
a private sector entity (Xacbank), with a total request of USD 10 million, of which USD 9 million
is provided as a senior loan, and USD 1 million as a grant. The active pipeline shows an
increasing number of private sector projects that could be developed via the SAP, thus
supporting the GCF and the countries in maximizing impacts and in their effort to attract further
private capital.
112.

This review has found that the SAP is generally perceived as too cumbersome by the
private sector, leaving gaps and uncertainties that may delay a transaction. It is also considered
to be too small to generate interest within many institutions, to justify the transaction costs and
ultimately achieve scale and replicability while maximizing climate impacts. The ticket size
limitation and Category C / I-3 limitation seem to make the SAP less suitable for private sector
operations, which tend to be larger and, in some cases, riskier. For example, clean energy
generation projects and proposals in industrial, residential or corporate energy efficiency tend
to be larger in size and complexity and are typically outside the remits of the SAP. In addition,
there are not many small DAEs that are also private sector oriented. Currently, the Private
Sector Facility team is developing a renewable energy/energy efficiency private sector SAP
project for the Caribbean, which is designed to be a pilot programme and could potentially
demonstrate the feasibility of SAP in similar structures and sectors.
113.

Finally, there is an untapped potential in the use of financing instruments, which could
be further diversified. In the private sector, funds released through the SAP could be used as
equity capital (seed capital participation) in equity funds, for example in incubators and
accelerator funds that could serve as pilot and replication models for new technologies and
modalities.
114.
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Figure 20: Number and percentage of respondents on their use of SAP for private sector
projects
Have you used or intend to use SAP for private sector projects or
programmes?

No
33%

Yes
67%

At present, respondents are making some use of SAP for private sector projects and/or
programmes (see fig. 20), although this could be scaled up, as (according to comments
expressed in the survey) private participation and private finance are critical to mainstreaming
climate change interventions. Respondents commented that they were previously unaware of
the option to use the SAP for the private sector; however, upon being informed of this
possibility through the survey and interviews, they expressed their intention to begin using the
modality for these purposes, too. Others commented on the complexity of the SAP as it stands
currently and expressed hesitation to further complicate it by including the private sector
component.
115.

Furthermore, the reviewer also conducted interviews with a small number of privatesector direct access entities, international organizations with a dedicated private sector branch,
and private funds. With the exception of one interviewee, the majority stated that while they are
in principle interested in the SAP, the long lead-time and limited volumes are deterrents for
them to actively work on a SAP proposal.
116.

6.8.5.

Moving forward

Bundling of private sector projects that could be submitted as SAP projects within a
framework approach may reduce delays by speeding up appraisals and approval processes. In
addition, there is a yet-untapped potential to use a wider range of financing instruments, such
as private/mixed participation equity, guarantees and first capitalization of revolving funds. An
element that emerged from the consultations is that the introduction of additional instruments,
and their uptake by AEs, can also be encouraged by raising the GCF contribution threshold of
private sector SAP, to make the SAP a more competitive value proposition for the private sector
(which may otherwise shun lower-volume proposals).
117.

118.
Furthermore, several of the recommendations made in this section will be of benefit to
the private sector. For example, from an ESS categorization perspective, if the risk limits were
more flexible, more typically private sector type projects could be included (e.g. in the area of
water management, small-scale transportation, agriculture, small grids and clean energy
generation that has no implication over land rights or the population). If the PSAA is approved,
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this could facilitate the accreditation of those smaller private sector entities and partners that
are not willing or able to go through the full institutional accreditation. Finally, an approval
modality that includes submissions and approval of SAP projects on a rolling basis could make
for a stronger value proposition for the SAP as a submission modality and could subsequently
increase its uptake by the private sector.

6.9

6.9.1.

Cross-cutting issues: Accreditation framework

Key barriers and risks

Barrier

Risk

The absence of PSAA and the limited accreditation
threshold (i.e. micro, small) for several entities
means that smaller or lower-capacity national
entities still encounter delays and complexities
when working with GCF.

Access to the SAP remains limited, in particular
from DAEs and private sector entities that are not
yet accredited; impacts, transformational change
and supporting an inclusive paradigm shift are
hampered.

6.9.2.

Guiding questions

(a)

Are the targets set by the SAP in terms of scaling, efficiency and support to national
entities aligned with and supported by the current accreditation process?

(b)
(c)
(d)
6.9.3.

How accessible are the entry points for NDAs and focal points that are submitting
proposals, as stated in the GCF website?
To what extent can the pilot for the project-specific assessment approach (PSAA)
support SAP?

Are the accreditation thresholds for several DAEs (for micro- and small-sized projects) a
limiting factor in DAEs’ ability to scale up their interventions?
Main findings and recommendations

Finding

Recommendation

There are 15 proposals (concept notes) in the
active pipeline (19% of the total) without an
accredited entity or from non-accredited entities.
Matching AEs to SAP proposals has not been
successful.

Strengthening the pre-origination phase of SAP
proposals with enhanced integration of SAP
training in the Readiness and Preparatory
Programme and GCF country and regional
engagements. A future GCF project-specific
assessment approach (PSAA) could also further
support proposals from NDAs, focal points and
potential national DAEs.

6.9.4.

Current situation
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While the accreditation is treated in separate policies and documentation, there are
elements that impact on the SAP. There are two main issues related to the accreditation
framework that may limit the further scaling up of SAP proposals:
119.

Absence of an AE to partner up with the SAP proponent: Submissions to SAP can be
made by AEs as well as by NDAs and focal points, as stated in the GCF website. While the
decision to include NDAs as originators has widened the pool of proponents and is in full
consistency with the principle of country ownership, there is at present no streamlined
process for those proposals to be considered, in the absence of an AE. In addition,
pipeline analysis of submitted projects also shows that many submissions do not have a
supportive AE or DAE, with which the proposal could be brought forth.

(a)

For those non-accredited entities, in particular in small island developing States and
least developed countries, the capacity to carry out accreditation may be limited.
According to the accreditation framework, irrespective of the scale of activities to be
funded with GCF resources – whether through the SAP or through the PAP – all entities
will have to meet the GCF basic fiduciary standards as well as any applicable specialized
fiduciary standards in order to become accredited.

(b)

i.

ii.

(c)
i.
ii.

6.9.5.

Volume limitations: Many DAEs are accredited for micro- and small-sized projects only,
a volume restriction which fits within the current eligibility criteria of a SAP but can
limit the overall size of proposals. For some accredited entities, in particular those
focused on private sector operations and in mitigation to climate change, the scale of the
intended activities for which they have implementation capacity and for which they are
accredited, may not be sufficient to scale up climate actions. As it is often the case for
DAEs, they are accredited for micro- and small-sized projects:

Micro: maximum total projected costs at the time of application, irrespective of the portion
that is funded by GCF, of up to and including USD 10 million for an individual project or
programme;
Small: maximum total projected costs at the time of application, irrespective of the portion
that is funded by GCF, of above USD 10 million and up to and including USD 50 million for
an individual project or programme.
These limitations in access (if not accredited) and in the accreditation threshold size
(whether micro or small) for a number of national DAEs may mean that, respectively:
A number of proponents will not have access to GCF resources because they are not
accredited;

The number and volume of SAP proposals, in particular in mitigation to climate change
and in private sector transactions, may remain limited.
Moving forward

As part of its work on the revision of the accreditation framework, the GCF has proposed
the introduction of the PSAA, which is meant as a complementary approach to institutional
accreditation that would allow the GCF to support the accreditation of certain entities by
targeting their specific projects/programmes. As illustrated in figure 19 below, a PSAA would
focus on assessing whether the entity can undertake the proposed project/programme in line
with the standards for GCF accreditation. For those entities such as NDAs and focal points that
have presented or submitted one or more SAP proposals in absence of an AE, a process such as
the PSAA is paramount to promote country ownership, understand national priorities and
support the technical, institutional and financial development of actions that have positive and
impactful contributions towards low-emission and climate-resilient development pathways. For
120.
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private sector entities, a PSAA could provide a swifter process to proceed with the project
development and implementation. Similar to the full institutionally driven accreditation, in
PSAA an entity can also only access funding at a scale that is within its capacity to manage in
accordance with the GCF’s fiduciary standards, and commensurate with its track record and
demonstrated capacity. The figure below gives an illustration of the processes according to the
two approaches (current, and PSAA proposals).

Figure 19 – Overview of the accreditation approaches: institutional accreditation (current) and
project-specific assessment approach (PSAA)
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VII. List of templates and sectoral guidelines
7.1

These user guidelines include:

Factsheet: GCF in Brief: Simplified Approval Process (in English, French and Spanish)

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/194568/GCF_in_Brief__Simplified_Approval_Process.pdf/e739cd3485d0-4495-afa4-c955f74685ff

Environmental and Social Safeguards Guidelines (in English)

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/574766/Guidelines__Guidelines_for_the_Environmental_and_Social_Screening_of_Activities_Proposed_under_the_Simplified_Approval_Process.pdf/
4df31b53-87bd-419a-9373-854047e3e87f

SAP Funding Proposals preparation guidelines (in English, French and Spanish)

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/194568/Simplified_Approval_Process__SAP__funding_proposal_preparati
on_guidelines__A_practical_manual_for_the_preparation_of_SAP_proposals.pdf/0e3c3e7d-199a-6a70-6839-ea4e31d09ff8

User guide: SAP Online Submission Systems (in English)

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/901367/User_guide_to_the_online_submission_system.pdf/4728c7edcfdb-d599-fda4-4970118050da

Guideline on preparing the economic and financial analysis for SAP proposals (in English)

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/574766/Guidelines_on_preparing_the_economic_and_financial_analysis_f
or_SAP_proposals.pdf/7742f075-41f8-80db-7e99-e82578e3a67c

Guidance for preparing a pre-feasibility study under the SAP (in English)

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/574766/Guidance_for_preparing_a_prefeasibility_study_under_the_Simplified_Approval_Process.pdf/6ff63481-8569-75c7-f69e-1037989b4e86

7.2

List of all templates required in the preparation of SAP proposals:

7.3

Provision of technical/sectoral guidelines:

Simplified Approval Process Concept Note;
Simplified Approval Process Funding Proposal;
Annex 1: No-objection letter template;
Annex 1: No-objection letter template;
Annex 2a: Example project level log-frame;
Annex 2b: Example timetable;
Annex 3: SAP budget details template;
Annex 4: Gender assessment and action plan;
Annex 7: Risk assessment and management;
Annex 8: Procurement plan model;
Annex 9a: Legal due diligence;
Annex 9b: Legal opinion certificate of internal approvals;
Annex 12: Environmental and Social Action Plan.
SAP Technical Guidelines: Transport

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/194568/SAP_Technical_Guidelines__Transport.pdf/da33
94cc-fbfe-be18-fedb-e2082e115307
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SAP Technical Guidelines: Ecosystems and Ecosystem services

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/194568/SAP_Technical_Guidelines__Ecosystems_and_Eco
system_Services.pdf/785ad218-ea28-5f39-213f-ed5256e806e9

SAP Technical Guidelines: Cities and Climate Change

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/194568/SAP_Technical_Guidelines__Cities_and_Climate_C
hange.pdf/e4011980-f5d2-8e57-ef2e-ed4f88a13fb7

SAP Technical Guidelines: Forest and Land Use

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/194568/SAP_Technical_Guidelines__Forests_and_Land_U
se.pdf/94b3a509-5ee4-3e24-8ec0-b917e0d25222

SAP Technical Guidelines: REDD+

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/194568/SAP_Technical_Guidelines__REDD_.pdf/056120d
f-aa02-6004-cfb7-2eae9e5b9cff

SAP Technical Guidelines: Renewable Energy

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/194568/SAP_Technical_Guidelines__Renewable_Energy.p
df/545e6714-31df-3cc9-bd6d-d5e183d837cf

SAP Technical Guidelines: Energy Efficiency for Industry and Appliances

https://www.greenclimate.fund/documents/20182/194568/SAP_Technical_Guidelines__Energy_Efficiency_fo
r_Industry_and_Appliances.pdf/0f03956b-1efe-812e-9252-34d363aac4f4
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VIII. Inclusion and exclusion list
The Inclusion and Exclusion lists are derived from the SAP technical guidelines for
Transport, Ecosystems and Ecosystem Services, Cities and Climate Change, Forest and Land Use,
REDD+. The Secretariat is working on additional guidelines, an inclusion/exclusion list for those
additional sectors can be added as soon as feasible.
121.

It should be noted that, depending on specific activities under a project, some of the
activities on the Inclusion List could be considered to be outside the environmental limit of the
SAP. One way to broaden the scope of SAP-eligible projects, while maintaining the
environmental integrity and overall lower risk, would be to consider allowing such activities to
form part of a SAP project, by introducing additional monitoring requirements that ensure that
the risk coming from such sub-activities is appropriately managed.
122.

Table 8: Inclusion and Exclusion List of SAP Technical Guidelines
Technical
Guidance

Inclusion list

Exclusion list

Transport

Electric vehicles: replacement of diesel-powered
public vehicles with electric buses;

Electric vehicles: cases in which
electric vehicles are not displacing
emissions;

Adoption/implementation of low-carbon fuel
emissions standards like the adoption of hybrid
and plugin hybrid systems;
Bike sharing and/or scooter sharing
programmes;

Construction of Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT)/light rail transit (LRT)
systems.

Electric vehicles – replacing a number of private
vehicles with electric rickshaws;
Ecosystems
and
Ecosystems
Services

Revising urban/town plans to encourage
sustainable options (e.g. walkability).

Restoration of degraded coastal mangroves;

Development of spatial information systems and
applications to measure ecosystem properties;

Activities that limit negative impacts on offshore
reefs;
Coastal zone assessment and modelling to
determine adverse impacts;
Protection of inshore fishery resources;

Policies for natural capital accounting;

Planting new invasive mangrove
species for restoration;

New vegetation could potentially
negatively impact existing natural
habitats of animal wildlife;
Small-scale infrastructure/public
facilities that include waste
management (that may not meet
ESS requirements).

Ecosystem services quantification, valuable and
attribution;
Cities and
Climate
Change

Wetland/dryland/watershed management.
Street lighting;

Regulatory changes to set appliance standards;

Proper waste management system to allow for
closed aerobic digestion of organic waste;

Construction of new housing/
roads/BRT systems.
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Forests and
Land Use

Revision of urban/municipal plans with capacitybuilding components to plan for compact cities,
non-motorized transportation and better public
transport.
Restoration of degraded forests;

Establishment of natural protected areas for
forest conservation;

Deforestation-free cocoa and coffee production
under agroforestry systems;

Bundling business models under the umbrella of
incubators and accelerators of micro-, small and
medium-sized ventures with demonstrated
impact on reducing deforestation;
Forest management activities embedding
financial instruments and mechanisms to ensure
long-term sustainability of the intervention;
REDD +

Blockchain technology applied for sustainable
forest management.

Developing or updating the forest reference
emission level/forest reference level (FREL/FRL)
and the technical annex to the biennial update
report;
Establishment or enhancing robustness of the
national forest monitoring system (NFMS);

Increasing accuracy and precision of estimates
related to reduced emissions, monitoring activity
data for land use and land-use change and the
inclusion of soil carbon content in national
accountability;

Enhancing the interface of the Safeguards
Information System (SIS) platform considering a
wide range of users;

Assessing the extent to which the projects would
comply with the Cancun safeguards and the GCF
and accredited entities’ standards;

Operationalization of the NFMS allowing for local
data collection;

Setting up a national registry of REDD-plus
interventions, while increasing the articulation of
REDD-plus with other climate related
commitments;
Improving technical and institutional capacities
for monitoring and assessing forest degradation
and its associated emissions; quantifying the
emissions and removals associated with each of
the identified drivers of deforestation and forest
degradation; institutionalization of NFMS
protocols; and regularly updating the SIS in full
compliance with the requirements of the United

Planting of exotic tree species that
may negatively affect the native
biodiversity and ecosystem
functionality.

Activities related to reforestation
with exotic species are eligible for
GCF funding as long as they do not
negatively affect local livelihoods
and native biodiversity;

Forest management practices
generating discharges to water
flows as good practices of
sustainable forest management
need to avoid waste generation and
disposal.

Page 68

Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change;

Sustainable forest management intervention/
forest restoration intervention;

Renewable
Energy

Establishment of platform to attract private
sector funding for the conservation of natural
forests with high-carbon content and
biodiversity.

Off-grid electrification by means of stand-alone
systems and/or ground-mounted micro-scale
solar PV mini-grids (connecting a number of
households) with a safeguard on grid connection
and general environment, health, and safety
(EHS) safeguards at implementation;
Rooftop solar programmes;

Training and capacity-building of state and nonstate actors;
Extension of credit lines to local financial
institutions to increase lending to renewable
energy projects (e.g. solar water heater, windpowered pumps);

Viability gap fund for micro-scale solar PV plant
crowding in public and private capital with a
safeguard on grid connection and general EHS
safeguards at implementation.

Large-scale solar farm;

Hydropower plants (pico- and
micro-hydro installations may be
eligible, subject to minimal
environmental and social risks and
impacts satisfying GCF SAP
requirements, and greenhouse gas
impact potential quantified by
feasibility studies, and
demonstrates no to minimal
environmental and social
risks/impacts);

Biomass to energy projects not
supported by feasibility studies
covering, to the satisfaction of GCF:
(1) the climate mitigation impact
potential; (2) the cost of alternative
solutions; and (3) an environmental
study covering the sustainability
and the impacts of the biomass
supply;
Installation and piloting of untested
technologies;

Energy
Efficiency for
industry and
appliances

Establishment of credit lines for energy-efficient
equipment, including chillers, motors, boilers at a
micro scale, pumps, etc.;
Energy efficiency improvement in lighting
and/or appliances;

Retrofit of existing buildings: architectural or
structural changes that enable the reduction of
energy consumption;
Development of energy efficiency
insurance/guarantee schemes for small and
medium-sized enterprises;

Vendor-based financing/factoring for the leasing
of energy-efficient equipment;
Delivery of capacity-building and awarenessraising initiatives to state and non-state actors;
training of specialized personnel in the

Research and development
expenses.

Energy efficiency interventions of
activities linked to climate change
and environmental degradation;
Research and development;

Installation of untested technology;

Interventions requiring further due
diligence of existing facilities;

Activities involving the maintenance
or rehabilitation of critical
infrastructure that would require
further technical assessment and
safety studies.
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installation and maintenance of energy-efficient
appliances.
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IX.

External comparators

This section analyses a number of simplified or ‘short’ processes in other comparable institutions in order to explore comparable processes
that could support the SAP review process.
123.

Table 9: Summary of comparable processes and institutions
Global Environment Facility
Modalities
Full-sized
projects (FSPs)
Medium-sized
projects (MSPs)
Small grants
program (SGP)
Enabling
Activities (EAs)

Criteria

Governance

How it works

Up to USD 2 million.

Approved directly by GEF CEO  Approved
by GEF Partner Agency  Implementation.

Aimed at being simpler and quicker than FSPs.

Project proposals submitted by National
coordinator  Reviewed and approved by
the National Steering Committees (NSC).

Funding and technical support provided to communities
and civil society organizations. Aimed at mobilizing bottom
up actions and supporting community-led initiatives.

More than USD 2 million.

Maximum grant of USD 50,000
(paid in 3 instalments) and USD
150,000 for strategic projects
that allow for scaling up.
Up to USD 1 million.

Climate Investment Funds
Modalities

Criteria

Approved by GEF Council  Endorsed by
GEF CEO  subsequent approval by GEF
Partner Agency  Implementation.

Funding provided to governments. Governments chose
executing agency.
Can be proposed and developed by a wide range of
stakeholders.

Approved by GEF CEO (delegated by GEF
Council).

Countries and GEF Agencies can access funding directly.

Governance

How it works
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CIF Standard
Project
Approvals

Technical
Assistance
Facility (TAF) for
Clean energy
investment
mobilization

Adaptation Fund

No size thresholds.

Median size of individual
technical assistance
interventions/proposals is
expected to be USD 0.5-1
million; minimum USD 0.1
million and maximum USD 2
million.

CTF Trust Fund committee makes decisions
to review/approve CTF financing for
programmes and projects in accordance
with set procedures; Questions about the
proposals for funding or decisions made by
the Administrative Unit are directed to the
Head of the Administrative Unit, who will
refer the question to the relevant
multilateral development bank (MDB),
Trustee or concerned parties; Head of the
Administration Unit determines relevance
of concerns and need to include them in the
next regular meeting.
Administrative and operating costs covered
through the special administrative budget
of the Strategic Climate Fund (SCF),
approved by the SCF Trust Fund
Committee. TAF is embedded within
overall governance and structure of the
SCF.

Proposals received on an ongoing basis by the
Administrative Unit and circulated to all members (and in
some instances the Trustee and members of the MDB
committee) monthly by the Head of the Administration
Unit.

Provide technical support to developing countries looking
to establish investment-friendly regulations and
frameworks for renewable energy and energy efficiency.
MDBs submit proposals using proposal template based on
priority areas and funding criteria; proposal to include
brief description of initiative, outputs, activities,
assumptions, risks, budget and results framework;
reviewed by Advisory Group.
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Modalities
The Community
Adaptation Small
Grants Facility
(SGF)

Innovation
grants

Project
Formulation
Assistance (PFA)

Project Scale-Up
Grants

Criteria

Governance

How it works

Focuses on three main pillars:
Action; Innovation; and
Learning and Sharing

NDA endorsement, one step approval

The implementation plan of the medium-term strategy
(MTS) outlines expected results, outputs, and activities that
will be undertaken to put the MTS into action, indicators
for measuring performance and a tentative budget and
timeline.

PFA grants are available only to
National Implementing Entities
(NIEs) that are going through
the two-step approval process
for projects and programmes.

Two-page request at the time of submission
of a project concept proposal to the Board.

The PFA grant of the Adaptation Fund is meant to support:
environmental impact assessment (EIA), vulnerability
assessment (VA), risk assessment. Other environmental
and social assessments for adaptation projects.

Funded under the Readiness
Programme for Climate
Finance. The grant amount that
can be accessed by an
accredited NIE is up to a
maximum of USD 100,000 per
project/programme.

Accessed via a NIE

NIEs may finance activities that may include, but are not
limited to: planning, assessment, capacity enhancement
(individual, organization and institutional) for designing
and developing scaling up pathways for project scale up;
and public and private partnerships and collaborations to
support project development for scale up.

For civil society organizations
to implement locally relevant
adaptation projects at the
community level in one of the
three following areas: climatesmart agriculture; climateresilient livelihoods; climateproof settlements.

Up to USD 250,000 per grant;
first launched 2018; second call
in 2020.

4-page request

Secretariat technical review

Submission to the Project and Programme
Review Committee (PPRC) for their review

Works directly with local stakeholders and anticipated
beneficiaries through a small granting mechanism called
enhanced direct access to allow civil society organizations
to access climate finance.
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and recommendation to the Board for
decision by the Board

Error! No text of specified style in document.
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