
 

The last day of B22 started with the co-chairs going back to the Consideration of 
Accreditation Proposals. It was dealt with very briefly and the co-chair Josceline 
Wheatley, after explaining that matters have been resolved offline and that no further 
discussions are needed, he invited the Board to approve ALL the Accreditation Proposals. 
Since there was no objection inside the Boardroom, he gaveled, and we were not able to 
deliver our interventions. All 9 entities have been approved by the Board. 
  
It was then followed by the agenda item on Matters related to accreditation, 
including the framework review. The Secretariat presented how an independent 
consulting firm conducted the review and how surveys were done among partners and 
stakeholders. Based on the findings, the Fund’s Accreditation standards are robust and 
balanced with its fit-for-purpose approach, however, a number areas have to improved 
particularly on the following: 

-       Guidance on entity role and access modalities must be clear 
-       Links with Country Programming must be strong 
-       Need to clarify size categories 
-       Need to streamline accreditation process through the Project Specific 
Assessment Approach (PSAA) 

  
Under this item, the Board has to approve the proposed work of the Accreditation 
Committee – that is to streamline the processes and requests including providing 
guidelines on the role of AEs, and guidelines on the identification and nomination of DAEs 
linked to country programming priorities. The Committee is also requested to present a 
new Accreditation Framework by B23. 
  
The findings and recommendations of the review received positive comments from the 
Board. Many commended the Committee in presenting the PSAA and believed it can solve 
the bottleneck problems in the process of accreditation. BM from Uruguay asked how the 
PSAA will affect the accreditation process after entities receive the readiness program, 
and how it will eventually impact FP submissions under SAP. BM from Netherlands said 
the findings of the review should be the basis for a better version of the Accreditation 
Framework, and then reminded the Committee to still adhere to the Fund’s standards. 
  
BM from Saudi Arabia was happy about the idea of streamlining but then opposed the 
idea of setting baselines as a way to track improvement of AEs and whether they remain 
committed to emissions reductions. He reminded the Board about the developing 
countries’ right to development, and that entities from developing countries should not 
be compelled to stay at a certain baseline limit. 



  
In our CSO Intervention, delivered by Daan Roberts, alternate Active Observer from the 
North, we raised our points on 3 agenda items. As we were not able to intervene for the 
previous agenda item, Daan expressed our dismay about the process and raised our 
objections about the 2 entities that we believe have bad track record in funding coal 
plants and have investments in plantation forestry that promote carbon benefits from 
tree crops. These entities are the Attijariwafa Bank (AWB) from Morocco, and the 
Macquarie Alternative Assets Management Limited (MAAML) from Australia. 
  
On the Accreditation Framework Review, we raised our objections on the definitions we 
feel inappropriate (i.e.  DAEs defined as domestic institutions in developing countries and 
lacked the qualifier that they should be implementing activities in that same country. All 
other entities – whether from developed or developing countries – that wish to implement 
GCF activities in multiple countries can be considered via the international access track.) 
We also noticed that prioritization of DAEs has not been suggested in the decision text 
despite the fact that it has been part of the review recommendations, and that there is 
no reference to establish third party inputs, including from affected communities and civil 
society. 
  
As it was not clear if the item on Baseline Methodology for Portfolio Shift is part of this 
agenda item, Daan delivered our intervention anyway to make sure our points are heard. 
We raised our concern on how the proposed methodology relies heavily on an approach 
based on measuring emissions, focused on projects, and on the GCF’s Performance 
Measurement Framework, when there are other more advanced methodologies like the 
“science-based targets” approach. We also thought the differentiation simply by 
international vs direct access is counterproductive, since some direct access entities have 
comparable scale, capacities and impact as international entities. 
  
At this point, the co-chair Josceline Wheatley clarified that the Baseline Methodology 
discussion is excluded under this agenda item. He noted our comments and as well as 
Saudi Arabia’s and requested to just repeat them when the matter is discussed. Many 
BMs got confused and complained that even the document titles presented were 
misleading, so the co-chairs decided to sort things with the Secretariat and suspend the 
adoption of a decision. 
  
The discussion resumed in the afternoon and the Board was presented a revised decision 
text. BM from US sought clarity on consultation processes to be undertaken by the 
Accreditation Committee with the board, and said that it should include both Annex 3 
(Pilot Framework for PSAA) and Annex 4 (Accreditation Framework Review). 
  
After seeing the amendments, the decision was adopted. 
  
This was followed by the Policy on the protection from sexual exploitation, sexual 
abuse and sexual harassment (SEAH). Ibrahim Pam of the Independent Integrity 



Unit (IIU) introduced the interim policy and referred to the B14 and B21 decisions that 
requested the IIU to draft the policy. He mentioned that consultations were done with 
the members of the Secretariat, CSOs and best practices from other institutional policies 
were reflected in the policy. In summary, the policy: 

-       Expressed the value of GCF and commitment to zero tolerance 
-       Applicable to covered individuals (Board and alternate members and GCF 

personnel) not to condone, encourage and engage in sexual exploitation, abuse 
and harassment 
-       Provides protection for victims and remedial measures 
-       Does not cover counterparties 

  
The Board was requested to adopt the draft policy at this meeting, to be followed by an 
updated one covering budget implications and provisions applicable to counterparties at 
B23. 
  
In our CSO Intervention, Erika Lennon, Alternate AO from the North, urged the IIU 
to include measures that allow the reporting of an incident to national authorities for 
potential criminal prosecution, which is consistent with the proposed Policy on Prohibited 
Practices. We also thought it is best if the policy explicitly lays out the reporting 
procedures if the alleged perpetrator is part of the Ethics and Audit Committee, which 
could be that the Board member would have to recuse themselves in line with the practice 
laid out in the Policy on Ethics and Conflicts of Interest of the Board of the GCF. 
  
BM from Tanzania sought clarity on the definition of ‘discrimination’ suggesting the Board 
must adopt a policy that covers all forms of discrimination (not only sexual in nature) 
instead. The IIU explained that a more general scope of discrimination is covered in the 
Prohibited Practices Policy and Whistleblower Policy. The reason for having SEAH is not 
only because it is common among multilateral and international entities, but also because 
the topic is pervasive and often not addressed properly. He also mentioned that not 
addressing the issue could affect credibility and integrity of the Fund. 
  
After some minor textual amendments, the Interim SEAH Policy was adopted by the 
Board. 
  
Ibrahim Pam of the IIU also presented the Prohibited Practices Policy (PPP), which 
serves as the basis for other policies on prevention, detection, investigation and 
remediation of prohibited acts. IIU was requested in B12 to enhance the general 
principles of the policy that will strengthen the Fund’s commitment to zero tolerance, 
define prohibited acts, set the obligations of covered individuals and counterparties, and 
set remedial measures in situations where prohibited practices occur. 
  
At this Board Meeting, the Board has to approve the adoption of the updated policy, the 
task assigned to the IIU to develop policies on Sanctions that will be presented to the 
Board by B24. The decision text also stated the role of the Board’s Ethics and Committee 



in addressing issues arising from the implementation of policy, as well as the role of the 
IIU in providing report on experiences and lessons learnt after 2 years as a basis for 
review. 
  
There were a lot of clarificatory comments from the Board. BM from Iran asked the IIU 
to define the scope and relationship of the section on Sanctions with the Compliance 
Policy as well as the Policy on Anti-Money Laundering and Countering Financing of 
Terrorism (AML/CFT). Other Board Members raised the need to polish the PPP further, so 
it remains coherent and consistent with other policies. BM from Cuba reminded the Board 
how they have the tendency to adopt several policies without checking redundancy 
and/or consistency with others. While BM from Tanzania requested the IIU to outline 
what are prohibited practices. 
  
The discussion triggered BM from Saudi Arabia once again in raising the issue around the 
Active Observers’ Participation and how they are not part of the ‘covered individuals’ list. 
He said that it seems like the Fund is allowing AOs to participate inside the Boardroom, 
yet they are immune from the scope of these policies. He urged the Board again to look 
at the AO Policy, and suggested to do it as early as possible, especially as he noticed how 
AOs keep on changing every Board Meeting. 
  
The co-chair Josceline Wheatley explained that the AO Policy is not in the hands of the 
IIU but rather in the hands of the Board. He furthered that the policy is one item that the 
Board has repeatedly deferred. The policy was already submitted to the Ethics and Audit 
Committee, which the BM from Saudi Arabia is part of, and is due to be adopted at B23. 
As a compromise, BM from Saudi Arabia suggested to include the AOs in the covered 
individuals list of the PPP, to which BMs from Italy and Germany opposed. They believed 
AOs should not be considered under the same category as BMs and their alternates as 
they don’t have the same status. BM from Italy even mentioned that as observers, they 
don’t have the same access to information as the Board. 
  
In our CSO Intervention delivered by Erika Lennon, we raised our concerns for 2 integrity 
policies – PPP and AML/CFT – which we believed are critical for good governance of the 
Fund. We are aligned with the Board comments on the need for consistency and 
reference to other relevant policies, including the Whistleblower and Witness Protection 
Policy as it includes important provisions including cases where the Executive Director or 
the Ethics and Audit Committee might be involved. We also suggested the policy to share 
the final resolution in public especially if there are sanctions imposed and/or no sanctions 
were imposed but the individual or entity, who was the subject of the procedure, requests 
so. Sanctioned entities, time of the sanction, and nature of the violation of the policy 
should be listed on GCF's website, similar to the practice of EBRD.  
  
Since there were a number of back and forth from the IIU and some BMs, the co-chairs 
decided to suspend the item. When the discussions resumed in the afternoon and textual 
edits were added, the co-chairs moved to approve decision. The textual edits include – 



the elaboration of definition on Financial Sanctions, Corruption and Abuse, and a language 
stating the PPP will make consequential amendments following amendments to the Policy 
on Ethics and Conflicts of Interest that will cover AOs (as requested by BM from Saudi 
Arabia). However, BM from Tanzania opposed. This forced the Board to defer the item to 
the next Board Meeting. 
  
(Note: The Board went into an Executive Session and later approved the decision on PPP 
after the BM from Tanzania withdrew his opposition. This was not shown in the webcast, 
but CSO colleagues who had the chance to speak with some BMs have confirmed that 
the Policy was indeed adopted.) 
  
Discussions on Standards for the implementation of the Anti-Money Laundering 
(AML) and Countering the Financing of Terrorism (CFT) Policyhad a similar tone. 
Ibrahim Pam of the IIU presented how the AMT/CFT will be implemented which aims to 
adopt best practice fiduciary standards, meet expectations of stakeholders, and cover the 
Board and their alternates, GCF personnel and counterparties. 
  
The Board is requested to adopt the standards and assign the Accreditation Committee 
in consultation with the IIU, to integrate the policy into the fiduciary standards of the 
Fund, and present a proposal for Board consideration in 2019. The IIU clarified that the 
sanctions mentioned in the document are based on those imposed by the UN Security 
Council under Chapter 7 of the UN Charter. 
  
The issue of consistency and coherence came up again, and BM from Iran had the same 
concerns on the notion and scope of sanctions stipulated in the document. He urged the 
IIU to make sure these are consistent not only to the resolutions adopted by the UN 
Security Council, but by the mandates and standards of the GCF as well. He also said the 
financial sanctions, as with the PPP, is not clear and its scope must be clearly defined. He 
suggested a specific language saying “financial sanctions are sanctions currently imposed 
by the UN Security Council resolutions under the Chapter 7 of the UN Charter, relating to 
money laundering and financing terrorism.” 
  
BM from Saudi Arabia clarified whether AOs are covered in the policy as they are also 
representatives of organizations that may or may not be at risk of certain issues covered 
by the policy. IIU agreed to amend the policy to include AOs. 
  
The discussions were suspended temporarily to incorporate the textual edits raised. 
However, when it resumed in the afternoon, several items were still unclear for some 
BMs. BM from Iran thought the document should define the limits of AML and CFT and 
requested to see the rest of the annexes to understand the entire document. Other BMs 
were not convinced with the amendments proposed by Iran as it has the tendency to 
limit the scope. BM from Germany suggested to delete the addition and adopt the text, 
or defer the action. 
  



The suggestion to defer the decision was agreed by the BM from Iran, which allowed the 
co-chairs Nagmeldin Mahmoud to defer the Board decision to B23. 
  
The Secretariat also presented another agenda item that was deferred several times 
– Performance evaluation and criteria of the Heads of the Independent Units 
– which requested the Board to approve the decision to hire a Human Resource 
Consultant and approve the budget to conduct a performance oversight of the heads of 
the 3 independent units and come up with Board recommendations for B23. The co-chair 
Josceline Wheatley explained that this matter is urgent because the terms of 2 unit heads 
are scheduled for renewal by end of B23. 
  
There were no comments from the Board expect the one from Liberia who wanted to see 
the budget. The Secretariat said they cannot disclose the exact amount as it is already 
submitted to budget committee. But the BM from just wanted assurance that comparative 
analysis was undertaken and that the amount requested was reasonable, to which the 
head of the Budget Committee confirmed. It was then adopted by the Board. 
  
The Board also discussed the Budget Committee Recommendation for the 
operating costs of the GCF for 2019 and 2020. BM from Austria on behalf of the 
Committee stressed that the document is presented is not seeking approval of the 2020 
budget, but rather to present recommendations that will serve as guide for a smooth 
transition to the 2020 budget. The Secretariat presented the considerations made 
including the number of staff members, inflation, contingency amount of USD 2Million, 
and increased budget requested by the independent units amounting to USD 1Million. 
The difficulty to predict foreign exchange losses was also mentioned as a factor in the 
recommendations. 
  
Board Members happily adopted the document presented and BM from Sweden shared 
the news that the encashment of their contribution is already underway, which he thought 
can somehow ease the budget problems experienced by the Fund. 
  
The budget discussion was followed by the presentation from Lalanath Silva of the 
Independent Redress Mechanism (IRM) on the Guidelines and procedures of the 
Independent Redress Mechanism. In B13 and B15, the Board tasked the IRM to 
develop guidelines and steps on how to process complaints and grievances about adverse 
impacts of a GCF Project or Program. The IRM shared that wide consultation were 
conducted to draft the document. 
  
The document was easily adopted, which meant the following: 

1.     Procedures and Guidelines shall take effect from February 28, 2019 and shall 

replace the interim procedures 
2.     The Ethics and Audit Committee is responsible for matters relating to the 

Procedures and Guidelines of the IRM 



3.     The Head of the IRM, in consultation with the Ethics and Audit Committee, is 
tasked to consider options to facilitate the Board’s consideration of reports from 
the IRM. Such reports include the findings and recommendations relating to 
requests for reconsideration of funding decisions, grievances or complaints, to 
which the IRM will prepare appropriate guidelines for consideration by the Board 
at B24. 

  
At some point in the meeting the Board went into an Executive Session to discuss 
the Revised legal framework on human resources management, and pending 
matters related to FP017. When they resumed, the Board went back to pending items 
they decided to suspend in the last two days. Many of them deferred, some approved. In 
summary, these are: 
  

Investment Criteria Indicators 
After BM from UK presented textual amendments that explicitly 
say use of indicators will be under a pilot period of 1 year from 
adoption, and deletion of texts under efficiency and effectiveness 
with reference to rate of return for adaptation, the document was 
adopted by the Board. 
  

Adopted 

Cancellation and Restructuring Policy 
BM from Uruguay presented the outcome of offline consultations 
done with BM from US, which: 

-       Clarifies the role of the NDAs and focal points 
-       Provides timeframe on the process of extension 
-       Defines the use of waiver 
-       Added provisions on ESS, Gender and IP Policy in 
other areas of the text 

  

Adopted 

Readiness and Preparatory Support 
The Board adopted the document presented reflecting the textual 
edits raised. 
  

Adopted 

Decision Making in the Absence of Consensus 
This item was revisited by the Board twice, but BM from Saudi 
Arabia urged the Secretariat to check some implications of the 
proposed decision with the IRM. The Board decided to defer the 
decision until the Secretariat has conferred with the IRM. 
  

Deferred to B23 

Guidelines on Decisions without a Board Meeting 
Some BMs were not happy about not arriving at a decision for 
this item. BM from Sweden reiterated how outstanding issues 
related to this item affects the operation of the Fund, and urged 
the Board to put this item as a priority in B23. 

Deferred to B23 



  

Strategic Programming Document Outlining Scenarios 
for the GCF Replenishment 
Although many BMs see the need to urgently address this matter, 
the non-consensus among them allowed the co-chairs to defer 
the item to B23. 

Deferred to B23 

Compliance Risk Policy 
Many BMs felt there is a great need to check the consistency and 
coherence of this policy with the rest of the integrity policies – 
PPP, AML/CFT – which are still not adopted. 
  

Deferred to B23 

Updated Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan 
BM from Canada and Egypt, both committed to look at the 
document, proposed to conduct further consultation and adopt 
the Policy at B23. 
  

Deferred 

  
  
The debate among Board Members continued when the Dates and Venue of future 
Board Meetings came up. There was a proposal, mostly coming from developing 
countries, to change the dates since many of them will attend the UNFCCC Intersessionals 
in Bonn and will need time to recover from travelling. BM from Sweden and some 
developed countries argued to stick with what was agreed at B21 and reminded other 
Board Members to be professionals. 
  
There was also a suggestion to change the venue and do B23/B24 outside Songdo. This 
was the same issue as in previous Board Meetings, where developing country BMs believe 
BMs in developing country nations will help the Board understand the realities of climate 
vulnerable nations. 
  
After quite a lengthy back and forth, the Board decided to hold the next Board Meeting 
(B23) at the GCF Headquarters on July 6-8, 2019.  
 


