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Decision making between board meetings should not be the norm and therefore should be limited to 
procedural and extraordinary items mainly, with procedures in place to solicit CSO feedback for 
distribution to the Board and Secretariat, and then to be integrated into revised decisions. 

1. (Referring to 3rd bullet on draft decision) - We appreciate that the decision clearly states that 
decisions should be disclosed in line with the GCF’s Information Disclosure Policy. However, the 
decision should also specify that active observers should receive copies of decisions proposed 

between meetings – as Paragraph 41 of the Rules of Procedure states that they “shall be provided 
to active observers for their information, unless otherwise determined by the Board.” Unfortunately, 
as acknowledged in this paper despite this provision in the Rules of Procedure, this has not been 
the norm and that should be corrected. Moreover, this disclosure should not be withheld due to the 
absence of policy on ethics and conflicts of interest for active observers.. 

2. (Referring to 1st bullet on draft decision) - We welcome the proposal to adopt guidelines for the 
types of decisions to be considered between board meetings  as was envisioned in Paragraph 42 of 
the RoP, however, we have concerns with the following in regards to the approval of proposals, 
incorporating CSO feedback and communications of final decisions: 

• Firstly, the option of approving funding proposals in-between meetings if it is going forward 
should be limited to certain types of projects, specifically smaller ones that entail little to no 
social and/or environmental risk. [ Agree with Matthew].  And we heard Joycelin and 
Norbert suggesting that maybe a decision along this line is too  early, and we have likewise 
some concerns.  We therefore would like to see this option --- if it is going forward --limited 
to funding proposals of the "micro" scale ($10M maximum regardless of the GCF 
contribution and not the $50M total / $10M GCF contribution proposed) with risk category C 
only, for instance during an initial pilot phase. Experience and lessons learned documented 

by the Secretariat should be taken into account by the Board when discussing a potential 
extension and expansion of the process. This applies to the SAP as well.  

• Secondly, we have grave concerns regarding the transparency of the process as outlined in 
the document should the Board decide here to include decision-making on funding 
proposals in-between meetings even in limited form or on a pilot basis. Specifically, while 
the decision states that the public will be provided with information regarding the funding 
proposals forwarded to the Board, there is no specification of how stakeholder feedback will 

be incorporated in the review process. A mere "for your information" is not enough! 
Therefore, active observers should be informed at the same time as the Board and given 
the same period of time to provide comments to be shared with the entire Board.   

• Thirdly, we would like to seek further clarification from the Secretariat in instances where 
the Board decides to approve proposals under conditions (as it happened for most of the 
past approvals). Will the Secretariat collect such and incorporate them into the approval 
decision and publish a new version of the proposal with conditions that will also be shared 

with the active observers or will this lead to the proposal being forwarded to the next 
regular Board Meeting? 

3. (Referring to 2nd bullet on draft decision) – In regards to objections, it is positive that this decision 
attempts to lay out clear guidelines to remove uncertainties on how to move forward with decisions 
in-between meetings that have objections raised during the process. However, unlike decisions 



made at Board meetings which are public by nature, this proposal appears to indicate that all 
individual objections and efforts to lift objections will only become public to other Board members: 
1) after their resolution, or 2) upon a revised decision being proposed in between meetings, or 3) 
or when deemed to be considered at the next meeting. These objections should be shared with 
Board members and Active Observers as they are received. 


