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• Current staff shortages are making it difficult for the Fund to fully operationalize the principle of 
country ownership, including through the engagement of and outreach to multiple stakeholders 

beyond NDAs and AEs.  Good that it is addressed.  Several Board members have suggested the 
idea of creating regional offices. We would support the idea of GCF staff presence in the regions 
as long as they have a clear mandate to focus solely on country dialogue and engagement, and 
oversight over safeguards assessment and evaluation remains centralized. 
 

• The proposed restructuring of the Secretariat to focus more on portfolio development and 
management as organizing principle, in which mitigation, adaptation and private sector 
approaches are integrated and thus do away with a separate division for the PSF makes sense. 

 

• It appears from the text and the fact that “Portfolio development and management” has 2 
director-level positions that these will be two separate departments – Portfolio Development 
and Portfolio Management. But it is not clear what the exact division of staff between these two 
departments will be, as they are conflated into one category in the staffing table on page 14. In 
the outdated B.11/11 document, only the Portfolio Management division included ESS and 
gender specialists. It is not clear if this is also to be true in the current proposal, but in our view 

the Portfolio Development division must also include ESS and gender specialists, because 
environmental, social and gender concerns must be proactively addressed in project design. 

 

• Looking at the proposed increase in staff numbers, the paper proposes a false option under a 
staff scenario for 140 staff, to focus on “soft second level due diligence largely as completion 
check and compilation and transmittal of documents” with fewer staff positions for 
Environmental and Social Safeguards, Gender, Monitoring and Accountability as in the scenario 

with 180 staff with more stringent second level due diligence.   This is clearly a dangerous 
suggestion exposing the GCF to serious reputational risk and project failure down the road.  
Second level due diligence by the Secretariat that deserves the name must be looked at 
irrespective of assumptions about average project size and project proposals addressed per 
Board meeting. This is a core requirement to have the Fund implement quality projects and 
programs in a gender-sensitive way that safeguards people and the environment.  


