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From the design process of the Green Climate Fund (GCF), civil society has advocated for and actively 
contributed to the advances the GCF has made in operationalizing its commitment to gender-
mainstreaming enshrined in its Governing Instrument. 
 
The Board’s inability at B.19 to agree on a forward looking Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Policy 

was a deep disappointment, and the Board’s failure to discuss the policy at B.20 and B.21 further 
halted progress.    
 
If the GCF does not want to risk falling behind the gender approaches of other climate funds such as 
the Adaptation Fund or the GEF, though, not just any draft gender policy should be approved. This new 
policy, in fact, is not stronger than the current policy, given the concerns noted below. This could, in 
effect, indicate a willingness by the Board to use revisions to weaken rights-based language, which 
would undermine other relevant human-rights based GCF policies as well, such as the Environmental 
and Social Policy (ESP) and the Indigenous Peoples’ Policy.  Civil society identifies four core changes 

from the B.19 draft that constitute red lines that we hope the GCF, in the spirit of progressing and not 
regressing in its gender integration efforts, will not cross.  In our view, these must be addressed prior 
to the adoption of any gender policy: 
 
• The framing of the policy in the context of international human and women’s rights agreements 

and conventions has been significantly weakened. This manifests itself in reduced explicit 
references to applicable international human rights instruments and results in human rights being 
placed as a secondary rather than primary commitment in the policy. 

• The emphasis on national contextualization, with inclusion of references requiring an alignment 

with national policies and priorities on gender undermines human rights. These references were 
inserted to replace earlier language in these sections that placed policy commitments “in the 
framework of international human and women’s rights agreements.”  

• The proposed policy no longer has a time bound revision. A review and update of the policy in the 
context of lessons learned from the implementation period and articulating new priorities for the 
next phase of time-bound implementation commitments is essential. This will enable the Fund to 
fulfil its promise of ensuring that gender-responsive approach is fully integrated and stays relevant 
into all its operations, and in particular into the processes of its projects and programmes.  

• The proposed policy deletes the section of definitions that appear in the B.19 

document.  Relegating definitions into a guidance note would fall behind established GCF 
precedent, as the interim policy adopted by the Board at B.9 included a set of gender definitions, 
and the proposed GCF Policy on Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment (SEAH) includes a set 
of definitions to aid in understanding of the policy. Additionally, failing to include definitions would 
set the GCF’s policy back in comparison to the clarity of gender definitions provided in the gender 
policies of two other climate funds operating, like the GCF, within the UNFCCC context, namely the 
Adaptation Fund and the GEF.    

As CSO representatives who have actively engaged in the efforts of the Fund to review its interim 
Gender Policy, we strongly believe that the Gender Equality Policy must not be adopted without time-

bound revision, reinstatement of the definitions section, and introducing back stronger human-rights 
based framing that is not weakened or co-opted by a consideration of national contextualisation. 
Adopting a policy without these elements would indicate the GCF is taking a step backward and is no 
longer attempting to set best practice as a transformational climate fund. 


