
CSO Comments on the Secretariat Workplan for 2018 (BM18, October 2017) 

• We appreciate the comprehensive workplan that the Secretariat shared with the Board and the 
ambition that the plan represents; we also appreciate the Secretariat developing its own results 
framework with targets and indicators; this creates public transparency and accountability which is 
very welcome as the functions, capabilities and actions initiated by the Secretariat grow. 

 

• We greatly appreciate the emphasis placed on direct access and country ownership as key in and of 

themselves as well as for improving the quality of proposals. We have some questions (still) 
regarding some of the Secretariat indicated “upstream work with AEs and NDAs -- targeted work 
with group of 20 countries and 25 AEs, including 15 DAEs; while such work can be helpful, the 
question of how those entities are chosen and who they will be is not clarified, and should be also 
transparent.   

 

• It is welcome to hear that the Secretariat thinks 40 - 55 proposals could be ready for Board 

consideration in 2018 (25-35 public and 15-20 private sector); however we note that of the 45 
indicative public sector proposals presented in one of the attachments only 8 would be from Direct 
Access entities. While we think it is great that the expectation is that 6 of those DAE projects will be 
under EDA, we would hope for more DAEs activities, especially if a simplified approval process can 
be agreed in Cairo.  

 

• We note however that there is no indicative overview for possible private sector actions, including 

those outlined under MSME II and the mobilizing funding for scale pilots.  

 

• We seek some clarification on why the projected disbursement of funding for approved private 
sector funding proposal in 2018 is projected at 4 times the value of public sector funding proposal 
disbursal. We are worried that public sector activities might be burdened by the Board with far 
more conditions prohibiting quick disbursal than private sector ones (although not necessarily 

commensurate with private sector risks).  

 

• We think the acceleration of approving and disbursing funding for readiness and PPF requests is 
encouraging, but would re-iterate our call to ensure more transparency on what is funded under 
readiness requests (beyond the broader category). In this context, we also support the call by the 
Secretariat to focus on bringing more country programming engagement expertise to the regional 
level, including through the possible establishment of regional hubs. 

 

• We think there should be some discussion on whether the list of policy issues that the Secretariat 
wants to see prioritized by the Board is complete; in particular we would put the completion of the 
ESMS, the review of the gender policy, the development of an Indigenous Peoples Policy and the 
long overdue articulation of detailed stakeholder engagement guidelines following a review of the 
observer participation in Board proceedings on that list as well. 

 

• The planned efforts described by the Secretariat on focusing to creating more coherence between 
country programs (of which two have been made public) and AE work programs are useful; 
however, they should be accompanied by more transparency in also disclosing information of the 
AE work programs and ideally making them public as well.  

 



• Lastly, the Secretariat mentions an intent to develop sectoral guidance for each of the eight GCF 
results areas over the course of next year in conjunction with improvements in the Perfromance 
Measurement Frameworks and the adoption of specific project eligibility criteria. Any such work 

should include opportunities for CSOs to input in the development of such guidance documents, 
improved performance measurement frameworks and criteria either through a formal submission 
process or engagement via consultations. 

  


