
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The 24th GCF Board Meeting opened with positive greetings from co-chairs Josceline Wheatley (Developed 
Country) and Nagmeldin Mahmoud (Developing Country). New members of the Board were welcomed and was 
immediately followed by the swift adoption of the agenda for B24. 
 
As with previous Board Meetings, tensions in Day 1 are relatively low. It is when the various reports are 
presented and usually adopted by the Board. These include the decisions on the previous Board Meeting, 
Board decisions in between B23 and B24, the Secretariat Activities, as well as the reports from various Board 
Committees, Panels and Groups. 
 
GCF Executive Director Yannick Glemarec presented the Activities of the Secretariat in the past year, 
which highlighted the Secretariat’s effort to support the Fund’s replenishment process. The report also 
highlighted how the Fund strengthened Country Ownership, and developed measures to increase GCF 
effectiveness and transparency.  
 
While most of the Board Members (BMs) appreciate the report, BMs from developing countries focused their 
comments on how the Secretariat can commit and be consistent with the mandate of the Fund under the 
UNFCCC and Paris Agreement. BM from Saudi Arabia firmly reminded the Secretariat that the GCF should not 
be another multilateral development bank, and that under no circumstances should the liability of providing 
finace be shifted to developing countries. He furthered that the new guidelines proposed in the document, 
while they are geared towards improving the Fund’s effectiveness and effieiceny, the Fund should remain to 
be public and grants-based, and should ultimately serve the needs of developing countries. BM from Iran 
echoed this argument and added that the GCF must address the challenges experienced and the needs of 
developing countries.  
 
Some BMs focused their attention to the sectoral guidelines developed by the Secretariat as annexed in the 
Activities of the Secretariat report. The Secretariat deemed the guidelines will be vital in effective development 
of funding proposals. Many BMs believe there is a need to study the guidelines further, especially its added 
value to the current process implemented for proposal development. As CSOs, we share the sentiment. In our 
CSO intervention delivered by Liane Schalateck, the Active Observer for the Developed Country CSOs, we 
argued that while we believe the guidelines are important building blocks for the Fund’s Strategic Plan (2020-
2023), we expressed our concern as to how the process for their development were restricted to so called 
technical “Communities of Practice.” As CSOs, we believe that the development of such guidelines need to 
include a diversity of expertise, traditional knowledge and relevant experiences of CSOs, local communities, 
women, and Indigenous Peoples. 
 
Most of the reports presented by the Board Committees, Panels and Groups were noted easily by the Board. 
However, the Annual Report from the Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) received a number of mixed 
reactions and reflected the developing versus developed country divide. 
 
Many developing country BMs strongly feel the IEU’s Forward-Looking Performance Review presented at B23 
was too complicated and had many technical recommendations. They believe the report was too academic and 
directs the Fund away from its true purpose – that is to address the mitigation and adaptation needs of 
vulnerable communities in developing countries. BM from Iran thought a performance evaluation should simply 
answer whether or not the Fund has responded to the needs of the people affected by climate impacts, and 



whether or not the measures undertaken by the GCF were successful. BM from Tanzania had the same 
sentiment and added that the jargons and terminologies indicated in the recommendations may be too 
complex and difficult to apply when the Board starts drafting its next Strategic Plan. BM from Saudi also 
believe that introduction of these new jargons and complicated concepts may lead to development of new 
policies that will eventually be used as conditions of contributors in increasing their financial commitments. 
 
Developed country BMs on the other hand were all praises to the IEU report and said that the complexities 
presented are crucial to the full understanding of the Fund’s mandate. BM from Switzerland and Norway 
believe that the methodologies used and the recommendations outlined by the IEU will help strengthen the 
GCF’s effectivity and efficiency. 
 
The issue of information disclosure came up when the report of the Information Appeals Panel (IAP) was 
presented. BM from Saudi Arabia sought clarity as to how the IAP operate and expressed concern as to 
whether the regular reporting of the IAP to the Board will cause potential delay on the approval of funding 
proposals.  
 
BM from Germany also asked about the recent case that the IAP handled, which is about FP083 and FP085 of 
the WB and ADB respectively. In October 2018, the CSOs filed an appeal regarding the non-disclosure of the 
ABD and WB’s Environmental and Social Safeguards (ESS) within the required 120-day period. The Office of 
the General Counsel responded and clarified that the breach of information disclosure was based on the 
assumed exemption of multilateral dvelopment banks (MDBs) to the 120-day period, which is a common 
practice in their institutions. In the said appeal, the IAP decided to make no exemption to the MDBs and made 
it clear that the 120 days prior to Board consideration information disclosure rule must be applied to all 
accredited entities.  
 
Our CSO Intervention delivered by Lidy Nacpil, Active Observer for Developing Country CSOs, underscored 
why the decision is important of CSOs and that it should be taken seriously by the Board. 
 
Building on the Forward Looking Performance Review presented by the IEU at the last Board Meeting, the 
Board deliberated the full management response of the Secretariat. The document titled Performance 
Review: Management Response identified aspects from the report that the Secretariat agreed and 
disagreed, as well as provided information on activities undertaken by the Secretariat to address some of the 
IEU recommendations. 
 
The document is generally aligned with majority of the findings of the IEU report, to which many developing 
country BMs reacted against. BM from Saudi Arabia opposed the idea of promoting the Private Sector to be the 
main source of resources and opposed the recommendation to develop new policies that is argued to address 
the gaps and governance issues in the GCF. He reminded the Secretariat that policy-development should not 
be the sole objective of the Fund. BM from Iran echoed Saudi Arabia and said that the changes proposed in 
the IEU report may undermine Fund’s performance and implementation. BM from Pakistan raised his concern 
about the report’s tendency to focus on the technicalities and move away from the mandate of the Fund under 
the Paris Agreement. He reiterated that the GCF is intended to support the mitigation and adaptation needs of 
developing countries, and nothing more. It was not created to invite Private Sector and become the primary 
source of climate finance. BM from Tanzania furthered that the report failed to reflect what is truly happening 
at the local level, which he believed is an important metric in evaluating the Fund’s effectivity and 
performance. The report even failed to highlight the fact that after 4 years of running, GCF money has barely 
reached the communities on the ground as disbursed money remains very low. 
 
Developed countries had a different take. They agree with the Secretariat report and reiterated that such 
extensive findings will be useful in the drafting of the next Board Strategic Plan. BM from Germany furthered 
that part of the GCF’s mandate is to be transformative, and that the processes and policies recommended in 
the IEU report are the best way to meet that goal. Along the same line, BM from France underscored that the 
transformative mandate can be best achieved through collaboration with the Private Sector. 
 



In our CSO intervention, delivered by Lidy Nacpil, we raised that while we appreciate many of the 
recommendations of the IEU Report, we believe there are still a number of issues that need to be addressed. 
The document states that the role and participation of CSOs, Indigenous Peoples, and other relevant 
stakeholder groups is ensured through consultations done during project design and implementation. We 
believe that the Secretariat can go beyond these and extend the participatory process as the Fund 
continuously develop its Strategic Plan. We also recommended the GCF to use a broader, more expansive 
definition of risk that focuses on working with vulnerable actors who other entities see as too risky to work 
with and who are therefore unable to access finance. We also urged the Board to continue undertaking regular 
review of all existing GCF policies and frameworks, either by the Secretariat or the IEU, to clarify how the 
GCF’s various policies are interrelated and to identify any potential contradictions, overlapping mandates, and 
explore solutions to enhance the Fund’s effectiveness.  
 
The Board was also presented with various Work programmes and Administrative Budget for 2020, to 
which they have to approve by the end of this Board Meeting. Key issues that transpired revolved around 
significant amount budget increase for labor costs (70% inrease) and discussions as to how the risk buffer 
(foreign exchange loss) can be minimized. The co-chair advised the Board to contemplate on the document 
over the next two days and decided to defer the decision before B24 ends. 
  
Discussions on Matters Related to the Accreditation Framework took a siginificant amount of time in 
Day 1. The item allowed the Accreditation Committee and the Secretariat to present the pilot framework of the 
GCF Project-Specific Assessment Approach (PSAA), as well as the proposed streamlined process for 
reaccreditation of entities. The overall goal of the PSAA is to ease the bottleneck of the accreditation process 
by allowing organizations to implement proposed projects based on their institutional capacity. It is intended to 
attract Direct Access Entities (DAEs) that have not been accredited and submit funding proposals that they 
deem they are capable of delivering. The reaccreditation process on the other hand was revisited as 8 AEs are 
up for reaccreditation under their Accreditation Master Agreements (AMAs) next year. The Accreditation 
Committee laid down the standards, policies, and processes to be undertaken for reaccreditation. 
 
There were a number of clarificatory questions from the Board ranging from the difficulty of required self-
assessment that AEs must conduct annually, to the fear that the PSAA may bring a number of funding 
proposals in the pipeline to which the Secretariat may find difficult accommodating. 
 
BM from South Africa reiterated the call of developing country BMs about the processes being too complicated. 
He added that if the goal of the fund is to increase the number of DAEs, then the accreditation approach must 
be focused on prioritizing them. He suggsted to delete paragraph A under the GCF Standards that are to be 
applied to the PSAA, which included GCF Fiduciary Principles and Standards like Policy on Protection of 
Whistleblowers and Witnesses, Anti-Money Laundering and Countering the Finance of Terrorism Policy, Policy 
on Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment, among others. 
 
On reaccreditation of AEs, BM from Japan believed that the timing for reaccreditation (6 months prior to end 
of AMA) is too short and suggested it to be at least 9 months to a year prior. He also asked the Accreditation 
Committee how to address cases of AEs that were accredited but have not yet submitted any funding 
proposal. Along the same line, BM from Sweden raised the fact that out of the 88 AEs, there are 51 who have 
not been disbursed funding and 25 have not yet submitted their plans.  
 
Our CSO intervention delivered by Liane Schalateck expressed our concerns about the exclusion of the 
Indigenous Peoples Policy in the required standards for reaccreditation, and the  absence of the assessment of 
paradigm shift advancement of the AE in the reaccreditation process. We also raised the need to restrict the 
eligibility under the PSAA much further especially with respect to the size of the funding proposal. By not 
excluding large-scale proposals, it is conceivable that the PSAA could be misused to set up a financing facility 
with many sub-projects, with little details such as eligibility, scope, focus known at the time of the 
project/program consideration and related substantial compliance risk and reputational risk for the GCF.  
 



We also urged the committee to clearly define what they mean by entity as there is a need to exclude the 
multiple use of this modality by subsidiaries of the same entity or the creation of special purpose vehicles. 
 
Taking note of all comments from the Board, the co-chair decided to defer to the item and revisit it in the 
coming days.  
 
The Board was also requested to approve the Policy on Co-Financing as part of the Review of the GCF 
Initial Investment Framework. The document presented by the Secretariat laid down what co-financing means 
for GCF-funded activities, as well as the guiding principles, approaches and reporting obligations, including 
provisions for monitoring and evaluating co-financing. The proposed Policy on Co-financing was developed 
based on the experience and lessons learned the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the Climate 
Investment Funds (CIF) with regard to co-financing. 
 

 
 



 
 
There were no major comments from the Board, but the co-chair Josceline Wheatley advised the Board to 
sleep on the document and defer the decision at a later time. 
 
 
The last item for Day 1 was intended to discuss and adopt the Work Programme and Budget of the 
Independent Units (Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Integrity Unit, Independent 
Redress Mechanism). However, sensing that there is tension among Board Members when the matters 
related to the IEU are deliberated, the co-chairs decided to defer the presentation of the IEU Workplan and 
Budget for 2020 as well as the agenda item on Matters Related to the Evaluation Policy of the 
Guidelines for the effective functioning of the IEU. 
 
The Board however, proceeded with the presentations of work programme and budget of the IIU and the IRM 
for 2020. Both units are requesting for 14% budget increase, to which some BMs reacted and questioned why. 
The IIU reported that it plans to scale up its investigative activities thereby a total of USD 2.6 million is 
needed, while the IRM intends to increase its outreach activities aimed at capacitating AEs with their own 
greivance mechanisms, thereby a total of USD 1.3 million is requested. 
 
Both Work Programmes and 2020 Budgets were approved by the Board, and then it was followed by a gavel 
from the co-chair to adjourn Day 1 of the Board Meeting. 


