
 
 
The boardroom looked a bit different in Day 2. Responding to the Covid-19 protocol of “social distancing,” the 
Board re-arranged the room to keep at least a seat apart from one another, forcing some Board advisers to 
stay at the constituency meeting rooms, and our CSO Active Observers at the corner of the board room. 
  

The Board started the day with discussions on the Updated Strategic Plan. The said item was a contentious 
one and has long been deliberated since B24. The Board even had a special Informal Meeting in Monrovia last 
February 5-7, and the entire day prior to B25 to discuss and layout the direction of the GCF in the next three 
years. However, due to unresolved matters between the developing and developed country constituencies, the 
Board urged the co-chairs to provide more time for consultations, which they suggested to be done during 
breaks and to be facilitated by BM from UK for the developed country constituency, and BM from Ecuador from 
developing countries. The outstanding topics under this agenda item that the Board deemed need further 
discussions are on – strategic objectives and allocations, shifting of financial flows, project prioritization, 
diversifying instruments, accreditation prioritization and efficient management and delegation. The Board 

eventually assigned BMs from UK, Ecuador, Uruguay, Tanzania and Germany to consolidate the points raised 
and come up with a revised text to be deliberated by the Board before B25 ends. 
  
It was followed by the agenda item Board Decisions without a Board Meeting, particularly decisions on 
changes in FP027: Universal Green Energy Access Programme (Deutsche Bank) and matters related to the 
implementation of the Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment (SEAH) Policy. Both documents were sent in 
limited circulation, hence the Board deliberated both topics in a closed-door session. The results of the session 
were not shared to the rest of the GCF participants, but will be reflected in the B25 report. 
  

On the agenda item Status of GCF Resources, pipeline and portfolio performance, the Board were to 
take note of several information documents prepared by the secretariat covering the status of GCF Resources, 
status of pipeline and project preparation facility (PPF) requests, the list of Funding Proposals transmitted on a 
limited distribution basis, the list of funding proposal concept notes, the status of GCF Portfolio and fulfillment 
of conditions, and the analysis of experience and progress of the REDD+ results-based payments scheme.  
  
Key figures are summarized below (data as of February 29, 2020): 

• GCF-1 (first GCF replenishment) has mobilized a total of USD 9.8 billion worth of pledges. Of this USD 
1.2 billion has been received thus far, and an outstanding balance of USD 8.6 billion was noted, with 

USD 6.3 billion considered as unconfirmed pledges  
• Under the Readiness Program, the Fund has approved a total of USD 226 million covering 138 

countries  
• Under Project Preparation Facility, the Fund has approved a total of USD 18 million covering 24 

countries, majority for Direct Access Entities (DAEs)  
• Total amount of approved Funding Proposals (FPs) is USD 5.4 billion (123 projects), and will have co-

financing of USD 13.9 billion. Bulk of the projects are in Africa, followed by Asia. Of the 123 approved 
Funding proposals, only 86 projects are under implementation (worth USD 3.9 billion in GCF funds), 
and only USD 948 million has been disbursed for only 69 funding proposals. 

• Total requested amount for FPs in the pipeline is USD 16.6 billion covering 128 countries. Geographical 

share is the same, biggest chunk goes to Africa, followed by Asia. Of the FPs in the pipeline, USD 12.6 
billion are still in the concept note stage, while USD 4 billion in the FP stage. 



• As for the REDD+ Results Based Payments review, results show positive responses from REDD+ 
countries, both in terms of number of requests and number of recipients. Secretariat reported that 
there was an increase in submissions of proposals -- from 3 to 12 in the last 2 years. 

The Board took note of the reports presented by the Secretariat and raised a number of comments. Most 
developed country BMs looked forward to the proposed further analysis of the REDD+ RBP, especially on 

ensuring that the GCF environmental and social standards are aligned with the mechanism. BM from Norway 
and Japan mentioned the need to tap in private sector and expand the REDD+ projects to other regions aside 
from Latin America. BM from Germany urged the Secretariat to ramp up the analysis so the Board can have a 
decision related to REDD+ RBP no later than B28. 
  
Developing country BMs focused on the numbers presented by the Secretariat related to replenishment and 
disbursement. BM from Iran questioned why the disbursement remains very low (less than USD 1 billion), 
while BM from Liberia called for further mobilization of resources for GCF-1 as the amount mentioned remains 
insignificant. He also added that problems like difficulties on issuing ‘no objection letters’ should never be 

come up when a Funding Proposal is already approved and the project sponsors are supposed to sign the 
AMAs. BM from Germany also raised the need to mobilize more resources, but he emphasized that it should 
come not only from developed countries, but also from the developing countries.  
  
In our CSO Intervention delivered by Erika Lennon (AO from Developed Country CSOs), we reiterated our 
concerns about the structural shortcomings of the REDD+ RBP pilot programme. Particularly on the 4 FPs 
under the mechanism and urged the Fund to improve the alignment of reference levels and avoid double-
counting between programs of REDD+ Projects. We also asked the Board to look at the lessons learned that 
need to be applied and address the shortcomings we identified, before making any decision to the mechanism. 

  
As with previous Board Meetings, the Consideration of Funding Proposals takes up most of their time. 
However, contrary to previous ones, B25 had a relatively shorter list of FPs (4 public, 2 private sector; 3 
adaptation, 1 mitigation, 1 cross cutting, 1 under SAP), with not a single one coming from any DAEs.  
  
The lack of FP from any DAE was the main concern of many BMs. Amid the repeated calls from developing 
country BMs, echoed by our CSO interventions, to increase and improve fund access for DAEs, it seemed like 
the GCF is stuck with allowing international entities to dominate the Fund. BMs from Bahamas, South Africa, 
Liberia and Ecuador were all concerned how the GCF has denied DAEs the much-needed climate finance. 

  
Our CSO Intervention delivered by Erika Lennon reiterated the same message and reminded the Board about 
how increasingly large international accredited entities are taking a significant portion of the GCF funds (86%). 
We also added the fact that while there are more DAE FPs in the GCF portfolio, the funding amount allocated 
for them is still very low (0.6 billion USD) compared to the 2.8 billion USD being implemented by International 
Accredited entities.  
  
Some BMs went into exploring other projects that can be part of the GCF portfolio, particularly on projects 
related to low-emission transport. The idea was raised by BM from Egypt and added that countries in the Arab 
region can benefit from such projects. Same sentiment was raised by BM from Armenia and how countries in 

Eastern Europe, the region currently receiving the least GCF funding, can benefit.  
  
Other BMs also suggested to add in the GCF portfolio projects related to forests and how Private Sector can 
get involved, as well as projects related to climate change impacts to water resources given the findings from 
the recent IPCC report. 

To respond to the question about having no FPs from DAEs from the batch presented at B25, the GCF 
Executive Director explained that there are a number of ‘no objection letter’ issues for some of the FPs in the 
pipeline, which prevented the Secretariat from presenting to the Board for deliberation. He also assured the 
Board that the issues will be sorted out soon and that an estimate of 21 FPs will be considered in B26, and 

around 30 in B27, many of them from DAEs and a number are on low-emission transport.  



  
When the Board deliberated on each of the funding proposals, there were no major contentions, except for the 
Funding Proposal from Cuba, which was rejected by the BM from US.  
 
Summary of information of each FP and the corresponding comments made by BMs are below: 

  
SAP013: Scaling Smart, Solar, Energy Access Microgrids in Haiti (Mobilizing Funds at 
Scale) 
Accredited Entity: NEFCO 

Country: Haiti 
Theme: Cross-cutting 
Total financing: USD 45.8 million 
GCF Financing: USD 9.9 million (USD 8.4 million loans and USD 1.5 million grant) 

  
No major comments from the Board. 
  

APPROVED 

FP124: Strengthening Climate Resilience of Subsistence Farmers and Agricultural 

Plantation Communities residing in the vulnerable river basins, watershed areas and 
downstream of the Knuckles Mountain Range Catchment of Sri Lanka 
Accredited Entity: IUCN 

Country: Sri Lanka 
Theme: Adaptation 
Total financing: USD 48.975 million 
GCF Financing: USD 39.775 million (grant) 

  
No major comments from the Board. 
  

APPROVED 

FP125: Strengthening Resilience of Smallholder Agriculture to CC-induced water 
insecurity in the Central Highlands and South-Central Coast Regions of Vietnam 
Accredited Entity: UNDP 
Country: Vietnam 

Theme: Adaptation 
Total financing: USD156.3 million 
GCF Financing: USD 30.2 million (grant) 

  
Secretariat clarified that the FP has updated its Gender Action Plan and is now aligned with the 
updated Gender Policy of the GCF. ITAP condition was also changed that will request UNDP to comply 
before the 4th disbursement of GCF Funding, rather than the 2nd disbursement.  
  

APPROVED 

FP126: Increased Climate Resilience of Rural Households and Communities through the 
rehabilitation of production landscapes in selected localities of the Republic of Cuba 

Accredited Entity: FAO 
Country: Cuba 
Theme: Cross-Cutting 
Total financing: USD 119.9 million 

GCF financing: USD 38.2 million (grant) 
  
There was a strong support from the Board for this project. Many BMs, both developed and developing 
expressed strong support for this FP on the grounds of having a multi-sectoral approach in project 
design, how the outcome is strongly aligned with the Cuba NDC targets, and the fact that the recipient 
country, as a member of Small Island Developing States (SIDS), is very much vulnerable to climate 
impacts particularly on problems around food security. 
  
Even our CSO intervention, delivered by Erika Lennon, emphasized how the FP is very comprehensive 
and focuses on the most vulnerable communities and agricultural cooperatives that urgently need 
financial and technical support. We also noted the fact that despite the economic challenges of the 
country, the Government of Cuba is more than doubling the grant contribution of the GCF, which only 
reflects the strong commitment of the government to this project. 

DEFERRED 
to next 

day 



  
However, the Alternate BM from US was against the Funding Proposal. She expressed concerns about 
Cuba’s capacity to handle development projects given the history of poor policy design and well 
documented mismanagement of the government in development programs, particularly in the 
agriculture sector.  
  
Because the Board cannot proceed without consensus, the co-chairs decided to suspend approval of 
FP126 to the following day. 
  

FP 127: Building Climate Resilience of Vulnerable Agricultural Livelihoods in Southern 
Zimbabwe 
Accredited Entity: UNDP 
Country: Zimbabwe 

Total financing: USD 47.8 million 
GCF Contribution: USD 26.6 million (grant) 
  

Secretariat clarified that the FP has updated its Gender Action Plan and is now aligned with the 
updated Gender Policy of the GCF. 
  

APPROVED 

FP 128: Arbaro Fund – Sustainability Forestry Fund 

Accredited Entity: MUFG Bank 
Countries: Sub-Saharan African and Latin American countries as follows: Ethiopia, Ghana, Sierra 
Leone, Uganda, Ecuador, Uruguay and Peru 
Theme: Mitigation 

Total financing: USD 200 million 
GCF financing: USD 25 million (equity) 
  

This is another FP that received strong support from the BMs, especially among developed country 
BMs who were pleased to see a project focused on forests. BM from Austria, although supportive of 
the FP, reminded the Secretariat about potential risks during the implementation, particularly on 
transparency and accounting of carbon sequestration. He also added that the project should ensure 
proper grievance mechanisms in light of the differences of land tenure systems in various countries 
involved, and stronger ESMS compliance standards. BM from Netherlands is also for the approval of 
the FP, but expressed reservations regarding the unclear exit strategy identified and protection of 
natural forests. 
  
Among the CSOs, there were various sign on letters and calls addressed to the Board prior to B25 to 
reject the FP. As delivered by Eileen Cunningham in our CSO intervention, the FP will pose serious 
reputational and compliance risk for the GCF. Instead of focusing on protecting natural forests and 
ecosystems as carbon sinks, we believe the proposal revisits the failed climate solution of invasive, 
monoculture plantations. We also noted that Arbaro has not proven that its model and approach is 
fundamentally different enough to produce robust sequestration benefits, sustainably manage forested 
lands, promote inclusive economic benefits, and protect human rights. 
  
Despite our strong opposition, the Board approved FP128. 
  

APPROVED 

  
Another hot topic every Board Meeting is the Consideration of Accreditation Proposals. The GCF 
Secretariat presented the status of entities in the pipeline seeking accreditation to the GCF. So far there are 10 
AEs that are yet to fulfill requirements for upgrade (5 DAEs and 5 IEs). Prioritization of entities in the 
accreditation process is also practiced and support for DAEs, from capacity building to delivery of PPF grants, 
are on-going.  

The Accreditation Panel also presented the applicants for B25. Only 2 applicants, both DAEs, were submitted 
to the Board. However, most developed country BMs refused to proceed with the discussion because 
application documents of the entities were not circulated 21 days prior to B25. BM from Sweden suggested the 
item be deferred to in-between Board Meeting decisions, while others started pointing fingers to the co-chairs 
for not circulating the necessary documents on time.  



  
BMs from developing country on the other hand wanted to proceed with the approval of applications, 
especially because both applicants are applying to be Direct Access Entities. BM from Bahamas rejected the 
proposal of BM from Sweden, and urged the Board not to delay the decision further. Other BMs raised the 
need to increase the number of DAEs, hence the need to come up with a decision at B25. 

  
While the BMs focused on the technicalities of document circulation, our CSO intervention focused on the 
content of the document presented. Eileen Cunningham manifested our observation about how the 
Accreditation Panel recommends “accreditation with conditions” in cases where environmental or social 
management systems and related policies are incomplete. We also delivered our comments about the APL098: 
Trade and Development Bank Mongolia’s track record. We found out that the applicant is heavily invested in 
mining, and that its Environment and Social Management System is not aligned with the GCF ESS Standards. 
  
Because some of the BMs demanded more time reviewing the documents, the item was deferred by the co-

chairs to the following day. 
  
The Co-Chairs Response to the COP Guidance was the last topic on Day 2. The document is important 
because it showed how the co-chairs’ proposals and plans in response to the recommendations from the 
Conference of Parties, recently held in Madrid, Spain. The item received no major comments from the Board.  
  
Our CSO Intervention delivered by Eileen Cunningham stressed the need to highlight replenishment in the 
proposed plan, especially because the amount pledged remains way below the needs of the developing world. 
We also urged the co-chairs to address the unfulfilled pledges from the initial resource mobilization (IRM) of 

the Fund, particularly the USD 2 billion unfulfilled pledge of the US.  
  
We also addressed the mention of Loss and Damage and how the GCF plans to support activities that avert, 
minimize and address L&D. We raised that it is crucial for the GCF to: 

• not subsume the entire concept of Loss and Damage under adaptation. Averting and minimizing loss 
and damage is part of Adaptation but addressing Loss and Damage is very different. Existing GCF 
activities like Early Warning Systems and climate resilient infrastructure as indicated in the document 
may avert and minimize, but will never be enough to address Loss and Damage. Further, addressing 
Loss and Damage should not be reduced to insurance systems in which the potential victims of Loss 

and Damage will be made to pay for the risks and coverage of Loss and Damage 
• not compromise the funding intended for Adaptation and negatively impact the mitigation-adaptation 

balance that the Fund is mandated to maintain. New and additional financing within the financial 
mechanism of the UNFCCC and Paris Agreement should be delivered, as demanded by developing 
country governments. 

• develop and adopt a framework a) that establishes clearly that the GCF will work with the Warsaw 
International Mechanisms b) that guides and facilitates GCF action on averting, minimize and address 
Loss and Damage, and c) that defines clearly the concept of Loss and Damage what activities would be 
supported 

• not be an obstacle to the establishment of a distinct Loss and Damage Fund, that is new and 

additional, as proposed by many Civil Society Organizations   

 


