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structure  – Addendum I  
Response matrix for comments received on the draft 
document  

 

Summary  
The document contains the response for Board comments received on the draft document 
titled, “Staff Regulations”.  

 

 

 

 



 

       GCF/B.42/15/Add.01 
Page 1 

    

 

   
 

Response matrix for Board comments received on the draft document “Staff Regulations” 

Comments were received from: 

• United Kingdom  
• Finland-Switzerland 
• Civil society observers 

 

Issue Category Question BMs and Seats Secretariat Response 
Budgetary impact 
 
Section V ‘Budgetary 
implications’ of the 
Board Policy 
Document 

In reference to the cost implication of $1.6 million (or 2.3% of 
the total allotted budget for staff and administrative costs for the 
currently adopted 2025-2027 budget for the Secretariat and 
Independent Units) we understand that the Secretariat believe 
there will be no additional funding needed within that time 
period. We would like to understand this a little more and 
would welcome further information. In particular we would 
welcome the view of the Budget Committee on the discussion 
they have held on the proposal, and their views on the feasibility 
of this plan. 

United Kingdom 

The Secretariat and the independent units will implement the 
Staff Regulations, including the proposed salary scales, based 
on the current forecast, within the current adopted 2025–2027 
budgets by driving efficiency and increasing productivity. 

Budgetary impact 
 
Section V ‘Budgetary 
implications’ of the 
Board Policy 
Document 

On the approximately $728,000 anticipated cost of addressing 
‘internal equity issues’ that are expected to arise due to the salary 
compression following the move from 13 grades into 9, we 
would like to see an approximation of the anticipated spread of 
this cost across grades. Could a definition of ‘internal equity 
issues’ be provided please so we have sense of in what 
circumstances such additional funding may be needed?  Are we 
right to assume that no existing staff member will receive a real 
terms pay cut?  And that ‘salary compression’ refers to changes 
in the potential band maxima? 

United Kingdom 

The adjustment for internal equity is projected to be distributed across 
grouped levels as below: 
IS7 to IS9: 12% 
IS4 to IS6: 52% 
IS1 to IS3: 27% 
ASB to ASD: 9% 
 
Internal equity issues occur when there are no distinctions on 
individual salaries of staff at the same levels/grades that account for 
differences in their profiles as well as functions performed.  When the 
new job architecture is approved, mapping the current 13 grades into 
the new 9 grades may contribute to internal inequity due to salary 
compression. For example, some IS3s with higher salaries may be 
mapped to the same grade as IS4s with salaries at minimum, therefore 
creating such inequity if no differentiated “gap” is observed between 
their salaries. 
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Issue Category Question BMs and Seats Secretariat Response 
The exact amount of adjustment can only be calculated upon 
the completion of mapping exercise after all the current jobs 
have gone through the standardized job evaluation 
methodology.  

Place of Recruitment vs 
Place of Permanent 
Residence vs Place of 
Resettlement  
 
Section 3.4.1 
‘Transfer, 
reassignments, 
secondments, and 
loans’ of the Staff 
Rules 

We are provisionally supportive of the move to a single salary 
structure, however we believe there is lack of clarity on how the 
policy may intersect with any future regional presence(s). We 
see scope for the inclusion of differentiation between Place of 
Recruitment, Place of Permanent Residence, and Place of 
Resettlement (with each of these having different time frames 
and cut off points) to cause complications (and potentially 
increased costs) when looking to establish regional offices. 
Would the Ad Hoc Committee for Human Resources and the 
Secretariat be able to provide further information on how this 
intersection will be addressed, particularly in reference to 
paragraph 3.4.1 of the Staff Rules document?  

United Kingdom 

When recommending the movement to a single salary scale we 
considered the needs of regionalization and proposed adopting 
a similar approach in each of our regional offices. How we 
develop these local scales will be decided following a 
benchmark analysis and ultimately the Board’s decision. 
Options will take into consideration factors including but not 
limited to, cost-of-living index or PPP (Purchasing Power 
Parity). We are also of the view that the principle of using POR 
to determine the eligibility of expatriate benefits will hold good 
in the regional offices. We will be developing more detailed 
plans in the coming months regarding how to apply the SRR to 
any regional offices. 

Decision text In the decision text: The text of “decides to continue upholding 
the international character of the Fund” is not so clear to us - 
that is, what the consequences of this Decision would be? 

Finland-
Switzerland 

This is text proposed by member(s) of the ad hoc Human 
Resources Committee. 

Recruitment 
 
Section 3 
‘Recruitment’ of the 
Staff Rules  

In the staff rules (on recruitment): Should there be a clause 
saying the exceptional circumstances (related to non-
competitive hiring) will be documented in the personnel file? Or 
is this self-evident? 

Finland-
Switzerland 

Documentation will need to support any direct hiring decision 
undertaken in accordance with the new proposed SRR. Such 
documentation will be stored in accordance with GCF’s records 
management practices. 

Regional presence 
 
 

We are also wondering if these rules and regulations should 
reflect the regional presence decision beyond the “one salary 
scale per duty station” principle? 

Finland-
Switzerland 

The implementation plan for regional presence is to be 
presented to the Board at its forty-third meeting. The proposal 
regarding salary scales and benefit levels for regional offices 
will be presented as part of that plan. 

 

 

 

 



 

       GCF/B.42/15/Add.01 
Page 3 

    

 

   
 

Civil society observers 

Issue Category Question BMs and Seats Secretariat Response 
Overall comments 
 
Paragraph 13(b) 
‘Analysis of policy 
proposal’ of the 
Board Policy 
Document   

First and foremost, we are curious about the bifurcation of the 
adoption of the regulations and rules and the envisioned future 
pathways for the rules. What is the precedent of having staff  
rules adopted by the board but then, “subsequently 
supplemented, amended, revoked or replaced by the Executive 
Director”? (para 13(b)). Is there a precedent with any documents 
that have been adopted and then subsequently altered without 
Board approval?  Civil society 

observers 

Decision B.34/21 tasked the Secretariat to undertake “a 
comprehensive review of the Administrative Guidelines on Human 
Resources […] and bringing to the Board […] in the form of revised 
principles-based Administrative Guidelines on Human 
Resources”. Therefore, the approach was to set these principles 
out in the Staff Regulations, as presented in the draft that has 
been circulated. Implementation of these principles are set out in 
the Staff Rules to be adopted and amended by the ED. Given this 
was the first time we were making such a fundamental change to 
the current HR framework, the ad hoc Human Resources 
Committee recommended that the Staff Rules also be initially 
approved by the Board, for later supplementation, amendment, 
replacement or revocation, as needed by the ED. 
 
As this is the first time we are amending the HR framework so 
significantly, there is no direct precedent to draw on. 
 

Consultation with the 
Staff Council on the 
Staff Regulations  
 
Paragraph 21 
‘Research and 
consultations’ of 
the Board Policy 
Document 

With concern to the consultation process overall, one of the CSO 
Active Observers did inquire during the technical session about 
the specific asks and any resulting changes from the consultation 
with the Personnel Council. While the answer generally affirmed 
there had been consultation, the characterization was merely that 
the staff and Personnel Council had questions and clarifications to 
ensure they understood the new system and that no benefits 
would be lost. Noting the Secretariat’s common use of the term 
“consultation” to indicate their ideas were presented via 
powerpoint, it would be helpful, if there is a matrix of comments 
on this particular document, to include the specific questions and 
concerns of the Personnel Council and how they were answered. 
We believe staff in any workplace have specific ideas about the  
changes and benefits they want to see and find an approach that is 
limited to clarification of a presented framework to be 
paternalistic and potentially erasing valid questions and concerns.  

Civil society 
observers 

The first all-staff consultation on the Staff Regulations was 
conducted in June 2024 (written), followed by the Staff Rules 
consultation from Nov 25 to Nov 29 (2hrs per day, face-to-face 
live session) 2024. Upon each phase of consultation, the 
questions and feedback from the staff members as well as the 
personnel council were received via a dedicated email account. 
All the responses were posted and shared with all staff. In early 
May 2025, the design of the new grievance scheme including the 
professional conduct unit was shared with the personnel council. 
On 14 May 2025, the proposed design of the grievance scheme, 
including the professional conduct unit was presented to all staff 
who were also given the opportunity to ask questions about the 
new proposal. From 23 May 2025 to 6 June 2025, the draft Staff 
Regulations and Staff Rules were published for staff consultation. 
Following that written consultation period, a 2 hour live question 
and answer session was hosted with staff. Responses to questions 
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Dignified work treats staff not only as beneficiaries of 
employment but partners in organizational development 

received during the written consultation were also shared with 
all staff and answers to frequently asked questions was also 
published for all staff access.  
 
Throughout the consultation periods, the Executive Director 
hosted a number of open door sessions, and conducted meetings 
with the personnel council (monthly) along with the Department 
of People and Culture. 
 

Consultation with the 
Staff Council on other 
organizational 
matters 
 
Section 11.2 ‘Staff 
council and staff 
consultation’ of the 
Staff Regulations 

Correspondingly, as we move into comments on specific 
paragraphs and provisions, we are concerned that the role of the 
Personnel Council (“staff council”) is potentially limited under 
these regulations and its ability to self-direct its work could be 
protected. Given that “the Executive Director shall establish a 
mechanism for consultations with the staff council regarding  
any proposed adoption or revision of Staff Rules,” (Annex II, para 
11.2) it seems the only guaranteed consultation is on this Staff 
Rules document. There should be an additional provision 
ensuring additional consultations at the request of the Personnel 
Council, noting that many other issues and even Board documents 
are relevant to staff. For example, and at minimum, a standard 
annual consultation regarding the work programme of the 
Secretariat and its administrative budget could easily be 
envisioned.  

Civil society 
observers 

The entire Chapter IX of the Staff Rules is a newly introduced 
chapter on Staff Council and Staff Consultation. The role proposed 
for the staff council is consistent with the practice of other 
benchmarked international organizations.  
 
 

Decision-making  
 
Section 10.2.1 
‘Ending 
employment’ of 
the Staff 
Regulations 

We have an overall question and concern to clarify where 
decision-making authority lies during some termination 
processes. In the Annex II, Staff Regulations, 10.2.1 case where 
“termination is in the interest of GCF, including when GCF 
determines that,” who constitutes the decision-making of the 
“GCF” in terms of that determination? Is that the Executive 
Director or some other management/leadership team? What is 
the role of the Department of People and Culture in that  
determination? Does it vary based on the various possibilities in 
(i) through (vi), especially considering that some of these 
examples could be pursued as a form of retaliation? Can the 
decision-making authority for those six circumstances be 

Civil society 
observers 

Details regarding termination are set out in the Staff Rules, 
Chapter VIII Ending Employment.  
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described? Even if these staff may have access to the appeals 
process for these cases–which should be confirmed–
understanding the process to be pursued is important for 
transparency, and should be contained within Staff  
Regulations, not Staff Rules. 

Decision-making  
 
Section 4.1.5 ‘Salary 
increases’ of the Staff 
Rules 

In Annex III, Staff Rules, “4.1.5. GCF may adopt other measures to 
reward performance.” Again, where does that decision-making 
authority lie? Line manager, DPC, some leadership team? Will 
those additional measures be outlined in updates of the staff 
rules? When those measures are outlined, will there be examples 
and limits provided? Putting in a highly structured system is 
undermined if there is a huge backdoor with no transparent 
guidance of how to operate it. 

Civil society 
observers 

The measures to reward performance will be developed over the 
course of the next 6 months, prior to commencement of the draft 
SRR, if it is adopted at the forty-second Board meeting. It is 
anticipated that a framework for spot awards and team 
incentives will be introduced to encourage and reward high 
individual and team performance. The framework will be 
developed in consultation with staff prior to its implementation. 
Any framework will be based on budget availability and have no 
impact on the base salary and/or benefits and allowances of staff. 
 

Professional Conduct 
Unit 
 
Chapter X 
‘Professional 
Conduct Unit’ of 
the Staff Rules 

While we understand and appreciate that the organizational 
structure of the GCF is under the purview of the Executive 
Director, we were surprised to see that the Professional Conduct 
Unit was only detailed in the Staff Rules. Given the role of the 
Board in the Staff Regulations, and how significantly this Unit is 
being centered as addressing core inadequacies in staff  
management, having it be Board approved would be an 
important endorsement of this approach.  

Civil society 
observers 

The Professional Conduct Unit will fulfil the function of informal 
dispute resolution mechanism that is stated in the Staff 
Regulations 13.1 and 13.2. As mentioned above, the Staff 
Regulations are principle based, consistent with the Board’s 
decision at B.34/21. The details are provided in the Staff Rules. 
The design of the professional conduct unit was discussed with 
the ad hoc Human Resources Committee who have endorsed the 
approach. 
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Professional Conduct 
Unit 
 
Chapter X  
‘Professional 
Conduct Unit’ of 
the Staff Rules 

We are concerned about the preference shown for “informal 
resolution” by the GCF “encourag[ing]” that route, while only 
mentioning that nothing “prevents a staff member from reporting 
misconduct in accordance with GCF integrity policies.” The 
language of “nothing is preventing you from [x]” is generally 
understood as dismissive and disempowering, and this  
Staff Rules wording and approach could indeed reinforce the 
sense of disempowerment when it comes to choosing to make 
formal complaints and report to the Independent Integrity Unit 
(IIU). 
 
 
To address this risk, two things must be provided for–one, a 
guarantee that all staff are trained to recognize misconduct and 
know the pathways available for reporting it, and that two, no 
preference is given for informal over formal resolution. Any such 
preference can send the signal that certain behaviors should be 
given the benefit of the doubt as workplace conflicts but not  
misconduct, can create an environment in which behavior is first 
conceptualized as workplace conflict/differences in approach 
rather than misconduct, and can ultimately create a chilling effect 
in staff members reporting directly to the IIU. Secondly, there 
should be rewording of 10.0.1 and 10.0.2 to eliminate a 
preference for informal resolution, and the establishment of 
section 10.0.3 to ensure training on all pathways for complaints 
are necessary. These elements must be in complement to the IIU 
and its workplan; integration is necessary rather than having only 
these elements outlined by the IIU. 
 
The IIU can always redirect reports to the PCU after assessment, 
and though we recognize the PCU can redirect to the IIU, the risk 
is that the behavior is already being conceptualized, perceived and 
thus reported by the staff through the lens of the informal 
resolution process. Likewise, staff are thus sitting with the 
expectation that issues go to an informal resolution process, 
where they may envision resolution being achieved through 

Civil society 
observers 

The approach to encouraging early informal resolution of 
workplace disagreements is consistent with benchmarked 
organizations that we reviewed and considered in developing the 
design of the proposed professional conduct unit.  
 
The Staff Rules were drafted to make clear that the professional 
conduct unit would not impact the Independent Integrity Unit 
mandate in any way. The operation of the professional conduct 
unit will be overseen by a committee, chaired by the Executive 
Director, and with representatives of relevant departments and 
units, including the Head of the Independent Integrity Unit. This 
design is to ensure that the professional conduct unit is able to 
work effectively across the organization, mindful of the distinct 
mandate of the Independent Integrity Unit. The mandate of the 
professional conduct unit is to address workplace concerns and 
not misconduct, which remains within the mandate of the 
Independent Integrity Unit, as set out in its terms of reference as 
well as the various integrity policies that have been approved by 
the Board.  
 
Awareness raising of the role and function of the professional 
conduct unit within the organization will be provided as part of 
the introduction and implementation of the new unit. 
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measures such as mediation with a person who may have actually 
been abusive or harassing, thus creating a  
chilling effect on reporting in general. The staff should not be 
constrained by the implicit expectation that they prefer informal 
resolution, nor should it be expected they should “seek further 
guidance on available options” (10.0.2), as that guidance should 
be regularly and thoroughly provided as part of staff orientation 
and periodic refresher trainings. 

Independent units 
 
Sections 1.2 and 
1.5. of the Staff 
Regulations 

We are interested in any comments that can be made about how 
any changes may affect the Independent Units. We have a 
longstanding support of the units and their independence and 
would like to ensure any changes ensure and protect 1) the ability 
to retain top talent as the heads of the Independent Units, without 
diminishing their role, authority, or the position level and what it 
signals; 2) their administrative authority and the independence of 
their units. 

Civil society 
observers 

Pursuant to their terms of reference, the IU Heads are responsible 
for making decisions with respect to the leadership and 
management of their staff. The language in both the Staff 
Regulations and the Staff Rules has been developed to explicitly 
acknowledge this. The language on this point was developed, 
together with the heads of the independent units, over a series of 
meetings. The heads of IUs were also separately consulted over a 
series of meetings on the language in the Staff Regulations and 
Staff rules more broadly, prior to staff consultation.  
 

Future changes to the 
Staff Rules 
 
Section 7.1.3 
‘Performance 
management cycle’ 
of the Staff Rules  

As we do appreciate the effort to comprehensively update the 
staff regulations and rules and ensure the GCF is poised to enter 
this next phase of its maturity as an organization, we did want to 
also note such information is limited when it lives on paper, and 
we do not see provisions to ensure comprehensive orientation of 
new staff and regular refresher trainings and workshops on  
these provisions. Indeed, as the staff rules are presented as subject 
to periodic update, such an approach could serve as one potential 
feedback mechanism to lead to appropriate updates.  
While the background document discusses the development of a 
comprehensive communication and training plan as part of 
implementation arrangements, the guarantee of training should 
be embedded within the regulations.  
 

Civil society 
observers 

The comprehensive communication and training plans will be 
developed during the 3-6 months between the Board’s adoption 
of the Staff Regulations and the Staff Rules and its effective date, 
to ensure that the staff members are aware of the changes and its 
implication on them individually. 
 
As mentioned above, the Staff Regulations are principle based. 
The mandatory training set out in the Staff Rules 7.1.3 refer to 
trainings regarding expected behaviour and conduct (e.g. 
Preventing Workplace Harassment for Employees). While the 
Fund develops and sets mandatory training organization-wide 
for the staff members, the staff members also have the 
responsibility to undertake such training, as is set out in the 
Rules 7.1.3. This is part of the approach we are undertaking to 
assist in ensuring that the organization is able to provide a 
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Section 7.1.3 of the rules places the responsibility on staff 
members for “b. Undertaking all mandatory training regarding 
expected behaviour and conduct in the course of their 
employment,” but the responsibility for developing and providing 
comprehensive mandatory training must lie with the GCF and 
must be considered similarly to benefit of employment provided 
to the staff and outlined in the staff regulations. Additionally, the 
line manager alone cannot take on the responsibility for 
maintaining staff familiarity with and knowledge of these rules. 

workplace free of harassment and other forms of misconduct, for 
the benefit of all staff. 

Management of 
workload and stress 
 
Section 5.1 
‘Overtime’ of the 
Staff Rules 

Additionally, questions about how high workload, overwork, 
and/or unreasonable expectations, may be addressed are 
incredibly pertinent, and these issues are not covered that we can 
see, either in guidance regarding the Professional Conduct Unit or 
within staff regulations. This is not about simply providing for 
overtime (for grade I) or discretionary time off but about the risk 
of persistent over-assignment of an unreasonable workload. 
Given the years-long under-capacitating of the Secretariat and 
noting that the recruitment time is lengthy, resulting in  
unfulfilled posts and inability to be directly trained by the 
previous post-holder, specific recognition of the risk of and thus 
protections from overwork, burnout, etc. must be detailed within 
the procedures or expectations of workplace conflicts to be 
handled informally by the Professional Conduct Unit. 

Civil society 
observers 

Creating and encouraging a positive work environment does not 
sit as a single department/unit’s mandate. The ED together with 
the Executive Leadership Team (ELT) and the relevant 
department and unit (i.e. Department of People and Culture, 
Professional Conduct Unit) will strive to foster the wellbeing of 
the staff members. The Department of People and Culture has 
recently hired an organizational wellbeing specialist, who will 
join the team shortly and enhance the organization’s ability to 
respond to these issues as they arise.  

Benefits  
 
‘Part II: Allowances 
and benefits’ of the 
Staff Rules 

We wanted to appreciate some of the strengths of this document 
as we see them, noting the attempt to more comprehensively 
provide for staff but recognizing our general inability to comment 
on the specific parameters, including dollar amounts, of proposed 
benefits. We generally approve the inclusion of additional costs 
for dependency support and childcare, which seem to be 
necessary investments in staff well-being, and in the case of 
childcare, necessary for the GCF to be more gender-sensitive in 
light of the disproportionate burden of childcare falling to women. 

Civil society 
observers 

Thank you for your comment.  

Benefits  
 
Section 4.3.9 ‘Part 
II: Allowances and 

We also acknowledge the importance of the GCF recognizing 
special needs children cannot have age limits applied to them. We 
also urge the GCF to consider how this understanding could lead 

Civil society 
observers 

Thank you for your comment. GCF will continue to provide 
support to meet various family needs. 
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benefits’ of the 
Staff Rules 
 

to revisions in providing elder care and other family 
responsibilities related to care and care coordination. 

Benefits 
 
Section 4.11 ‘Death in 
Service Grant’ of the 
Staff Rules 

Noting our inability to benchmark benefits against other 
organizations, but feeling the principle may extend beyond 
operational best practice, we did want to note that the “death in 
service” provision of $20,000 USD (4.11), feels low, especially 
considering the experience of the pandemic where multiple staff 
contracted the coronavirus in Geneva in performance of their 
duties, and one staff member died while in the service of GCF. In 
thinking about an ideal and caring organization that prioritizes 
staff well-being and that of their families, we would feel a  
larger one-time amount would be merited, even recognizing this 
would interact with other insurance provisions and benefits. 

Civil society 
observers 

The death in service grant of USD 20,000 is in addition to the 
payment (4 times the annual salary) from the insurance provider, 
which the Fund subsidizes for staff members.  

 

__________ 


	__________

