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Agenda item 1. Opening of the meeting

1. The CeChairs officially opened the twentyfirst meeting of the Board (B.21) at 98 am.
on Wednesday17 October 2018.

2. They thanked the Government of the Kingdom of Bahrain for hosting the meeting and
for the excellent reception which took placethe previous evening. They alsexpressed thanks
for the close collaboration between the host team and the GCF Secretariat in the orgatibn of
the meeting.They welcomed Minister Sheikh Mohammed bin Khalifa al Khalifa and invited him
to make some opening remarks.

3. Minister Sheikh Mohammed bin Khalifa al Khalifa said that Bahrain was delighted to
have the opportunity to play a small partin what was one of the most strategic orgagations
emerging from the Lhited Nations (UN). The Minister noted that discussions were ongoing with
the GCFexecutive teamon the concept of a green or clean energy bank. It was hoped that once
thesehad sufficiently advancedhey could be brought to the Board for consideration. Many of
these kinds of initiatives were becomingncreasingly commercially viable and were a way to
mobili ze the private sector. Finally, the Minister expressed the hope that the Board would have
a very productive meeting and thanked the G&hairs and the entire team.

4. The CoChairs thanked the Minister for his opening remarks. They thewelcomed new

members of the Boardand alternate Board members:

(@) Mr. Hiroshi Matsuura, who replaced Mr. Tamaki Tsukada as Board member;

(b) Ms. Paola Pettinari, who replaced Ms. Ludovica Soderini as altern&eard member;

(© Mr. Frank FassMetz, who replaced Mr. Karsten Sach as Board member;

(d) Mr. Norbert Gori3en, who replaced Ms. Kordula Mehlhart as alternate Board member;

(e) Ms. Rajasree Ray, who replaced Mr. Mungath Madhavan Kutty as Board member;

® Mr. Wenxing Pan, who replaced Mr. Weifengang as Board member;

(9) Mr. Leonardo Puppetto, who replaced Ms. May Gicquel as alternate Board member;

(h) Mr. Tobias von PlaterHallermund, who replaced Ms. Merete Villum Pedersen as
alternate Board member;

@) Mr. Mathew Haarsager, who replaced Mr. Geoffrey Okato as Board member;

G) Mr. Jaya Singam Rajoo, who replaced Mr. Azimuddin Bahari as alternate Board member

(K Ms. Paola Pettinarivho replaced Ms. Esther Gonzalez Sanz as Board memlzed

[0) Ms. Esther Gonzalez Sanzho replaced Ms. Paola Pettinari aalternate Board member.

5. The CeChairs thanked the outgoing members and alternate membeos the Boardfor

their service. In addition, they thanked the active observers angpproximately 250 accredited
observers, accredited entitiespational designated auhorities (NDAg and Party States in the
overflow room as well as those following the discussions livéndicating that all those
concerned were key stakeholders in the GCF and played important roles in delivering the
mandate of GCF.

6. Furthermore, they thanked the Secretariat, both management and staff, for their support
during the meeting preparations as well as for their dedication and commitment to carrying out
the work of GCF.

7. In terms of the preparationsfor the Board meeting, they underlined the timelyissuance
of B.21 documentation, with some documents having gone through a consultation process with
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Board members. This was a joint efforbetweenthe Board, the CeChairs and the Secretariat,
and would be good practice for future meetings.

8. At its twentieth meeting B.20), the Board through decision B.20/01, requested that the
Co-Chairs consult with Board members on matters relating to the preparations for B.21. As a
result, there had beeranintensive consultation process prior to this meeting.

0. The CaeChadrs had shared a note outlining a process for Board consultations in
preparation for B.21, including on the agenda and Board documents. This note then formed the
basis for consultation guidelines, which were circulated to the Board.

10. As part of the consultdéion process proposed by the C&hairs, the Secretariat procured
the web-based platform PleaseRevie# to facilitate commenting on documents by Board
members. Documents were both uploadetb the online platform and transmitted to the Board
via email, and the Board was invited to submit comments either through the platform or
through email.

11. The CoeChairsalso highlighted the timely issuance of B.21 documents, which were
circulated 21 days ahead of the Board meeting.

12. The CeChairs thanked the Board for its fil cooperation in this endeavour, and for the
tireless support of the Secretariat. As well as observing that they hopdfat this method could
be used in future, theyindicated their belief that the intensive preparations would helpin
deliberations on matters presented for consideration and decision by the Board at B.21. They
requested that Board members be succindh their comments and questionsand noted that they
would continue the past practice of ending each day atgGm.

13. In his opening remarks, deeloping country CeChair, Mr. Paul Oquist, said that climate
finance was the greatest outstanding issue in negotiations to achieve leemission, sustainable,
climate-resilient societies. GCF was fundamental to this endeavour as the largest entity among
those tasked by theConferences of the Parties (COP) to the United Nations Framework for
Climate change UNFCCTto meet the challenge of climate change, and as the one with the most
potential. The world had the science and technology achieve this technology could be
purchased and capacity built. Global financial resources existed but they needed to be aligned
with the goal of low-emission, sustainable, climateesilient development. GCF had an enormous
opportunity and responsibility to move forward with its deliberations. Critical to this, was the
replenishment of GCF; this was the litmus test. Mr. Oquist said that he considered climate
change to be the greatest social and political battle of the century; the stakes for developing
countries and the world were great. The CaChair wished the Board well as it advanced its work
with effective decisions during B.21.

14. Developed country CeChair, Mr. Lennart Bageechoed these remarks and noted that
just a week earlier, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chaa@lPCC) had issued its Special
Report on Global Warming of 1.8C The clear message was that the global community was
behind the curve. This further underlined the tremendous responsibility of the Board anthe
importance of thework it would undertake at B.21.

Agenda item 2: Adoption of the agenda and organization of work

15. The CeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.21/01/Drf.03 titted O0 OT OEOET I A1 ACAT AA6
16. They stated that, following consultations withmembers and alternate membersof the

Board, the provisional agenda for B.21 was circulated to the Board as document
GCF/B.21/01/Drf.01 on 3 August 2018. The revised provisional agenda was later issued to the
Board and posted on the GCF website as document GCEL/01/Drf.02 on 17 September 2018.
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They noted that the provisional agenda was then further amended after the document
publication deadline to align with the documentation that was issued for B.21. On 14 October
2018, the third draft of the provisional agenda was issueés documentGCF/B.21/01/Drf.03.
The changes madérom the previous version were as follows:

(@) Two agenda items whose documentsad not beenissued were removed from the
agenda, namely theStandards for the implementation of the AMLCFTpolicyéand
@rerformance committee for Boardappointed officials and oversight of the independent
unitsd Regarding the latter itema detailedupdate wasprovided in document
"#&T" 8¢ pT) 1 eparton theG&idtieshithe G@Chairsy

(b) Two policy papers that were initially identified asbeing presented asinformation
documentsx AOA EOOOAA AO AARAAEOEITT AT AOI AT 6Oh 1 Al Al
OAOI © AT A AT TAEOEI T O 1T £ OEA Restilt®@ magément AEAT ET «
framework: Independent Evaluation Unit recommendations to improve theesults
managementframework"; and

(© Several agenda item names were amended to match their document titles, better
reflecting what was being presentedo the Board for consideration.

17. However, the CeChairs informed the Board that they had received a request to make a
further adjustment to the agenda. In the printed copies distributed to the Board, the item

O- APPEI C 1T £ Al ATl AT OO0 OAI AGAA O DPOTEAAO 10 DPOI CC
previously agendasub-item 27(a) had been moved up the agendanderO0 T | EAU | AOOAOO ¢
01 OEA ADPDPOI OAl 1 Amgertadubditent 25().D O1 BT OATI 6o h AO
18. In accordance with paragraph 20 of the Rules of Procedure of the Board, the-Cloairs

invited the Board to adopt the fourth draft of the provisional agenda as contained in document
GCF/B.21/01/Drf.04.

19. They opened the floor for comments.
20. There being no commentsthe Board adopted the amended agenda as set out below:
1. Opening of the meeting

N

Adoption of theagenda and organization of work

3. Adoption of the report of the twentieth meeting of the Board

4. Board decisions proposed between the twentieth and twentfirst meetings of
the Board

5. Report on the activities of the Secretaridt

6. Reports from Board committees, pnels and groups

7. Reports from the independent units

Co-Chairs consultations and matters

8. Report on the activities of the CeChairs
@) Co# EAEOOS OADPIT OOh ETAI OAET ¢ OEA EI bl Al /
(b) Outcome of CeChairs consultations: guidelines omecisions without a

Board meeting

1 This would include GBtatus of the accreditation master agreemenés 8
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9.

(© Outcome of CeChairs consultations: decisioamaking in the absence of
consensus

Workplan of the Board for 2019

Board matters

10.

11.

12.

Selection of the Executive Director of the independent Secretariat
Matters related to the selecton of the Permanent Trustee

Review of the effectiveness of the committees, panels and group established by
the Board: status update

Administrative and budgetary matters

13.

14.

Secretariat matters

(a) Report on the execution of the administrative budget for 2018

(b) Work programme and administrative budgetfor 2019

© Revised legal framework on human resources managemegpCode of
Conduct

Work programmesand budgetsof the independent units for 2019

Approval of funding and accreditation proposals

15.

16.

17.

Status of GCF resources and portfolio performance

(@) Status of the initial resource mobilization process

(b) Status of the GCF pipeline, including the status of Project Preparation
Facility requests

© Annual portfolio performancereport

(d) Status of the GCportfolio: approved projects and the fulfilment of
conditions

(e) Analysis of options for the financial planning of the commitment

authority of GCF for the remainder of the initial resource mobilization
period and in 2019

Consideration of funding proposals

Consideration of accreditation proposals

Resource mobilization

18.

19.

Performance review of the GCF for the initial resource mobilization period

Arrangements for the first formal replenishment of the GCF

GCF policies

20.

21.

22.

Updated gender policy and action plan
Risk management framework: compliance risk policy

Accreditation framework review
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23, Baseline on the overall portfolio of accredited entities
24, Whistle-blower and witness protection policy
25. Prohibited practices policy

Policy matters related to the approval of funding pr oposals

26. Policy matters related to the approval of funding proposals

(@ Integrated approach to addressing policy gaps
@) Incremental and full cost calculation methodology
(ii) Cofinancing matters
(iii) Options for further guidance on concessionality

(b) Policy on restructuring and cancellation

(© Revision of the structure and operations of the independent Technical
Advisory Panel

(d) Two-stage proposal approval process

(e) Programmatic policyapproach

0] Investment criteria indicators

(@) Review of the financial terms ad conditions of the GCF financial
instruments

(h) Results management framework: Independent Evaluation Unit

recommendations to improve the Results Management Framework

[0) Mapping of elements related to project or programme eligibility and
selection criteria

27. Policy matters for information
(a) Steps to enhance the climate rationale of G&pported activities
(b) Approach and scope for providing support to adaptation activities
© Identification of results areas where targeted GCF investment would have

the most impact
Country programming and ownership

28. Country programming and readiness: report of théndependent evaluation of
the Readiness and Preparatory SupporProgramme

29. Dates and venues of the meetings of the Board in 2019

30. Status of the selection of Board members fdhe term 2019272021
31. Election of CeChairs for 2019

32. Other matters

33. Report of the meeting

34, Close of the meeting
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21. During later agenda items, Board members raised two further points regarding the

agenda and orgarsation of work. One involved a request to th€o-Chairs by a Board member to

ensure that they adhere strictly to the daily programme (as recorded under agenda item 9

071 OEPI AT 1 £ O B,Andsdcdh@yAthatEgeddadtemeegiéd O# 1 OT OO U

programming and readinessreport of the independet evaluation of the Readiness and
00OAPAOAOI OU 30PPTI OO 00T COAI T Ad AA 11 OGAA Ob OEA [
22. The CeChairs noted the requestHowever, theagenda item was not opened during the

meeting.

Agenda item 3: Adoption of the report of the twentieth meeting of the

Board
23. The CeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to the report
I £ "8¢nm AO OOAT Oi EOOAA OI OEA "TAOA I1 w !'0CcOOO

of the twentieth meeting of the Board, Tt * O1 U ¢ 1 pweék redidw@eridd. O x |

24, As no substantive comments on the report had been received from Board members
during the review period, the document had been sent to the Board or82August 2018 with a
view to adoption at B.21.

25. They opened the floor for comments.

26. A Board menber expressed a wish to adopt the report, only commenting on its length.
27. The CoeChairs invited the Board to take note of the document.

28. There being no further comments and no objections, the Board took note of the report of
B.20.

Agenda item 4: Board decisions proposed between the twentieth and
twenty -first meetings of the Board

29. The CoeChairs openedhe agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.21/Inf.17 £ O 1 Bhadkd d€xisions proposed between the twentieth and twentyfirst

i AAOET CcO 1 ,mhich gefailsthé decsivids proposed between B.20 and B.21 as at 26
September 2018.

30. They informed the Board that as at 17 October 2018 four decisions had been approved
between meetings. These decisions had been included in the docemt circulated for this
agenda item.

31 The CeChairs stated that a further seven proposed decisions had been transmitted to
the Board but were objected to. These were thellowing:

@ O30A00O0 1 £ ADbDOI OdibnsighOfddallinegn résett BfP@A 1 04
i 3000AET AAT A %l AOCU &AAEI EOU &£ O OEA %AOOAOI

(b) 03 0A000 1T £ ADDOI OdténsighOf ddaklineGn résaett B IFRDA0I O d,
(Catalysing private investment in sustainable energy in ArgentinaO0 AOO ) qo N

© O) i b1 AT AT OAOQGET 11 |1 ABAAOCH& OAT AdBderekaddni 1 O O1 AAO
masteraC OA AT AT Od N

%) O! DbPIi ET OI AT O 1T &2 OEA FAAOOEOA S$SEOAADTI O AA ET «
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@ O3A1I AAGEI T DOi AAGO Ai O OEA ApPDPIETOI AT O T A& OE,
&OT A 3AAOAOAOEAOON
® (ravel costs of eligible develping country Board members and alternate members of

the Board attending the GCF Private Investment for Climate Conference and the GCF
Global NDA Conferena® and

() (Establishment of the ad hoc Committee to commence the selection process for the
appointment of the Executive Director of the Green Climate Fund Secretarat

32. The CeChairs said that this situation underlined the urgency for the Board to deal with

the Executive Director selection process as well as the governance issues related to decision

making in the absence of consensus and decisiotaken without a Board meeting. Several of the
decisions proposedbetween meetingswere very time critical and had, in two cases, resulted in

funding proposals lapsing due to the inability of the Board to reach conssus.

33. They invited the Board to take note of the document.

34. A Board member welcomed new Board members and alterna&oard members (a
welcome echoed by several other Board members during the discussion of this agenda item)
and noted that in the case of FP02@ccording to theRules of Procedure in the case of an upheld
objection by a Board member, the matter would then be brought to the next Board meeting.
This project was very important for small islanddeveloping Sates (SIDS)in the Caribbean. It
was necesary for the Board to recogrize that it was not always possible for smaltates to do
things asquickly aslarger onesand requested that the Board grant thgproposed extension of
the deadline for this funding proposal. Whié respecting the reasons given by those who
objected, this Board member statedthat if this was not granted, GCF would be hurting those it
was meant to support. TheCo-Chairsrequested that the Board member in question put their
objection on record andindicatedthat the Board continue with its agenda

Report to the Board

35, The CeChairs asked the Board if they could take note of the report.

36. There being no objections, the C&hairs took it that the Board wished tado sa

37. Therefore, theBoard took note of do©1 AT O ' #&7" 8¢p7T) 1 A8px OEOI AA
proposed between the twentieth and twenty EEOOO | AAOET ¢cO 1T & OEA "1 AOAG
38. The Board took note of the circumstances relating to the approval of the between Board

A £ A o~ oz

meeting decision proposed in document GCF/BM018/1t OEO1I AA O3 O0A00O0 1T £ APD
proposals: Extension of deadline in respect of FP020 (Sustainable Energy Facility for the

AOOAOT #AOEAAAAT Qo qoh ETAI OAET ¢ OEA T AAA O AE
Board, and that such circumstanceshould not be considered as a precedent.

39. The Board took note of the circumstances relating to the between Board meeting

decision proposed in document GCF/IBM mp yTpuv OEOI AA O30AO600 1T £# APPO
Extension of deadline in respect of FP030 @falyzing private investment in sustainable energy

in Argentnaz0 AOO ) Qo j1 Eil EOAA AEOOOEAOOEI T q AT A OEAO ¢
that prescribed period and that objection had been upheld, and therefore that the between

Board meeting decsion proposed had not been adopted and the Board approval for funding

proposal 030 was no longer effective.
General comments

40. The CeChairs then opened the floor for general comments. An extensive discussion
ensuedranging from the broader matter of decisim-making between meetings (to be addressed
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by the Board in more depth under agenda item(®) titled O/ O O AT | -Bhaifs @nsulfations:

COEAAI ETAO 11 AAAEOEI | tOissuek @latihgddprodedutet ih@de ofi AAOET Cé
lapsed funding proposalsthe extent to which rulesshould be adhered tcand should or should

not be waived to take account of specific circumstances as well as specific comments on the

several decisionghat had been objected tqtwo relating to extensions to deadlines for FP020

and FP030, another related t@ccreditation master agreements AMAS) as well as the selection

of the Executive Director, the appointment of an Executive Director ad interim and travel costs

for Board members and alternate members to attentvo GCF conferenes).

Accreditation master agreements

41. On theproposed decisiontitled O) | B1 AT AT OAOEIT 1T 1 AOGOBAOO OAI AGEI
obligations under theaccreditation masteraC OA A1 A1 O-6Hairs @&kdd a#nhall group

consisting of Mr. Ignacio Lorenzo and Mr. Chrisifining to consult and explore alternatives to

address this matter. Later, on the final day of the meetinthe group reported back that

following consultations with the World Bank,an accredited entity (AE), andthe Office of the

General Counsel@GQ, thematter was further clarified. Thegroup stated that therewas no

need for a Board decision on this matter and the negotiations will continue.

42. The CaeChairs duly noted the matter and no decision was required.

43, While there was overlap around the different topics under discussion, for clarity those
relating specifically to FP020 and FP030 are grouped below.

FP020 and FP030

44, In addition to the first Board member who intervened, many Board members expressed
support for the granting of an extension to the deadline for thifunding proposal. Points made
included:

@) That this was an important project for the country concernedbenefiting 500 millio n
people;

(b) The project had been scrutinized by the Boarg

(© The importance of GCF involvement in the projegivithout which external contributions
might not be forthcoming;

(d) The need to distinguish between projects with no future and thossuch as FP0O20that
could produce good outcomes

(e) The priority for GCF to support SIDS

® It was a good mitigation project for the regionand
) That not granting an extension would send a negative message to project developers
that, after all the time andmoney invested, a proposal could simply lapse.
45. (T xAOAOh A "1TAOA T AI AAO xEI EAA TAEAAOAA O

ability to retroactively reinstate this funding proposal (and FP030) and did not see how the

Board would have the authority toretroactively revive a proposal that had lapsed on its own

terms. Thefunding proposalscontained conditions that needed to bg1) satisfied or (2) waived.

10 OEA AiITAEOETTO xAOA 110 OAOEOAEAA AT A OEA "1 A
approval authority had expired on its own terms. The proposals could, however, be reapproved

with new draft text to that effect. On a more general point regarding extension requests, they

said it was important for there to be a mechanisnly which to provid e infor mation to the AE

and civil societyorganizations (CSOJ}o understand the decisionmaking process, and a

mechanism forCSO4go intervene between meetings in the context of extension requests.
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46. Another Board member objected to the principle of the Board makinnew rules®n the
hoofoto fix lapsed projects. They noted that South Africa had had a lapsed project where 12
months had been set to meet a condition; it had not been met in the timescale, so the projead
lapsed. The Board set conditions and deadliseand needed to act responsibly in adhering to
decisions madewhile at the same time being prudent about decisions taken. It should not be a
guestion of whether an individual Board member favoured a particular project.

47. A third Board member said that the Bard should take a decision on FP020. Where an
objection was raised, theRules of Procedure allowed a proposal to come back to the Board. The
original proposal had been approved by thendependent Technical Advisory PanelTAP) and

the Board. The intentionof the Board had been that the funding proposal should proceed; Board
members merely had to find a way around a technical obstacleat had arisen.

48. In this context, they noted two broader points (1) the Board needed to establish
effective proceduresthat would be discussed under a later agenda itetitle (olicy on

project that was currently pending. They recalled that it had been a complete surprise when
they were notified that FP0O06 had lapsed. Again, they would be returning to this later in the
meeting with the intention, where possible, of reinstating this project.

49, The proposal by this Board member regarding FP020 was supported by several other
Board members. Furthermore, one said that all three lapsed funding proposals needed to be
implemented somehow. Regarding th@olicy on restructuring and cancellation, they noted that
the Board had discused this in four Board meetings since July 2017 with no rest it had to act
at this meeting. Other Board members also expressed suppdatr the consideration of a policy
on the lapsing of approved decisions under thagenda item titled@olicy on restructuring and
AAT AAT 1 ACET 168

50. Another Board member echoed conaas regarding the lapsing of thehree projects on
procedural, regional and capacitybuilding grounds. Procedurally, they echoed other Board
i AT AAOG6O AT i1 AT OO0 AOT O1 A CGiadhad lell fo e 1@pe. RegfodnliyA x  OE A

they were concernedbecause a reduction in regional programmingvould result if these
projects did not move forward. Finally, there was an urgent need for capac#yuilding in SIDS
and therefore it was particularly important to bring back and approve FP020.

51. One Board membemished to address several different points:

(@) They wished to know why documentdor decisions proposed between meetingselating
to the two funding proposal extensions were issued on a limited distribution basis.
While such an approach was within theRules of Procedure for confidential matters, they
stated thatlimited distribution documents should be used carefully

(b) They requested clarification on the interpretation by the Secretariat of when a project
xAO AT 1 OEAAOAA Ol ADOAAG fgEh tohditionEolb&fulfildd. M @ OAT OE|
theirview, OOAE A OAOI EAA 11 1ACAl AAOGEO ET OEA "I
Governing Instrumentfor the GCFor the Rules of Procedure. To their knowledgethere
EAA 1110 AAAT 11 A ETichGekdrdedatitie gevohtectth At A6 AAA|
of the Board (B.17) throughdecision B.17/17, paragraph b. As there was no approved
policy on restructuring and cancellationEO xAO 11 0 Al AAO xEAO OEEO

legal terms, andas suchit could becomea liability for GCF under thdndependent
Redress Mechanism. Furthermore, they stated that in other institutions when a decision
was being reviewed by a higher authority, the timeline was suspended; this had not
been done in these casesind

(© The commitmernt authority set out in the initial resource mobilization (IRM) document
prepared by the Secretariaidocument GCF/B.21/33/Rev.01)had been amended to
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show that these two projects (FP020 andP030) would not be implemented. They
wished to know why this hadbeen done when the review by the Board was still
pending. They requested that time be given to the Secretariat and the AE to resolve the
matter.

52. Another Board member took the floor to explain that a significant percentage of the
objections had come from tlem. Firsty, they wished to point out that during the summer
months when they had considered this matter, they had clearly stated that they sympatieid
with the countries involved. Secondly, they noted that most of the funding was in the form of
loans, depite the fact that these were poor countries. They wished to clarify that they had not
stated an objection. However, the AE had taken a very long time to inform the Boahat there
would be changes in technologies and other matters. Consequently, the Bbanember had
proposed asix-month waiver until January or February 2019. However, this created rsk that
there would be a request by the AE for a second waiver. It was important for the Board to
respect its own decisions; AEs were ultimately accountable the Board. In all these cases
AMAs were in place but disbursements to these countries were less than 10 pent. It was in
this context that the Board member had taken their decision and had asked if the AE could
complete the condition if they were ganted an extension until 30 September 2018. They had
been advised that this was not possible. The Board member said it had not been their intention
to object to the project but merely to shorten the time given for the condition to be fulfilled. It
was important for the Board not to give free rein to AEs. Whilthe Board talked about
mitigation, they wondered what it was mitigating if it waited two years for the implementation
of a project. In the future, AEs must provide an explanation to any Board membegaking a
proposal for a waiver as to why they could not meet the proposed timfeame. With this caveat,
they confirmed that they could support the extension.

53. Regarding FP030the Board member stated that they had serious objectiorts it and

that there wasmuch at stake. In this cas€5CF had accredited an entity in Argentina. The Board
had imposed conditions as it was one afs earliest accredited projects. The AE had then
decided to establish an autonomous agency witls own juridical personality that had then
applied for accreditation. This then raised further questios. Would the new agency be
accredited and if so, how quickly? What would be the status of the existing AMA withe new
agency? Would there be further delays? Was the NDA made aware afsamjuence of a new
agency? They supported the project when the original decision was taken and still supported it,
but, whil e the Board regularly discussed governance, they believed that some AEs did not take
the Board seriously. This project had lapsed ahwas not implementable. As such, no decision
could be taken.

54. The CoeChairs invited the General CounseMr. Douglas Leydp take the floor.
Responses from the General Counsel

55. The General Counsel addressdtle queries and comments raised by Board members

(@ Limited distribution approach: AMAs,funded activity agreements FAAS and extensions
of time were always treated on dimited distribution basis. They noted that one ahe
reasons that this had probably always been the policy was to reduce commercial
pressure in the form of external solicitations being applied to Board members;

(b) Freezing of time when extension of timevas applied for: this required a legal
interpretation as there was no express provision irthe rules. This was a matter of law
where, in the absence of express rules, it had to be interpreted to the effect that in the
absence of express provisions there was no room to imply such a suspension provision;
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(© Lapsing:this was the expiration of time. All projects were time sensitive and the
relevant time frames had expired. The Secretariat then had no power to extend when
the timeline had lapsed. The mechanism for this was for the Board to grant an extension
of time. Therelevant decisions proposed between meetingsrere circulated and there
were objections. As suchthere could be no granting of an extension. The next step was
for the matter to come before the Board;

(d) Reinstatement:in this context it was not thereactivation or revival of a project but
extensions of time. This then had implications. If time were to be extendgtthe project
was then revived; if not, the project lapsed. The Board would hatlee power to consider
the revival of a project although ths wasnot relevant to the current situation. There
were consequenceso the extension of time. If a project lapsed there could be
consequencessuch as procurement and contract issues. One important consequence of
an extension of time was the commitment atlority. Once timehad expired and the
project had lapsed, then there was no commitment authority for the project. It was
important for the Board to consider this as well; and

@) ObjectionstACAOAET ¢ &0mn¢mh OEA "1 AOA 1 Ai AAO6O xO0EOD
Secretariat were open to interpretation as they included a counter proposal for three-
month waiver instead of one forsix months. The Rules ofProcedure state that a Board
member may object or not. A counter proposal in the context dtie Rules of Procedure
could only be treated as an objection. The General Counsel noted that there was a later
agenda item concerning the modification of rules. Welacknowledging that the rules
were not perfect, the Board could create additional rulesshould it wish,especally for
decisions proposed between meetings

56. The CaeChairs thanked the General Counsel and once more gave the floor to the Board
member in question.

57. The Board member thanked the General Counsel and said that the most important legal
point was the questian raised by another Board member as to whether the time spent
communicating with Board members should be counted as part of the timeline. However, the far
more significant matter was why the Board now found itself in the present position. They also
raised questions about the role of the Secretariat in following up othe implementation of
decisions taken by the Board to approvéunding proposals. While the Secretariat presented a
valuable status update on the fulfilment of conditions by AEs at each meetirigey wished to
know if they raised a®ed flagdto AEs when they hadwo or three months remaining to
implement a condition? If there was any doubt, the Board should ensure the Secretariat was
granted this power. Furthermore, there should be a written ddaration from the relevant

country that they had understood the conditions and were able to meet them.

58. The CaeChairs opened the floor for further comments.

59. Another Board member noted that the Board member had not raised an objection but
had merely proposeda different time period that had been interpreted as an objection. They
recalled that when there was an objection to an earlier Executive Director selection, the legal
advice given then appeared to contradict the current advice.

60. They also reiterated ther earlier point that decisions should not be taken based on
whether there was support for a project or region. They hoped that the Board would not take a
different approach depending on whether the project in question was from a SIDS.

61. Another Board memberconcurred that what was being discussed was a quite small legal
issue and noted that it was inevitable that rules could never be perfect. Wit was essential
thatthe BoardsedlA Al AAO 1 AOOGACA O ' %O AT A .3$!1 0 OEAO OE

this was one of the earliest projects with many conditions and therefore required a little extra
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time. They echoed the view expressed during an earlier intervention by a Board member that in

future the Board needed an early warning about such matters; thimight be a onepage report

from the Secretariatthree to four months in advance. They requested that the Board adopt the

decision now and not under agenda item 16tled O# 1 T OEAAOAOEI 1 $£& £O1T AET ¢ -

62. The Board member who had raised several quesitis of clarification thanked the

General Counsel. On transparency, they stated that it was their understanding that this was not
an issue of AMA confidentiality but a question of conditions. They noted that these had
originally been discussed in a plenarpf a Board meeting. Otthe freezing of a funding proposal
they stated that theyhad a different opinion to that of the General Counsel. Under thRules of
Procedure, a decision or objection would only be fully consideredt the next Board meeting.
However, they noted the suggestion from the General Counsel on the need for an explicit
freezing mechanism. On commitment authority, they did not see it as a basis for cancellation.
The Board could approve an extension if Board members who objected supported it.

63. The CoeChairs invited the General Counsel tprovide further responses.

64. The General Counsel stated that theules of Procedure provided instructions on how a
project was approved. If theRules of Procedure did not provide clarity on how an objection was
sought, then OGC had to provide a legal interpretation. If there was@uater proposal, OGC had
no authority to revise the decision text.

65. In the instance of the objection to an earlier Executive Director selection, OGC had been
informed that the issue hadbeen resolvedduring Co# EAEOO0O8 AEOAOOOEIT T 08 'O O
advisedthat it had beenresolved, the advice given had been consistent.

66. As to rules not being perfect, rules were formulated with a certain intent. Where rules
did not cover a situation,it was necessary to interpret them following the principles of statutory
interpretation. It would be inappropriate for OGC to read into the rules that which was not
expressly coveredtherein, or where such an interpretation could not be reasonably imported
into the rules.

67. During this first discussion, Board members also raised other points within the general
context of this agenda item:

@) Regarding the lack of Board member participation in GCF events (such as the NDA and
private sector conferences)this needed to be resolved for the future. Another stated
that they had written to the Secretariat on 12 July 2018 asking if they were eligible to
attend but only received a response on 21 September. Why could they not have had a
response muchsooner? They had beescepticalof the role of the private sector in
climate finance and it would have been valuable to be convinced by attending the GCF
private sector event. Separately, the same Board member recallegteuctured dialogue
in Mali where several Board membergould not attend as theyhad been notified too late
of its occurrence Astructured dialoguewas planned forthe least developed countries
(LDC9 and theBoard memberexpressed the hope that that would be funded;

(b) Urgent decisions were needed on the Exedue Director selection and the appointment
of an Executive Director ad interim; and

(© Several Board members underlined the need for further guidelines atecisions
proposed between meetings While noting that only 4 out of 110f the proposed
decisions had keen approved between meetings, an effective mechanism was important
to reduce the size of the agenda in formal meetings.

68. The CeChairs advised Board members that several of these matters would be addressed
under later agenda items. Board membermdicated that the Board should consider a process of
outreach, particularly in relation to replenishment.
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69. The CoChairsinvited several Board members to lead consultations offline, namely on
FP020, FP0O30 and AMg\
70. A Board member, noting that they had not seen arof the objections to thedecisions

proposed between meetingsurged the Board to adopt thalraft decisions immediately rather
than create more groups.

71. The CaeChairs asked the Board if they could adopt thihiree decisions.

72. A Board member stated that they antinued to object to thethree decisions and
confirmed their support for the CoChairsdproposal to consult via small groups of concerned
Board members.

73. The Board member who had requested that the GGhairs put the decisions before the
Board said they would not entertain any further negotiations regarding additional conditions
for thesefunding proposals.

74. The CaeChairs asked Ms. Kate Hughes and Mr. Omai/eini to consult on FP020 and
FP030. Following further consultation with the named Board members, the @@hairs asked Mr.
Haarsager, Mr. Jorge Ferrer and Mr. Josceline Wheatley to join the ad hoc working group. Mr.
Lorenzo also requested to join the groupvhil e at the same time leading separate discussions on
the AMA referenced above.

75. The agenda item was adjourned.
Part 2
76. The CeChairs reopened the item on the final day of the meeting.

77. They thanked the ad hoc Board working groupead by Ms. Hughes and Mrel-Arini and
supported by Mr. Ferrer, Mr. Lorenzo and Mr. Haarsager.

78. Ms. Hughes, speaking on behalf of the group, informed the Board that the proposed
decision had been discussed extensively, and the exceptional circumstances in terms of the
decisionproposed between meetinghad been notedShestated that, with the approval of the
Co-Chairs, group member Mr. eArini would take the floor followed by the General Counsel.

79. This was approved by the CaChairs.

80. Mr. el-Arini informed the Board that an objecton had not been submitted on the funding
proposal. The Board member had wished to know if the AE could expedite the process and meet
the condition by 30 September. Mr. eRrini stated that it was their understanding that the
Secretariat took what was interded as a counter proposal as a rejection of the proposed

decision. Furthermore, they were unaware of any attempt by the @@hairs to consult either
directly or indirectly with them on the issues perthe Rules of Procedure. The Board member

said the information provided in document GCFB.21/ Inf.17 O E O BoAré de€isions proposed
between the twentieth and twenty-first meetings of the Boarddid not accurately reflect what

had transpired in this case.

81. 4EAU EOOOEAO 11 OAA OEAO wihdtbisdAase AaBAA OEA 3 AAO,
unprecedented and thathe Rules of Procedure did not provide detailed information on how the

Board should address such issues. Whibbjecting to the proposeddecision] T &0 momn O3 OAOO!
approved funding proposals:extension of deadine in respect of FP030 Catalyzing private

investment in sustainable energy in Argenting0 AOO ) qéoh OEA "1 AOA 1 Al AAO

did not have an objection to FP020. Mr. &rini requested that the Board find appropriate
language to cover what mat be the first and last time that, having failed to meet a condition, an
AE could request a waiver (which was then refused) and then make a further request. The
recommendation was for the Board to grant an extension until 29 January 2019.
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82. The General Consel, Mr. Leys, stated that OGC had given a legal opinion based on the

material available to them. The Board member concerned had confirmed that it had not been
their intention to object to the project, and as such it should not be treated as an objectiowlr.
Leyssaid that lawyers relied on what was written as they could not infer what was in the minds
of those involved. In a fluid situationsuch as this case, it was necessary for OGC to transmit the
details to the Board for consideration. Recapping, th@eneral Counsel reminded the Board that
in the light of the explanation from the Board member that it had not been their intention to
object, if the Board accepted this explanation, then the situation would change. It then followed
that, as what had beerommunicated in writing had not been intended as an objection, it could
therefore not be treated as an objection. As there was no longer an objection on record, the
decision, namely to provide an extension to the AE for FP020 to comply with the conditioy b
29 January 2019, would stand.

83. The CoeChairs thanked the General Counsel and informed the Board that because of the
clarification, no decision was required on FP020. They stated that the Board would move tn
consideration of FP030.

84. Another Board member, while asserting that they did not oppose the conclusion of
FP020, expressed concern that communications with the Board member had not been more
effectively handled. They stated that the matter could have been resolved by simply calling the
Board member.The Rules of Procedure were very clear and required the C&hairs to deal with
any Board member raising an objection.

85. The concerned Board member requested that the decision text and the record of the

i AAGET ¢ OA&I AAO 1 AT COAGA NI 1GRYE QAOBHREA AAO PAERAMAA ARG ECF
member requested that the Ce&Chairs make an explicit ruling that, given there was no objection,

the project be deemed approved from July 2018 wtelnoting for the record, as stated by the

preceding Board member, tlat this decision by the Board would not constitute a precedent.

86. The CeChairs confirmed that the Secretariat had taken due note of this request.

87. The Board took note of the circumstances relating to the approval of the decision

proposed between meetingsin document GCFBBM-c mp yFpt OEOI AA O3 0A000 1 A
funding proposals: Extension of deadline in respect of FP020 (Sustainable Energy Facility for

OEA %AOOAOT #AOEAAAAT qo AT A OEAO OOAE AEOAOQI OOAI
88. As there was m objection to the proposed decisionit was deemed approved between

meetings on a neobjection basis and considered adopted by the Board.

89. Later, on the same day, the GGhairs reopened the agenda item in relation tarequest
for an extension to the deadie for FP030. They invited Ms. Hughes to take the floor on behalf
of the working group.

90. Ms. Hughes said that the group had discussed the case and agreed that the situation was
very different to that of FP020; thedecision proposed between meetingad notbeen

approved, the conditions had not been met and thieinding proposalhad thus lapsed. They

noted that, consequently, no further action was needed.

91. The agenda item was concluded.

Agenda item 5: Report on the activities of the Secretariat

92. The CeChairsopened the item and introduced two documents:

@) DocumentGCF/B.21/210EO1 AA O2ADPI OO 11 OEA AAOEOEOEAO i
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(b) $1T AT AT O "#&T"8¢cpTcp¥! AA8B8ntp OEOI AA 202ADPT1 00

addendum:sOAOOO0 1T £# AAAOAAEOAOEIT 1 AOOAO AGCOAAI Al

which had beentransmitted on a limited distribution basis.

93 The CeChairs informed that Board that the agenda item would therefore be addressed
in two parts. The first part would relate tothe report on the activities of the Secretariat before
moving onto the status of AMAs and FAAs. The latter would be considered by the Board in an
executive session.

04, They invited the Deputy Executive Director, Mr. Javier Manzanarge take the floor.

95. Mr. Manzanares thanked the Government of the Kingdom of Bahrain for the kind
hospitality. The Deputy Executive Director also welcomed observers, NDAs, AEs, participants
and CSOsThe report from the Secretariat reflected a very strong push on implemenian and
also highlighted financial planning and measurements to lift the quality of all GCF projects and
programmes.

96. In terms of implementation, over 50 percent of projects in the portfolio were now under
implementation; there were now 39 projects valued at USD 1.64 billion under implementation.
This was a considerable improvement compared to B.20 when there weosly 26 funding
proposalsunder implementation. In terms of disbursements, GCF was approaching USD 400
million. Disbursements under the Readinesand Preparatory Support Programme (Readiness
Programme) had doubled since B.20 to approximately USD 40 million.

97. The Secretariat was also progressing otne implementation of Readiness Programme
activities with more than 100 countries benefiting fromReadiness Programmeupport. The
Secretariat was also presenting its firsannual portfolio performance report at the current
meeting.

98. In terms of financial plaming and pipeline development, Mr. Manzanares noted that
special attention had been paid to implementing Board guidance on financial planning, working
to further refine internal project review and clearance processes, and working closely with AEs
to bring the highest quality proposalsthati AO OEA "1 AOA8 O AOEOAOEA
99. The Secretariat had continued to supportlirect accessentities (DAEs) and had held the
Direct Access Week in Songddncheon, Republic of Korea

100. On quality, a range of activities hataken place to heighten the quality of GCF
programmes. These included working withthe World Meteorological Organration, Climate
Palicy Initiative and others to build a methodology for climate rationale and to determine how
best to articulate this in furding proposals.

101. Progress had been made on communities of practice to leverage top global expertise to
inform GCF operation strategies and decisiemaking. Arequest for proposal RFP) was now
being implemented to provide technical support to countrieswit h which to develop their

country programmes.

102. A secondgeneration Readines$rogramme would be presented athe twenty-second
meeting of the Board B.22), following a recommendation from thelndependent Evaluation Unit

(IEV).
103. The Secretariat had continued wth the structured dialogues, with thethird structured

dialoguewith the Pacificheld in Pohnpei,Micronesia (Federated States gfand thefirst
structured dialogue with Eastern Europe and Central Asibeld in DushAnbe, Tajikistan.

104. Theinaugural GlobalNDA Conferenceheld the week prior to B.21 was attended by over
650 representatives of more than 85 developing countries. It had been opened and supported

£l O
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O
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by statements from the UN Secretary Generdiir. Anténio Guterres and the Governor of
California, Mr. Jerry Brown It was anticipated that there would be many important outcomes.

105. There had also been several challenges:

(@ Operating without an Executive Director;

(b) Continued requests from countries for a GCF regional presence;

(© Bottlenecks on FFPsthat the Board has commissioned;

(d) Accreditation reforms; and

(e) A growing pipeline and meeting GCF criteria at a time of diminishing resources.

106. - 08 - AT UAT AOAO OAEA OEAO "1 AOA8O COEAAT AA 11

would be welcome.

107. The CeChairs thanked the Deputy Executive Director for the presentation and
expressed thanks on behalf of the Board to everyone at the Secretariat for their hard work. They
noted that these efforts were also getting results whdthe institution was being built.

108. The floor was opened for comments.

109. There being no commentsthe CaChairs took it that the Board wished to note the
report.

110.  The report in documentGCF/B.21/210E 01 AA 02API 00 11 OEA AAOEOE
was so noted.
m.  4EA OAAITT A DPAOO | ofs af Ackralitalod Aastérigréedehts and 03 O

AO01T AAA AA OE O KEGrB/B.2ALQUAIA 1 wiarOngidered in arexecutive session.
112. The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/01

AAAOAAEOAOQGETT 1 AOOAO ACOAAT AT OO0 AT A &£O01T AAA AAOQEC
@) Takes notewith appreciation of the progress made by the Secretariat in executing
accreditation master agreements;

(b) Also noteghe text of theaccreditation master agreement agreed with theederlandse
FinancieringsMaatschappij voor Ontwikkelingslanden.N. (FMO)as contained in annex I,
which marks the changes against the template accreditation master agreement;

(© Approveshe substantive changs in the accreditation master agreement agreed with the
Nederlandse FinancieringMaatschappij voor Ontwikkelingslanden N.V. (FMi@m the
template accreditation master agreement set out in annex Il; and

(d) Authorizesthe Executive Director to negotiate cinges, which are in substanaimilar to
those contained in the accreditation master agreement agreed with Nederlandse
FinancieringsMaatschappij voor Ontwikkelingslanden N.V. (FM@)the accreditation
master agreements to be entered into with other accredited entities which are similar in
nature tothe Nederlandse FinancieringMaatschappij voor Ontwikkelingslanden N.V.
(FMO) without requiring further Board approval in respect olush changes.

Agenda item 6: Reports from Board committees, panels and groups
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113 The CeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document )
"#&T"8¢p¥)l E8pm OEOI AA O2ADPT OO0 &AOT I AT EOOAAOh
adEeEi AOA &O1T Ad ARdOIDED® I ARADR2A®I OO0 AOIT i Asofi i EOOAA
the Board of the Green Climate Fung! AAAT AOI ) 68

114. The two documents contained reports from the following:

(a) Accreditation Committee

(b) Accreditation Pane|

(© Budget Conmittee;

(d) Ethics and Audit Committee

(e) Independent Technical Advisory Panel,
) Investment Committee;

(@ Private Sector Advisory Group;

(h) Risk Management Committeeand

@ Ad hoc Trustee Selection Committee

115. As a timesaving measure, the G&hairs stated that they wouldrefer the Board to the

published reports of the committees, panels and group. They proposed that the ad hoc Trustee
Selection Committee be deliberatedipon under agenda item 110- AOOA OO OAI AOAA Ol
OA1 AAOCETT 1T &£ OEA 0AOIi ATAT O 40000AAGS

116. They invited the Board to take note of the information provided in the reports of the
respective committees, panels and group.

117. They opened the floor for comments on any of the reports and inviteahny of the
committees, panels or group, wishing to bring a matter to the athtion of the Board to do so.

118. The Chair of the Accreditation Committee, Mr. Hans Olav Ibrekk, welcomed the new
members of the committee. Mr. Ibrekk informed Board members that a new member needed to
be appointed by the Board as Mr. Karma Tshering was leag the committee. A draft decision
was before the Boardhat proposed that Mr. Jeremiah G. Sokan be appointed for the remainder
of the current term for members of the Accreditation Committee, starting on the date of
adoption of the decision. He requestedhat this nomination be seconded by the Board.

119. The CoChairs asked the Board if they wished to approve the appointment of Mr. Sokan.

120. There being no comments or objections, it was so decided.

DECISION B.21/02

The Board:

AppointsMr. Jeremiah G. Sokan as member of the Accreditation Committee for the
remainder of the current term for members of the Accreditation Committee, starting on the
date of adoption of this decision.

121. The Co-Chair of the Private Sector Advisory\G,ro_l_Jp,l?§AG V. Stefan Denzler, informed
This timescale coincided with the GCF review of Board committees, panels and greulp was
proposed that the Board extend the ternof the expertsby six months to avoid a gap and to
enable the conclusions of the Board review to be considered. The PSAG would provide a draft
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decision text. TheCo-Chairasked Board members with any concerns to discuseem outside
the plenary.

122. The CeChairs noted the comments from theCo-Chair of the PSAG.

123 Another Board member raised a matter concerning the participation of alternate
membersof the Boardas members of committees in the absence tifeir principal members.
Where the principal was not avaihble, the situation was clear as the alternate could take the
place of the principal. However, there was a potential grey area where the Board member was
no longer serving as a Board member. Wlhot an immediate priority for the current Board
meeting, they asked that the Secretariat consider this further.

124 The CaeChairs stated that it would be useful for this to be considered by the Secretariat.

125. A Board member sought clarification on whether the chairs afommitteeswould make
short presentations.

126. The CaChairs reaffirmed their earlier introduction in which they had explained how
they intended to proceed(i.e. referring the Board to the relevant reports)

127. The Board member asked why the G€hairs were deviating from past practice and
noted that the Ethics ard Audit Committeehad just completed itssixty-third meeting and an
important issue had been raised.

128. The CoeChairs said that there was a tradeff in using the time available for the meeting
on informational items versus decisionmaking items. This procedue did not preclude anything
being highlighted bycommittees.

129. There being no further comments, the reports from Board committees, panels and
groups were duly noted. The ad hoc Trustee Selection Committee would be considered under
agenda item 11.

130. On the fhal day of the Board meeting, the item was briefly reopened by the @hairs.

131. The PSAG&oChairinformed the Board that a revised draft decision text on extending
the terms of the existing external members of the PSAG was being distributed.

132. There being ro objections to the draft decision text, it was adopted as follows:

DECISION B.21/03

4eA "T AOAh EAOET ¢ AT 1T OEAAOAA AT AOI AT O " #&T" 8
panels, and groups ofthne T AOA T £ OEA ' OAAT #1 EI AOA &OT Ad
(@) Takes noteof the report on activities of the Private Sector Advisory Group as contained in

document GCF/B.21/Inf.10;
(b) Also takes notehat the current term of existing external members of the Private Sector

Advisory Group ends on 31 December 2018; and

(© Decideson anexceptional basis and without prejudice to any future decisions of the Board
regarding the appointment of external members to the Private Sector Advisory Group, to
extend the terms of the existing external members of the Private Sector Advisory Group
until 30 June 2019.

Agenda item 7: Reports from the independent units
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133, The CeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.21/Inf.06 titledO2 ADT OO0 11 OEAKN AWBOE OFAGER @ AADAGER - AAEAT
document GCFB.21/Inf.09 O E O 20484ann0al Report of the Independent Evaluation Unit 8
They explained that in order to save time the Heads tifie respective units would not be
requested to provide a summary of the report to the Board. Noting, however, that there wae
written report from the Independent Integrity Unit (IIU) , they called upon the Head of the IlU to
provide an overview of theul EO8 O AAOQOEOEOEAO 1 OAO OEA OADPIT OOET C
134 The Head of the 11U, Mr. Ibrahim Pam, apologized to the Board for not having a weit
report available as theunit had been unable to meet the deadline for published documents
owing to other work that it been required to undertake. Mr. Pam reported that thenit had
developedthe Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses andthe Policy on
Prohibited Practices, as well as the Artimoney Laundering andCountering the Financing of
Terrorism standard. In addition, the 1lU hosted thenineteenth Conference of International
Investigators from 8 to 12 October2018 in Songlo, Incheon, Republic of Koreayhich was
attended by 150 participants from 45 organizations, including a large number of G@IEs The

unit was still in the process offilling three positions approved by the Board: &4eadInvestigator,

a Data Analyst and an Integrity Compliance Officer. In developing the Proactive Integrity Review
Mechanism to be implemented in early 2019, the IIlU had engaged with the World Food
Programme, the European Investment Bank and the Asian Development B4ADB). Theunit

was alsoinvolved in the negotiation of legal agreements to ensure the inclusion of integrity
safeguards. To raise awareness of integrity issues, the 11U actively participated in steuctured
dialogues organized by the Secretariat with presentations on the fidumiy standards of GCF it
also participated in the peerto-peer learning session for GCF counterparties. In terms of
investigations, theunit had completed three cases and five were ongoing at the time of
reporting. During the first quarter of 2018, no compaints were reported; three cases were
reported in the second quarter and eight in the third quarter.

135. The CeChairs thanked the Head of the 11U fdhnis presentation and opened the floor for
comments on the oral report from the IIU or on the written repots from the Independent
Redress Mechanisnand the IEU.

136. Highlighting the importance of building a learning institution inorder to achieve

impacts in vulnerable communities, a Board member welcomed the findings of the evaluations
carried out by the IEU on he Readiness Programme and theesults managementframework.
They called for these findings to be used to target courr An@dils more effectivelyso that GCF
could meet its obligations with respect to the Paris AgreemerUNFCCC decision 1/CP.21y
providing efficient access to financial resources, in particular to LDCs and SIDS.

137. Underlining that the meeting was the only opportunity for the Board to interact with the
Heads of theindependentunits, a Board member noted with regret that only one of the Hels
was provided an opportunity to make an oral report. The Board member did not wish a
precedent to be set whereby such important presentations were sacrificed in the interests of
saving time; the CeChairs could not assume that all Board members had red#luke reports given
the large number of Board documents.

138. The CeChairs said that they were constantly working to improve the effectiveness of
the Board. The point was well made, and they would reflect on this when preparing for future
meetings.

139. They invited the Board to take note of the documents.

140. There being no further comments, the Board took note of document GCF/B.21/Inf.06

OEOI AA O2ADPI OO0 111 ARBAT AADBOEDREARADOCO A DEEBAT EOI 6 Al
"#&T"8¢pT) 1 A8ntw @poddfhd) TOCAEPAI AATTADMOAT OAOET T 5TE
took note of the oral report of thellU.
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141. No decision was taken under this agenda item.
Agenda item 8: Report on the activities of the Co -Chairs

(@@ Co#EAEOOB8 OADPI OOh ET Al OAworkkglan®@E A Ei DI
2018

142, The CaChairs opened agenda item &Report on the Activities of the CeChairsd, starting

with agendasubitem 8f AQh -@EAEO®HB OADI OOR ET Al OAETI C OEA EIi &
x] OEPI AT &I O ¢mpypd8 4EAU A QlumentGERB.AMOALNGDET T T £
02APT OO0 11 OEA #ABMOEMECEAO T £ OEA #1

143 The report updated the Board on the main activities undertaken by the GBhairs from

early July to September 2018 and included a report on their engagement with the Adaptation

Fund Chair and Vice-Chair on options for further collaboration between GCF and the Adaptation

Fund. Noting the presence in the B.21 observers room of the Adaptation Fund Bod&fthir, Mr.

Victor Vifias, and the Adaptation Fund Manager, Mr. Mikko Ollikainen, thextendedthem a

warm welcome on behalf of the Board.

144, The CeChairs informed the Board that, as a timsaving measure, they would not repeat

the content of the document but, ratherwould refer the Boardtothe Ce# EAE 008 OADI 008

145. Theythereforeinvited the Board to take note of the information provided in document
GCF/B.21/Inf.14.

146. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

147. There being no comments, the GGhairs took it that the Board wished to take note of . ’
AT AOI AT O "#&T"8¢p7T) 1 A8tpities DBECToABABOA®E OO 11 OEA A

148. No decision was taken under this agendsub-item.

(b) Outcome of CeChairs consultations: guidelines on decisions without
a Board meeting

149. The CeChairs opened the agenda sultem.

150. They reminded the Board that by decisio8.12/12, the Board had requested the Go
Chairs to consult with a view to presenting, for consideration by the Board, matters related to
the guidelines to determine in which cases decisions may be taken without a Board meeting, no
later than the fifteenth meeting of the Board B.15). By decision B.15/02, the Board extended

the mandate given to the CdaChairs to consult. The G&hairs had requested the support of the
Secretariat to develop the guidelines for decisiomaking between meetings. The document was
one of those consulted using the online platform. Based on the consultatigasd with the

support of the Secretariata proposed draft decision was presented in documerCF/B.21/23
OEOI AA O OEAATETAO 11 AAAEOEIT 1 O ingpropedal®Ce A "1 AOA
ChairsdProposalo 8

151. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

152. Several Board members commended the &ohairs for their proposals and there was
broad support for the guidelines among Board members. One noted that, as a formerClzair,
there had been earlier attempts to resolve this matter. Some Board members expressed support
for the guidelines in their existing form. Others wished to see changes before they could
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approve them. One of those supporting said this would help to ensure the &d meeting
agenda did not get bogged down in smaller items.

153. While a number of specific points were raised, two generated more comment, namely

(@ The extent to which, as proposed, the scope of the procedure should be widened beyond
extraordinary or exceptional; and

(b) The proposal that certain types of funding proposals could be considered under the new
policy.

Scope

1. /1 OEA EEOOO PIETOh TTA "TAOA 1T AT AAO OAROAOGOG,

basio 81T T OEAO OAEA OEA AAAEOEAT OAET ADAGAAEOAODOBADA
proposed that this would mean those that were timéound. A third reiterated that the

procedure should still be the exception rather than the rule and expressed confidence that the

Co-Chairs would be able to use their judgemerih providing guidance as to which decisions

were appropriate for decisions proposed between meetings

Funding proposals

155. Some Board members proposed removing paragraphs 5 and 6annexl| to the
document, which dealt in paragraph 5 with those funding proposalssubmitted under the
simplified approval process SAB, including its pilot, and in paragraph 6 with funding proposal
values, GCF contributions and risks. Others wished to see them retained, or at least gasgh 5.
For one Board memberwho wished to see these removed, the rationale was that it was
important to consider this matter as part of a comprehensive policy. In the futurdét was very
likely that the Board would have to move tavards taking financial decisions between meetings
when there were many more privatesector proposals, given the timescales under which the
private sector operated. This view was echoed by anoth&oard member. Another welcomed
the proposals to streamline Board work but did not wish this option extended to finacial
decisions. Restricting pargraph 6 to category C projects only was the request of another Board
member. A Board member thanked the G€hairs for seeking to operationalie important
decisions from the Governing Instrument; for the SAP, this was partiarly important. At the
eighteenth meeting of the BoardB.18) in Cairo,Egypt,the Board had taken a decision to
operationalize a pilot scheme under the SAP. However, waihe pilot scheme would remove
many of the obstacles in the process for smallescale projects, it could no longer be described
AO A OOEI Pl EEAXAEAASG ADPDPOI OA1 DOl iddédpdrdenTAP aBdd OEAT CI
Board. The importance of simplified approval procedures and enhanced readiness support,
particularly for LDCS and SIDsn the context of their national climate strategies and planavas
a requirement of the Paris Agreement. The Board needed to design a proctsst set certain
timelines during which comments could be received, including b€SOsAnother Board member
who supported the retention of paragraphs 5 and 6 stated that in the light of Board discussions
on the two-stage approval process, this was the place to work through different types of
projects coming forward.

156. Another Board member opined that the Board was cotg#ting two Board mandates, one
from B.17 and the other related to the SAP. They stated that theo mandates must be
separated. The topic under consideration should comply precisely with thRules of Procedure
With regard to the SAP, they suggested thaephaps it would be wiser to wait until the Board
had more experience andhen they couldreview it when the aggregate amount of approvals
under the pilot scheme of USD 80 million had been reached.
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157. Noting that the documenton decisionmaking in the absencef consensus excluded
decisions proposed between meetingshey wondered what the implication would be if there
was no possibility of asking questions of thendependent TAP.

158. More specifically, one Board member requestlamending parayraph 6 to includethe
Co-Chairs as well agshe Secretariat.

Specific points

(@) Alternate members:one Board member requested that alternate membersf the Board
be included, citing the fact that when decisions were taken in a shared physical space
such as the boardroom, the #&rnate membersof the Boardwere present. However,
with respect to the online space, it was not clear if a Board member was available or not
and, if not, whether the alternatemember of the Boardcould engage with the decision
and present an objectionwhich, if not resolved, could remain. This was supported by
another Board member, whik a third said thatan alternate member of the Boardshould
only participate through their principal but that they would not block consensus

(b) Active observers:.one Board member said that if funding proposals up to the limits
defined and SAPs were approved between meetingdSOsvould have no public input;
andthis was essential This view was echoed by other Board members

(© Transparency:aBoard member said that full trarsparency of the process was
important. In that regard, only if the matter was strictly confidential should
documentation be transmitted on a limited distribution basis. In all other caseshe
decision should be published on the GCF website. Another Boam@&mber proposed that
the identities of those Board members objectingo adecision proposed between
meetingsshould be disclosed

(d) Negotiating between meetingsa Board member stated that the process could not be
used to open new negotiations. Once an olgjigon had been registered, the decision
would be considered at the next Board meeting with no further negotiations between
meetings,

(e) Deadline extensionin the case of an objection to the extension of a deadline for a
project condition to be met, to preven any future confusion, the same Board member
said that timelines would be suspended, and the decisiomould be carried forward to
the next Board meeting

® Objections:furthermore , the Board member said thathe current text in annexlll to
document GCF/B.2/23 was not sufficiently clear on the definition of an objection.
Another Board member noted that the guidelines only addressed written material. It
was also important to have the option of oral discussions and for these to be
summarized and circulated bah in terms of the objections and working through them.
Others also wished for further work to enhance how objections were dealt with

@ Resolution deadlines:a Board member suggested that it would preferable not to state a
fixed timescale forthe resolution of issues. At the same timaghe CoChairs should
outline atimescale and, at every step of the process, clearly communicate the status of
outstanding issues to Board membersand

(h) Communication protocols:a Board member requested that a provision be ins¢ed that
Board members should acknowledge receipt of the draft decision. If this was not done
there would be no evidence that it had been received, given that mass mailings may be
processed as spam or might disappear owing to server problems. It was dangas to
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assume a decision had been adopted when several Board members might never have
received it.

Other comments on annex Il

159. Following the initial round of comments, the Board member who had noted the
importance of decisions proposed between meetingfor SAP, stated that it was indeed true that
the review of the SAP pilot was imminent. They were confident, even though they would no
longer be a Board member, that colleagues on the Board would ensure a positive review and
that this would then be a goodime to address their point regarding decisions proposed
between meetings

160. The CoeChairs thanked the Board for a rich discussion and invited the CSO active
observer to take the floor.

161. The active observer forCS@ said that decisionmaking between board neetings should
not be the norm and should be limited to procedural and extraordinary items, with procedures
in place to solicitCSCeedback for distribution to the Board and Secretariatwhich could then
be integrated into revised decisions. Theyxpressed thanks to Board members who supported
this approach.

162. While appreciating that the draft decision clearly stated that decisions should be

disclosed in line with the GCHnformation Disclosure Policy (IDP), they requested that the

decision should ato specify that active observers should receive copies of decisions proposed
AAOxAAT 1T AAOET cO8 O0OAOACOAPE 1p 1 &£ OEA 201 A0 1 E
AAOEOA 1T AOGAOOGAOO &I O OEAEO ET A& Oi AOBvioredver,01T 1 AOO
this disclosure should not be withheld due to the absence of a policy on ethics and conflicts of

interest for active observers.

163. They welcomed the proposal to adopt guidelines for the types of decisions to be
considered between meetingsas was enisioned in paragraph42 of the Rules of Procedure.
However, they expressed several concerns

164. The option of approving funding proposals between meetings should be limited to
certain types of projects, specifically smaller ones that entailed little to no s@l and/or
environmental risk. They echoed the views of those Board members who had suggested that
maybe a decision along these lines was premature for GCF. If the Board proceeded with the
proposed draft decision, civil society wished to see this limitetb funding proposals of the
"micro” scale (USD 10 million maximum, regardless of the GCF contribution) with risk category
C only, for instance, during an initial pilot phase. Experience as documented by the Secretariat
should be considered by the Board whe discussing a potential extension and expansion of the
process. This applied to SAP as well.

165. Secondly, civil society had grave concerns regarding the transparency of the process as
outlined in the document should the Board decide to include decisiemaking on funding
proposals between meetings, even in a limited form or on a pilot basis. Specifically, while the
decision stated that the public would be provided with information regarding the funding
proposals forwarded to the Board, there was no specificain of how stakeholder feedback

would be incorporated into the review process; a mere "for your information'basiswould not

be sufficient. Therefore, active observers should be informed at the same time as the Board and
given the same period to provide comments to be shared with the entire Board.

166. Thirdly, civil society wished to seek further clarification from the Secretariat in
instances where the Board decided to approve proposals with additional conditions (as had
been the case for most of the previoukinding approvals). Would the Secretariat incorporate
them into the approval decision and publish a new version of the proposal with conditions that

C
i
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would also be shared with active observers, or instead would the proposal be forwarded to the
next Boardmeeting?

167. Finally, regarding objections, the observer said that it was positive that the decision
attempted to lay out clear guidelines to remove uncertainties on how to move forward with
decisionsproposedbetween meetings that hadeceived objections. Howerer, unlike decisions
made at Board meetingswhich were public in nature, this proposal appeared to indicate that all
individual objections and efforts to lift objections would only become public to other Board
members: 1) after their resolution; 2) upon a revised decision being proposed between
meetings, or 3) when deemed to besuitable for considerationat the nextBoard meeting. These
objections should be sharedas receivedwith Board members andactive observers.

168. The CeChairs thanked the observer ad asked the representatives of the Secretariat to
process the interventions by Board members and report back the following day.

169. The agenda subitem was adjourned.

170. On the final day the CaChairs reopened the item and asked two Board members, Mr.
Ibrekk and Mr. Alidoaiga Feturi Elisaia, who had been taskedith consulting on the matter, to
report back.

171. Speaking on behalf of Mr. Feturi, Mibrekk said that there had been extensive
consultation and much progress had been made. There were still a few mattéosresolve, but
they were confident that they would be able to bring a text back to the Boattat would have
broad consensus.

172. The CaeChairs thanked the group and asked that they report back as soon as possible
with a conclusion.

173. The item was adjourned.
174. The item was not reopened.

175. No decision was taken under this agendsub-item.

(c) Outcome of CeChairs consultations: decisioamaking in the absence
of consensus

176. The CoChairs opened the agendaub-item. They reminded the Board that the

Governing Instrument required the Board to develop procedures for adopting decisions in the

event that all efforts at reaching consensus had been exhausted. The@mirs had been

mandated to consult with Board members and develop options for decisiemaking in the

absenceof consensus bydecisions B.12/11 and B.15/02.They had summarized the results of

their consultations with the support of the Secretariat in document GCF/B.21/12 titled

O $ A A Bnaking ih the absence of consensus: GEAE OOo P OIT BT OAl aitutek EE A E
via email in advance of the meeting and uploaded to the PleaseRevieplatform for

consultation. Underlining that a decision on the matter would be historic for GCF, they opened

the floor for comments.

177. In the ensuing discussionthe draft decision received the broad support oBoard
members, who also agreed on many of the principles around both consensus decisioaking
and decisionrmaking in the absence of consensus. Despite this broad agreement, ultimately no
decision was takenat the meeting.

178. Many Board members underlined that the establishment of a procedure to adopt
decisions in the absence of consensus was long overdue and an important priority at the
meeting. Several Board members said that it would be an important achievemt for Board
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members whose terms were coming to an end. Drawing on historical and mythological stories
about Bahrain that suggested it was possible to achieve things in the country much more
quickly than elsewhere, one Board member expressed the hope ththe Board would be able to
reach a decision at the meeting that had eluded it over thgrevious few years. Several Board
members highlighted the fact that a procedure was required by paragrapt¥ of the Governing
Instrument. One Board member said that agaving consensus was not always realistic, given
the divergent views of Board members. Several Board members pointed out that voting systems
were ubiquitous in a variety of organizations. One Board member underlined that using
majority -based voting was pratised in similar institutions to GCF, such as the Global Fund to
Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, where it had not precluded or hindered attempts to
achieve consensus as the decisiemaking norm. Several Board members underlined that the
very existernce of a procedure for adopting decisions in the absence of consensus would act as
an incentive to reach a compromise. One Board member spoke of their experience on several
Boards of international institutions that had such procedures but had never used th& on these
Boards a lack of consensus sometimes led to gridlock. Two Board members pointed to the fact
that the lack of a decision on the matter presented a governance issue. One of thaesenbers
emphasized that adopting a decision on the matter would helGCRo play an effective and
transformational role in the landscape of philanthropic organizations. Another Board member
said that the issue had become symbolic for GCF and reaching a decision would underline the
I OCAT EUAQET T 60 OO0 A indithtio’A £01 ACGET 1T Al AT A
179. One Board member expressed caution both in comparing GCF to other funds that were
more mature and in taking a decision in order to send a signal to GCF stakeholders at the
expense of clarifying key aspects of the decisiemaking mechanism. Two Board members said
that it was important to ensure that all Board members accept the approachat would be
adopted.

180. Several Board members pointed to specific issues that had arisen becaus¢heflack ofa
decision-making mechanism whe consersus could not be reached. Most notably, Board
members stated that it had prevented the Board from achieving its core business and had led to
delays in projects being approved. A Board member said that lengthy discussions on Board
matters often led to decisons that were difficult to understand and implement. A Board

member noted that the practice encouraged by the CeChairs, of Board members raising
concerns and having them recorded whd not standing in the way of the adoption of a decision
had been effetive on many occasions; they regretted that this was not the case at this Board
meeting.

181. Underlining that in the current approach, any Board member could effectively veto a

decision, a Board member advised caution in devising a new mechanism as they wolodd

surrendering this (retod Another Board member said that giving up thi§vetodwas a sign of

good faith in the Board. Two Board members underlined that whatever system was adopted, it

should be simple and transparent. One of these expressed the vievatlany decisiormaking

i AREAT EOI OET Ol A AA AEEAAOEOA AT A AAAA] ADAOA OERZ
become more cohesive. A Board member said that they supported a system that did not favour a

divide between developing and developed counies.

182. Several Board members welcomed the proposal of the @hairs, notwithstanding a

number of concerns and requests for amendments. One Board member asserted that it

represented a fair compromise between proposals made in the past. Two Board members

suggested that the decision might be seen as the first step of several in establishing a new

mecharism. Underlining that adopting a new approach was a significant upheaval for the Board,

one of theseBoard members proposed a tweyear pilot phase forthe C&# EAE 0086 D OIT bl OAl h
which the Board could assess whether or not it functioned well. They suggfed applying the

procedure only to specific timesensitive decisions such as accreditations, project approvals and
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dates and venues. Several other Board members suggested that since approvals of funding
proposals were based on financial considerations, #&se did not require a consensus of the
Board; policy matters, on the other hand, had an influence on GCF operations. They suggested
that these differences also be reflected in the definition of a majority for decisions that were put
to a vote. Another Boad expressed the view that funding proposals were, in practice, policy
setting.

183. Underlining the wording used in a provision of the draft decision text, several Board
members emphasized that adopting decisions in the absence of consensus should always be a

AGO OAOT 06 Al O OEA "I AOAR xEOE ITA "iAOA | Al ARO
i POET 168 )1 OEEO OACAOAR Oxi "1 AOA 1Al AAOO O AAC
)1 66001 ATO OEAG OAIl AAA 0008 OET &ivefapplodch. A BEA B OO

184. Several Board members pointed to potential problems that might arise under the
proposal to give the CeChairs the responsibility to determine whenll effortsoat reaching
consensus had been exhausted. One Board member said that there waguidance in the
document on this process, andyiven that the CeChairs of the Board rotated, each pair of Co
Chairs would adopt their own approach. Noting that the G&€hairs were given too much scope
under the proposal, a Board member suggested thatearer guidelines be provided on the
situations in which voting might be called for. If it were not possible to agree on these
guidelines, the Board member was, however, willing to leave the decision in the hands of the Co
Chairs. Another Board member callé for the CoChairs to be required to explain how they had
determined that all efforts to reach consensus had been exhausted. A further Board member
maintained that the CeChairs could not be given the responsibility to decide when to put a
decision to a wte on the basis that according to the Rules of Procedure this competence resided
with the Board. Given that the Ce&Chairs could therefore only request a vote, the Board member
pointed out that it was unclear what would happen if one or more Board membeizbjected to a
vote.

185. Several Board members said that the GGhairs should be accorded the responsibility of
deciding when to call for a vote in line with the proposal made in the document. Noting that the
Co-Chairs acted in the best interests of the constiencies on the Board, one Board member said
they could accept that the CeChairs be accorded the responsibility of determining when a
consensus could no longer be reached. They underlined, however, that this decision must be
made in an open and transparenivay. Another Board member opined that the G&hairs acted

in the interests of the whole Board. Stressing that Board members should place confidence in
the CaChairs, another Board member said that the latter should not be required to give reasons
for their decision to call for a vote. Expressing their disapproval for an explicit rule determining
when to move a vote, another Board member noted the importance of the Ciairs listening
very carefully to Board members to ascertain whether or not consensus cloustill be reached.

186.  Another Board member noted with concern that other aspects were missing from the
impact that not adopting a decision would have and the wayn which the responses to these
would be implemented.

187. Two Board members said that they could not accept a voting system that was based on
the level of contribution made by the countrythat the Board member represented. One Board
member said that the propaal of introducing such a system had so far prevented a procedure

on decisionmaking in the absence of consensus from being adopted. Two other Board members
said that in the interest of compromise, they were willing to forego their national position to
weight votes based on contribution levels. Another Board member highlighted that this kind of
voting system did not form part of the proposal under discussion; they expressed their
appreciation for the fact that this approach was no longer being suggested ahdd opened up

the discussion and the possibility of a decision by the Board. Several other Board members
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spoke in favour of a onanember, one vote system. In the spirit of one Board, on&CF a Board
member stated a preference for a twehirds majority of the full Board but waswilling to
supportthe Co# EAEOOG6 BHOT bl OAIl 8

188. Several Board members supported the threshold proposed by the @hairs, according
to which a decision would be considered approved unless more than ottleird of Board
members from eitherconstituency objected to the decision. A number of Board members
suggested differing definitions fora majority in the voting system. Several members proposed
that the number of members voting in favour of a decision be used as the basis for establishing
the majority, as opposed to the number voting against the decision as proposed by the Clmairs
in the document. One of these Board members suggested using a majority of fthaods but said
that they would not object to the proportion defined in the documat. Another Board member
said that they had been surprised by the novelty of the proposal to use a negative majority
threshold and had submitted a counterproposal in advance of the meeting; they noted that this
reaction may have been hasty but did not wittiraw their proposal.

189. Two Board members expressed the desire to use a system that did not distinguish
between the two constituencies but said that they would accept the approach proposed in the
document. Another Board member underlined that many chairs inhe developed country
constituency were members of various multilateral forums and that their interests were
therefore often more aligned than those in the developing country constituency; in their view,
the proposed voting arrangement therefore gave riseotthe possibility that the interests of
small numbers of developing countries would not be met by the Board.

190. Another Board member proposed that before proceeding to a vote, Board members
objecting to the decision should be given the opportunity to consultith the Co-Chairs in
private rather than stating their opinions publicly.

191. A Board member maintained that the principle of equal treatment and balance across
the constituencies should be respected. Another Board member said that this principle was
supported by the proposal.

192. The CaeChairs stated that previous instances of voting in the Board had taken a
collegiate cabinet approach. After voting, the decisioiext had been put to the Board so that it
could adopt thedraft decision by consensus.

193. A Board membe requested that in the voting systeny with the exception of executive
sessionsz ballots be cast in a transparent manner and the positions of Board membedre
clearly stated. They supported the proposal contained in the document that the procedure
should not apply to decisionsproposedbetween meetings.

194. A Board member requested clarification on how vacant Board seats would be dealt with
in a voting system and noted that the issue was not addressed in the document.

195. Another Board member suggested that th&overning Instrument could be interpreted
as providing for a onemember, one vote decisionmaking mechanism; they asserted their right
for such a systento be adopted They also expressed the view that it was difficult to reach a
consensus on decisions androject approvals due to the lack of time available at Board
meetings and the lack of clear eligibility criteria for funding proposals.

196. One Board member noted that in the past the Board had had recourse to voting on the
two decisions related to the seleaon of the Executive Director and the selection of th&CFHhost
country. They maintained that these were some of the most important decisions undertaken by
the Board. On these occasiona decision based on the result ad vote had been adopted by the
Board by consensus. While the Board member was not opposed to introducing a formal voting
mechanism in the minority of cases where consensus could not be reached, they did not see a
need for a formal mechanism and called for the Board to continue the practiepplied in the
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past. Recognizing that this system was also not clear on the point at which the Board should
move to a vote, the Board member maintained that the procedure had the advantage of not
distinguishing between the two constituencies and asked thBoard whether there were
objections to retaining that procedure.

197. Another Board member supported the proposal to use the voting procedure applied in
the past. Underlining the fact that Governing Instrument did not specifically require the
alternative to consensusbased decisions to be based on a voting system, the Board member
also called for other options to be considered. They suggested that Board members could be
invited to record reservations in the meeting report or in the decision itself; alternative}, a vote
could be held on a particular issue within a decision. They underlined that each member should
have only one vote and that the opportunity should be given to members objecting to decisions
to explain their objections both before and after the voe was taken, on the basis that this could
lead to a consensus being reached. Another Board member maintained that decisions had not
been taken in the past not because of a lack of consensus but because the Board did not have
enough time to discuss the desions, or because the issues were complex and funding proposals
were lacking in quality. The Board member said that they were willing to use the @@hairsd
proposal as a basis for a procedure but that it needed further consideration. A further Board
member suggestedan alternative to the proposal that a standing committee be established to
resolve issues thahad notachieved support by consensus.

198. Acknowledging that they had not been a member of the Board when the decisions
regarding the selection of theGCFhost country and the selection othe Executive Directors had
been taken, a Board member said they believed that these were ad hiscisionsand that an
agreement on a voting system would provide clarity.

199. The Board member who had proposed retaining thenechanism used previously,
maintained that it had not been ad hoc. They said that by not formalizing that procedutthe
Board would put into question the decisions taken regarding the selection tiie Executive
Directors and theGCF léadquarters host courry. Highlighting that under the Co# EAE OO &
proposal, key decisions could be taken that were not supported fmne third of Board members,
they stressed the importance of establishing Board consensus after a vote had been taken, as
had been practised in thgprocedure used previously. They further requested clarification as to
the approach that would be taken under the G€hairs proposal if a vote were to be split
equally. The Board member also questioned the need to introduce a system that the Board did
not intend to use and further highlighted that the Global Environment FacilityGEF)had such a
system but did not use it precisely because it was contributiobased. They reiterated the call
for clarification on whether the voting procedure used previously byGCF was acceptable to the
Board.

200. The CeChairs underlined that past procedures were not being judged or deemed
unacceptable; the focus was on devising a mechanism for the future that took into account the
suggestions put forward around the table, such asith regard to the determination of when

voting was necessary. They welcomed the suggestion to establish a consensus after a vote had
been taken.

201. Another Board member stated that the system of voting used previously had not been
optimal but had been necesary. They underlined that alternatives to consensubased decision
making should be avoided for all matters except for operational decisions on the basis that

under voting systems individual members could more easily defer their decisiormaking power

to their national governments, thus politicizing the work of the Board and reducing the

incentive for Board members to reach decisions. They expressed the view that the/€& AE OO 6
proposal could be improved in order to limit the scope ofhe application of wting-based

decisions.
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202. With reference to the difficulty of determining when to move to a vote, a Board member
observed that the discussion under the current agendsub-item might be considered an

example of where all efforts to reach a consensus had beexhausted. They described the

i AAEAT EOI OEAO EAA AAAT OOAA DPOAOGEI 6001 U AU OEA
underlined the need for a neutral decisioamaking mechanism that would break discursive

gridlocks and helpto build confidence. They uderscored their support for the CeChairsd

proposal, commenting that not only did many Board members support a resolution on the

matter but that many GCF observerslid as well.

203. Another Board member said that the procedure taken to reach decisions on the
selection of the Executive Directors and the host country had been effective for those purposes.
They did not, however, support the use of that system for funding proposals. They supported
the proposal to clarify the scope of application of the voting systeproposed by the CeChairs,
while noting broad approval among Board members for that proposal.

204. An active observer forprivate-sector organizations PSO}% stressed that it was very
important that the Board adopt a procedure on decisiofimaking in the absencef consensus on
the basis that clear and consistent decisiemaking informed interactions with current and

future partners. They underlined their supportforthe Ce# EAEOO8 BHOT BT OAT AT A OA

from an open letter from the Climate Markets and Inv&ment Associationthat also expressed
support for the mechanism.

205. Underlining that the matter had been left unresolved at several previous Board
meetings, an active observer for CSOs urged the Board to agree on a procedure at the current
meeting. They eched the points raised by Board members regarding the provision in the
Governing Instrument, the widespread adoption of such mechanisms in other organizations,
their function in incentivi zing consensusuilding and the importance of not linking voting

rights to contribution levels.

206. The Board member who had called for the consideration of the voting procedure used in

the past said that no one on the Board had expressed an objection to the adoption of a

mechanism for decisioamaking in the absence of consensu$hey highlighted that there was

merely disagreement regarding certain details ofthe G§ EAEO0O8 DHOT b1 OAi h OOAE
consensus should be established after a vote had been taken and whether the use of the

mechanism should be restricted to certain typs of decisiors.

207. Noting that the achievement of compromise might be better served by introducing a
voting mechanism than by a system in which every decision was effectively subject to the veto
of individual Board members, the CaChairs underlined that theyhad also noted in their
consultations before the meeting that the Board was close to agreement. They further noted
that the Board discussion under this agenda item had been extremely rich. The-Chairs tasked
Ms. Ray, Mr. Cyril Rousseau and Mr. Ferrer Witreating a balanced proposal based on the
suggestions made, the proposal in the Board document and the counterproposal submitted by
one Board member in advance.

208. The item was adjourned.

209. The CoChairs reopened the agendaub-item on the final day of the neeting and asked
Mr. Rousseau to report on the results of consultatiorthat had taken placeon the margins of the
meeting.

210. Mr. Rousseau reported that there was no agreement from Board members on the
document. He observed a general sense of frustration théne Board had not reached an
agreement on this, which meant that key policy matters had not been addressed. In his view,
adopting these policies formed the core business of the Board; the approval of funding
proposals involved ensuring that funding flowel to recipient countries in line with these
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policies. The lack of guidance from the Board affecte®Esand also limited access to GCF.
Furthermore, it made it more difficult to prioritize climate action, given the needs of other
government entities. The sarch for a full consensus on every issue was very costly for GCF. He
urged the Board to adopt a decision on the matter so that the newly appointed Board members
would not inherit the same challenges that the current Board had faced.

211. A Board member clarified their reservations with regard to the voting system proposed
by the CeChairs. They explained that while it did not appear to weight voting rights on the basis
of financial contributions to GCF, given that seats on the Board werefthed according to prior
established mechanisms relating to contributions under the UNFCCC, the anember, one vote
system within the context of the Board was not, in fact, equitable. They said that under such a
system some members of the Board could veton the basis of their representation of one
country, while others voted on the basis of consultations with a number of countries. The
system did not therefore reflect a UN oneountry, one vote procedure. They said that they did
not feel comfortable with adopting a decision on the matter.

212. Another Boardmember expressed optimism at the progress made towards reaching a
decision on the matter at the current meeting. They requested that the work that had been done
in the consultations on the basis of the G@hairsproposal and the counterproposal be retained
and used as a basis for the work of new Board in 2019.

213. Mr. Rousseau and Ms. Ray agreed as members of the working group that the work done
in the consultations should be kept and used as a foundation fartfire discussions. Ms. Ray
reported that notwithstanding disagreements in some areagrogress had been made and clear
options identified. Mr. Rousseau expressed deep regret that the new Board would be obliged to
reopen the same discussion. He further repted that there was no consensus within the

drafting group on whether the proposals could be included in meeting documentation given

that they were presented as proposals for discussion rather than options.

214, The CeChairs underlined the need to capture theesults of the discussions that had
taken place for future use.

215, Mr. Rousseau reported that a document was not yet ready to be shared but that the
drafting group could produce a text that could be annexed to the report and circulated to the
constituencies.

216. The CeChairs requested that the working group produce such a text.
217. The item was suspended.

218. No decision was taken under this agendsub-item.

Agenda item 9: Workplan of the Board for 2019

219. As the CeChairs were opening the agenda item, a Board member nggsted the floor to
formally request that the CeChairs adhere to the daily programme and that any deviation from
the order of agenda items be highlighted to Board members. They wished to ensure that there
was consistency for the remainder of the meetingdiween the daily programme and the agenda
as adopted.

220. The CaeChairs confirmed that this was their approach.

221.  Another Board member expressed supportfortheG§ EAEOOS8 DI 1 EAU | £ AAE/
original work programme.

222.  Following these interventions, the CeChairs drew the attention of the Board to
documentGCF/B.21/16titled 07 T OEDI AT 1T £/ OEA "1 AOA Al O ¢mpwd 38
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223, The CeChairs invited the Board to adopt the draft decision imnnex | to the document
and opened the floor for comments.

224. A number of themes emerged infte ensuing initial discussion as follows:
Work plan scope, ambition and priorities

225, Several Board members made broad comments aboilite scope, ambition and priorities

of the workplan. One Board member said that they were supportive of the proposaebrkplan,
which was, however, quite actively focused on policy development. Bearing in mind the stark
warning from the IPCC regarding the need to limit global temperature increases to 1’6, it was
paramount not to lose sight of the importance of a strong GCF replshment rather than
concentrating excessively on regulation. The Board needed to focus on promoting the work of
GCF to core stakeholders; a perfectly regulated fund with no money was of little value in helping
the world to tackle climate change.

226. Another Board member reflected that it was always important for the Board to consider

xEAO xAO OAAI EOOEAR OEA x1 OEPI AT AAET ¢ A DPAOO 1 ¢
the workplan currently presented was carried over from previous years? Was it good

governance to keep shifting items from one year to the next? Emphasis should be on the content

of the workplan, what was past practice and the advice provided by the Secretariat as to what

was realistic. It was only within this broader context that the Boad should consider the

appropriate number of Board meetings per year.

227. Another Board member echoed the view that the Board regularly failed to complete its
workplan. The Board did not sufficiently rationalize or prioritize matters in theworkplan and
the sequencing of work was not in line with Board mandates. They opined that the current
workplan did not articulate how the Board would transition from the IRM process to the first
formal replenishment. Neither did it sequence the process of moving from theitral strategic
plan into a newstrategic plan. The Board member recommended that the GBhairs revise the
workplan for B.22 reflecting comments made at B.21.

228. The Secretary to the BoardMs. Carolina Fuentesdvised Board membersthat the

review of the strategic plan and the formal replenishment were matters that would be discussed
by the Board at B.21 under agenda item 1@Arrangements for the formal replenishment of the
GCIH and that these would be reflected in the updatedorkplan in line with the decisions that
the Board would take.

220.  The Board member who had raised this point noted thatwhdl' # & xAO ET EOO OEI]
OAOT OOAA 11T AEI EUAOEIT DAOEIT Ah OEA "1 AOA AAT POAA
"#& TAAAAA O1 OO Ahisheedds folbe réilectedibtheloik@lab A O 6 8

230. 2ACAOAET ¢ OEA OAOEITT Al EUAOET 1T | morkplerthe T AOAG O
SAAOAOAOU O OEA "1 AOA OAI ET A AvArk grdgramdde | AT AAOO 1 ¢
(document GCF/B.21/19),x EAOA OAAT i 1 AT AAGET T O EAA AAAT 1 AAA
experience in supporting the Board. Th&ecretariathad recommended that the Board:

(@) Consider developing a multiyear Boardworkplan that would allow for items to be
spread over a longer periodf time;

(b) Implement decision B.18/12, paragraph (e), which mandated the Secretariat to compile
for each Board meeting a consolidated document for all information reports. This would
help in slimming down the agendas for Board meetings; and

(© Adopt guidelines for decisionmaking between meetingghat would allow for an
increased number of items to the presented to the Board between meetings.
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Number of Board meetings

231. Several views were expressed about the number of Board meetings. Some favoutesl
current status quo ofthree Board meetings whil e one Board memberwished to seethe number
reducedto two. The latter noted that theworkplan assumedthree when the Board had not
formally agreed to it. Furthermore, they said that with many replenishmet meetings running in
parallel, it was important to be realistic.

232. The CeChairs stated that the number of meetings would be discussed under agenda
item 29, ates and venues of meetings £ OEA " | AThdy edplhined tap i 6
accordance with previais practice, they would take stock of decisions taken at the current
meeting and in consultation with the Secretariat, incorporate them into the workplan following
each Board meeting.

233, The Secretary to the Board informed the Board that consultations prido B.21 pointed
to a preference among Board members fahree meetings but that, as noted by the G€hairs,
this would be formally considered under agenda item 29.

234, The Board member who had stated a preference ftwo Board meetings in 2019 opined
that it seemed premature to take a decision on theorkplan before the discussion under the
later agenda item. They suggested to either defer it or approve theorkplan whil e leaving open
the number of meetings until later in the meeting.

235, Another Board member statel that they strongly opposed cutting Board meetings to
two, especially given that the Board had consistently failed to get through its businesstimee
meetings. This would open the door to more decisions being tabled between meetings where
the opportunity of having a dialogue among Board members would be lost; such faceface
dialogue was critical, giverthe state of developmentat GCEThis view was echoed by another
Board member who also stated that initially the Board heldour meetings a year. Two Bard
meetings would render the Board noroperational, and the Board memberurged Board
members to consider this carefully.

Matters which Board members wished to see brought forward in the  work plan

236. One Board member stated that there was a lack of continuigcross theenvironmental
and social management systertESM$, environmental and social safeguard¢ES$ and IDP.
When the IDP had been adopted, the Board had requested ththics and Audit Committeeo
review the policy once the ESMS policy had been dewpkd. They said it was time for this
review and requested that this item be considered at B.22.

237. The Secretary to the Board stated that the IDP was scheduled the twenty-fourth
meeting of the Board B.24) but noted the request to bring it forward to B.22.

238. Following the initial discussion, the CeChairs suggested deferringliscussion onthe
workplan until the number of meetings had been addressed.

239. A Board member cautioned against this proposal and remindeBloard members that at
B.15 a Boardworkplan had not been approved. As had been stated earlier in the discussion, the
workplan was a living documentthat was regularly updated after each Board meeting.

240. The CeChairs stated that the draft decision requestethem to update theworkplan
following each Board meeting.

241, The CoeChairs invited theactive observer forCS@to take the floor.
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242, The observer reminded Board members that the review of the participation of observers
and the related guidelines had been caied over for two years and urged the Board to consider
these in 2019 and not carry them over to 2020.

243, The observer also stated that the ESS should be considered first and urged that these be
dealt with in early 2019, so these could be taken into considetian in the process to review [the
first batch] of AEs for reaccreditation.

244, The Secretary to the Board confirmed that the proposed approach to developing the GCF
ESS was in the suggested Boavebrkplan slated for B.22.

245, The CaeChairs asked the Board if thy could approve the draft decision as presented.

246. A Board member, who had raised concerns regarding the number of meetings, stated
that they would be willing to approve theworkplan on the basis that it could be adjusted later.
However, they proposed thaiit would be better in future to schedule theworkplan later in the
agenda.

247. The CaeChairs took it that the Board wished to approve thevorkplan with an update
after each meeting.

248. The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/04

The Board, havingonsidered document GCF/B.2L/BBE O1 AA O71 OEDPI AT 1T £ OE
@TULUOC
(@ Approveshe workplan of the Board for 2019, as set out in annex lll;
(b) Requestshe CaChairs to update the workplan following each meeting of the Board;

(© Decidego defer consideratio of the following matters andequeststhe Secretariat, in
consultation with the CeChairs and the relevant committees, panels and groups of the
Board, to progress its work on these matters and present these for consideration by the
Board in 2019:

@) The deelopment of the risk management framework and its remaining
components requested pursuatd decision B.17/11, paragraph (g);

(ii) Opportunities to engage the private sector, including local actors, in adaptation
action at the national, regional and internatioal levels, requested pursuant to
decision B.17/06, paragraph (d)(ii);

(iii) The detailed guidelines and procedures for the Independent Redress Mechanism,
requested pursuant talecision B.13/24, paragraph (b);

(iv) The review of the live webcasting service for fornmagetings of the Board,
requested pursuant to decisioB.BM2018/07, paragraph (b;

(v) The proposed approach to developing the GCF environmental and social
safeguards standards, requested pursuant to decid®h9/10, paragraph (¢; and

(vi) The independent evaluain of the implementation of operational guidelines and
the effectiveness of the Project Preparation Facility in order to draw lessons
learned no later than the end of thiaitial resource mobilizationperiod, requested
pursuant todecision B.13/21, paragaph (6); and

(d) Decidedgo consider in 2019 a proposal in response to the guidance from the Conference of
the Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change at its twenty
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third sessiorregarding privileges and immunities, requested pursuant to decisit9/02,
paragraph (d).

Agenda item 10: Selection of the Executive Director of the
independent Secretariat

249, The CeChairs opened the agenda item and invited the Board to consider the ddoiss

relating to the Executive Director that had been proposed between B.20 and B.21 but which had

received objections. They drew the attention of the Board to the following document&CF/BM

2018/18 OEOI AA O! BT ET OT AT O T £ O&R wPEAABDOEAA AEARAOC
to the Board on 13 July 2018GCF/BM2018/21 OEO1 AA O3 A1 AAGEI 1T DOT AAOGO &
OEA %BAAOOEOA $EOAAOI O T &£ OEA ' OAAT #1 EIi AOGA &OT £
the Board on 3 August 2018; an@CF/BM2018/24 OE O1 AA O%OOAATI EOEI AT O 1 £
Committee to commence the selection process for the appointment of the Executive Director of

OEA ' OAAT #1 Ei AOGA &OT A 3AAOAOAOEAOO6h xEEAE EAA
2018.

250. The CaeChairs invited the Board to adopt the draft decision contained in annex | to
GCF/BM2018/18 relating to the appointment of Mr. Manzanares as the Executive Director ad

interim of the Secretariat.

/

251. There being no objections, the decision was duly adopted.

252. A Board member expessed their gratitude to the newly appointed Executive Director ad
interim for their recent work in guiding the Secretariat since B.20 and invited the participants of
the meeting to join them in congratulating him on his new appointment.

Documents GCF/BM-2018/21 and GCF/BM -2018/24

253. The CaeChairs then turned to the second two documents. They explained that document
GCF/BM2018/21 covered both the composition of the ad hoc Executive Director Selection
Committee and the administrative arrangements, including etails on the selection process,
timelines and terms of reference of the independent executive search firm. Following
consultations between the CeChairs and the Board, it had been decided that the @hairs

would participate in the committee, not in their capacity as CeChairs but as Board members.
Document GCF/BM2018/24 had therefore been drafted to supersede the first document
inasmuch as it referred to the composition of theommittee. However, the first document was
still under discussion because offte administrative arrangements described in it; these had not
been included in the second document. The €ohairs opened the floor for comments.

254. Noting that in the past the Board had appointed candidates from outside the Secretariat,

an outgoing Board member urged theommittee to consider selecting current employeedn

particular, the committee OET O1 A AT 1 OEAAO OEA 3ARO0OAOAEZEEDRAB OO OAE
had worked closely with the Board to build GCF over a long period of time; it was also good

practice for an institution to promote existing staff.

255, Another Board member requested more time to consider the two documents before
coming to a deision.

256. The CeChairs noted the comment. They proposed to defer consideration of GCF/BM
2018/21 to give Board members the opportunity to study its contents and invited the Board to
adopt thedraft decision in annex ito document GCF/BM2018/24, which related only to the
selection committee and not the administrative arrangements.
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257. Several Board members said that thereras some confusion in the presentation of

information across the two documents and requested that this be clarified before the Board

discussal the decisions. One Board member said that they could not adopt the draft decision in
GCF/BM2018/24, highlighting that the wording in paragraph (f), which stated that the Ce

#EAEOO xAOA OI AT AAOO 1T £ OEA %wBAAOOEIRKAIBEOAADTI O 3
#EAEOO 1T £ OEA "1 AOAdh AO EO AEA 110 OAAOGEAU OEA
GCF/BM2018/21. The same Board member indicated that they were also opposed to

paragraph (e), according to which new Board members were to succeed theirgglecessors on

the committee. While this reflected established practice, it was not appropriate at the current

time given that the Board was coming to the end of its thregear term and Board members

from some constituencies had not yet been nominated. Atteer Board member stated that they

also objected to the inclusion of paragraphs (e) and (f) on legal grounds; in additighey voiced

their opposition to paragraph (g), which stated that the work of thecommittee would continue

OT T OxEOEOOAT A&y| aCanypariclar e, b©nb or only one GBhair of the Board

xET EAO AAAT A1 AAGAA AU OEA "1 AOAo6h 11 OEA AAOGEC
258. Noting that the confusion around the documents had arisen owing to the manner in

which the matter had been handled between meetings, one Board member proposed the

drafting of two documents: one of these would cover the selection of the members of the ad hoc
committee and its terms of reference, whereby only the latter would contain the names of the

members of thecommittee. The other document would deal with further aspects of the

selection process for the Executive Director. They requested the advice of the Secretariat on

whether GCF/BM2018/21 could be used as the basis for this second document.

259. COther Board members said that the selection of the Executive Director was an urgent
matter. Recalling informal consultations that had taken place at B.20, one Board member said
that they had understood that the Board would use the same procedure as had beesed for the
recruitment of the previous Executive Director. They were surprised to learn that this proposal
was unacceptable to some Board members. Another Board member expressed support for the
use of the terms of reference that had been used for theguious Executive Director Selection
Committee and proposed that the Board engage the same recruitment firm as in the previous
process by means of singlsource procurement. Observing that the two Executive Directors
who had so far served the Secretariat lthbeen a banker and a politician, the Board member
encouraged the Board to consider the advantages and disadvantages of differing professional
backgrounds for the role.

260. Reminding the Board that the lack of an Executive Director was detrimental to GCF, the
CoChairs urged the Board to make a quick decision.

261. A Board member agreed that the matter was urgent but underlined that GCF had already
been served by two Executive Directors over a relatively short period. They therefore appealed
to the Board not to makea hasty decision. Recalling that the previous Executive Director had left
the position for personal reasons, another Board member maintained that both past selection
processes had been successful. They were therefore confident that the Board could come
together to make a swift and appropriate decision.

262. The CeChairs joined the Board members in their support for an expeditious but
appropriate solution, in particular given the upcoming replenishment process. With this in

mind, they called on Mr. Roelof Buffiga and Mr. Lorenzo to lead consultations on the margins of
the meeting with the support of the Secretariat to produce two new documents, building on the
previous documents and taking into account the views expressed. One of these new documents
would cover the establishment of an ad hoselection committee and the other would only cover
the remaining procedural issues.
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263. Another Board member expressed the view that the decision should not be deferred to
B.22 in February 2019. They urged the Board to set a @dline for the appointment of the new
Executive Director and suggested that this be before the/enty -fourth session of the
Conference of the Parties (COP 24) to the UNFCCC in Katowmand,on 3z14 December 2018.
In order to avoid a decisionproposed between meetings, they proposed that an intersessional
meeting of the Board be held at COP 24 and that the decision be adopted there, assuming that
enough Board members were in attendance to constitute a quorum.

264. The CeChairs welcomed the proposal to hold aeeting at COP 24, underlining that this
would prevent the decision from being deferred to the newly composed Board in 2019.

265. The agenda item was suspended.

266. The CeChairs reopened the agenda item on the final day of the meeting and noted that a
new version of the draft decision and annexes had been circulated to the Board. They invited the
Board members who had led the consultationthat had taken placeon the sidelines of the

meeting to present the amendments.

267. On behalf of the ad hoc working group, Mr. Bfifiga took the Board through the updated
text, which was based on document GCF/BIZ018/21, highlighting that the time allocated to
procure the recruitment firm had been shortened in order to allow more time for the search for
candidates. They underlined tlat the current document represented standard procedures and
encouraged the Board to adopt thelraft decision.

268. The CoeChairs thanked the Board members who had worked on the document and
invited the Board to adopt thedraft decision.

269. While none of the Boardmembers expressed an objection to the draft decision arith
annexes, several comments and suggestions for changes were made.

270. Referring to paragraph (g) of thedraft decision, which requested the C&hairs for 2019

to propose a decision between meetings fahe appointment of Board members to the

Executive Director Selection Committeeh A " 1T AOA [ AT AAO OANOAOOAA OEAC
OAEET ¢ 1T ££ZEAAG AA OADPI AAAA AU O0O0PIT1T Al AAOGEITT OI
delay between these two events. Another Board member asked whether this request was
consistent with the timeline presented in annex Il and whether it took into account the new
constitution of the Board at the beginning of 2019. A further Board member also requested
clarification on the timeline of events, suggesting that if the CGGhairs were elected in 2018 it

would be premature for them to guide the process. It would therefore be more appropriate to

retain the current wording given that the CeChairs would not take office until the new year.

The Board member who made the initial request to amend the text in pagraph (g) explained

that the CaChairs would not be elected until the new term of the Board had begun at the start of
20198 4EAU OEAOAMZE OA OAEOAOAOAA OEAEO OANOAOON
was unclear from a legal perspective.

(@}
—)
-

271. Acknowledging that paragraph 6 of annex | on the terms of reference of the Executive

Director, which dealt with remuneration, had been drawn from previous selection processes, a

Board member noted the very broad salary range suggested by the analogy witNiae

President of the World Bank. They proposed that the salary indication be made more specific. A

Board member who had helped formulate the terms of reference for the previous selection

process explained that the salary had been set at the entry levehdther Board member asked

if the paragraph was consistent with the proposal for new salary scales for Secretariat staff.

272z ' " T AOA | Ai AAO OOGCGCAOOAA OEAO OEA OAMEAOAT AA |
could be replaced with a reference either to the mposed performance oversight committee to

be considered under agendaitem 1 O71 OE HOI COAi i A0 AT A AOACAOO £
Al O cormtpdedsionB.17/12 and its annex (which included a table of competencies,
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objectives and outputs) which wasto be used in the performance appraisal of all Board
appointed officials.

273. A Board member asked if the requirement to elect tw€o-Chairsof the selection
committee, as stipulated in paragraph 6 of annex I the draft decision could pose a problem
giventhat the organ would also comprise two active G&hairs of the Board. Another Board
member who had served as G€hair during the selection process for the previous Executive
Director informed the Board that, although they had been members of theelection committee,
they had not participated in its decisions. It was important to maintain a distinction between
their role as members of the committee and their role in facilitating the decisiomaking of the
Board.

274. The CeChairs thanked the Board members fortteir comments and invited Mr. Buffinga
to respond to them.

275. Speaking on behalf of the ad hoc working groyMr. Buffinga expressed appreciation for

the suggestions of the other Board members. In paragraph (g) of the draft decision, he

confirmed thatthetexX0 OAEZO0AO OAEEIT C | £#FEAAS6 x1 O1I A AA OADPI A
"1 AOAG68 2 ACAQHeEdCpairs) thdy mayialsdfbe efbers of teemmittee. In

terms of the proposal to amend the paragraph referring to remuneration, Mr. Buffinga

suggested that the current paragraph would provide flexibility to thecommittee in meeting the

salary expectations of the preferred candidate. Hearing no objections, the Board member

proposed to amend annex | to include a reference to decision B.17/12 and itsreex.

276. The CaeChairs thanked the ad hoc group for their excellent work and invited the Board

to adopt thedraft decision, noting that the proposed amendments to paragraph (g) of thdraft

decision and paragraph 8 of annex | would be made priortothedeid 1 8 O DOAI EAAOQEIT 1
report of the meeting.

277. A Board member requested that the final text with the amendments be circulated for
consideration before adoption.

278. The CeChairs requested the Secretariat to prepare the final text.
279. The item was suspended.

280. The CoChairs reopened the item later in the evening and invited the Board to adopt the
draft decision.

281. There being no further comments or objections, the Board adopted the following
decision:

DECISION B.21/05

The Board, having considered the limitelistribution document GCF/BM2018/18 titled

~ o~ oAz s

O! DbPT ET Oi AT O T £ OEA %AADOOEOA $EOAAOI O AA EIT OAOE

(@ AppointsJavier Manzanare$o act asExecutiveDirector ad interim of the Secretariat
effectiveimmediately and until suchime asthe new Executive Director appointed byhe
Board hastaken office;

(b) Authorizesthe CoChairsto agree, on behalf of thBoard, onarrangementsas
appropriate, with the ExecutiveDirector ad interim, including:

@) A performance agreemerthat will specify theoutcome and behavioursexpected
for the duration of the role;
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(© Decideghat the ExecutiveDirector ad interim shall assume the functions anlcave the

mandate ofthe ExecutiveDirector asprovided forin the Governingnstrument for the
Green Climate Fundnd Board decisions; and

(d) Further decideghe Executive Directoad interim will not be precludedrom applying for
the Executive Director position.

282. The Board also adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/06

The Board, having considered the limited diditition document GCF/BA2018/21 titled

03Al ARGEI1 DOTAAOO & O OEA ADPDIEIOIAT O T &£ OEA

3AAOAOAOEAODG g

(@) Adoptsthe terms of reference of the Executive Director of the Green Climate Fund
Secretariat as set out in annd¥/;

(b) Also adoptdhe selection process for the Executive Director of the Green Climate Fund
Secretariatas set out in annex V;

(© Takes noteof the indicative timeline of the entire process for the appointment of the
Executive Director of the Green Climdtand Secretarias set out in annex VI;

(d) Establisheghe Executive Director Selection Committee as an ad hoc committee of the
Board in accordance with paragraphs 2(g) and 30 of the Rules of Procedure of the Board;

(e) Adoptsthe terms of reference of the Exative Director Selection Committee as set out in
annex VII;

® Appointsas members of the Executive Director Selection Committee:

@) Ayman Shasly

(ii) Cyril Rousseau

(iii) Josceline Wheatley;
(iv) Karma Tshering;

V) Lennart Bage;

(vi) Omar EtArini;

(vii) Paul Oquist; and
(viii) Sue Szabo;

(9 Requestshe CoeChairs of the Board for 2019 to promptly, upon their election by the Board,
and following consultations with their respective constituencies, propose a decision for
approval between meetings for the appointment of members to the Executikecior
Selection Committee following the commencement of the third term of Board membership;

(h) Decidedo engage the services of an independent executive search firm to support the
Executive Director Selection Committee;

i) Authorizesthe Secretariat, notwittstanding the administrative guidelines on procurement,
to issue the request for proposal for the independent executive search firm in accordance
with the deadlines set out in annex VI;

%«
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) Endorseghe terms of reference of the independent executive search s set out in
annex VIII;

(k) Approvesa budget increment for 2018/2019 for the selection of the Executive Director of
the Green Climate Fund Secretariat, including the costs of the independent executive
search firm as set out in annex IX (limited distriban); and

[0) Autharizesthe Executive Director Selection Committee to engage the services of the
independent executive search firm, with due observance of applicatdeurement rules.

Agenda item 11: Matters related to the selection of the Trustee

283. The CaeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to the report

I £/ OEA AA EI A 40000AA 3A1I AAOGCEITT #1111 EOOAA EI
from committees, panels and groups of the Board of the Green Climate Fug@A A AT AOI ) 6
report made a recommendation for Board consideration.

284, It invited Mr. Zaheer Fakir,Chair of the ad hoc Trustee Selection Committee, to take the
floor.

285. Mr. Fakir informed the Board of the work of thecommittee and its recommendation that
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRDe. the World Bank) be the
final nominee for Board approval. Consequentlyt recommended that the Secretariat negotiate
a contract in accordance with the approvederms of referencewith the World Bank under the
direct contracting method of procurement as set out in the procurement guidelines. Tt hoc
Trustee Selection Committealso sought guidance from the Board on whethat might be
terminated since it had completed itgerms of reference.

286. The CeChairs thanked thecommittee for its excellent work in bringing the matter to a
conclusion. Several other Board members, including other members of tiemmittee, echoed
these remarks.

287. During the ensuing initial discussionseveral specific pints were raised including:

@ 4EA OOA 1T &£ OEA OAOI OO0OAOI ATAT O 40000AAG
the term may not be permanent bubf four yearswith a renewable duration. The Board
would need to consider this carefully, as the agendeem under consideration was the
OA1T AAGETT T &£ A O0AOI AT AT 6o 40000AAN

(b) The importance of being very precise regarding theerms of referencefor the World

Bank. The originalterms of referencehad then been revised athe nineteenth meeting of
the Board (B.19); it was essential to use the latest versign

(© The need for clarification on the implications for the amount allocated in the 2019
administrative budget for the Interim Trustee;

(d) The need for the Secretariat to begin contract negotiations with the Worlda®k for a
four-year renewable term; and

(e) The need for a Board decision.
288. The CeChairs invited a representative of the Secretariat to respond.

289. The Executive Director ad interim informed the Board that the budget question would
be addressed under a later agela item. He confirmed that it was in line with what was
expected from the World Bank.

290. The CoeChairs asked the Secretariat to prepare a draft decision and adjourned the
agenda item.

AT 2
8 4E

x EAT
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291. On reopening the item, the G&hairs invited the Secretariat to inform theBoard on the
details of the draft decision.

292. The Executive Director ad interim outlined the elements of said decision.

293.  Inthe discussion that followedOEA NOAOOEIT 1T 1T £# OEA AAEAAOEOA O
discussed. One Board member stated that this wast correct as the World Bank would not be

acting as the Permanent Trustee but the Trustee forfaur-year period. They requested that the

draft decision be amended to show that the Board took note of the fact that the World Bank had
communicated that it would be acting as the Trustee for a period dbur years. This was

important as GCF would be negotiating theerms of referencefor a Permanent Trustee. Another

proposed instead that the adjective remain but be put in inverted commas. They also expressed

thanks to the many Board members who were no longer current Board members who had

worked on this matter. Finally, thanks were expressed to Secretariat staff member Mr. Juichiro
Sahara.

294, Regarding theterms of reference which had been revised for an earlieBoard meeting
(B.19), another Board member said that there remained the matter of whether the World Bank
was prepared to engage on the revisettrms of reference If this was not the case, it would
merely be an extension of the existing arrangement. Thigould require consideration by the
Secretariat.

295, The Board member also stated that the Board needed, for transparency purposes, to

articulate to the COP how it had arrived at its decision and the process followed. GCF had been

mandated byUNFCC@ecision3/ CP.17, paragraph 1@p select a Permanent Trustee in an

Ol bADAT OPAOAT O6 DOI AAOO8 4 E AperforfnedAnAnB Enbnner an®1 AAOO E
it was important that the reasonsthat the Board didthis be communicated to the COP.

296. The Chair of the ad hoc Trustee Selection Committee informed the Board that the details

regarding the selection process followed by theommittee had been transmitted to the

Secretariat. This could be used for the communication by the Secretariat to the COP.

297. The CeChairs asked the Secretariat to confirm that this would be captured in the next
GCF update to the COP.

298. The Executive Director ad interim informed the Board that this would be included.

299. ~'I'h~e CoChairs requested that the text of the drafE decision be amendéed reflect the
AEOAOQOOOET Tperdhed OAETAC AGET O0O1T AA OEA ACAT AA EOAI 8
300. After reopening the agenda item, the G€hairs asked the Executive Director ad interim

to inform the Board on changes to the draft decision text.

301. The Executive Director ad inerim stated that the only change was the insertion of 3

ET OAOOGAA AT T i1 A0 AO Ai 111 x0gd O0AOI ATAT O 40000AAG €
302. There being no further comments or objections, the decision was duly adopted as

follows:

DECISION B.21/07

The Board, having considered document GCF/B.911T £8 v t 7! Répéris romOE 01 AA O
committees, panels and groups of the Board of the Green Climate Féaftlendum ® d,

(@ Takes note othe report on the activities of the ad hoc Trustee Selection Committee as
contained in document GCF/B.2Ihf.10/Add.0Z;
(b) Selects and appointhe International Bank for Reconstruction and Development as the

Trustee of the Green Climate Fund, subject to paragraph (c) below, and in accordance with
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the recommendation of the ad hoc Trustee Selection Committee and United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change decision 9/CP.23, paragraph 16;

(© Requestshe Secretariat to enter into direct contracting with the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Developmeand to negotiate and finalize the terms and conditions of
the legal and administrative arrangements with the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Developmenin respect of its role as Trustee of the Green Climate Fund in accordance
with United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Chauigeision 9/CP.23,
paragtADPE uvi h AT A OEA OAOI O T & OAAEAOAT AA 1T £ OEA
B.19/03, annex I, and in a manner which ensures there is no discontinuity in trustee
services?

(d) Authorizesthe Executive Director to execute on behalf of the Green Climate Fund the legal
and administrative arrangements with thénternational Bank for Reconstruction and
Developmenteferred to in paragraph (c) above;

(e) Requestshe Secretariat to provide an upda to the Board on the matters referred to in
paragraphs (c) and (d) above at the twentyecond meeting of the Board; and

® Decidesin accordance with paragraph 5 of its terms of reference, to terminate the ad hoc
Trustee Selection Committee establishedd®scision B.16/05.

303. Following the adoption of the decisionthe CoChairs reiterated their thanks to thead
hoc Trustee Selection Committeéor resolving a longstanding and, at times, contentious issue.
This decision represented an important step for GCF.

Agenda item 12: Review of the effectiveness of the committees, panels
and group established by the Board: status update

304. The CaeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.21/InfISOE O AA O2 AOEA x df the c@ritnfiteed, faasisAdigrouhT A OO
AOOAAT EOEAA AU OEA "1 AOAgq OOAOOO ODPAAOAG8 4EAU
evaluation committee had been constituted on 28 September 2018 to review technical

proposals submitted by firms offering to conducthe review. After an extended period of

competitive bidding, two proposals had been received. Following the technical and financial

evaluation of the proposals, the contract would be signed by 31 October 2018. The review

would take between 9 and 11 weeksThe CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

3. 4EA "TAOA OITE T1OA T &£ AT ACIATO ' #&T"8¢pT) 1
OEA AT i1 EOGOAAOR PATAI O AT A cOi 6b AOOAAI EOEAA A
306. No decision was taken under this agenda item.

307. Under this agenda item, a Board member proposed the establishment of a new

committee to manage theHeads of theindependentunits and the Executive Director (Board

appointed officials). For coherence, this discussion is recorded under agenda item, ®7 I O E

POl COAI T AO AT A AOAGCAOO 1 £ Wkeke thE inditdy @ak fudhdri O OT EOO
considered by the Board.

Agenda item 13: Secretariat matters

2 The CoChairs wish to clarify that the period of the Trustee is for four years, beginning the firslay after the legal
agreement entered with the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development becomes effective.
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(@) Report on the execution of the administrative budget for 2018

308. The CeChairs opened the agenda sulbem and drew the attention of the Board to A A
documentGCF/B.21/140E O1 AA 02AHPT OO0 11 OEA AQAAOOEIT 1 & OE
"#& AO AO op *Ol U ¢mpuyosd

300. They invited the Board to consider and adopt the draft decision in annex | to the

document, thereby tking note of the report on the execution of the 2018 administrative budget
of GCF as at 31 July 2018.

310. The floor was opened for comments.
311. A Board member raised several points including
(@) Arequest to move totwo Board meetings a year instead dhree;

(b) The importance of the Secretariat continuing to contain travel costs using virtual
meetings where possible as well as economy fares; and

(© Noting that most increases in costs were minimal, asked for clarification on why the
budget requested an 18 pecentincrease to cover staff costs when staff growth was just
9 per cent, from 230 to 250 members.

312. The CaeChairs stated that they would return to the question raised by the Board
member.

313. There being no further commentsthe Board adopted the following decisiorand thereby
took note of the report:

DECISION B.21/08

 4EA "TAOAR EAOGET G AiTOEAAOAA AT AOIAI O ' #&T" 8¢
OEA @otuvo AAI ET EOOOAOEOA AOACAO T &£ '"#& AO AO xuv *
Takes noteof the report on the execution of the 2018 admstrative budget of GCF as at 31
July 2018.

(b) Work programme and administrative budget for 2019

313.  The CeChairs introduced the agenda sut OAT AT A AOAx OEA "1 AOASO /
documentGCF/B.21/190E Ol AA  @ranim® &f th&Sedretariat for 2019 and administrative
AOACAOoO 8

314. They invited representativesof the Secretariat to introduce the document.

315. The Executive Director ad interim presented the work programme of the Secretariat for

2019. The Secretariat hd prepared fivefund-l AOAT CIT A1 O &£ O ¢npw OEAO AOD
2017/2018 goals while incorporating an additional focus on activities and priorities that had

emerged based on the evolution of GCF operations.

316. Mr. Manzanares further highlighted the prioity areas for the Secretariat for 2019,
including replenishment. He also outlined the expected projections of approvals and
disbursements by the end of 2019, noting that disbursements were cumulative. He informedeth
Board thata breakdown of Readinesg’rogramme support, national adaptation plans NAPS,

the SAPthe Project Preparation Facility PPH, REDDplus and mobilizing funds atscale (MFS)
were summarized separately.
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317. Finally, the resultsmanagementframework for 2019, including the 33key performance
indicators were presented.

318. The Executive Director ad interim asked th®ivision of Support ServicesDSS
Director/C hief Financial Officer (CFO)ad interim to present the administrative budget.

319. The DSS Director/CFO ad interim informed the Board thahe administrative budget
consisted of the Board budget, Secretariat budget and the Interim Trust@ebudget. The draft

2019 budget proposed an increase of USD 9 million over the 2018 budget. Approximately 77 per
cent (USD 6.9 million) of the proposed in@ase related to the cost of the additional Secretariat
staff positions approved by the Board at B.18. The remaining amount of the USD 2.1 million
increase consisted of USD 0.1 million for Board expenditures, USD 1.7 million for the Secretariat
non-staffing budget, and USD 0.3 million for thénterim Trustee.

320. The proposed 2019 Secretariat budget showed an increase of USD 8.6 million over 2018.

Of that increase, staff and consultancy costs accounted for USD 6.6 million. Staff cost increases

were estimated atUSD 6.9 million. It was assumed that 230 staff would be on board by the end

of 2018 and 250 by end of June 2019. The 2019 budget continued the trend of reducing

AT 10601 OAT AU AT 0008 3PAAEEZEAAI T Uh OEA DOl BT OAA ¢
showed a reduction of USD 0.3 milliopor 12 per cent, against the 2018 budget and a reduction

of USD 2 millionor 44 per cent, against 2017 actual expenditures.

321. Professional service firms were budgeted under the line item contractual services. The
professiond firms helped the substantive work programme in areas where it was more efficient
to hire outside assistance than it was to procure fullime staff.

322. The communications budget was USD 1.6 million. Communication efforts would focus
firstly on raising awareness, encouraging support and promoting collaboration among key GCF
stakeholders; secondlyijt would focus on communicating the implementation of activities and
the impact of projects and programmes.

323. Staff travel was budgeted at USD 2.7 million, comparéal 2018, an increase of 3 pecent

in absolute terms. However, on a per staff basis, the 2019 budget represented a decrease of 15

per cent and 35 percent over 2018 and 2017respectively.

2. 4EA )71 OAOEI 40000AA80O AOACAO aihlybdcAusedoi ET AOA,
the increase in financial and programme management and investment management.

325. The CeChairs thanked the Secretariat for the presentations and informed the Board that
the budget had been discussed and cleared by the Budget Committee.

326. They opened the floor for comments.

327. Board members explored several themes during the ensuing discussion.
Location of Board meetings

328. This was discussed at some length with several Board members requesting that all
Board meetings be held at GOReadquartersin Songdo. One noted that the Board meetings held
in Cairo and Bahrain did not allow time for Board members to undertake a field visit, unlike
Samoa, or to see the climate change policies of the country. This meant that the USD 284,000
spent on Secretariatstaff travel was not productive; it merely meant the reconstruction of a
boardroom in another country. Some of these members wished to see the budget currently
allocated to offsite Board meetings reallocated to country visits; this would enable the
Secrdariat to visit the field more often, and Board members to have a better feel of the realities
facing developing countries. Two Board members said that they could support the budget but
that this did not imply agreement to meetings outsidésCF HeadquartersOne of these members
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stated that a separate decision should be taken under circumstances where it was proposed to
hold a Board meeting off site. Another said that in the early days of GCF, such meetings had been
important to raise the image of the new fud but now it had become more professional, that

reason was no longer valid. Aurther Board member said that it was important that the Board

did not signal that in order to get a funding proposal understood, a country needed to host a
meeting.

329. A number d other Board members stated that offsite Board meetings were extremely
valuable and that the benefits for developing countries could not be reduced to numbers in a
budget. One Board member said that meetings such as that in Samoa had been valuable in
helping the Board to craft policies. They did not share the proposition that somehow the Board
knew best what was needed for developing countrie§.hree of these Board members requested
an analysis of the cost differences between efite Board meetings andiéld visits. One Board
member also stated that if all Board meetings were to be held in Songdioen all replenishment
meetings should also be held there, rather than in European capitals. Furthermore, the costs of
the meetings held in Berlin Germanyand Paris, France should also be calculated. It was
important not to rush a decision on this matter. People often rather glibly said that everything
could be done using WF and webinars. This had been tried several times, but it
underestimated the difficulties for small islands, the African continent and elsewhere in terms
of infrastructure challenges which made such means of holding meetings unrealistic. It also
gave the Board exposure to how difficult it was to get a projecif the groundin developing
countries. They also noted that it was important to keep in mind other costs where it could
easily be argued that money was not well spent. The question of-aor off-site Board meetings
needed to be addressed in an intelligent manner.

330. A Board member froma country that had hosted an offsite meeting said that they had
wished the Board to see the realities of climate change. They had been grateful for the
opportunity and said that there was always a considerable risk that remaining locked up in a
room in GCFHeadquarters,Board members would remain locked in their constituency

positions. On the point that offsite meetings were too far for Board members to reach, they
observed that this was the reality for many developing country Board membershere it may

take two days to reach Songdo. They were convinced that if a Board meeting had not been held
in their country (B.15in Samoa), their funding proposal would not have had the same level of
support from Board members. Another Board member said that it was iportant to understand
the circumstances faced by countries, and as such was a capaditylding exercise for Board
members. Furthermore, the host country of any Board meeting made a substantial investment
and were very generous to ensure such meetings wegeiccessful. It was also essential to raise
awareness of GCF in all regions. They noted that several Board members had just returned from
a World Bank meeting in Balilndonesia They wondered why it was necessary to go to Bali
when it could have been heldn Washington, D.C,, United States of America

331. A CoChair noted that it was important to keep in mind the broader context. GCF needed
to be an extroverted institution, outward looking rather than inward looking. The IPCC report
had highlighted the need tary to limit global temperature increases to 1.5°C. In this regard

there was little benefit if the Board remained closeted in the boardroom iGCF Headquarterslt
was essential that the Board as a whole networked widely.

332. A Board member expressed conea at the time spent discussing the location of
meetings; it seemed that there were constant attempts to change the rules of the game. A
decision had already been taken to hold at leasivo meetings a year in Songdo. They also noted
that the Secretariat s&ed on catering costs and other administrative matters related to holding
meetings off site. This needed to be set against additional Secretariat travel costs. They asked
that this discussion be closed.
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Number of Board meetings

333. A Board member stated thathe Board should continue to holdhree meetings a year &
a minimum.

Secretariat missions

334, A Board member thanked the Executive Director ad interim for supporting the Bhutan
mission. Such missions were helpful for developing countries in getting the attéan of their
senior ministers on climate change matters. It was also difficult to ensure all sectors of the
economy were informed about GCF. It was therefore helpful if staff reviewing a funding
proposal could visit the country as this helped to spread aareness across sectors. In this
regard, structured dialogues were very useful.

Secretariat capacity

335. One Board member, noting that a key task for the Secretariat during 2019 was to
support the replenishment process, wished to know whether the Secretariat wad be
sufficiently staffed to supportthree Board meetings and the same number of regionatructured
dialogues. They said th@vork programme did not make this clear. They also asked if, given that
the number of staff inthe Procurement Department had bea increased fromtwo to five, this
would be sufficient. Currently this was a serious bottleneck for the work of thendependent
panels andunits. Finally, they welcomed the focus in 2019 on implementation and
disbursement, and on developing methodology for the climate rationale dimensions of funding
proposals. Another Board member, whié commending the Secretariat on its thirdvork
programme, which was very comprehensive, also wondered if the Secretariat would be able to
fully implement it.

Trustee

336. In view of the factthat there would be a new agreement with the Interim Trustee, a
Board member asked if this would thus lead to an adjustment to the increase requested in the
budget.

National designated authority support

337. A Board member welcomed support for IDAs and AEs in outlining the climate rationale
of projects so that there could be a clearer picture when considering funding proposals.

Budget Committee

338. A member of the Budget Committee stated that it was important that the Board did not
micromanage the &cretariat. However, the Budget Committee had raised many questions with
them and these had been very valuable. These had included a question as to why the cost of
consultants was not reducing more rapidlybut the Committee understood the current
circumstances.

Civil society organizations

339. The active observerfor CSO®xpressed appreciation for the detailedvork programme
and reiterated a request made at a previous Board meeting for a staff directory. They also asked
for clarification regarding what the Baard was endorsing in terms of the strategic direction of

OEA 3AAOAOAOEADO8O AEOEOEIT O8
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340. The CeChairs invited representatives of the Secretariat to respond to the comments.

341. The Executive Director ad interim thanked the Board for the comments and said thditet
Secretariat had taken due note.

342. Mr. Manzanares confirmed that the Secretariat had the capacity to implement tieork
programme for 2019. With guidance from the Budget Committee, the budget had been linked to
the work programme.

343. He also confirmed that he Secretariat had capacity to support replenishment meetings,
Board meetings andstructured dialogues but it was a heavy workload. If the Board decided on
three Board meetings in 2019, pluswo replenishment meetings, plus the COP, the Secretariat
had articipated a reduction in the number ofstructured dialogues fromeight to five. The time
saved could be used to support replenishment meetings. The capacity was sufficient, provided
the replenishment budget was approved.

saa. 2ACAOAET ¢ OEA "I A Odhthé nidsidnkodBaiutan, Ak plan dds @ have
more direct interventions by Secretariat staff in countries next year.

345, The DSS Director/CFO ad interim responded as follows:

(@) The cost of meetings away from Songdo was around USD 300,000 in staff travel but
there were savings as the cost of Board member travel to Songdo was more expensive,
and also the host country incurred the cost athe venue, food and other facilities. In
total, the cost difference was generally about USD 250,000, depending on the location;

(b) The 18 percent increase in staff costs was due to the fact that in 2018 the average
number of staff was 201, while the averagenumber of staffin 2019 would be 240;

(© The budget wasindeed a true reflection of thework programme; thework programme
and theadministrative budget had been linked;

(d) The Interim Trustee budget as presented to the Board was expected to remain the same
since the principles used in arriving at the budet were unlikely to be impacted by a
change in the agreement. If there were any changes, the Board would be informed; and

(e) The idea of the staff directory would be considered.

346. The Executive Director ad interim suggested that the Board provide guidelines on
meeting locations under agenda item 29Dates and venues ahe meetingsof the Board in
¢ T p,widere it was already proposed to address this.

347. There being no further comments or objections, the Board adopted the following .
decision and thereby took notd £ AT AOI AT O ' #&T" 8¢cpTpw OEOI AA O7I

DECISION B.21/09

4EA "TAOAR EAOETC Ai1 OEAAOAA AT AOI AT O '#&T"8
3AAOAOAOEAO AI O @tuvy AT A AAI ET EOOOAOCEOA AOACADOG ¢
(@) Recogizesthat the work programme will help to guide the activities of the Secretariat

during 2019;

(b) Approveshe work programme 2019 as contained in document GCF/B.21/19 and the goals
and suggested policy priorities set out therein, in accordance with paradr&3(e) of the
Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund;

() Also approvesin administrative budget for the Green Climate Fund for the period
1 January2019 to 31 December 2019 in the amount of USD 72,568,002, which includes
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30,278,395 in new funding,sawell as USD 42,289,607 for 2019 staff salaries and
emoluments that was approved by the Board in decision B.18/12; and

(d) Further approvedJSD 48,517,729 for projected staff salaries and emoluments for 2021.

(c) Revised legal framework on human resources managemeqptode of

conduct
348 The CoChairs opened the agendasue OAi AT A AOAx OEA "1 AOA3O AO
"#&T"8¢cp¥nx OEOI AA O2A0EOAA 1 ACAl /EodeloAxT OE 11 E
c T AOA O oitte@dan A lintadd distribution basis.
349. They invited a representative of the Secretariat to present the document.
350. The representative:
(@) Informed the Board that the current Human Resources (HR) legal framework was
adopted atthe eighth meeting of the Boarchsa temporary measure and had
deficiencies, despite decisions to make certain amendmentstae twelfth and thirteenth
meetings of the Board
(b) Informed the Board that the Secretariat was still working ora. comprehensive legal
framework but decided to presentthe code of conduct in advance because it was a key
document;
(© Confirmed that the revised code of conduct resulted from extensive consultation with
Board members, Secretariat staff anthe independentunits. It developed and
maintained the obligations andrights of staff. The code also promoted a culture of
integrity and good conduct;
(d) Clarified the gaps that the revised code of conduct sought to fill wikitonfirming that
there were no material differences from the existing code of conduct; and
©) 31 OCEO OEA "1 AOABO ADPPOI OAl &I O OEA AAT POEII

relevant sections of theadministrative guidelines onhumanresources (hereinafter
referred to as the HRyuidelines) (document GCF/B.08/26§.

351. The CeChairs thanked the repregntative and opened the floor for comments.

352. Several Board members articulated support for the code. During the ensuing discussjon
some Board members also expressed views on the need for a Board code of conduct, in addition
to the existingpolicy on ethics and conflicts of interest for the Board(document GCF/B.09/16).

One Board member requested that wording to this effect be inserted into the draft decision.
Furthermore, there were questions about how to handle the relationship between the €o

Chairs, theirteams and Secretariat staff.

353. One Board member wanted explicit reference to be made in the code to the effect that
Secretariat staff would act in a neutral manner in respect to funding proposals. They said that
there was evidence that this was not alwaythe case.

354. In relation to the relationship between Co-Chairs and their teamsand the Secretariat,
another Board member requested that, in the absence of a code of conduct for Board members
(separately, they proposed that the Board formally request the Sestariat to develop such a
code), for transparency purposes, the regular report on activities of the Secretariat to the Board
include an annex listing the requests made by individual Board members and actions taken by
the Secretariat.



GREEN
GCF/B.21/35
CLIMATE Pageds

FUND

355. On the code itselfwhich, among other clauses, required staff to report allegations of
misconduct, a Board member asked if it was linked to thgolicy on the protection of whistle-
blowers andwitnesses(document GCF/B.21/25) If so, they asked what protections were
provided to staff when reporting allegations of misconduct. Another Board member wished to
know if the code covered partners, for example, where a staff member had more than one wife.

356. Other Board members responded to the proposal for a Board code of conduct. Qmlbo

is alsoChair of the Ethics and Audit Committee, noted that this had been requested at a previous
Board meeting. All Board members, alternatBoard members and advigrs had signed
declarations under the relevantethics policies. In the case of activelservers, they had signed
declarations but thepolicy on ethics and conflicts of interest for active observers of the Green
Climate Fund(document GCF/B.17/17)had not yet been adopted by the Board.

357. Another Board member questioned the need for a code f@oard members given there

were alreadyRules of Procedure. They also wondered how any further code could be

implemented in practice when it came to the relationship betweenthe G8 EAEOO0S6 OAAI O Al
Secretariat. It might be difficult to differentiate what could be perceived asinterferencedwith

mere requests by Board members, or alternatBoard members, for information. Would the

Secretariat refer each request to the Board? In addition, there was no definition of a-€&= AE 06 O
(eama TheRules of Procedure did not define the role of the CeChairs and their teams and the

conduct they should follow. It was always important to adhere to the principle that the

Secretariat was an independent body and should be trusted by the Board. Staff should be

encouragedto be forward-looking and confident, providing that they adhered to the code.

358. The CeChairs asked the representative of the Secretariat to respond tke comments
from Board members.

359. The representativefrom the Secretariatprovided the following responses:

@) There was a relationship between thgolicy on the protection of whistle-blowers and
witnesses and the Staffode ofconduct, and staff were protected when reporting
allegations of misconduct;

(b) The revised code covered any person dependent on the stafember; and

(© While it was not possible to describe every eventuality, paragraphs 4 and 5 of the code
captured issues such as those raised concerning staff neutrality in the context of country
funding proposals. These paragraphs included, for example, referemto staff members
OOAOOGET ¢ AO 11 AAI cxa))aﬁatoaher@r&@@cfeébsnbﬁsoAagbA 8l Tt 8¢
relevant facts, observations and assessments, regardless of internal or external
D OAOOOOA O@)). Lnbek prragraph Blgin the context of th international status
of GCFit was noted that stafOE AT 1 OAQBAOAEOA OEA OOIi 1 06 AEOAC
i AOOAOO PAOOEAOI AOI U OEI OA |1 AOOAOO OEAO 1 AU |
Furthermore, paragraph 5.2states thatO) T O Earlye ohthe® furietions, Staff
i Al AAOO I xA OEAEO AOOU 1TT1U Qi OEA '#& AT A Ol
360. The Board member who had expressed concerns on this matter, requested a form of
languagethat would state that staff shall adhere to policies established fadhe Secretariat, the
objectives of GCF and the GCF res#ireas when assessing funding proposals; staff must not

pressure entities to change funding proposals.
361. The CaeChairs asked the representative to respond to the Board member.

362. The representative prgosed that this point was captured in paragraph 4.8f the code,

which states thatO3 OA ££& | AT AAOO OEAI T 1T AOGAOOA OEA DPOI OEOE
Regulations, the Staff Rules and any other applicable decisions of the Board and existing and

future policies, instructions, procedures and guidance issued by an appropriate &i OE OU 8 6
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363. The Board member reiterated that these statements were insufficiently precise. They
wished to know if an entity or recipient country could bring a complaint to thdndependent
Redress Mechanism if they felt that a staff member was blocking a prcgad.

364. A preceding Board member stated that they had not received a response to their
concerns over the potential influence of G# EAEOO8 OAAT O 1T OAO 3AAOAOAOQOEA
that interventions by CoChairs lead to delays and erosion of staff confihce. They requested

that this matter be reflected in the decision.

365. The CeChairs concurred with the need for Secretariat independence and that it should A

not be unduly influenced bythe Cet EAE 008 OAAI 6N EO xAO EIi BT O0OAT O ¢
possible.

366. The representative of the Secretariat was invited to make further comments.

367. The representative stated that they believed that the code was already strong enough
and suggested that consideration could be given by the Board to the development of a separate
document to cover this point, and a potential Board code of conduct. In terms of the concern
expressed that the text in the code was quite general, another option was to amend the draft
decision to cover the point regarding funding proposals and Secretatiataff.

368. The CaeChairs adjourned the agendaub-item for further consultations.
369. They reopened the item on the final day of the meeting.

370. The representative of the Secretariat informed the Board that consultations had taken
place with concerned Board membes. There had been proposals to amend the text of the draft
decision. Owing to the nature of the code, it would now be necessary to consult staff.

371. The CeChairs stated that the document would be brought back to a future Board
meeting.

372. No decision was take under this agendasub-item.

Agenda item 14: Work programmes and budgets of the independent
units for 2019

373. The CeChairs opened the agenda item and informed the Board they would first
consider thelndependent Redress Mechanism.

Independent RedressdMechanism

374. The CaeChairs drew the attention of the Board to document GCF/B.21/09 titled

O) 1 AADAT AAT O 2 AviotkhlénGandbBAEHAD EAIO (mpwd8 4EAU ET OF
Independent Redress MechanisiMr. Lalanath de Silvap introduce the document.

375.  Mr. de Silvaoutlinedtheul EO8 O x1 OEDPI AT AT A AOACAGMi EECEI E
would be presentingits procedures andguidelines for adoption by the Board. Theunit would

continue to receive and process complaints and requests for reconsiddi@n and would be

producing capacity-building modules for grievance mechanisms dDAEs The year2019 would

also mark the first advisory report from thelndependent Redress Mechanisrhighlighting the

main lessons learned for the Secretariat based onthmE 06 O x1 OE AT A AAOO DPOAAC

376. The Head of thdndependent Redress Mechanismequested that the workplan and
budget be approved, reminding the Board that these had been reviewed by the Budget
Committee.
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377. The CeChairs thankedMr. de Silvafor his presentation and invited the Board to adopt
the draft decision in annex Ito the document. They opened the floor for comments.

378. An active observer for CSOs highlighted the critical role played by tiedependentunits
in the accountability and oversight of GCF. Theyommended the important work done by the
units in engaging with civil society, indigenous peoples and community representatives in
developing their guidelines and policies.

379. With respect to thelndependent Redress Mechanisithe active observer said that
having a wellresourced Independent RedressMechanismwas essential to ensuring that
communities affected by GCF projects could seek redress; they were pleased to have
participated in the development of thelndependent Redress Mechanis@ @ocedures and
guidelines to be presented for adoption at B.22.

380. The CeChairs thanked the observer for their comments and invited the Board to adopt
the draft decision.

381. There being no further comments, the decision was adopted.

382 The Board took note of document GCF/B.21/09tit AA  O) T AAPAT AAT & 2AA0AO
work plan andbOACAO Al O ¢mp wo 8

383. The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/10
4EA "1 AOAR EAOEI G Ai1 OEAAOAA AT AOGI AT O ' #&T" 8
-AAEAT EOI 71 OE 01 AT AT A "OACAO A O ¢@etuv064g
Approveshe work plan and budget of the Independent Redress Mechanism for

2019 as contained in annex X and XI, respectively (total budgeted amount of USD
1,161,220).

Independent Evaluation Unit

385.  The CoChairs drew the attention of the Board to documentG@F' 8 ¢ p¥po OEOI AA O
work plan andbudget andupdate of itsthree-yearrolling work plan of the Independent

%OAl OAOCEIT 51EO068 4EAU OAI ET AAA OEA "1 AOA OEAO (
uploaded on the online review platform for commentsy the Board in advance of the meeting.

They invited the Head of the IEUMSs. yotsna Puri, to introduce the document.

386. Ms. Puripresentedthasl EO8 O x1 OEDPI AT AT A Athkecyr®d £ O c¢mnpw
workplan previously approved. There were four key elements:
() Build the IEU

(b) Undertake evaluations
(© Engage in gidence-based advice, learning, capacitpuilding; and
(d) Participate in communications and partnerships

387. The Headof the IEUnoted that theforward-looking performance review would begin
this year and would bediscussed during a later agenda item.

388. The CeChairs thankedMs. Purifor her presentation and invited the Board to adopt the
draft decision in annex Ito the document. They opened the floor for comments.
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389. Several Board members commended the Head of the IEW her presentation and called
for the proposed workplan and budget to be adopted. One noted that these were in line with
previous decisions of the Board and highlighted the importance of evaluation in building a
learning institution; the ul E 08 O @@tatitetnierg in keeping with the emerging needs of
GCF in this area. One Board member voiced their support for the proposed budget but
considered it insufficient to respond to the evaluation requirements oGGCF

390. Underlining the importance of digital metods in information gathering, a Board

member expressed appreciation for the work of the IEU on pedgarning but highlighted the

need to also engage with nofacademic actors and civil society organizations to inform GCF

evaluation practices. Another Board member welcomedthel EO8 O x1T OE ET A OAI OAOE
Readiness Programme. They said that it was impontato benefit from this work by

implementing tailor-made solutions to the challenges identified in the evaluation.

391. A member of the Board stated that the Budget Committee had requested the Secretariat
to explore ways of minimizing costs in the IEU budget atihe basis that it was difficult for the
committee to analyse the budget in detail. In this context, they called on units to provide budget
justifications to the Secretariat. They also took the opportunity to mention that they had been
unable to participate in all of the virtual meetings of the committee owing ténternet

connection issues in their country.

392. Several concerns were raised regarding the amount budgeted for the intended
performance review of GCF for théRM period, to be carried out by the IEU saproposed under
agendaitem 1% OO0AO& OI AT AA OAOGEAx 1T &£ OEA '#& &£ O OEA
Two Board members enquired as to the form that the intended review would take, highlighting
that much of the work would be based on anticipatedather than actual reductions in

emissions, thereby potentially only requiring a desk review. Such an evaluation did not justify
the USD 830,000 budget line for the review. Other Board members said that they supported the
workplan and budget as outlined butasked that the budget line for the performance review be
removed and discussed under the subsequent agenda item. Underlining that the work of the
unit was guided by a threeyear rolling workplan, and that the first year of the budget had
already been appoved by the Board at B.19, a Board member asked the Head of the IEU
whether unused funds from the first year had been carried over to the second.

393. Underscoring that GCF did not yet have an evaluation policy, a Board member

questioned the relevance ofthel EO6 O DI AT O O1 AOEI A OEA AOAI OAQEI
whether such activities would form part of a future policy. They also expressed regret at the use

I £ AOUUxT OAO OOAE AO OAECEOAI 6 ET OEA x1 OEDI AT [
detail. In addition, they called for more information on how country ownership would be

evaluated as well as for an update on the status of the two Boaagpproved evaluations that had

not yet been reported on.

394. Noting that GCF was a unique institutiothat differs greatly from other international

organizations such as multilateral development banks (MDBSs), a Board member asked what
benchmarks were used in the evaluations. They also highlighted that the IEU was the only
independentunit whose work was not guiced by a committee of the Board and suggested that

iTA T &£ OEA "1 AOA8O 1T OCAT O AA OAOEAA xEOE OEEOS
395. An active observer for CSOs expressed support for the workplan and budget,

highlighting the key role played by the IEU in the work of GCF, and welcedthe uni® 8 O

consultations with civil society organizations.

396. Noting that the performance review budget was tabled for discussion under agenda item
18, the CeChairs thanked Board members for their comments and invited the Head of the IEU
to respond.
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397. Ms. Puriexpressedher gratitude to the Board for their support.Sheclarified that two
evaluations were being presented at B.2bne onthe Readiness Programme andne onthe
results managementframework, highlighting that engagement with the Board and wittCSOs
had played a vital part in theseendeavours Ms. Purifurther explained that the unit would
present a GCF evaluation policy at B.22.

398.  Acknowledging that the performance review would look at the expected impact of
projects, the Head of the IEU pointed out that thevaluation would also assess Secretariat
structures and processes by crossalidating these against the work and experiences of NDAs,
AEs,executing entities EE9, PSOs and CSOs. In addition, while part of the evaluation would
indeed be based on desk reeiws conducted by the Secretariat, these reviews had been designed
to assess whether established policies and procedures were being implemented appropriately.
The independent performance review, on the other hand, would ask the bigger question of
whether these policies and procedures themselves were appropriate.

399. Ms. Puriclarified that while the workplan had been approved by the Board for three
years, the budget was currently planned and approved on an annual basis. Howere urged
the Board to revise ths practice in order to provide theunit with longer-term planning
capability. With regard to capacitybuilding, the Head of the IELhighlighted the usefulness of
developing the expertise of AEs in a targeted manner so that these entities could measure the
impacts of their projects and present the results o6 CHnvestments to the Board Shealso
explained that country ownership would be evaluated in terms of the extent to which policies
endorsed by the Board were meeting their objectives with respect to imiementation by NDAs,
AEs and EEs.

400. Ms. Puristressed the importance of engagement between thait and the Board in
order to build institutional memory and feed the results of evaluations into Board discussions.
part of the evaluation policy, theunit would be proposing the establishment of a working group
comprising Board members and external experts. Recognizing the uniqueness of GCF as an
institution, the Head of the IEU explained thathe work of GCRvas used as the basis for
evaluations on a yeaton-year basis.Sheanticipated a rapid advance in the performance d&CF
based on the findings of the evaluations.

401. The CeChairs thanked the Head of the IEU fdrer responses and invited the Board to

approve theul EO8 O x1 OEDPI AT AT A AOACAO xEOE OEA AGAADOE
performance review of GCF.

402. A Board member reiterated the need to provide the IEU with guidance through a Board

committee and proposd that the Investment Committee be used for this purpose. Another

Board member said that it would be preferable to wait for the results of the upcoming review of

Board committees, panels and groups.

403. The CaeChairs proposed further consultations on the marps of the meeting to address
both this suggestion and the proposal made under agenda item 12 to establish an organ of the
Board to oversee the performance of the Heads of tliedependentunits. Noting that a decision

of the Board at the current meeting nght remove the need to engage an external consultant to
make recommendations on the oversight of the unitg a role currently being advertisedz they
appointed three Board members, Mr. Wheatley, Ms. Satu Santala and Mr. Ayman Shasly, to lead
the consultations.

404. There being no further comments or objections, the Board adopted the decisiam the
proviso that the budget would be adjusted following the decision on the performance review of
GCF for the initial resource mobilization period under agenda item 18.
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45. 4EA "TAOA OITE 1T10A 1T £ OEA AbrAdlh d&bbddget# &F " 8¢ p
andupdate of itsthree-yearrolingworkpl AT 1T £ OEA )1 AADPAT AAT O %OAIl OA(

406. The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/11

The Board, having considerefiiT AOI AT O ' #&T"8¢ouTuyx OEOI AA O
and Update ofits Thre AAO 2T 1T ET ¢ 771 OE o1 AT 1T &£ OEA )1 AAD
(@) Approveshe work plan and budget of the Independent Evaluation Unit for 2019 as

contained indocument GCF/B.21/13rad annex XII (total budgeted amount of USD
4502,800); and

(b) Notesthe update orthe rolling three-year work plan of the Independent Evaluation Unit
outlinedin annex Xlll as requested by the Board to ensure flexibility, learning and
predictability for the Independent Evaluation Unit.

Independent Integrity Unit

407.  The CeChairs drew the attention of the Board to document GCF/B.21/22 titled o o
071 OEPI AT AT A "OACAO 1T &£ OEA )1 AAPAT AAT O )1 OACOEC
[IU, Mr. Pamto introduce the document.

408.  Mr. Pam presentedthasl EO8 O x1 OEPI AT AT A AOACAOh EECEI EC
namely:

@) Completion and effective implementation of the integrity policy framework
(b) Provision of guidance for integrity matters;

(© Establishment of the repoting mechanism

(d) Proactive integrity risk assessments and reviews

(e) Saff capacity growth and onboardingand

) GCFcounterparty capacity-building support.

409. The CeChairs thanked the Head of the 11U fdhnis presentation and invited the Board to
adopt thedraft decision in annex Ito the document. They opened the floor for comments.

410. Two Board members expressed their approval for the proposed workplan and budgetas
wellastheul EO8 O ET OAT OEIT T O AOAZO A i1 OA Al eDOAEAT O
and harassment, which they felt was lacking in the drafirohibited practices policy to be

N L A oz A N s om~oAL o~

at the meeting).

411. Commenting on all three presentations by the Headsf the independentunits, a Board
member underlined the essential role they played in GCF performance and underlined the need
to continue increasing Board support for their activities. They also supported the proposal to
establish a committee to oversee tindependentunits and the Executive Director. Highlighting
that two of the units already came under the purview of related Board committees, another
Board member clarified that the original proposal had been for a Board organ that would
oversee the Head®f the units and the Executive Director (Boardappointed officials) rather

than the units themselves.



GREEN
GCF/B.21/35
CLIMATE Page54

FUND

412. A Board member representing the Ethics and Audit Committee said that the 11U
workplan and budget needed to be approved by thatommittee before Board appoval could be
sought.

413. The CeChairs suspended the agenda item so that tigthics and Audit Committeecould
approve the documents on the margins of the meeting.

414. The CoChairs reopened the agenda item on the final day of the meeting and informed
the Board that the workplan and budget had now been approved by the Ethics and Audit
Committee. They therefore invited the Board to adopt thdraft decision to approve the
document.

415. An active observer for CSOs voiced their support for the 11U policies on prohibited

practices and whistleblower and witness protection, which were on the agenda at the meeting

(neither agenda item was opened). They expressed their appreciation forthe EO8 O HI1 AT O OI
enhancethe GCF policy framework on issues such as sexual exploitatios aell as to implement

proactive integrity risk assessments.

416. There being no further comments, the decision was adopted.

a17.  The Board took note of documenGCF/B.21/220E O1 AA 071 OEDPI AT AT A " OA
YT AAPAT AAT O )T OACOEOU 5T EO A1 O ¢(mpwds8
418. The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/12

_ The Board, having considered qoqurpegBCF/BA.Zl,/ZAZO E O‘I‘ AA O71 OEPI AT AT A "
)T AAPAT AAT O )1 OACOEOU 5T EO A1 O @etuv0ddg
Approveshe workplan and budget of the Independent Integrity Unit for 28 as contained
in annex Il and Il of document GCF/B.21/22 (total budgeted amount of USD 2,300,000).

Performance Oversight Committee of the Executive Director and Heads of
the independentunits

419. This ad hoc item was initially raised under agenda item 1Z.he CeChairs returned to it
under this agenda item. Both parts of the discussion are recorded here.

Part 1

420. A Board member suggested the establishment of a new committee to manage
supervisethe Heads of the independent units and the Executive DirectoBpard-appointed
officials). Recalling decisiorB.06/08, whichrequested the Secretariat to present a proposal for
the establishment of such a committee, they proposed that it be tasked with overseeing aspects
of the work of Board-appointed officialsthat were not covered under existing delegated

authority provisions. TheseBoard-appointed officials were therefore not beingdirectly

supervised by theBoard (i.e. the bodyto which they reported): there is no body setting the

annual performance objectivesconducting a 360-degree reviewon execution of functions
considering their remuneration and providing pastoral caregiven to employees In addition,

there were a number of delegated authority functions of the Board relating to the budgets and
approvals of the Heads of the independent units and the Executivigirector that were currently

not being managed as the Board had envisaged. The Board member asserted that the Board
OETOI A 110 xAEO £ O OEA OAOOI cofimitieeEundes &gadal AT T AA
item 12 before adopting a decision on the matter because it was already clear that this oversight
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function was not being performed.The Board member proposed that there should be a
committee that will manage performance and culture, and the executiorf tasks.

421. The CeChairs thanked the Board member for their proposal and, to provide context,
called on a representative of the Secretariat to give an update on work being done regarding
addressing this oversight function.

422. The Secretary to the Board reportedhat GCF was currently seeking to recruit a

consultant to make recommendations on a mechanism for the oversight of the independent

units. The Board had been informed of this process in document GCF/B.21/Inf.liled O2 ADT OO

on the activities ofthe C]CCLAEOO68 4EEO EOAI xAO OAEAAOI AA & O
423. Two Board members supported the proposal, commenting that the new committee

would help to inform the decisions of the Board and that its establishment was overdue.

424, Noting that his concerns oer the effectiveness of suclcommittees tended to be
politicized, one Board member said that they would prefer not to adopt a decision on the matter
at B.21as there needs to be more consultation and informatianThey highlighted that Board
members alreadyfaced difficulties in attending meetings okexisting Board committees. Another
Board member proposed consideringvhether there is a need for such a committee or there are
other options for overseeing Boardappointed officials.

425, A Board memberechoed the qestion about the need for such a committeeThey
requested clarification on the intended purview of the new committeesuch aswvhether this

would include a detailed consideration of job classifications within the hybrid UN/MDB system
employed by GCF. If ils were the case, they asserted that the functions of the new committee
might overlap with those of the Budget Committee, potentially leading to the micromanagement
of human resources andin undermining of the independence of the Secretarialhey stated

that the Budget Commiittee is sufficient, and if it can come to an agreement with the Secretariat
on increasing transparency, then that would be advisable.

426. Noting the comments, the C&Chairs suggested that the Board member who made the
proposal discuss the matter further with other Board members on the margins of the meeting.
The proposal was discussed again under agenda item 14.

Part 2

427. The CaeChairs reminded the Board that consultations had been taking place on the
sidelines of the meeting regarding the estalishment of a committee to oversee Board
appointed officials. They asked a representative of the group leading those consultations to
present its results.

428. A draft decision and proposed terms of reference for the Performance Oversight
Committee was circulded to the Board, and Mr. Wheatley presented their contents

429. The CeChairs thanked Mr. Wheatley for the presentation and opened the floor for
comments.

430. With reference to paragraph (c) (iii) and (iv) of the draft decision, which stated that one
Board member or alternateBoard member from developing country Parties and one from
developed country Parties would be appointed to theommittee, a Board member s that it
was problematic to have alternateBoard members serving on thecommittee given that its
function would be to oversee Boareappointed officials. Mr. Wheatley said that the draft
decision was based on arevious decision, and that, in their viewthere was no difference in
status between Board members and alternatBoard members, who had similar capacities. The
first Board member pointed out that the Executive Director Selection Committee established
under agenda item 10 included only Board membetrsThey also stated that the informal
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replenishment consultations in Bonn Germanyjn May, which had no formal status, had only
been open to Board members, except where their principal was unable to attend. They called for
a consistent approach to the appatment of the membership of committees that oversaw
Board-appointed officials. While noting that the committee would be tasked with assessing the
performance of officials and not their selection, Mr. Wheatley said that if it was the wish of the
Board to remove the reference to alternatdBoard members from the decision, the text would be
amended.OneEthics and Audit Committeemember stated thatthey were not consulted, but

they had no objections to the draft decision.

431. A Board member asked if the tasks ohe Performance Oversight Committee might
overlap with those of the Ethics and Audit Committee. Highlighting that theraft decision
specifically referred to the performance of Boareappointed officials and not to budget and
policy, Mr. Wheatley confirmed hat, having consulted with theEthics and Audit Committee
they did not overlap.

432. Thanking the Board members for their comments, the GGhairs invited the Board to
adopt thedraft decision with the removal of all references to alternate Board members.

433. There being no objections, the decision was duly adopted.

DECISION B.21/13

The Board, recalling decisioB.17/12:

(@ Establisheghe Performance Oversight Committee of the Executive Director and Heads of
Independent Units in accordanedth paragraphs 2(g) and 3®f the Rules of Procedure
of theBoard;

(b) Adoptsthe terms of reference of the Performan@yersight Committee of the
Executive Director and Heads of Independent Units, as set out in anner Xiig¢
document;

(© Appointsthe following Board members as memtseof the Performance Oversight
Committee of the Executive Director and Heads of Independent Units for its initial
term:

0) [name of CeChair from developing country Parties];
(ii) [name of CeChair from developed country Parties];
(iii) [name of Board member from deloping country Parties]and

(iv) [name of Board member from developed counBwgrties].
Agenda item 15: Status of GCF resources and portfolio performance

(a) Status of the initial resource mobilization process

434. ]’he Cgcpairs opened the agendaup—item and dreyv 'ghq gttgn}ign p_f :[hg %ogrdiq o
AT AOI AT O " #&T" 8¢p 7)1 iial resodedl AR OBOABDIOIO BHeHE OEBOO
435, They invited a representative of the Interim Trustee, Mr. Jonathan Caldicott, to

introduce the Green Climate Fund Trust Funceport.

436. Mr. Caldicottreported on the financial status of the GCF Trust Fund, providing an update
on the status asat 30 September 2018.
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437. The Interim Trustee reported signingcontribution agreements andarrangements with
contributors and GCF, and receivingSD 6.66 billion in the form ofrant, capital andloan
contributions in accordance with thestandard provisions for such agreements adopted by the
Board.

438. Mr. Caldicott informed the Board that the cumulative amount of cash transfers had
doubled since the leginning of 2018, amounting to USD 381.6 million, and that the pace of such
transfers for projects and progranmes had increased.

439. The Interim Trustee stated that USD 95 million in investment income had been earned
to date on the liquid trust fund balancesand reported on the composition of the GCF Trust Fund
investment portfolio.

440. The CeChairs thanked Mr. Caldicott for his presentation and for his valuable support in
recent years.

441, They opened the floor for comments.
442. There being none, they took it that théBoard wished to take note of document

" #&T"8¢pT)1 A8mtuv OEOI AA O30A000 1T £ OEA ET EOEAT 0OF

443. The document was duly noted by the Board.

(b) Status of the GCF pipeline, including the status of the Reat
Preparation Facility requests

444, The CeChairs opened the agenda sultem and drew the attention of the Board to ) o
documentGCF/B.21/Inf.11/Rev.010E O AA ~ O30A000 I £ OE i& ' #& DED i& | E
00T EAAO 0OAPAOAOQET T &AAEdnEIOrdnsoitfedidd A Brdgdd AT A EOO A
distribution basis.

445, They invited a representative of the Secretariat to introduce the document.

446. A representative of the Secretariat gave a brief presentation and highlighted the
following:

@) The pipeline consisted of 103 pblic and private sector funding proposals, and 192
public- and private-sector concept notes;

(b) Funding proposals requested USD 6.3 billion. Geographically, Africa requested the
largest share of GCF funding, and crossitting projects accounted for 45 percent by
thematic window;

(© The total amount requested through concept notes was USD 10.2 billion, athe Asia-
Pacific region requested the largest share at 35 peent. Crosscutting projects
accounted for 52 percent of the total amount requested

(d) The PPHpipeline consisted of 37 applications with neobjection letters; most were from
DAEs
(e) In the SAP pipeline there were a total 24 public and privateector concept notes and

funding proposals, which requested USD 360 million, taking cdinancing into account
The breakdown of SAP submissions was 42 peent DAES 42 percent international
entities, while 17 per cent were directly from NDAsS;

® GCF had launched four different RFPs to date. Teghanceddirect access EDA)
programme had USD 30 million approved bthe Board and USD 207 million in the GCF
pipeline. Undermicro, small and mediumsized enterprises MSMEs), USD 40 million
had been approved and USD 477 million was in the pipeline. MFS and REW3
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results-based paymentprogramme had USD Z40 million and USD 147 million
respectively, in the pipeline; and

(@ In terms of knowledge management, the NDA and AE portal had been launched in early
2018 for the stakeholders, and the Secretariat waaming to launch an SAP online
submission portal before CORA4.

447. The CoChairs thanked the representative and opened the floor for comments.
Questions and comments from Board members

(@) Regarding the data on themes and regional distribution, on what basis had the
calculations been made? Was it a nomindlased calculation or ggrant equivalent-based
calculation? What were the implications of each?

(b) In relation to REDDplus and the four projects mentioned, what was the regional balance
of these? The Board member noted that when the Board was designing the pilot, it was
endeavouting to ensure that there would be balance between different regions;

(© In terms of the PPF, reference was made by the Secretariat representative to the
numbers of requests receivedrom DAES, SIDS, LDCs and Afric&tates A Board
member said that these seemd low. They asked for clarification about which other
groups had applied for PPF;
(d) For another Board membefOEA OAGAOOABI ©® AiI 1T OET OAA O AA |
ratio of adaptation versus mitigation and crosscutting was still unclear despite
repeatedrequests for the Secretariat to calculate the ratio. The Board had considered
projects in the past that were 93 percent mitigation and only 7 percent adaptation and
OEAU EAA AAAAROCAAET AN OABPEOOXxAO | EOI ARAET C Al (
to calculate exactly for each funding proposal the ratio of adaptation and mitigation
under the concept of crosscutting. Furthermore, within cross-cutting, there could be a
further breakdown of the nature of the investment or other support GCF was prading
to countries;

(e) The same Board member asked what criteria were being used to allocate funding
POl b1 OAl 68 7A0 EO OELZEOOO Aii Ah EEOOO OAOOAADG
the GCF portfolio? Was there any mechanism being used by the S&ariat to determine
the overall shape of the portfolio when considering each new proposal, or was it just
considering the projects as they were presented without considering related portfolio
features? There needed tbe absolute clarity on the type of ppjects and whether they
were direct access or internationakntities; and

® Another Board member asked whether the Secretariat was expecting proposals under
RFPs for REDDBplus to be presented to the Board for consideration in the shoterm.

448. The CeChairsthanked the Board members for their comments and invited the active
observerfor CSO<o take the floor.

449. The active observerfor CSOsoted that DAEs continued to represent a small proportion
of funding proposals, concept notes and amount of GCF fundirgpuested.

450. They also said that in terms ofhe total requested amount by financial instrument, loans
were still slightly higher (43.1 percent) than grants (38.1 percent), and mitigation was at 29.2
per cent with adaptation lagging behind at 18.8 pecent.

451. Finally, they requested that the current funding proposal template be addressed as soon
as possible since the crossutting nature of funding proposals could be used to mask mitigation
projects as adaptation ones.
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Secretariat responses

452, On comments made abut cross-cutting, the representative of the Secretariat informed
the Board that the data received in funding proposals did not currently provide sufficient
information to enable the Secretariat to make grant equivalency calculations or to undertake a
breakdown of what qualified asadaptation and mitigation under crosscutting projects. To get
around this issue the Secretariat had already developed an interim methodology to apply to the
portfolio. For the portfolio, there was already enough information to povide cross-cutting and
grant equivalency values.

453. In the future, the plan was to change the funding proposal template. However, concept
notes and funding proposals in the pipeline had already been submitted and it was not possible
to ask AEs to resubmithem. The dilemma was when to update the funding proposal and
concept note template. Given that there were several policy documents under consideration by
the Board, stakeholders repeatedly told the Secretariat that they did not wish to constantly have
different templates as it created confusion. Consequently, the Secretariat had deliberately
delayed the change of concept note and funding proposal template until such time that a
sufficient number of policy documents had been adopted by the Board. The pripté the
Secretariat had adopted was to only changée templateonce a year, or if it was possible, once
every two years. In many cases, NDAs and AEs were using old versions. Once chaided

would be able to input the data clearly, and the Secretariat watd be able to report grant
equivalency and crosscutting values.

454, With reference to the four REDEplus projects, three were from Latin America and the
Caribbean (LAC) and one from Asia. The Secretariat wished to encourage countries from other
regions to submit REDDplus projects under the REPs. At least two projects under the RP were
expected very shortly. They were at a very advanced stage and work was ongoing to finalize the
term sheet.

455, With reference to thePPF, apart from DAEs, the remainder were inteational entities
and the majority were UN entities. Further details could be provided to the Board member.

456. Regarding the basis of assessments, the Secretariat confirmed that it was guided by the
framework and risk management famework. The Secretariat also took into consideration
specific guidancefrom the Board on how to manage the pipeline. For example, at B.20 the Board
gave the Secretariat a mandate® manage comnitment within the pipeline (decision B.20/07,

para. (e)), which included looking atthe IRM (decision B.06/06), the balance between AEs and
the balance across the resudtareas. That was also the specific mandate for B.21. However, in
paragraph (f) of the same decision the Board had also asked the Secretariat to present a
proposal on how to manage further commitmentin the future. That was now part othe draft
decision that had been tabled for B.21.

457. The representative noted that whik the Secretariat tookgreat pride in a rigorous
assessment of funding proposals, demand was outstripping available resources. The Secretariat
requested clear and specific guidance on how to manage commitment and to select or reject
projects. Such guidance would be of great befit to all stakeholders, including AEs and NDAs, to
provide clarity on what kind of projects the Board wished to support.

458. The CeChairs thanked the representative for the responses.

Further comments from Board members and Secretariat responses

OEA
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459. Another Board member asked if the Secretariat could respond to a question implied by
the active observerfor CSOsegarding mitigation and adaptation in nominal or grant equivalent
terms.

460. The representative stated that the pipeline was nominal as it was not possibde this

stage in grant equivalency. They informed the Board that that would be presented under

another agendaitemj ACAT AA EOAI puvj Aq O30A000 1T £ OEA ' #8& E
AO1 A£EI1 1 AT O .ITWEre Avdsia Bom@eéhénkiv@ éefof datm the nominal amount of the

portfolio, including grant equivalency and a breakdown of crossutting.

461. A short discussion ensued about the concept of grant equivalency. Several Board
members stated that the concept was confusing, especiaftyr peoplewith out a background in
finance. One asked if, in reality, it was a loan with no interest. The Secretariat responded that it
was the present value of all the instruments, including loans, guarantees and equity. The Board
member said that grant equivalence waa loan with zeropresent value. As suclwas it included
under grant or loan calculations? Furthermore, how would the Secretariat take this into account
in the portfolio assessment? Would it adé grant equivalent to the loan section or grant section
of the portfolio? GCF was intended to be a furilat provided grants not an investment

institution providing loans.

462. The representative confirmed that loans were loans and grants were grants. Under the
initial investmentframework, the Secretariat had been requeted to report the totality of the
portfolio under grant equivalents. It had also been requested by the Board to use initial targets
under the IRM (decision B.0& 06), including the balance between mitigation and adaptation
(50:50) and for afloor of 50 per centof the adaptation allocationfor LDCs and Africa States
under the grant equivalent terms. This was the basis by which the Secretariat sought to report
to the Board on the portfolio. In conclusion, grants were reported as grants and loans were
reported as loans as a total portfolio under those specific requirements requested by the Board,
with the totality reported under grant equivalency.

463. Another Board member said that the Board needed a more transparent way of reporting
before going into a negotiaibn on replenishment, otherwise there would be widespread
confusion that GCF was talking about grants by using the grant equivalency term. Effectively
grant equivalence equated to debt for developing countries.

464. The CeChairs concurred that this was an imprtant communication issue. GCF had
worked with grant equivalency to make clear the grant equivalency of loan funding but with
different conditions, as well as guarantees and grants.

465. A Board member said that GCF should calC OAT O ANOEOAI ATAD 6 A OGAIOI AEE
not generate a return over and above the principal amount. For climate change negotiatiois

should be understood that the only requirement in such circumstances was to return the

principal amount, depreciated over time, as it was a zeneet present value in Wited Sates

dollars. Grant equivalency was very misleading, and the Board should call it a goodwill loan.

They also expressed the hope that this would not lead to a debair the need for any kind of

internal policy about how much GC®ET 01 A AA CEOEI ¢ AO 1T AT O OAOOOGO
responsibility to determine the financial sustainability of GCF.

466. Speaking on behalf of LDCs, a Board member said this was misleading and confusing. It

was also politically sensitive. They reque&td that the Secretariat make it very clear whether

something was a loan omgrant.

467. Another Board member said it was essential to improve the pipeline so that the Board
had much better information. Funding proposals had many hundreds of pages dealing wihch
matters as stakeholders, gender issues and ESS standatilg much critical information was
still missing, such as the size of power plants to be built or their location. Regarding funding
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proposals for groups of countriesit was very difficult to know how much was going to
individual countries.

468. Returning to the issue of crossutting, the Board member reiterated the need for the
Secretariat to establish a threshold for crosgutting. There were multi-country projects, but in
some of the examples bef@ the Board for B.21 the majority were fromEast Asia orEastern
Europewith just one from the Pacific or the Caribbearand these were classified as cross
cutting. The same applied to mitigation and adaptation. If the project was more than 50 pegnt
mitigation in nature, it was not crosscutting. Similarly, unless SIDS or LDCs represented 50 per
cent of a regional project it was not crosgutting. On the question of regional distribution, they
requested that the Secretariat list countries by region ratér than by LDCr SIDS. If taken by
region, Latin America was still lagging, both in terms of projects approved and the pipeline.
There needed to be some form of prioritization.

4609. The Secretariat representative responded that there were several differentiteria that
could be used to determine crosgutting, including by outputs, outcomes or costs. A
methodology existed for this at the portfolio levelln the future, it would be far preferable for
this to be done by the AEs using an updated funding proposal templaséince they were in the
best position to know the percentage of mitigation among crossutting components.

470.  The Board took note of document GCF/B.21/Inf1/Rev.01 and its limited distribution .
AAAAT AA ' AAgmp AT A ' AA8Bng¢ OEOI AA O30A000 1T £ OEA
00OADAOAOEIT &AAEI EOU OANOAOOOO6 S8

471. No decision was taken under this agendsub-item.

(c) Annual portfolio performance report

472. The CoeChairs opened the agendaub-item and drew the attention of the Board to

document GCF/B.21/Inf.12 titledO! 1 T OAT DT OO0OA&I 1 ET DPAOA&AI Oi AT AR OAD]
OEA 3AAOAOAOEAOGSGO (AAA T &£ OEA | £AEFEAAerttle 07T OOA&I 1 E
document.

473. Mr. Malik presented the first annual portfolio performance reportof the GCEFwhich

included a review and analysis of GCkinded activities under implementation and of the

activities under the Readiness Programme et 31 December 2017. Tiey highlighted the

OAPT 0080 EAU ££ET AET ¢cOh OEA AEAIT T AT CAO EAAAA AOOE
actions planned based on lessoriearnedin this review cycle of the portfolio.

474. The CeChairs thanked Mr. Malik for the presentation and openethe floor for

comments.

475. One of the CeChairs highlighted that only 3 percent of the projects in the portfolio were
micro projects (i.e. with funding of less than USD 10 million Stressing that under the initial
designof GCHlirect access had been intethed as a means of delivering small projects for the
benefit of those most vulnerable to climate change, such as subsistence farmers and indigenous
communities, the CeChairs noted with regret that this aim was not yet being met; 80 pecent of
GCF projectsvere over USD 50 million. They underlined the coesponsibility of NDAs in
facilitating the accreditation of more entities through direct access. Recalling that the &hairs
had been mandated by the Boardased on a requesby the CORto work with the Adaptation
Fund to enhance complementarity and coherenc@hey stated for information purposes that a
suggestion had been made for GCF to contract tAdaptation Fundfor a three-year period to
drive forward the accreditation of DAEs They further underlined the considerable experience of
the Adaptation Fundin delivering micro projects and highlighted that the proposal would help
to provide the Adaptation Fundwith additional financing.



GREEN
GCF/B.21/35
CLIMATE Pages?

FUND

476. Two Board members also noted with disappointment that the proportion 6funding
allocated to DAEs and to micro projects remained low. One of these Board members called for
vulnerable countries to be given special consideration in the allocation of funding as stipulated
in paragraph 52 of the Governing Instrument. The other Bard member called on the Secretariat
to prioritize DAES, micro projectsand projects implemented in LDCs and SIDS over the
remainder of the IRM period, given the funding limitations.

477. Reminding the Board that, according to the first annual portfolio perfanance report,
47.4 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (MtCe2q) were expected to be reduced or
avoided and 84.1 million beneficiaries to be reached through the projects currently under
implementation, a Board member noted that in the portfoligthe figures were only 0.3 MtCeeq
and 2.6 million beneficiaries. The Board member suggested that, given that USD 3.5 billion of
funding proposals had been approved, these figures could be used to claim that GCF was not
performing well. In this regard, they roted the importance of GCF ensuring that its
communications with the outside world were effectively handled.

478. Highlighting that various typologies were used in environmental and social assessments
and management plans, an active observer for CSOs calledtf@se instruments to be aligned
with the GCF Environmental and Social Policy so that information across projects could be
aggregated and compared. They welcomed the achievements in prioritizing support to women
led MSMEs but noted with concern that of th67 ReadinessProgrammegrants, which included
stakeholder consultations as a part of their outputs, onl$ delivery partner reports covering
grants had provided information on consultation meetings. The observer called for national
stakeholder engagemento be taken seriously inReadiness Programmectivities. Finally, they
proposed that individual project performance reports be published, in addition to the
aggregated portfolio report to enhance accountability to the affected communities.

479. The Head of the Office of Portfolio Management said that they would take note of the
comments made for their future work. They also underscored that the report was based on
performance in 2017 and that many of the issues raised, including with regard to I3, would
be addressed in the next report.

480. The CeChairs thankedMr. Malik for his comments and hard work and invited the Board
to take note of the document.

481, There bei_ng no further comments, the Board took note of document GCF/B.21/Inf.12
OEOI AA @O &I BAOE Of AT AA OADI 00 jcmpxqods

482. No decision was taken under this agenda item.

(d) Status of the GCF portfolio: approved projects and the fulfilment of
conditions

483. The CoeChairs opened the agendaub-item and drew the attention of the Board to

document GCF/B.21/Inf.07 tited O3 OAOOO 1T £ OEA ' #& PI OOAI 1 Ei q ADPD
I £/ AT 1T AEOETT1 068 4EAU ET OEOAA OEA (AAA 1T &£ OEA | A/
document.

484, Mr. Malik outlined the status of the GCF portfolio of approved projects and their

implementation as well as the status of fulfilment of conditions. He also presented the

breakdown of approved projects according to thematic and group priorities and targetss

contained in the GCknvestmentframework and programming document from thelRM. Finally,

the Head of the Office of Portfolio Managememgported on the status and projection of

implementation and disbursements, highlighting the increased speed of deivy andincreases

in the number and volume of projects under implementation.
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485. Noting their appreciation for the work carried out to finalize AMAs and FAAs, a Board
member highlighted that some MDBs faced challenges in restructuring Boagpproved
projects; the resolution of these issues had therefore been deferred from AMA to FAA
negotiations. They requested that the Secretariat provide the various FAA templates that had
been put in place with MDBs and asked for a summary of the issues that were being neafeti
in those templates with the remaining MDBs, including the World Bank.

486. The Head of the Office of Portfolio Management took note of the request and said that
the office would provide the information requested

487. Noting that 84 percent of total GCF fundig was allocated to international AEs, an active
observer for CSOs called for further efforts to strengthen direct access®CF They requested
that the document presenting the status of the GCF portfolio include a breakdown of fund
allocation according tothe access modality of théAE. They also noted that the presentation of
the relative share of adaptation and mitigation projects in the portfolio in grant equivalent
terms (62 per cent and 38 percent, respectively) did not paint the full picture: in terms of net
commitment, adaptation accounted for 40 pecent and mitigation for 60 percent of funding
approved. While the observer welcomed reporting on the timéags between Board approval,

the signing of FAAs and first disbursements, they called on the $efariat to provide reasons

£l O OEAOA AAI AuO ET ~Z£O0OOOA OADPI 0008 (ECEI ECEOET C
projects experiencing delays in implementation and to undertake a comprehensive review of
the current portfolio for presentation at B.22, they urged the Secretariat to supplement
guantitative analysis with qualitative reporting and offered to participate in such efforts by
feeding in the experiences of CSO counterparts.

488. Another Board member said that they were very concerned about ¢hissue relating to

the deferral of certain matters with MDBs from AMAs to FAAs because it widie princip al
obstacle to disbursement. They called on the Secretariat to provide the information to the Board
at the current meeting, for instance under agendaem 24h O 7 EbBvWEOdndiwitness

pOi OAAQGEIT bBI1EAUS

489. The CoeChairs said that the matter would be addressed under that agenda item (the item
was not opened at the meeting). They invited the Board to take note of the document.

490, There being no further comnents, the Board took note of document GCF/B.21/Inf.07

OEOI AA O3 0A000 1 £ OEA '#& PIi OOAI 1 Eidq ADPDOI OAA B

491. No decision was taken under this agendsub-item.

(e) Analysis of options for the financial planning of the commihent
authority of GCF for the remainder of the initial resource
mobilization period and 2019

492.  The CoChairs opened the agendasuB OAT AT A AOAx OEA "1 AOA
GCF/B.21/33/Rev.0ltitled O! T AT UGEO 1T £ 1 DOEI 1 O /Elcénmintedt AE
authority of the Green Climate Fund for theemainder of theinitial resource mobilization

period, 2019, and 202® 8

493. They reminded the Board that this was one of the matters that had been discussed via
the online review platform and at the infamal meeting on 16 October 2018.

m
— Qu
> O

>
m O

494. The CeChairs invited a representative of the Secretariat to introduce the document.

495, The Executive Director ad interim provided a brief summary including the following
points:
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(@ The projected remaining commitment authority br the IRM period was USD 3 billion.

The Secretariat estimated that the Board may wish to provision between USD 4ED0
million for the ongoing operations of GCF for 2019 and into 202cluding
administrative budget, the Readiness Programmehe PPF andhe foreign exchange risk
buffer. At B.21 the Board would consider USD 1.1 billion of funding proposals, plus AE
fees rounding up to USD 1.2 billion;

(b) There would beapproximately USD 1.3 billion for funding proposals from B.22 until the
conclusion of redenishment;

(© Regarding pipeline management, at B.20 the Board had requested the Secretariat to
provide options for financial planning of the commitment authority in preparing the
pipeline for B.21(decision B.20/07). Following this guidance, the Secretariat had taken
a number of measures, including a comprehensive evaluation against the investment
criteria, balancing commitments as well as negotiations with AEs to align funding
proposals with financial planning;

(d) Regarding options for financial planning, the document presented several options as
follows:
@ Establishing a funding allocation schedule for each Board meeting, for example,
an indicative amount per year omper Board meeting,
(ii) Setting aside targets forfunding proposals from RFPs and
(iii) Providing further clarification on resource allocation parameters and
(e) Other options included
@) Managing the portfolio;
(ii) Not progressing to implementation and
(iii) Actions that could be taken by the Secretariat to support financiallpnning and

pipeline management.
496. Mr. Manzanaresoutlined the proposed draft decision.

497. The CeChairs thanked the Executive Director ad interim and opened the floor for
comments.

498. One Board member asked if the administrative budget included the independent
accountability units. This was confirmed by the Executive Director ad interim.

499. Board members had a wideranging discussion before the G&hairs asked Mr. Wheatley
and Mr. Tosi M@nu Mpanu to consult with Board members.

Part 1

500. During the initial discussion Board members commended the Secretariat for the
document and underlined the need for a decision during the Board meeting. In terms of more
general observationsone Board member while strongly supporting the need for financial

planning of the commitment authority for the IRM, said that it was good news that GCF had, in
fact, nearly committed all its IRM resources. Another noted that, with less thahree months

before the end ofthe IRM period (end of 2018), GCF would end the year in surplus with USD
1.23 billion to carry forward into the new period. Furthermore, they were pleased to hear the

xI OAO OZEI1T AT AEAT D ithA GAFHekicpm OndEiail pdidthieyishet tOKh@WEIT C
the financial planning referred solely to 2019 orto the entire replenishment period. Another
OAEA OEAO EO xAO 110 UAO Al AAO O1 OEA bpOAI EA
practical terms for the Secretariat andhe Board. Two Bard members noted that the priority

x E A
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was to launch the replenishment process and that what was currently being discussed was

contingency purposes. The question of the signals GCF was sending to the international

community was raised by several Board membe&s / T A OAEA OEAO OEA OAEC DI
were contradictory. One minute GCF was talking about how much had been pledgeohd the

next that it was running out of money. The GCF website said the fund had USD 10.3 bi|larn

at the same time GCF saidliad only programmed USD 3.5 billionConcurrently, someBoard

memberswere saying the trigger for replenishment had not been met. These views were echoed

by another Board member who recalled the many times GCF had talked about being

transformational and paradigm-shifting. Now it seemed to be sending entirely different signals.

Afurther Board member echoed the need for greater transparency in communications by GCF.

Commitment authority

501. In terms of priorities in rationalizing the remaining commitment authority, several

Board members highlighted RPs. One Board member, in addition to supporting this, said that
they wanted to make sure that countrieghat were most vulnerable and lacked capacity could
continue to access GCF funds. Along the same lireasother member mentioned SIDS and LDCs
and wished DAESs to be prioritized. Another wished to see DAEs as a key focus for 2019. Em R
prioritization, one Board member suggested the possibility of indicatinghe amounts for each
RFP while the need to honour commitmeits under RFPs was referenced by a different Board
member, given that expectations had been raised. One Board member proposed that the Board
should not continue approving projects for countrieghat already had approvedfunding
proposals. Likewise, AEshat already managed many projects should not be pridtiized. A Board
member reminded colleagues thathe sixth meeting of the Boardprovided valuable guidance on
the more precise allocation of resources regarding mitigation, adaptation and geographic
balance. In terms of criteria for prioriti zing funding proposals, a number of Board members said
that quality and expected results should be the overriding criteria determined by the
investment criteria and the assessment of théndependent TAP. One Board mmber opined that
existing criteria provided sufficient tools for the Secretariat whik another stated that in

addition to priori tizing adaptation and DAESs the Secretariat should focus on the quality of
projects in terms of their climate impact perspectiveAnother Board member said that they

could not support approving funding proposals against future contributions as a way of
managing the commitment authority.

502. Several Board members mentioned ensuring sufficient funds fdhe continued
operation of GCFasthe number one priority. One Board member proposed a review of
administration costs. Another echoed this, stating thathe running costsof GCFof around USD
0.5 billion needed further examination. A third stressed the importance of making sufficient
allocation for GCF fees.

503. A Board member requested further clarity on what the Secretariat expected in terms of
funding proposalsthat were approved but not progressing towards implementation, and the
implications of these for the commitment authority.

Other pr oposals

504. Some Board members supported a proposal to allocate funds per Board meeting. One
noted that this was good practice and would demonstratéhe progress of GCF towards a steady
state institution. Demand would always outstrip supply and this kind of dicussion was a key
element in other replenishment conversations around the world. Another favoured a cap per
meeting, whil e afurther Board member opposed it. Tranching was also raised by one Board
member as some programmes may not need full funding initily.
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505. One Board member suggested that the Board find a way to increase the resources of GCF
until replenishment became effective. The Trustee had informed the Boanf the amount of

money in the commitment authority. Could GCF borrow funds from the authdyi that were

already committed? The Board could work with the Trustee to see if it could undertake such an
internal borrowing exercise. This could be a better option than the Board seeking to find some
funding for LDCswhich sent a rather more negative mgsage.

Draft decision

506. A Board member stated that they wished to propose several changes to ttheft
decision.It needed to make clear which existing commitments were going to be covered with an
"up to" indicative figure and the time period in terms of Boed meetings, and it should provide
further direction on prioritization. They had prepared a draft decision text and would welcome
working with others to take this forward. Others supported the need to strengthen the decision
text to enable the Secretariato manage its commitment authority in 2019. One, whd thanking
the Secretariat for the excellent document, said that théraft decision was notsufficiently clear
on what financial plan the Secretariat would be implementing; there was some confusion
between what was included in the annexes and sections of tldeaft decision. They also warned
of the risk that, unless the actionshat the Secretariat would be taking were crystal clear, there
was, for example, a danger that LDCs, SIDS and Afi&iatescould lose out as their projects
might not be assessed as having the highest potential success rating comparedtters from

big international entities and more developed countries. OnBoard memberrequested that
paragraph(g) ofthe draft decision include language from paragraph 52 of the Governing
Instrument.

507. The CeChairs invited the active observers to take the floor.
Observers

508. The active observerfor CSOsaid that civil society supported the prioritization of
funding proposals as a necessary step anthderlined the importance of the Board sending clear
signals onits expectations. A guiding criterion for civil society would be the extent to which
projects approved under the remaining commitment authority over the next year would
prioritize multiple benefit approaches in direct support of affected people and communities.
They noted that, if all B.21 proposals were approved, 92 peent of overall fundingfor GCF
would go throughinternational accessentities and only 8 percent through DAES, further
worsening the portfolio imbalance. Civil society supported a clear commitment to prioriting
DAEs, including under pilot schemes for SAP and EDA. They further recommended an EDA
reference be added to the decisiotext. They supported the establishment ofet-asides for FEPs
and/or other pilot programmes but called for a balanced consideration of funding proposals in
2019. They wished to ensure that the large size of the RFPs for REPIDs results-based
payments and MFS left sufficient room fothe consideration of proposals under the EDA pilot
programme and the RFP on MSMEs. In the case of the consideration of REIR3 proposals
considered in 2019, their effect on the regional distribution of GCF resources must be taken into
account. Finally, they called fofull transparency; all actions taken by the Secretariat, including
the development of tools such as themvestment criteria scorecards andproject successratings,
needed to be transparent and allow for active stakeholder participation.

509. The active obserer for PSOspined that, while recognizing the realities facing GCF,
there were significant risks of putting off potential partners both now and after replenishment.
Project proposals were already moving very slowly through the pipeline; the option of putig a
cap on funds to be approved at specifiBoard meetings was likely to slow down approval times
still further. The observer said that they were hearing that some project proponents were being
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asked to scale down their funding requests and potentiallyotrestructure their proposals into
several tranches. This would clearly reduce the potential impact of those proposed projects. In
some cases, this would undermine the financial viability of projects, which were then more
likely to be withdrawn. Private-sector opportunities moved quickly and further lengthening the
approval process would be counterproductive. This may also cause those privaector actors
who were perhaps trying out GCF for the first time to take the view thahe timing was too
uncertain, and that working with GCFwastoo challenging. They asked Board members to bear
all this in mind when considering the issue.

510. The CeChairs adjourned the agendaub-item.
Part 2

511. On reopening theagenda subitem, the CeChairs invited Mr. Wheatley and Mr. ldanu
Mpanu to update the Board on the informal consultations with Board members.

512. Mr. Mpanu Mpanu provided a progress report as the decisidext still required further
work. Essentially, with support from Secretariat staff, they had used a simple tool tetermine
how to allocate GCF resources, how to decide on funding allocation during 2019 given either
two or three Board meetings, what could be allocated as a general rangach asfour RFPs
(MFS, REDEplus, EDA and MSMESs), and also how to consider thesource allocation in terms of
prioritization.

513. Mr. Wheatley added that the table they had developed was available for everyone to see.
Existing commitments had been listed in the document and aip todfigure added. A second
section dealt with timing that focused on allocation for 201%nd not by specific Board meeting.
Finally, the document addressed the criteria of how the Secretariat could proceed. Mr. Wheatley
noted that some Board members felt that what was proposed possibly contravened decision
B.06/06 . In the view of Mr. Wheatley, this was a timbound measuremeant specifically to deal
with the remaining IRM resources and did not prejudice decision B.0686 . Finally, the Board
member stated that the exercise would neetb bereviewed at the twenty -third meeting of the
Board (B.23) and B.24.

514. The CoeChairs thanked the Board members who had been tasked to consult on this
matter and opened the floor for comments.

515. A Board member said that they had several issues withe draft text, including that
some inputsthat had been made during the consultation had not been reflected. They
specifically had concerns with paragraphgd), (e), (h) and (j). While understanding that it wasa
time-bound measure, they reminded the Board that this was an emergen@kercise because
USD 2 hillion of pledges had not materialized, and foreign exchange factors had also had an
impact on the commitment authority. However, they underlined that they were not in favour of
any sort of allocationGrameworké such as had beenidcussed at B.06 in Bali.

516. The CeChairs asked the Board member if they had conveyed their concerns to the ad
hoc group.

517. The Board member confirmed that this had been done.

518. Another Board member raised two pointsFirst, the title was unclear as ireferred to the
end of 2019 when the end of the IRM period was 2018econd,this was the first time a draft
decision had been presented as@ake noted Did this provide a legal formulationthat would
enable a Board member to raisé again in the future? Furthermore, they asked how the
document would assist the Secretariat in allocating resources for the remainder of 2018 and
during 2019.
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519. A question on FFPs was raised by another Board member who asked the Secretariat if
they ring fenced funds when the Bard took a decision on an RP, and the nature of the
relationship of this to the commitment authority.

520. The Executive Director ad interim responded that the Board had decided to allocate up
to a certain amount of money, subject to the Secretariat subsequgnproviding further details

to the Board for each funding proposal. As such, no funds were rifgnced as there were no
funding proposals. When the Secretariat brought backfanding proposalwithin a window, then
it constituted the usage of the commitmat authority.

521. The Board member reqL_Jested that, in future, the communication be handled differently
as the approval by the Board oftip tooUSD 500 million had created expectationthat were then
not borne out in the commitment authority.

522, Mr. Wheatley corirmed that the group would take the further comments from Board
members and work towards a decision. Mr. Mpanu Mpanu said that the group was trying to
perform a balancing act to provide more direction to the Secretariatvhil e recognizing that
individual Board members would have their own personal priorities.

523. A Board member asked if the group intended to return with a decisiotext or a Gake
noted

524, The ad hoc group confirmed they would be working on a draft decision text.

525. A Board member who had raised guery about R=Ps underlined that up to now the
"T AOAG O AD b Odirét A Hirstout d It wad\nbWw very important that GCF did not give
the impression it was@herry-pickingoprojects from the pipeline.

526. Mr. Wheatley said that he would rather chaaicterize what the Board was trying to do as
helping the Secretariat to make choices within the IRMeriod whil e the absolute priority was to
proceed rapidly with replenishment.

527. The preceding Board member noted that it was important that GCF leagd lessons from
what had transpired in terms of the IRM process.

528. The CeChairs adjourned theagenda subitem.

Part 3

529. The CeChairs reopened theagenda subitem later in the day and asked the ad hoc group
to report back.

530. Mr. Wheatley presented the text andhighlighted the changes in the draft decision.

531. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

532. There being none, it was so approved.

s33. 4EA "TAOA OITE T1O0A T &£ OEA AT AOGI AT O ' #&T"8¢p;
for the financial planning of the commitnent authority of the Green Climate Fund forthe
OAi AET AAO T £ OEA ET EOEAI OAOT OOAA 11T AEI EUAOEIT E

534. The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/14

The Board, having reviewed documeBCF/B.21/33/Rev.0DE O1 AA (optbnafotUOEO 1T £
the financial planning of the commitment authority of the Green Climate Fund for the remainder of 3
OEA ET EOEAI OAOI OOAA 11T AEI EUAOEI T DAOET Ah ¢@tuvh
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(@) Takes notehat the Green Climate Fund cumulative funding approvals as at the twenty

first meeting of the Board amount to USD 5.5 billion, and the remaining commitment
authority for the initial resource mobilization period is currently projected at USD 1.7

billion;
(b) Notes in vjeyv gf the gbovg, 'ghgt t,he’ queq CIi[nate Fungl vyill reach the end of the initial o
OAOTI OOAA 11T AEI EUAOET T PDPAOET A joetuvwCetuvdoq xEOI

carried over into 2019, which necessitates financial planning of the resources of thenGree
Climate Fund for 2019 pending the conclusion of the first replenishment of the Green
Climate Fund,;

(© Takes noteof the analysis on the options for financial management of the commitment
authority contained in annex! to document GCF/B.21/33/Rev.01;

(d) Intendsthat this decision on managing commitment authority for 2019 is without
prejudice to the amounts originally provisionally allocated for the requests for proposal, or
to the consideration of pipeline not brought forward in the next year;

(e) Decidego allocate the remaining commitment authority for the initial resource
mobilization period and 2019 for funding proposals as follows over the course of its
meetings in 2019:

(i) Up to USD 600 million to fund projects submitted in responsestquests for
proposalsand pilot programmes, including theaguests foproposalson REDD
plus resultshasedpayments, mobilizing funds at scale, micro, small and medium
sized enterprises, enhanced direct access and the simplified approvals process; and

(ii) Remaining commitmenA OOET OEOUh DBOT EAAOAA o661 AA ET O
billionA £Z0AO0 AAAT O1 OET ¢ &£ O OOAPAOACOADPE | AQj
below, to be allocated for other fundingroposals

) Requestshe Budget Committee to present to the Board for its considina at its twenty-

second meeting a draft decision covering a-sside for the operating costs of the Green

Climate Fund (including administration of the Board, Secretariat, Trustee, and

independent units) and foreign exchange commitment risk buffer folvency risks for

2019 and 2020 as required;

(9) Notesthat the Board will consider the forward budget for the Readiness and Preparatory
Support Programme at its twentgecond meeting;

(h) RequestOEA 3 AAOAOAOEAO O DOAOAT O deGioA&nd C DPOIT BT (
ensure resources for the operation of the Green Climate Fund in line with this decision and
keep changes in the level of the Green Climate Fund commitment authority under review;

i) Also requestshe Secretariat, in managing the pipeline for 201 bring forward funding
proposals that fully align with the Green Climate Fund investment criteria and continue to
balance commitments and diversity among accredited entities, across regions and across
the initial results areas of the Green Climate Fundaccordance with prior decisions of the
Board, particularly decisiorB.06/06 on resource allocation;

@) Further requestghe Secretariat to develop for consideration by the Board at its twenty
second meeting an initial analysis of options to minimize #iféects of currency
fluctuations on the commitment authority of the Green Climate Fund.

Agenda item 16: Consideration of funding proposals

Part 1
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535, The CeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.21/10/Rev.01tittAA O#1 1 OEAAOAOCEI T 1T £ A£O01 AET gchadi bl OAI
explained that in line with the approach taken at B.19they would invite the Secretariat to give

a general overview of the funding proposals to be considered for approval. Followinkis, the

Board members would be invited to make general comments about the batch of proposals

before considering them for approval one by one.

536. A Board member requested that all projects be discussed and decided on as a single
package, in line with the appoach taken atthe eleventh meeting of the BoardB.11). Noting

that several important items were still to be discussed at the meeting, they urged the Board to
proceed swiftly with the consideration of proposals, which, despite their imperfections, were of
a generally high quality and had been subject to rigorous review by the Secretariat and
independentTAP. The Secretariat had also provided the Board with detailed responsiesm
AEsto questions submitted by Board members in advance of the meetinth(ough alimited
distribution document). The Board member argued that adopting a single decision on the
proposals would send a clear signal to the international community of a unified Board and a
well-functioning institution in the run -up to COP 24.

537. The CeChairs indicated that the approach they had proposed had been effective when
used at B.19 and would give Board members an opportunity to comment on projects
individually.

538. Two Board members expressed support for the suggestion to deal with the funding
proposalsin a single package. One of them highlighted that this did not preclude the possibility
of making suggestions for improvements to individual projects; they noted that the Board had
been in a similar position at B.11 in the rurup to a COP where it had alseeen necessary to
send a political signal.

539, Several Board members voiced their support for the process proposed by the-Chairs,
underlining that the proposals deserved the individual attention of the Board. Two Board
members noted that they had questiongor the Secretariat and AEs regarding individual
projects, which had not been fully dealt with in advance of the meeting. One Board member
reminded the Board that other COPs had taken place since B.11, and other4paickage
approaches to considering fundig proposals had nevertheless been taken. Another Board
member argued that a more appropriate political signal would be sent by addressing the
governance issues faced by the Board.

540. The Board member who had put forward the initial proposal made the alternate
suggestion of treating the three projects submitted through the SAP as a single package.

541. One Board member also made general comments regarding the funding proposals. They
noted with concern that the package was not balanced in terms of mitigation, adagion and
cross-cutting projects. Referring to document GCF/B.21/10/Rev.01, they questioned the
accuracy of the proportion of vulnerable countries targeted by the funding proposals up for
approval as presented in figures 1 and 2 of that document. They &sated that 25 percent of

the projects addressed SIDS and LDCs, and 56 pent targeted SIDS, LDCs and African States. It
was important to have access to accurate data to make an adequate assessment of the portfolio.
In addition, the Board member expressd their opposition to the use of tranche disbursement,

as proposed in FP082, FP083 and FP086, on the basis that there were currently no guidelines on
this approach and it would place a burden on the budget when managing the pipeline of future
projects.

542. The CeChair invited the Secretariat to present an overview of the proposals.

543, A representative of the Secretariat introduced the 20 funding proposals presented for
approval at B.21. They outlined the projected portfolio o6CHf all 20 were approved and
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presented the geographical distribution, thematic areas, financial instruments used, and level of
co-financing. The presentation also included the expected reduction in emissions as well as the
number of beneficiaries from the increased resilience to climatehange and the distribution of
the portfolio across the eight results areas.

544, The CeChairs thanked the representative of the Secretariat for their presentation and
invited the Board to make general comments on the package of funding proposals. This would
also provide the Secretariat and AEs with guidance for future submissions.

545, Referring to the estimate given in the presentation of a 1 gigatonne reduction in CQeq
as a result of the projects and programmes over their lifetime, a Board member requestedath
the figure be broken down into annual impacts in future presentations. Another Board member
requested more information in future on the distribution of funding proposals according to
results areas. They also expressed concern regarding regional distrifon, the number of
projects targeting LDCs, SIDS and African States, and the balance between mitigation and
adaptation. They called for funding proposals to present a clear climate rationale and alignment
with the Paris Agreement on the basis that the G@¥as not designed to fund traditional
development projects.

546. A Board member expressed support for the comment made before the presentation
regarding tranching, underlining that this did not represent good practice. Another Board

member asked for more information on the current level of tranching and whether it would

Ei I U AEAT CAO OI OEA pPiI OOA&I 1 EI AEECOOAO CEOAI
547. Noting the high proportion of private sector projects in energy access and generation
across the GCF portfolio (agsning the 20 funding proposals would be approved), a Board

member said they were pleased that this reflected the message given Mynister Sheikh

Mohammed bin Khalifa al Khalifaduring his speech on the eve of the Board meeting. This was

an area where pubic subsidies were no longer required.

548. The CeChairs adjourned the item and closed the second day of the meeting.

549. The CeChairs reopened the agenda item the following morning and invited the Board to
continue their general discussion of the funding proposgbackage. The points made in the
discussion are grouped below according to topic.

Funding proposal review and approval process

550. A Board member noted with appreciation that extensive opportunities had been
provided to interact with the Secretariat and the TR regarding the proposals, including at the
Information Forum for advisers and observers in Bahrain prior to the formal Board meeting,
and through the questiors and responses document mentioned in paragraph B3above.
Another Board member requested that iproposals were ready earlier than the 21day deadline
they should be published individually.

551. A Board member reiterated the request made by other Board members on the previous
day that the funding proposals be considered as a package. Another Board mempeposed

that a committee be established to consider funding proposals between meetingsreduce the
workload of the Board. With the support of the Secretariat, the committee could draft a paper
outlining the issues to be addressed in the proposals and lynthose projects that had addressed
these issues would be recommended to the Board. Where required, AEs would be invited to
attend Board meetings.

552. A further Board member said that while they agreed that the current process was
inadequate, a better solutim was the two-stage approval process, which was to be discussed
under agenda item 26(d) (this item was not opened at the meeting). In this process, only
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concept notes satisfying the investment criteria of the Board would be developed into full
proposals. t would also allow AEs with limited capacities to submit multiple concept notes and
then to focus their efforts on only those projects with funding potential. The workload of the
Secretariat would also be reduced, given that under the current practice theyere obliged to
conduct a full review of all funding proposals submitted. In addition, the Board member urged
the Board to empower theindependent TAP and the Secretariat to submit for approval only
those proposals that met the investment criteria of théBoard.

553. A Board member expressed their satisfaction with the fact that three proposals were
under consideration that had been submitted through SAP. However, they noted the comments
made by ndependentTAP that SAP003 presented deficiencies in terms of clate rationale,
potential for paradigm shift and replicability.

Overall quality and alignment with strategic priorities and policies

554, Highlighting a general alignment with the strategic priorities of GCF, two Board
members said that they had noted an improv@ent in the overall quality of the funding
proposals over the last few Board meetings. Another Board member voiced concern regarding
the quality of some of the funding proposals presented. While one Board member said that the
climate rationale had generaly been strengthened across the proposals, which they attributed
to the early involvement of the senior management team, another Board member noted ththe
independent TAP had identified further room for improvement in this area. One Board member
called far model projects with transformational potential to be identified.

555. A Board member underlined that the potential for paradigm shift had generally been
rated highly bythe independentTAP, and that country ownership and efficiency and
effectiveness had improed. Another Board member called for more clarity on the potential for
paradigm shift and longterm behavioural change in theTAPassessments. A further Board
member noted that some of the projects were characterized by a busineas-usual approach;

they had the impression that some projects focused more on securing financing than achieving a
paradigm shift. This Board member also called for clearer justification of the financing
instrument and level requested.To achieve its objectives, GCF needed to tatgbose projects

that would produce the greatest impact.

556. In relation to country ownership, a Board member raised a concern that NDAs and
ministries were applying pressure on AEs to submit proposals on their behalf. Stressing that
this undermined country ownership, they called for this practice to stop.

557. Several Board members underlined the need to close gaps in GCF policies so that
funding proposals contributed more directly to achieving the GCF mandate. Highlighting that
this need had been raised at sever@8oard meetings, one member said that it related to
guidance not just on climate rationale but also on concessionality with a view to providing
developing countries with clarity and predictability on the assessment of funding proposals.
Another Board membe said that the lack of policy guidance from the Board led to some quality
deficits in funding proposalsregarding transformational impact, additionality of GCF funding
and the necessary policy environment for interventions. Referring to the comment madey la
Board member the previous day regarding the rigorous review of proposals lijie independent
TAP and the Secretariat, a Board member said that while they had confidence in those reviews,
the independent TAP often expressed reservations regarding propoda brought to the Board.
They attributed this to GCF policy gaps.

558. Another Board member also voiced their regret that policies had not yet been adopted
ET AAAT OAAT AA x Estamdingrehtions; th&yOakidneéd, Howeleg, that it should
not be the aim of GCRo achieve a complete policy package but to align policies with the realities
faced by developing countries. A further Board member expressed the wish that the funding
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proposals be considered based on their fulfilment of COP decisions and GGkcies and not on
political considerations.

559. A Board member noted with satisfaction that several of the projects were highly
replicable and innovative, highlighting the use of batteries in FP090 to reduce problems with
the intermittent generation of electricity and the ecosystembased adaptation approach taken in
FP084.

Balance and prioritization of funding proposals

560. A Board member welcomed the fact that three funding proposals frod@AEswere under
consideration; however, they called fofurther efforts to ensure an increase in this number in
future. Another Board member suggested that the Readiness Programme dpPBFbe
recalibrated for the benefit of DAEs.

561. Several Board members raised concerns about the number of funding proposals in the
packagerelated to large multi-country programmes. Highlighting that such programmes were
complex and risky, one Board member noted with concern that eftnancing had not been
secured across the board and that the subprojects were not presented in detail. It waetefore
unclear what the overall programme was aiming to achieve. Noting the increase in proposals for
programmatic approaches channelling funding to local financial institutions, two Board
members said that the selection criteria for subprojects were cuently unclear. One member
requested that the Secretariat and the relevant AEs improve these criteria and include them in
the FAAs.

s562.  While one Board member welcomed the fact that a significant amount of funding in the
package targeted LDCs, SIDS and African States, another Board member called for more projects
to be proposed in these countries as well as more smaltale and SAP projestand projects
implemented by DAEs. Another Board member noted an imbalance in the distribution of
funding across regions and a degree of country concentration. Several Board members
expressed their satisfaction at the inclusion of adaptation projects angrojects targeting

MSMEs; however, two Board members noted with concern th&CFcontinued to shift towards

a focus on mitigation projects. Another Board member said that some projects could be
improved by adding more mitigation measures, for exampldy promoting the use of energy
efficient appliances in FP093, identifying alternatives to diesel aggregates as backup in FP096,
and including parking restrictions and feesduring peak hours combined with improved bus
operation in FP085.

Financial instruments

563. Several Board members voiced concerns regarding the disbursement of funds in
tranches. One Board member highlighted that GCF did not yet have a policy on tranching.
Another Board member proposed that the approach be applied on a cabg-case basis. Several
Board members suggested that only the first tranche be approved and that further tranches
should be considered independently given that wholesale approval of future tranches would
lead to a reduction in the overall commitment authority available to other mpjects. Referring to

a multi-country programme proposed by the AE that had received the largest amount of GCF
funding so far, one Board member suggested that only the first tranche should be approved in
this case, too. Two Board members expressed suppdor the tranching approach, explaining

that it was an example of sound management of scarce financial resources. It would allow GCF
to finance large numbers of projects and evaluate the results before deciding on the allocation of
the remaining funding.
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564. Recalling decision B.15/05 and its annex, which referred to the passing on of GCF
concessionality to the recipients of projects and programmes, a Board member questioned
whether developing countries were reaping the full benefit of the concessional loans prialed
by GCF.

Completeness of documentation

565. Several Board members noted shortcomings in the environmental and social reports
and disclosures of a number of funding proposals. Highlighting that the lack of coordination
across these documents, a Board membabted that several disclosure documents were very
general, and some did not even define target countries. Some projects did not envision
distributing the environmental and social impact assessmen(ESIA)to the Board or to other
GCF stakeholders before mject implementation. Another Board member underlined the
importance of compliance with the ESS policy to maintain the credibility of the commitment of
the GCF to transparency with regard to civil society and the private sector. Two Board members
called for the issue to be addressed at the next Board meeting. One Board member requested
the Secretariat to ensure that ESS disclosure documents are posted on the GCF website in
addition to the websites of the AE by the specified deadline.

566. A Board member noted vith concern that some funding proposals did not list the exact
locations of project activities, nor was the precise nature of interventions always specified
where this differed from country to country within multi -country programmes.

Resource efficiency and water tariffs

567. A Board member called for more focus on resource efficiency, including the calculation
of lifecycle costs and an analysis of the potential for energy efficiency and more efficient use of
water.

568. Another Board member proposed that the applicéon of increased water tariffs could
improve the overall impacts of several projects, namely SAP003, FP086 and FP091.

Risk analysis and risk mitigation measures

569. A Board member stated that risk analysis and risk mitigation measures needed to be
improved in some of the project proposals. Multicountry programmes, such as funding
proposals 092, 095 and 09%introduced risks that should be broken down for each country.
Another Board member pointed out that a number of proposals did not include a conflict
senstivity analysis. This was an important part of the risk assessments because it gave the
project participants an understanding of the possible social conflicts and adverse impacts of the
projects.

General comments

570. A Board member called for the practice ofansidering proposals from countries hosting
Board meetings to be reviewed. For example, it took time to process countspecific knowledge
gained during offsite meetings before it could be used to inform the consideration of projects.

571. A Board member voice their support for many of the views expressed in the general
discussion of funding proposals, noting, however, that they were made at each Board meeting.
'TT OEAO "TAOA 1 ATl ARO OAEA OEAO OAOI O OOAE AO
Board membes but that they did not have a precise definition. Noting the high turnover of

Board members, they reminded the Board that GCF had been created to address climate change;
it was not about developing countries requesting money from developed countries batad been

O
b
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created by a COP decision in order for developed countries to deliver on their financial
commitments. Highlighting that the Board had been inconsistent in its prioritization of the
contrasting needs to approve funding proposals and to address poli gaps, the Board member
said that GCF should not look to impose policies but to help meet the debt owed to developing
countries. They said that GCF provided an opportunity to developed countries to achieve
climate change mitigation at a lower cost thanyreducing emissions domestically. In addition,
they noted with regret that much emphasis was placed on calculating the total volume of global
investment in climate finance, such as in the Biennial Assessment of the Standing Committee on
Finance, but thatsmall individual projects were not approved owing to concerns that they
targeted development rather than climate priorities. This did not send a good signal to the
Polish presidency in the rurup to COP 24.

Comments by an active observer for civil society organizations

572. An active observer for CSOs urged for a greater prioritization of funding proposals from
DAEs. Highlighting the importance of informing affected communities of the impacts of potential
GCF projects, they noted with concern that environmentand social impact information on two
high-risk funding proposals had been disclosed 90 days after the deadline. They said that the
five intermediation programmes under discussion had transparency and accountability issues
and stressed that increased interradiation made it difficult for projects to comply with GCF
policies. The observer stated that funding proposals from a country hosting a Board meeting
should not be considered for approval at that Board meeting. Noting that many of the potential
projects could affect indigenous people, they expressed concern that the proposals generally did
not address the rights and traditional knowledge of these people and called for the GCF
Indigenous Peoples Policy to be integrated into all proposals. They said that Sgki®uld not be
used to approve the phases or tranches of larger projects. Finally, the observer stated that the
extension of reimbursable grants to private sector projectsvhich served as a risk guarantee or
first tranche loss, was inappropriate given tha these might never be repaid.

Responses from the Secretariat

573. The CoeChairs thanked the Board members and the active observer for CSOs for their
comments, underlining the need to address policy gaps so that projects would ultimately be
approval-ready whenpresented to the Board. They invited a representative of the Secretariat to
respond to the comments.

574. In response to the request for an annual breakdown of the overall impacts of mitigation
projects, the Secretariat representative explained that each prajehad a different
implementation timeline. In future, the Secretariat would aim to report both mitigation and
adaptation impacts on a projectby-project basis. Regarding the regional distribution of projects
in the projected portfolio (assuming the approwal of all 20 proposals in the current package),
they clarified that 33.2 per cent of projects would fall within the AsiaPacific region, 24.9 per
cent in Africa, 1.4 percent in Eastern Europe and 24.1 perent were crossregional. Correcting a
figure in document GCF/B.21/10/Rev.01, they further explained that the share of adaptation
projects in the portfolio prior to B.21 was 40 percent in nominal terms.

575. The representative informed the Board that the Secretariat was endeavouring to
improve the climate rationale of project proposals, for exampleby holding meetings to discuss
how concept notes addressed the matter and by engaging with the World Meteorological
Organization to build in-country capacity to ensure that the climate rationale of projects took
into account differing climate contexts. In addition, the Secretariat was working with
international experts through communities of practice to enhance climate rationale across the
eight results areas of GCF.
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576. The Secretariat representative agreed that theravas strong and increased engagement
of the private sector in renewable energy and energy efficiency markets in large developing
countries. They underlined, however, that GCF funding was still needed to catalyse private
investment, particularly in more difficult markets such SIDS, LDCs and some African States.
Regarding the issue of tranched approvals and disbursement, they underlined that tranching
was an effective financial, operational and strategic management tool. It was not intended for
projects suchas the construction of solar photovoltaics that required full GCF financing to
ensure that the full impact was realized. Rather, some of the multbuntry programmes could
be tranched into stages to ensure that AEs demonstrated the capacity needed for
implementation. In the case of financial institution programmes, the Secretariat found that
many of the institutions needed to build their capacity before taking on investments. Hence,
some tranching could work. From a financial management standpoint, the Bahcould review
the results of the first tranche disbursements (i.e. the mitigation or adaptation targets) and
could then approve and release further tranches. The Secretariat was also vigilant in assessing
whether large funding requests were commensurate ith needs or whether the same impact
could be achieved with a smaller amount. Finally, it was also important to ensure that larger
commitments requested by larger entities with a long disbursement horizon did not prevent
smaller projects from DAEswhich could implement projects quickly.

577. Regardingfinancial intermediation programmes, the representative underlined that GCF
had been set up to carry out secondary due diligence and therefore needed intermediation
programmesto reach small and mediumsized enterprises and vulnerable communities. In this
way, the capacity of local banks could be built so that in the future they could seek accreditation
themselves through direct access.

578. A second representative of the Secretariat clarified that any future tranchder projects
taking this approach would be subject to Board approval. Furthermore, AEs would be required
to use 75 percent of funds disbursed to them before requesting further disbursements; this
would accelerate implementation.

579. The CoeChairs thanked themembers of the Secretariat for their responses.
Part 2

580. The CeChairs informed the Board that the funding proposals would now be considered
individually. The AEs would be available to answer questions from Board members.

3EIi Pl EAEAA APPOI OAT DPOT AAOGO A&OT AET ¢ POI BT OAl nmc
diversification of climate sensitive livelihoods to empower food insecure and vulnerable o
AT 11 061 EOCEAO ET OEA +uocuU 2APpOAI EA6 AU OEA 71 Ol A

581. The CaeChairs opened simplified approval process funding proposal 002 (SAP002), as
contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.33; and Add.34 (limited distribution).

582. A representative of the Secretariat presented the proposal, which requested

USD 8.58 million in grants to address thencreased climate risks of rural people in Kyrgyzstan
by providing better climate information, strengthening the resilience of agricultural systems,

developing local adaptation planning and diversifying livelihoods. This would strengthen the
economic resilience of communities in the face of greater risks to the agricultural sector.

583. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

584, A member of the Board requested that the SAP projects be considered as a package on
the basis that they were pilot projects.
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585. The CeChairs asked Board members if they agreed to considering all three SAP projects
together.

586. A Board member said that they wished to discuss each project in turn.

587. Several Board members voiced support for considering the SAP proposals as a package.
A Board memter recalled that a proposal had been made with the support of several Board
members on the previous day to consider the SAP projects together; this proposal had been
made by way of a compromise on the basis that the SAP projects were different in nature to
other funding proposals. Another Board member underlined that SAP had been designed to give
vulnerable countries quick access to GCF and that the Secretariat had already reviewed the
funding documents. They expressed the desire for any objections to thensideration of the

SAP proposals to be explained.

588. The CeChairs invited Board members to provide their reasons for not wishing to
consider these proposals as a package.

589. A further Board member said that they also wished to discuss the proposals individugll
because it was in line with practicdrom B.19 and it gave the Board the opportunity to raise
individual concerns about projects.

590. Another Board member highlighted that, while the total funding amounts for SAP
projects were smaller when compared with othe GCF projects, they were large in absolute
terms, particularly considering that they were provided by taxpayers.

591. The Board member who had requested this explanation asserted that the Board process
for considering different types of proposals should takerito account their differing sizes. They
suggested that in future it may not be necessary for the Board to discuss SAP proposals at all,
and further maintained that using an efficient process to approve SAP projects would send an
important signal in the run-up to COP 24. Reminding the Board that all developing countries

were entitled to access GCF, the Board member said that the challenges faced by the Board were
related to a lack of political will rather than governance concerns. Urging Board members to
consider the proposals from a climate change perspective rather than the financial perspective

of an MDB, they reiterated their request for the SAP projects to be approved as a package.

592. The CoeChairs asked Board members again if they agreed to considering thitee SAP
projects together.

593. The Board member who had initially objected to the suggestion to consider the SAP
projects as a package reaffirmed their wish for the Board to consider projects individually.

594, One of the Board members who had expressed a preégice to consider the proposals as
a package said that they were nevertheless willing to engage with the process as decided. They
hoped that the three projects would be approved so that future SAP proposals could learn from
them.

595. Expressing support for theapproach to considerall the SAP projects as a package, a
Board member said that they did not believe that the proposal had been to either adopt all or
reject all three projects but to consider the pilot programme as a whole and make suggestions
for improvements. This discussion would be based on the detailed assessmenthef
independentTAP contained in the SAP proposals. They asserted that Higking was inherent to
SAP, which was a pilot programme for smalcale projects. Approving more SAP projectsd
encouraging accelerated implementation by AEs would mean the initial USD 80 million
allocation for SAP could be reached sooner, triggering a review of the whole programme. The
Board member urged their colleagues not to raise concerns on individual prajes, which
belonged to a wider discussion about eligibility criteria. They further maintained that the focus
should be less on sending a signal to
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COP 24 and more on taking risks with pilot programmes and innovative technologi&sinform
larger future projects. They recalled that a risk had been taken in the pastgarding the
approval of a project that had been assessed as higbk by the independentTAP. Finally, the
Board member urged the Board to approve all three SAP projects in the current batchdan
address any reservations they had by attaching conditions, whereby the Secretariat would
inform the Board as to the viability of implementation under those conditions.

596. A further Board member also voiced their support for a package approach to SAP
approvals, maintaining that a lengthy Board discussion was not in keeping with a simplified
approach to approvals.

597. An active observer for CSOs expressed strong disapproval for the proposal to consider
separate funding proposals together. Reminding the Board th&AP was in its pilot phase, they
maintained that the consideration of three SAP projects individually was an opportunity to
assess the kinds of projects that were appropriate for the process.

598. The CaeChairs noted the views expressed on the general approatithe consideration
of SAP projects by the Board. They invited the Board to approve SAP002.

599. With no further comments and no objections, SAP002 was approved.

3EIi bl EEEAA ADPDPOI OAI DPOT AAOGO &O1 AET ¢ DBOIT BT OAl mma
OEA xAOAO OAAOI O ET " AEOAET &6 AU OEA 51 EOAA . AOEI
600. The CeChairs opened simplified approval process funding proposal SAP003, as

contained in doaments GCF/B.21/10/Add.35; and Add.36 (limited distribution).

601. A representative of the Secretariat introduced SAP003. The project was submitted by
the United Nations Environment Programmethe AE, which requested USD 9.8 million in grants
from GCF. The totlproject amount was USD 11.8 million. The project aimetd improv e water
resources management in Bahrain and integratclimate change considerations into water
sector planning and management.

602. The CeChairs invited the Board to approve the funding propodaand opened the floor
for comments.

603. In the first session of discussion on SAP003, a number of Board members expressed

support for the project, noting, for instance, the recommendation by TAP, the fact that the

DOl EAAO AT O1 60U x A O snall ®3letasdiuse Afitha SA(BE/éraloméJ BéadlA 08 O
members expressed reservations about the project regarding, for example, its climate rationale,

its potential for paradigm shift as well as the request for grant funding. One Board member said

that they could not support the project. In further sessions, Board members addressed Board
processes, the need to set deadlines for consultations on the margins of the meeting and

whether to use a procedure for decisiormaking in the absence of consensus. The prajewas

approved on the final day of the meeting under a reduced scope and funding allocation.

604, In terms of the relevance of the project, various Board members underlined the

importance of addressing issues of water scarcity and access to clean water. SelvBard

members noted that Bahrain was vulnerable to climate change and that water scarcity in the

AT O1 OOU xAOh OiI OI i A AgOAT Oh A OAOGOI O T &£ Al EI AO/
finances were currently dependent on oil revenues, a Board membsaid that GCF funding

could be a part of efforts to diversify the economy and place it on a climatesilient trajectory.

However, several Board members raised concerns with the project approach to addressing

these issues and requested further clarificatin. One Board member said that they had the

impression that the project proposal had been rushed.
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605. Highlighting the geopolitical problems that resulted from water scarcityincluding

climate change migration as well as the fact that most of the Board members with reservations
regarding the project were from countries with an abundant water supply, a Board member
noted that Bahrain had been water stressed throughout its histy. They reminded their
colleagues that Board members did not own GCF funds but were responsible for managing
them. Another Board member highlighted that the project had been designed to benefit schools,
mosques and those living in lowincome housing.

606. A number of Board members highlighted shortcomings in terms of climate rationale.

Several pointed to thendependent TAP assessment that the projected increase in water

demand identified in the proposal was primarily due to norclimate related factors, and no

effective measures had been taken to address those factors. One Board member concluded that

the project proposal addressed development rather than climateelated aims. A Board member

OAEA OEAO OEAEO AEAEO06860 Al Ei A GAignneniwithk @aBAO ODAAE A
criteria, which would limit the uptake of climate mitigation and adaptation results. Another

Board member underlined that climate rationale was an important metric in the project

assessment and approval process.

607. Several Board members gd that the climate rationale of the project was well justified. A

number of them underlined that Bahrain was a SIDS and as such more vulnerable to climate

change. One Board member pointed to the contamination of water resourcbecause othe rise

in sealevels and an increase in water consumptiodue tothe rise in temperature. Another

"TAOA 1 Al ARO EECEI ECEOAA OEAO "AEOAET 60 OAlI AOCEO/
Further stressing the timeliness of the proposal to address water scarcitthey said that the cost

of inaction would be high. Three Board members underlined that climate rationale did not have

a simple, unified definition; one reminded the Board that Article 2 of the Paris Agreement

recognized the importance oftonsidering different national circumstances: Bahrain

experienced climaterelated challenges specifically in the water sector.

608. SeveralBoard members expressed concerns with the proposal in terms of its potential
to contribute to a paradigm shift. One highlighted that accaling to the independentTAP
assessment, this could not be envisaged in the funding proposal. In this context, two Board
members expressed concerns that the policy reforms would not give rise to significant impacts.
One questioned whether changes in water enagement would lead to the intended
improvements on the demand side; the other said thdiased onthe policy reforms presented,
they did not envisage the kind of paradigm shift that GCF projects were expected to produce. A
Board member said that given thdink between the proposal and a potential second phase
addressing water use in fossil fuel exploitation, the project posed a high risk for GCF in terms of
the achievement of a paradigm shift. Another Board member said that GCF should not support a
potential locking-in of the oil and gas industry.

609. A Board member underlined that risktaking was part of the business of GCF. Stressing
that the risk of not taking action to approve projects was greater thathe risk of taking action,
they recalled thatGCFhad lost USD 1 billion as a result of foreign exchange movements,
whereas the funding allocation under discussion amounted to only USD 9 million. However,
another Board member highlighted that GCF had not lost any money in foreign exchange
transactions; GCF regived contributions in many different currencies and the values of these
contributions moved with financial markets.

610. A further Board member stated that GCF should not oppose projects on the basis that
they involved the fossil fuel sector, rather it shouleextend a hand to that sector in order to work
together to achieve a paradigm shift.

611. Two Board members emphasized that GCF had not clearly defined the meaning of a
paradigm shift. One of these Board members said that achieving a paradigm shift was about
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creating an enabling environment and driving behavioural change beyond the funding provided

by GCF. The other Board member reminded the Board that the Governing Instrument referred

to the promotion and not the achievement of a paradigm shift. Noting that Bo&members

would find it difficult to identify paradigm shifts that had been achieved since the establishment

of the UNFCCC in many areas, the Board member said that the concept should not be used as an
argument to oppose a project.

612. A number of Board membes underlined the fact thatthe independentTAP had raised
various issues with the project in its assessment presented in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.35.
Several other Board members stressed that TAP recommended the project in its assessment.
One of these highghted that the independent TAPrecommendation had been used as an
argument in favour of past approvals. Emphasizing the rigorous reviews to which projects were
subjected through the Secretariat and TAP, a Board member expressed the view that colleagues
with concerns were making a biased interpretation of the TAP assessment, which, in fact, stated
that climate change would be a prominent factor in the escalation in water demand in the
medium to long term. In addition, the Board member said that whiléhe independentTAP had
made unclear assessments on adaptation projects in the past, previous Board feedbacthto

TAP had indicated that any project addressing water scarcity caused fully or partially by climate
change should be considered an adaptation praje Another Board member stressed their
support for GCF procedures and said there was a division of labour between the Secretariat,
TAP and Board regarding the assessment of projects.

613. Regardingsustainability, a Board member questioned whether the measurdsr water
savings would continue into the long term given the high pecapita water consumption in the
project region. They had concerns regarding the watesaving devices that would be provided
under the project and whether the beneficiaries would havehe capacity and willingness to use
them. The Board member also questioned whether the approach taken on the implementation
of water tariffs would lead to adequate cost recovery and reduced water consumption.

614. Another Board member said that the proposal wafor a smallscale project by
comparison with other GCF projects but promised longerm benefits for Bahrain. A further
Board member questioned how many projects approved by the Board were sustainable in the
long term.

615. Highlighting that the project focusedon building the capacities of the Water Resources
Council, a Board member expressed doubts regarding the choice of the National Oil and Gas
Authority as the EErather than the council itself. Two Board members said that it was the
choice of the individualcountries to select entities to implement projects; one highlighted that
GCF funding was to be managed collectively and that representatives of contributor countries
should not make requests of developing country governments.

616. A Board member voiced their rgret that a proposal from a country hosting a Board
meeting was being opposedio avoid embarrassment in future, they proposed that project
proposals from hosting countries not be considered at Board meetings. Another Board member
made the same proposal othe basis that this caused project proposals to be rushed. A further
Board member said that while there should be good reasons for a host country to submit a
project, the current discussion was about whether the project had paradigm shift potential: they
affirmed that Bahrain itself had achieved a paradigm shift in its use of water resources.

617. Two Board members said that only technical and climate change criteria should be
considered in the approval process and not the fact a country was hosting a Board rtieg. One
of these Board members said that according to this logic, the host countries of MDBs would not
be entitled to funding from those institutions. All developing countries were eligible for funding
from GCF. Two further Board members underlined thaheir support for the project was not
becauset had been presented by the host country but that it had been recommended the
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TAP and Secretariat; one urged developed country Board members to listen to developing
country Board members regarding the appreal of the project as they spoke with one voice.

618. Several Board members sought clarification regarding the use of grant financing in the
project. One Board member reminded the Board that a previously approved project on water
scarcity in the United Republicof Tanzania (funding proposal 041) had been based on loans.
Another Board member highlighted that Bahrain had been a net importer of oil since 2009, ran
a significant budget deficit and, according to credit agencies, would have a low chance of
obtaining loans from other sources. They therefore supported the request for a grant to fund the
project. They also underlined that the Board had approved grants for private sector
organizations,which could mobilize funds from other sources; the Board should treat®s
equitably.

619. Noting that the project appeared to be the first phase of a larger project, a Board
member questioned the use of SAP for such a proposal. Another Board member said that the
fact the project was in an initial phase made it suitable for SAPalong with its small scale and

its focus on strengthening capacities at local level. Underlining that SAP was designed to benefit
LDCs and SIDS by shortening the process of project approval, another Board member called for
SAP projects to be treated diffenstly from other projects. Two Board members noted that SAP
projects were not supposed to be subject to lengthy discussions; one expressed concern that a
SAP proposal might not be approved because of one objection.

620. A Board member said that the issues irhe proposal that caused them concern were the
result of policy gaps in GCF. Another Board member said that while the policy vacuum led to
vague assessments bihe TAP, a lack of guidance on policy had not prevented the Board from
approving larger projectsin the past. A further Board member stressed that the Board was
ultimately responsible for deficiencies in funding proposals given that the latter were based on
the guidance of the Board.

621. Regarding the way forward on the consideration of SAP003, a Board mbker urged
their colleagues to attach conditions to the proposal rather than reject it. Another Board
member suggested that either the consideration of funding proposals be suspended until all
policy gaps had been filled or thathe independentTAP, the AEand a representative of the
Secretariat be invited to respond to questions from Board members who had voiced concerns
regarding the project.

622. An active observer for CSOs said that they spoke for developed and developing country
CSOs in expressing very strgy concern regarding the proposal. While they firmly supported
SAP and recognized the serious water issues faced by Bahrain, which were exacerbated by
climate change, they stressed that financing the project would pose serious reputational risk to
GCF. Theequested funding for phase 1 would help set up a second phase of the project, which
involved the reuse of wastewater from oil and gas production. While such activities could form
part of a strategy to transition away from fossil fuels, the project did naeference any such
transition and therefore risked subsidizing the expansion of oil and gas operations. This could
set a negative precedent for other proposals. They highlighted concerns raised thy
independent4! 0 T OAO OEA POl EAGI tinestmeAtBramievitk critetia. | AAO OE
Representatives of CSOs in Bahrain had highlighted the potential environmental impacts of the
significant levels of land reclamation carried out in Bahrain in recent decades. This could be a
larger factor in the salinization of aquifers than sea level rise. The observer further questioned
the gendersensitive development benefit of the project. Finally, they said that the proposal was
for a larger project that had been divided into tranches, which was not a suitable us€SAP.

623. The CeChairs thanked everyone for their comments. Noting that many points had been
raised, they called on the Secretariat to work with the AE on the margins of the meeting and
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attempt to respond to the concerns of Board members. The Board wouldaensider the
proposal once those discussions were complete.

624. Two Board members called for these discussions to be conducted swiftly. One of them
underlined that the proposal should not become politicized and requested that the Board be
kept abreast of progess in the consultations.

625. The CeChairs adjourned the discussion on SAP003.

626. Later in the afternoon of the third day of the meeting, a representative of the Secretariat
informed the Board that the consultations on SAP003 were ongoing.

627. Two Board members cdkd for a deadline to be set for these discussions; one requested
that concerns be addressed through conditions so as not to delay the approval process further.
Another Board member asked for deadlines to be placed on consultations on other action items
aswell.

628. The CoeChairs said that while deadlines were welcome, these needed to be realistic. For
SAPO003, they proposed that it be reconsidered as the first item on the fourth day of the meeting.

629. One Board member expressed opposition to this deadline; whilbey recognized the
importance of the other items on the agenda, they objected to the opening of these items before
approval decisions were made on the funding proposals.

630. The CaeChairs said that it was also their aim to attempt to close all funding proposaby
the end of the day.

631. The discussion was adjourned.

632. A further update was given by the Secretariat later in the evening. Consultations were
ongoing. The CeChairs reiterated a deadline of the next morning.

633. The CeChairs reopened the discussion on fundingroposals on the final day of the
meeting.

634. A representative of the Secretariat updated the Board on the consultations relating to

the outstanding funding proposalsRegardingSAP003, they reported that conditions addressing
"TAOA 1T AT AAOOGS AT TAAOT O EAA AARAAT AAOGAT T PAA AOGO
635. The CaeChairs thanked the Secretariat representative and informed the Board that the
consideration of this and he other funding proposals under consultation (funding proposals

082, 083 and 095) would continue later. (A discussion ensued regarding the procedure for

dealing with all four pending funding approvals; this general discussion is presented here.)

636. A Board member called for the consultations on outstanding funding proposals tend.
They expressed the concern that points were being raised in the discussions on the margins of
the meeting that had not been raised in plenary. They asked Board members who had eegzed
reservations on the projects to state whether these were related to climate rationale or to the
eligibility of the recipient country. Clarity on the matter would help direct future discussions.
They underlined that all developing countries were eligsle for GCF funding under the UNFCCC
and based on moral and historical obligations.

637. Stressing that all Board members acted in the best interests of GCF, the@wairs urged
the Board to move on to consider other important agenda items. They noted that caderable
progress had been made in approving funding proposals so far at the meeting and proposed
that consultations continue.

638. A Board member who had expressed reservations regarding another funding proposal
assured the Board that all the issues that hadglen raised during consultations had been
previously raised in the boardroom.
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639. Two Board members said that they shared the impression that the opposition to the
pending project proposals was not technical but political. Underlining that middleand high-
income countries were eligible for GCF funding, one of these Board members called for a vote to
be taken on the approval of the project using the procedure that had been applied in the past for
decisions on the selection of the executive director and the hosbuntry of GCF (discussed

under agenda item 8(c)). Several Board members voiced support for this proposal. One
underlined that this was consistent with paragraph 14 of the Governing Instrument, given that
consensus had not been reached.

640. The CoeChairs propcsed that the Secretariat identify the voting procedure to be taken. In
the meantime, they suggested that the Board consider other agenda items.

641. Reminding the Board that decisiormaking in absence of consensus was an open agenda
item at the current meeting,a Board member urged the Board to adopt a decision on that matter
rather than applying an informal voting procedure that had been used in the past. Another
Board member expressed support for this approach, adding that not all efforts to reach a
consensuson the funding proposals had been exhausted; in accordance with paragraph 14 of
the Governing Instrument, alternative decisioamaking procedures should therefore not yet be
considered.

642. A Board member said that there was no need for the Secretariat to eslish the
appropriate procedure given that the mechanism applied in the past could be used. This was a
clear case where such a procedure should be applied: the Board had reached an impasse
whereby the objection of one Board member to a proposal was not agted by another Board
member. A further Board member underlined that the voting mechanism used in the past had
been well documented. There was therefore no need to wait for the adoption of a procedure
under agenda item 8(c); approval decisions were urgergnd should be attended to immediately.

643. Noting the progress made on the funding proposals already approved, the-Chairs
called for discussions relating to the outstanding proposals to continue. They said that not all
efforts had yet been exhausted in ati|pting to achieve a consensus. In addition, they said that
there was no consensus on whether to move to a vote on the approval of SAP003, and a
consensus was needetb take that step.

644. A Board member expressed discomfort with conditions being attached to pposals
because ohegotiations outside the boardroom; for this reason, before projects were approved
they asked AEs whether they were able to implement projects under the attached conditions.
Underlining that GCF was a learning institution, they called fahe Board to take a vote on the
outstanding approvals, even though this procedure had not been used for funding proposals
before. Furthermore, they said that while the modalities of such a vote were not formalized, it
was within the authority of the CoChairs to ask for one according to the Rules of Procedure.
They said that they were willing to accept decisions not to approve pending funding proposals
based onvoting. A Board member pointed out that the consultations might not lead to
resolutions even ifgiven more time; furthermore, funding proposalsthat had given rise to
similar concerns to those currenty pending had already been approved.

645. The CeChairs affirmed that putting project approvals to a vote at this point in the
meeting would mean running he risk of rejecting projectsthat might otherwise have been
approved had Board members had the opportunity to address their concerns.

646. A Board member called for items to be addressed in the order of the agenda; this meant
closing funding approvals and ac&ditations before proceeding with other items. Noting that all
developing countries were able to apply for GCF funding, they underlined the need for
transparency in the consideration of proposals: if these were being opposédsed onthe

recipient country, this should be stated clearly.
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647. A Board member stated that the Board was best served by doing all the necessary
preparatory work to achieve consensus on the adoption of decisions. Underlining that they had
not experienced a meeting of any board in whichéims had been closed sequentially, they urged
Board members not to use tactics but to focus on working towards agreement. Underlining that
other multilateral organizations had effective mechanisms for decisioimnaking in the absence of
consensus, another Baal member expressed the wish to adopt a formal procedure at GCF: it
was not feasible to consider instances where the Board had not reached consensus on a-tgse
case basis. They further noted that there was no consensus regarding the proposal to move to a
vote on the outstanding project approvals at the current meeting.

648. Underlining that Board members from developing countries had attempted to prioritize
the consideration of funding proposals at B.20, a Board member stated that the success of GCF
was dependent on the approval of projects. They called on the Board to adhere to GCF policies
in the consideration of funding proposals. They expressed grave concern with the fact that the
selection of an oversight institution and an implementing entity by a nationagovernment was
being called into question on the margins of the meeting; furthermore, a request was being put
forward to change the financing instrument from a grant to a loan for a smadicale project. This
was politically motivated and related to the ecipient country rather than climate change
priorities. The Board should have confidence in the assessmentstbé United Nations
Environment Programmeand the Secretariat with regard to SAP003. Underlining that the
climate rationale for the project was baed on the considerable water stress experienced in
Bahrain, the Board member reminded the Board that similar projects and weaker proposals had
been approved in other countries. They said that arguments related to paradigm shift and
climate rationale werebeing used to oppose the project and reiterated their call for a vote on
approval, explaining that this would involve a simple show of hands. Board members would
then be invited to accept the majority view in order to achieve a consensus. They called on
Board members to identify the section of the proposal that made mention of a second phase of
the project involving the oil and gas industry. Furthermore, they highlighted the fact that
paragraph 35 of the Governing Instrument required the G&to finance tecimology development
including carbon capture and storage, which involved the fossil fuel sector. Noting the benefits
of the oil and gas industry for society and the economy, they reminded the Board that one aim of
GCF was to reduce the impacts of fossildLexploitation. They further called on developed
countries to fulfil their commitment to GCF and not to use it as a political instrument.

649. The CoeChairs said that they would call on the General Counsel to clarify the procedure
for reaching a decision in tke absence of consensus.

650. Another Board member expressed support for a vote to be taken regarding the pending
funding proposals.

651. Referring to the comment made by a Board member regarding the use of tactics, a Board
member stated that they had only ever acin the interests of GCF. They said that they were

not calling for a vote but for the application of a procedure for decisiemaking in the absence of
consensus that had been used in the past. No legal advice was required. They highlighted that
defining whether all efforts had been exhausted in the attempt to achieve consensus was a
matter of debate. On this basis, they suggested that a deadline of lunchtime to be set for the
consultations on the funding proposals. If it was decided that there was no conmsus at that

point, either the past decisioamaking procedure would be used or Board members would be
invited to record their opposition without formally objecting to the approval.

652. The CeChairs welcomed the proposal to set a deadline of lunchtime for tlwtstanding
funding proposals. They underlined that while some Board members were familiar with past
practices for decisionmaking in the absence of consensus, it was important that all Board
members understood the rules regarding this.



GREEN
GCF/B.21/35
CLIMATE Pagess

FUND

653. A Board member undelined that all developing countries were eligible for GCF funding.
They questioned the utility of another round of potentially political consultations and expressed
support for SAP003 on the basis that it was for a water sector adaptation project in a sina
island desert State.

654. A Board member requested clarification regarding the proposal made for the
subsequent approval process at the meeting. According to their understanding, the suggestion
was to adopt two consensusased decisions: the first to estabdih that all efforts directed at
achieving consensus on the funding proposal had been exhausted; and the second to apply the
past procedure for decisionmaking in the absence of consensus. If this was the intention, the
Board member requested that this appoach be adopted as a formal procedure for the future.

655. A Board member requested a break in proceedings for a developing country
constituency meetingto consider the proposal put forward regarding the further consideration
of outstanding funding proposals athe meeting.

656. Noting that the developed country constituency would also meet, the Gohairs
adjourned the discussion for constituency meetings.

657. A short while later, the CeChairs reopened the meeting and proposed that a deadline of
2 p.m. be set for consltations on open items, including funding proposals, after which they
would be discussed by the Board. The discussion on SAP003 was reopened two more times
during the afternoon. Updates were given by a representative of the Secretariat as well as a
Board member whose chair was involved in the consultations. Further requests from Board
members for deadlines were made. Noting that the proposal was for a smatiale project of
limited complexity, the CoChairs asked for clarification on the outstanding issue3he
representative of the Secretariat explained that proposals had been suggested, but that it was
unclear whether the AE would be able to implement the project in accordance with those
proposals under their current scope of accreditation.

658. The CeChairs Utimately reopened the discussion on SAP003 in the evening. Noting that
a draft decision had been circulated to the Board, the @hairs invited a Board member who
had been involved in the consultations to present its contents.

659. Noting that the consultatiors had been very challenging for all parties, the Board

member read out the decision text (as presenteih decision B.2/15 below). The draft text

referred to a funding amount of USD 2,158,500 approved for use exclusively under output 1.1 of
component1. TR " T AOA 1 Ai AARO EECEI ECEOAA OEAO 1 00POGO
capacity and knowledge management to mainstream climate resilience into sectoral water
management planning, with a focus ondemar®@ EAA | AT ACAIl A1 068

660. The CeChairs thanked the Boed member and opened the floor for comments.

661. A Board member expressed their appreciation to those who had consulted on the
proposal but noted with regret that the funding amount had been reduced from USD 9.7 million
to

USD 2.1 million. This was unfortunag for an SAP project. Another Board member also
expressed their disappointment with this significant reduction as well as the manner in which it
had been negotiated. They underlined that Bahrain was ranked the most watstressed country
in the world.

662. The CoChairs invited the Board to approve the proposal.

663. There being no further comments or objections, SAP003 was approved.

3Ei Pl EEEAA ADPDPOT OAI DPOI AAOGO £O1 AET C DOl Bi OAI
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664. The CeChairsopened SAP funding proposal 004 (SAP004) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.37; and Add.38 (limited distribution).

665. A representative of the Secretariat introduced SAP004, which requested USD 9 million

in loans and USD 1 million in grants to influencA T T 001 AOO8 AOUET ¢ AAEAOEI OO
efficient heating appliances and construct energegfficient houses by offering more affordable

loans and additionally, grants for monitoring and evaluation and the disposal management of

old appliances.

666. The CaeChairs opened the floor for comments.

667. There being no comments or objections, SAP004 was approved.

&O01 AET ¢ DOl Bi OAl myg OEOI AA C)#éC)A‘IAL‘JUETQ #1 EI AOA
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668. The CeChairs opened funding proposabd82 (FP082) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.01; Add.14 (confidential distribution) and Add.30/Rev.01 (limited
distribution).

669. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP082, a proposal submitted by théB
requesting a first tranche of USD 100 million in loans for the Shandong Green Development
Fund, a public mitigation and adaptation programme in the Shandong province in China, aiming
to reduce 50 MtCQ@eq ofgreenhouse gasGHG emissions and improve the esilience of 100
million people, with co-financing of USD 1.3 billion of public and private finance at tHacility

level and leveraging further finance at the subproject level.

670. The CaeChairs opened the floor for comments.

671. In the initial discussion severalBoard members expressed support for the funding
proposal while two expressed reservations regarding its current format. A Board member
commended the funding proposal as an expression of the determination of the Government of
China to address climate chargseriously. However, they had concerns about the funding
proposal with respect to a GCF investment for the following four reasons:

(@) There was a lack of identification of subprojects or of robust and clear selection
guidelines necessary to allow subprojecapprovals by theEE The guidelines were
buried in annexes and were insufficiently clear;

(b) The additionality of GCF funding was unclear considering there were many providers of
funds such as the local government, ADRreditanstalt fur Wiederaufbau (KfW) and
Agence Francaise de Développement (AFD)

(© The proposal contained a research and development (R&D) cluster that was general and
broad. Its climate impact was unclear, especially in the light of unclear investment
criteria. They requested that this informaton be more visible and

(d) They had serious reservations about tranching and wished to know how tranching
would be dealt with.

672. The Board member proposed that these matters could be resolved with manuals for
selection of subprojects, the earmarking of fundgnd the potential restructuring of the
proposal.

673. A second Board member said that they had several concerns with the funding proposal,
namely:
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(h)

They supported views expressed by the preceding Board member regarding support for
R&D in hightech commercial praducts that was broad in scope and raised intellectual
property considerations;

They had concerns about environmental disclosure fatategory A subprojects and
asked what mechanism would be used for this.

A compelling case had not been made for the additiafity of GCF financing.
The CoeChairs invited the active observerfor CSOsgo take the floor.

The active observerfor CSOstated that civil society had a wide range of concernsuch

This was a highrisk financial intermediation programme that provided few details of
governance, related accountability and transparency, and determination of subprojects
for a future time and at the sole discretion of the AE. They echoed comments by Board
members regarding unclear financial additionality;

Non-disclosure of all relevant programme documents 20 days in advance in accordance
with the GCHDP for high-risk projects. The active observers had only received some
annexes requested on arrival in Bahrain. This should include public disclosure of all
relevant annexes, noting certain exceptions related to some private sector activities;

They shared many of the concerns dhe independentTAP, including the funding
accountability. While welcoming devolved decisioamaking, it left GCF with no recourse
if anything was not adequately implemented;

While ADB would review the ESMS, it was unclear how the AE would provide ongoing
guidance and supervision;

Furthermore, they had reservationsregarding the subprojects that would be supported
by the Shandong Green Development Fund and the approach to project screening
identified in annex 9 of the funding proposalThere was very little subproject detail.
None of the three candidate subprojectsicluded adaptation, which was concerning for
a programmethat was supposed to be 25 pecent adaptation. This was also the case
with annex 12 of the funding proposal, where the principal objective of most concept
notes was emission reductions, with adaptadn only occasionally mentioned;

They expressed concerns regarding the subproject assessment framework (annexf9 o
the funding proposal and the proposed operationalization.The weights of some
investment criteria were undervalued, including those for sustainable development
potential, needs of the recipient, and country ownershipro be in line with the GCF
investment approach, each investment criterion had to be given equal treatment. Only
then would a more holistic review of sulproject proposals lead to good potential
subprojects;

They expressed reservations regarding the environmental and social management
framework (ESMF) and ESS, the lack aktakeholder engagement plan, and the
acknowledged need for various updates required to the ESMF to comply with GCF
standards, including for the involuntary resettlement likely to occur incategory A
subprojects; and

Lastly, the gender action plan did not include budget or guarantee afiinancial se¢-aside
and, as submitted, spanned only 5 years of the 3@ar programme implementation.
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676. The observer proposed that one option would be to add some of the conditions already
approved for the European Bank for Reconstruction and DevelopmertfEBRD Green Cites
Facility programme (funding proposal 086).

677. The CeChairs invited the Secretariat to respond.

678. A representative said that regarding additionality, the value of the GCF contribution was
that it allowed better climate-related standards to be incorporated mto the Shandong Green
Development Fund This resulted in a selection of subprojects to maximize mitigation and
adaptation benefits and the leveraging of private funds into such activities.

679. The CoeChairs invited the AE (ADB) to take the floor.
680. The ADB repesentative provided the following responses:

() Identification and selection criteria: ADB had convinced the Shandong authorities to use
an investment framework based on GCiRvestment criteria, detailed in annex 9 of the
funding proposal. They had consulteavith the Secretariat when weighting the criteria;

(b) Research and developmenthey clarified thatthe Shandong Green Development Fund
was not a venture capital fund and would merely provide the enabling environment to
encourage R&D by other actors. They clified that the programme only tackled
infrastructure with climate objectives, and accepted the condition for th&handong
Green Development Funahot to finance R&Dwhich in any case received no funds from
the Shandong Green Development Furabs a whole;

(© Tranching: ADB had followed the proposal of GCF, which was compatible with the
disbursement plan;and

(d) Disclosure:they clarified that the ADB disclosureaequirements would be followed. No
category A subprojects could be financeth terms of environmental risks. Interms of
the resettlement categorization,category A subprojects may be funded (as theategory
A threshold, at 200 people, was very low), but such subprojects would have to be
approved by ADB. The representative noted that ESS documents, includihg
grievance redress mechanism, were disclosed on 20 June 2018 on the GCF and ADB
websites and the office of the Shandong Development and Investment Holding Group in
Jinan, China.

681. Shandong Province thus complies with the 12@ay requirement of the GCF IDP
Regarding concerns expressed that the programme was high risk, the representative noted the
amount of work that had been undertaken to establish a good governance mechaniswhich

was endorsed by KfW and AFD.

682. Furthermore, they explained that the subprojets focused on mitigation because
emissions in the province were the main problem but noted the strong adaptation component in
two of the three example subprojects submitted.

683. Finally, they said that the Technical Assistance Programme was also funded viaan
from ADB, and that theEEwould need to reportfor 20 yearsto the GCHollowing its Annual
Performance Report template.

684. The CoeChairs invited the Board to adopt the funding proposal.

685. The two Board members who had raised objections said they wisd to engage in
further discussionswith the Secretariat and the AE.

686. Other Board members took to the floor to support théunding proposal on the basis of
its strong potential in terms of impact, paradigm shift, transformational potential, and capacity
to unlock capitalfor climate finance.



GREEN
GCF/B.21/35
CLIMATE Pages

FUND

687. One Board member asked the Board to consider the funding proposal within the context
of the wish of GCRo build a strategic approach and mobilize funds at scale. GCF could provide
this kind of large-scale capacitybuilding through regional initiatives, such as in the Middle East.
The Board should consider the broader strategic perspective and not be influenced by the
country from which a proposal was coming. There was great potential for SouBouth
cooperation to generatehuge volumes of climate finance. A second Board member noted that it
would generate more tonnes of emissiogreductions than the current GCF portfolio and would
have a great leveraging potential. It was also the kind of transformation GCF was seeking. They
pointed out that in other cases, larger amounts had been approved for programmes with no
subprojects; it was vital that the Board demonstrate a consistent approach to funding approvals.
Another Board member said that large developing countries were oftelnlamed for being big
GHGemitters, yet this was an example of one of those countries seeking to be forwdmbking.
Furthermore, the numbers involved in this programme in terms of emissiosireductions and
beneficiaries were impressive, as was the leveragdfect from a small GCF investment. The
programme was also supported by serious institutions as partner organizations. Finally, it
would generate a wealth of knowledge for Soutfsouth cooperation. Noting the importance of

the public-private partnership structure of this proposal, another Board member underlined
OEAO OEEO xAO OEA EEOOO DPOICOAIT A ET OEA x1 01 AdC
most emissions. Whig the country was advancing fast, it still generated two thirds of its energy
from coal. Observing a new practice of Board members negotiating on the fringes of the
meeting, they requested that concerned Board members instead design conditions to address
such concerns. Strong support came from another Board member who said that GCF haghbe
instructed to mobilize private capital, which was exactly what this programme would do. It was
also an innovative programme with substantial mitigation and adaptation benefits. A final

Board member said that the funding proposal was fully aligned withhe mandate of GCF and
xAO A CITA AgAiPI A 1T £ OOAATEICc 0ObPo6s

688. The CoChairs asked the Secretariat to continue consultations with Board members and
OEA ' AT A AAET OOT AA OEA "1 AOA6O AT 1T OEAAOCAOQETT 1
689. Along with other outstanding funding proposals, the Seetariat updated the Board later
the same day that consultations were continuing.

690. A further update was requested by the CG&hairs the following day.

691. The Secretariat informed the Board that a meeting had been held the preceding evening
and consultations weae ongoing with the concerned Board members.

692. Several Board members expressed concerns about the process being followed by the Co
Chairs. One Board member assured the Board that, as a party to the negotiations, all the issues
that had been raised in consuations had also been previously raised in the boardroom. (The
discussion of this funding proposal was intertwined with a small number of outstanding
proposals, especially SAP003, during which comments were made pertainingdogoing
negotiations on the magins of the meetindi OEA " T A @nAldn® mekhaMsig) Bnd the
mandate of GCF under the Convention and Governing Instrument. These are reflected in the
OADPI OO0 T &£ OEA "1 AO/ABo®e AEOAOOOEIT 1T &£ 3!0nno
693. Later, on the final day of the meeting, the CGGhairs asked for a further update from the
Secretariat.

694. A representative of the Secretariat informed the Board that agreement had been reached
with one Board member and a document was ready for Board consideration. However,
consultations were continuingwith the second Board member.

695. The agenda item was subsequently reopened, and the-Cbairs invited the Secretariat
to update the Board.
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696. A representative of the Secretariat informed the Board that the document before Board
members provided detailed response to questions raised by the Board member. These
included questions on the selection criteria, the R&D component of the programme, and GCF
concessionality. The Board member had requested that this information be shared with the
Board. The Secretariat notedhat in some cases, which involved very lengthy annexes, these
were not presented to the Board. Furthermore, the Board had before it the conditions proposed
for consideration.

697. The CeChairs thanked the Secretariat representative.

698. The Board member expresed appreciation to the Secretariat and AE for their efforts to

meet the requests but said that the conditions for improvement they had provided had not been

fully met. Despite improved clarity of the subprojects, it was their view that the GCF investment

decision was not totally justified; they hoped that the discussion on this proposal would

generate lessonghat could be applied by future programme proponents. However, they again

AT i1 AT AAA OEA &£O01 AET ¢ POl T OAl 6 0 AiolewivArd OAAT A DI
based on the improvements presented bthe Secretariat. The Board member expressed the

hope that during the implementation of the programme the four aspects they had raised would

be further improved.

699. The CoeChairs thanked the Board member fotheir flexibility.

700. The second Board member who had stated reservations regarding the funding proposal
said that their consultations with the Secretariat and AE had been valuable. However, as they
still had concerns they could not support the proposal.

701. A Board member drew attention to facthat paragraph 3of the document referred to
previously on the R&D condition was in violation oparagraph 35 of the Government

Instrument on eligibility, which included technology development and transfer. Board members
regularly discussed paradigm shifting, and one key component of this was new technology. They
wished it to be recorded that this deision would not set a precedentthe Governing Instrument
allowed for funding of R&D.

702. Another Board member wished to have clarification about whether the Board member
who had stated that they could not support the proposal objected to the adoption of thigcision
or were abstaining from the decision.

703. Another Board member asked the C&hairs to table the funding proposal for adoption.

704. Echoing an earlier Board member, another stated that if the Board decided not to
finance R&D, this would go against the esace of effective climate change action, namely
innovation and technology. Technological development and innovation were clearly articulated,
among other places, in the Paris Agreement and the Governing Instrument. They asked whether
the decision was beingnade due to reasons of national competitive advantage.

705. They reminded the Board that it had a procedure it could apply in the absence of
consensus. Furthermore, those with reservations could record an objection and not join the
consensus.

706. A Board member réterated concerns about the process being followed by the Board
where it seemed that political considerations were taking centre stage when deliberating about
funding proposals. If this was the case it would be preferable for developing countries to walk
away from GCF.

707. The Board member who had stated that, following consultations, they were willing to
support the proposal with conditions and caveats, wished to clarify and put on record that the
condition regarding the R&D cluster now attached tohe draft decision hadnot been included as
a result of the negotiations between them and ADB, and that the condition was beyond the
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scope of what they requested. They requested clarification from the Secretariat and the AE as to
its inclusion.

708. Another Board memberstated that inserting such a condition regarding technology was
not acceptable. The member again reminded the Board of Article 4.3 of the Convention and of
the Governing Instrument. Setting such a precedent was unacceptable to developing countries
and wasunfair on the implementing entity, the recipient country and developing countries as a
whole.

709. Noting the absence of consensus, the @hairs informed the Board they would move to
another agenda item.

710. The Board member who had spoken immediately prior tohis asked for clarification
about what would happen to this funding proposal. This was echoed by another Board member.

711. The CeChairs asked for suggestions on the way forward.

712. A Board member stated that efforts had been exhausted to find a consensus. Theihb

the case, paragraph 14 of the Governing Instrument stated that the Board should develop
procedures to deal with decisions where all efforts to reach consensus had been exhausted. The
Board had developed such a proceduréut first the Co-Chairs shouldask the Board to take a
decision.

713. The CaeChairs once more presented the decision with conditions and caveats to the
Board for adoption.

714. A Board member stated that they could not adopt the decision.
715. The CaeChairs once more noted the lack of consensus.

716. A Board member requested a short constituency meeting of developing country Board
members.

717. The CaeChairs informed the Board there would be a short adjournment for said
constituency meeting. The developed country GGhair called for a parallel constituency
meeting.

718. On reconvening the meeting, a Board member requested clarification on the status of
FP082 as they had to leave the Board meeting very shortly.

719. The CoeChairs asked if the funding proposal could be discussed further.

720. The objecting Board member restted that they continued to oppose the decision.

722. 4EA "TAOA 1 Ai AAO xET EAA O1T 1 AAOGA OEA 1 AAOET
could be considered.

722. Another Board member opined that the Ca&Chairs had opened the floor for comments
and not formally tabled the decision for adoption.

723. The Board member who had earlier requested clarification between the two positions,
namely opposing adoption of the decision or abstaining from the decision, requested that the
statement from the Board member thathey opposed theadoption be recorded.

724. The Board membemwho had requested that the decision be formally tabled again
reiterated the requestto table it without the conditions, which had been proposed in an attempt
to find consensus. If there was no consensus then the pemture applied in the past should be
followed.

725. The CaeChairs asked the Board member from the country submitting the funding
proposal if they supported the removal of the conditions and the decision being put to the
Board.
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726. The Board member affirmed that thisvas acceptable on the basis of a vote.

727. This was objectedto by another Board member as there had been no formal decision for
such a voting system.

728. The CeChairs once more tabled the decision on FP082 without the conditions.

729. The Board member who objectedd the decision restated their objection, noting it was
for the fourth time. The second Board member who had had reservations about the funding
proposal stated that no further conditions had been negotiated, only clarification of existing
ones as circulatedo Board members.

730. The CeChairs confirmed there was no consensus.

731. A Board member reiterated theRules of Procedure as set out in the Governing
Instrument. They stated that they were requesting that the procedure used for previous Board
decisions be invokel once more. They were not calling for the implementation of the proposed
new mechanism for Board decisiormaking in the absence of consensughich was still under
consideration.

732. Another Board member observed that the preceding Board member was positing/o
contradictory positions, one of which involved voting and the second which did not.

733 A Board member reiterated their objection to operating as a Board based on memories
of past practice rather than having a clear, agreed procedure.

734, Another Board memberstated that many decisions were based on past practice and the
Co-Chairs had the prerogative to adopt such a process to resolve the current impasse. They
urged the CoeChairs to invoke the past practice.

735, Another Board member reiterated support for a policyfor decision-making in the
absence of consensus.

736. A Board member informed the Board of another precedent, namelP046. There had
been an objection, a call for a vote and an objection to a vote. There was no consensus and no
decision, and the Board moveddrward.

737. A Board member took the floor to explain that there was an existing procedure under
which Board members voted by a show of hands. If there was a two thirds majority, there was
consensus and the decision was carried. Rather than calling it votingwould be better
AAOGAOEAAA AO OEA OxElIl 1T &£ OEA [ AET OEOU6S8

738. Another Board member stated that the Board had been tasked by the Governing
Instrument to develop a mechanism for decisiormaking in the absence of consensus. It was not
appropriate to use an achoc modality when a formal procedure was on the table for adoption
by the Board.

739. The CeChairs informed the Board that they, as GG@hairs, had differing views on this
matter and, as such, there was an impasse.

740. A Board member asserted that it was only th&oard that could interpret its own rules
and decisions. Noting this was the first time there was a difference of opinion between the two
Co-Chairs, they wished the General Counsel to provide guidance.

741. The CoeChairs invited the General Counsel to take tHoor.
742. The General Counsel provided the following opinion:

(@ If the Board was unable to reach a consensus per the Governing Instrumghtould
proceed to voting. However, prior to that, the Board would need to agree on the
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procedure for such voting. Thahad been the case in the selection of the Executive
Director; and

(b) The Rules of Procedure did not address the issue of differences between the @hairs.
In that case it would be for the Board to decide how to proceed, h@gain, consensus
would have to besatisfied.

743, A CoChair asked the General Counsel if a legal option was a afédecision without
precedent.

744, The General Counsel opined that that would require a consensus among Board members
to move to a voting arrangement. The central point was that ¢hconsensus rule had to be
satisfied. In their opinion, a oneoff decision without precedent was not possible without taking

the first step.

745, A Board member stated that if no decision could be taken now using past precedents
involving major decisions suchas the GCHeadquarters and the selection of Executive Director,
this would mean that no Executive Director could be selected by February 2019 as there would
be no agreed mechanism for taking such a decision.

746. A Board member speaking on behalf of LDCs sdftky were very concerned at the lack
of progress during the meeting. They requested a last effort by concerned Board members on
FP082.

747. The Board member from China requested the floor and made the following remarks.

748. In a spirit of cooperation, they requeted a postponement of the decision on FP082 as

there was no consensus. They noted that at their first Board meeting it was difficult to learn that
#EET ABO AEOOO DPOI COAIT A ATOIA T10 AA ApPOi OAAS
waited for three yearsto apply so as not to compete with particularly vulnerable countries.

Furthermore, they had applied for a loan rather than a grant. They wished to make a

contribution to GCF by piloting a successful first programme.

749. The Shandong Green Development Funatoposal had been endorsed by the Secretariat
and TAP which worked with AFD and KfW as cdinancers; consequently, there had been much
scrutiny of the programme. The programme expected to reduce 50 million tG&€y of GHG
emissions and benefit 10 million peple. It was being blocked by one Board member even
though the target country had accepted conditions they considered unfair.

750. Without GCF support it would require a substantial redesign and would have a big

Ei DAAO 11T OEA AT O1 OOUBO AT 1 PAOAOEIT xEOE ' #&8
751. Every Board member had veto power and as such could block a proposal. They

expressed great sympathy with the ADB team that had come to Bahrain not knowing the

outcome; this was also the case for many other countries. The Board should not require

consensus o funding proposals; a formal or informal voting procedure was needed.

752. Regarding the politicization of GCF, whilthey had received many technical questions,
they could not accept using technical matters as political levers. This had led to suspicion i th
Board and damaged its reputation. Board members from China had always tried to be very
prudent in using their voting power. It was essential that political issues not be allowed to
influence decisions or GCF would not succeed.

753. The CeChairs thanked the Bard member for their remarks.

754. A Board member who was leaving the Board stated that the discussion reinforced the
need for a voting system.

4
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755. Another Board member expressed a wish to keep the consideration of the funding
proposal open if this was legally prmissible. This was seconded by a further two Board
members who stated that FP082 was a programme with merit. One noted that waihere had
been remarks about the politicization of funding approvals, the fact was that there were policy
gaps and the govemance system needed reform.

756. Another Board member stated that there was an option for the matter to be raised with
the Independent Redress Mechanism.

757. For another Board member, the signal GCF was sending was a negative one. Many
potential proponents of projects and programmes would conclude that the hard work in
preparing a proposal was not worth the effort. They commended the great flexibility shown by
the Board member from China. With the first replenishment of GCF now approaching, the Board
had not givenan incentive to China to consider becoming a contributor in the way that it was at
the GEF.

758. Another Board member expressed support for the programme from China and said they
hoped it would be approved at the next meeting. They expressed sympathies to fBeard
member from China and noted that technological development was something GCF was well
placed to deliver.

759. Before closing the meeting, and following consultations, the Gohairs proposed

including an additional paragraph in the decision on agenda ite 16. They read the text to the

Boardas follows:O$ AAEAAO OF AAZEZAO OEA AEOOOEAO AT 1 OEAAOAO
TAgO 1 AROCET C 1T &£ OEA "1 AOAS8O

760. They opened the floor for comments. Seeing noniey took it that the Board wished to

adopt the decison.

761. The decision was so adopted.

&O01T AET ¢ POI T OAT nyo OEOI AA O)T AT T AOGEA ' Al OEAOI £
the World Bank

762. The CeChairs opened funding proposal 083 (FP083) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.02/Rev.01; and Add.30/Rev.01 (limited distribution).

763. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP083, a proposal by the World Bank
requesting a financing packge with a first tranche of USD 100 million to mitigate the
geothermal resource exploration risk in Indonesia. The representative further noted that, if
approved, it would constitute the largest C@emission reduction by a single country in the GCF
portfoli o.

764. The CaeChairs opened the floor for comments.
7e5. ! " T AOA | Al ARO AGPOAOOAA APPOAAEAOGEIT & O OE,
that addressed risks inherent in geothermal exploration. Indonesia has abundant geothermal

resources, which, if utilized responsibly, would be an ideal way to improve the electrification
rate. However, they had several concerns:

(@ As mentionedby the active observerfor CSOsunder an earlier funding proposal, the
ESMS had not been distributed to the Board and active observerstilia month before
the meeting;and

(b) There was noESIAon the specific sites.

766. They stated that they were consulting with the AE and hoped to get a resolution. They
also hoped GCF could find a way to exercise appropriate due diligemegarding this project.
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767. Another Board member similarly noted that the project did not follow the ESS
disclosure and consultation process with local communities or fulfil the gender requirements.

768. The CeChairs requested that the Secretariat and AE respond to the points raisedtb
first invited the active observerfor CSOgo take the floor.

769. The active observerfor CSOstated that civil society had many concerns about the

project and recommended that it not be approved by the Board. These concerns included:

@) The proposal paid in© £AAEAEAT O AOOAT OEiI 1T Oi OEA AEAAO OEA
AEOAoh AT A OEA OEOE 1 AT ACAT AT O AEOAI Ax1 OE AEA
earthquakes/volcanic explosions;

(b) Two thirds of the 20 subprojects to be implemented were by the private sector, wil
the project was categorized as public sector;

(© The information on specific sites was not available, and the communities potentially
affected had a right to be consulted;

(d) They had serious concerns about the technical capacity of PT Sarana Multrastruktur
to implement the category A projects in compliance with GCF policies and standards;

(e) Similarly, they had serious concerns at the inference in the proposal that its compliance o
xEQOE OEA 71 Ol A Al EGO OAOAAR Baterially eguivelerd ET Al Ol
Oi OEAO T &£ '#&h xEEAE ET Oi 1 OAO OAT 1T OAT 06 j OA&
® The gender assessment and action plan was too general and there was no sespecific

gender analysis. The gender action plan said that no female enginser project
managers would be hired forthe subprojects, which civil society found astonishing;

(9) The World Bank had no obligation beyond the project implementation period of 10
years; and

(h) There was, aghe TAP had noted, a risk of doubleounting the mitigation benefits.

770. In light of the time taken by the active observefor CSOgo deliver the detailed

comments, the Board held a brief discussion about how active observers could make comments
in the most efficient way possible, given time constraints. Théo-Chairs said that oral

comments needed to be very short but that active observers could provide longer written
remarks. A Board member said that the G€hairs had not limited the length of time taken by
Board members. They stated there should be no timenit on active observers as it was
extremely important to hear from both civil society and private sector observers.

771. The CoeChairs invited the representative of the Secretariat to take the floor to respond
to the comments, including those regarding IndbA OEA8 O CAT COAPEEA 11 AAOQEIT 1
a major area in the basin of the Pacific Ocean where many earthquakes and volcanic eruptions

occur.

772. Regarding the categorization of public versus private sector projects, the representative
clarified that the loan component for thegeothermal facility was a sovereign loan.

773. They also informed the Board that each subproject would have itavn specific ESIA
which included arisk assessment. Furthermore, the terms of the project were that construction
permits could only be provided when a satisfactory mitigation plan for the risks was in place.

774. Finally, the tenor of the loan had been shortened to 10 years to match the
implementation timeline.

775. The CeChairs invited the AE (World Bank) to take the floor.

776. The AErepresentative provided the following responses:
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(@ This was a framework project and the World Bank did not expect all projects to come to
fruition. Out of approximately 20 in total, they anticipated that less than half would be
completed;
(b) It was importantti AAAO ET [T ET A OEAO )T AT TAOGEA8O Al AAC

and oil-based, which was of great concern. The AE would use its frameworks to ensure
that proper mitigation measures were put in place

(© The ESMF had initially been disclosed in Januarpéagain in May. They had adhered to
OEA 71 O01A "ATES8O AEOAI T OOOA POT AARAOOAO8 4EA
much fewer for investment; and
(d) The representative confirmed that they were discussing with the Board member from
the United States oAmerica suitable language to provide for the disclosure of the ESS
reports for each subproject. This was necessary both to satisfy the World Bank and the
wider community. They noted that the World Bank would be responsible for each
project and, as such, tis was also a reputational risk issue for them. Due to the election
cycle in Indonesia, this was the last chance to approve the proposal; otherwise it would
either face a delay of a year or would not happen at all.

777. The CeChairs requested that further consltations continue on the margins of the
meeting.

778. A Board member stated that they had concerns about such discussions being held
outside the plenary, which had only been done on an exceptional basis in the past. Since they
had not heard a strong objectiorto the proposal from any Board member, they recommended
that the best approach would be to formulate a condition to be attached to the approval.

779. The CeChairs concurred that Board members should endeavour to formulate any
concerns in the form of conditias.

780.  Another Board member said that if there were ongoing consultations, the funding
proposal should not have been presented as time was short.

781. The CeChairs responded that they were following the precedent set at B.19 when
funding proposals were only talen offline where there were major objections.

782. The CeChairs adjourned the agenda item.

783. On reopening the item on the final day of the meeting, the &hairs asked the Board to
consider proposed additional conditions, namely on the modality to disclose thescific
subprojects, which was to be attached to the draft decision.

784. A Board member said that there was a need to address information disclosure

requirements under the programmatic approach. In the meantime, funding proposals that were

presented to the Bard with category A subprojects must provide adequate disclosure. They

appreciated efforts by AEs to put in place conditiontati AO OEA "1 AOAGO OANOEOA
disclosure. They requested that the Board consider the conditioribat had been presented in

written form for Board members; these followed the programmatic approach.

785. A Board member who had expressed an earlier objection stated that they appreciated
the efforts of the AE to address the issue of information disclosure. The conditiotiet had been
formulated by the AE were a step forward. However, they continued to believe that the
conditions fell short of GCF standards. Communities should have adequate time to comment on
high-risk projects, and 60 days was insufficient. In line with policies of #h United States of
America, the Board member stated that they would object to the funding proposal and
abstained from the consensus decision to finance the project.

786. The CeChairs requested that the abstention be recorded by the Secretariat.
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787. The CeChairs nvited the active observerfor CSO40 make a further comment.

788. The active observerfor CSOsaid they were extremely concerned at what appeared to
be double standards. The day before a funding proposal by the EBRD had been approved with
120 days prior disdosure. Similarly, earlier today, the samgeriod had been provided in the
approval of FP099. Now two other AEs, one public sector and one private sector, were being
permitted with much shorter disclosure periods. This was unacceptable from a public poirtf
view.

789. The CeChairs invited the Board to adopt the decision with the conditions stipulated,
duly noting the abstention and observations and caveats to be noted in the record.

790. Several further comments were made by Board members. One wished to know, given
that the AMA in question was not yet effective, whether the AE could comply with the new
conditions.

791. The CeChairs invited the AE to respond.
792. The AE affirmed that it would be able to comply with the conditions.

793. The same Board member noted that there wereéme-bound conditions. Reiterating the
earlier point that the AMA had been signed but was not yet effective and appreciating that the
AE could not provide an absolute guarantee, they wished to know if the AE could fulfil the
conditions without requesting an extension.

794. The CeChairs invited the AE to respond.

795. The AE said that they could not give an absolute guarantee as they could not say when
the AMA would be finalized and effective.

796. The CeChairs asked if they could guarantee this once the AMA had bdaralized.
797. The AE affirmed this.

798. The CoeChairs requested that the Secretariat and AE work expeditiously to finalize the
AMA.

799. The AE asked to make a clarification, namely that the AMA had been finalized but it was
not yet effective.

go0.  With no further comments or objections, FP083 was approved.
T¢c PpOi Bl OAT nyt OEOI AA O%l EAI
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801. The CaeChairs opened funding proposal 084 (FP084) as contained in document
GCF/B.2/10/Add.03; and Add.30/Rev.01 (limited distribution).

802. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP084, a proposal frothe United
Nations Development Programmeequesting USD 43.4 million to enhance the resilience of
YT AEA8O AT AOOAimatéichdnde @rid ExGdind évend ithrodgh an ecosystebased,
community-centred approach to adaptation, including by protecting and restoring mangroves
and seagrass and supporting communities to adopt climatadaptive livelihoods and value
chains.

803. The CeChdrs opened the floor for comments.

804. There being no comments or objections, FP084 was approved.

&O01 AET ¢ POI BT OAT mnmyuv OEOI AA O' OAAT "24 +AOAAEED

[N a
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805. The CeChairs opened funding proposal 085 (FP085) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.04; and Add.30/Rev.01 (limited distribution).

806. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP085 and highlighted that the project
aimed to establish a 30 kilometre, fully segregated bus rapid transit (BRT) system operated
xEQOE OEA ObidméhadethybridbisdeidmKarachi. It was the first dedicated low
emission transport project presented to the Board. The total project cost was USD 583.5 million
andthe United Nations Development Programmeequested USD 49 million from GCF. The
project expected to reduce 2.6 MtC@q over the 30 years of its lifetime, helping Pakistan to
achieve itsnationally determined contribution (NDQ goals.

807. The CaeChairs opened the floor for comments.

808. A Board member supported this project but wanted to note, afer FP083, that the ESS
documents were disclosed to the Board and active observésr CSOonly one month before the
Board meeting, which did not allow sufficient time for review. They requested that the
Secretariat ensure the GCF Information Disclosure Fgy was followed in future.

809. Another Board member, speaking during the earlier session where general comments
were provided regarding funding proposalssaid that FP085 had high transformation potential.
It was linked to NDCs and they wished to see this in the future funding proposals.

810. The CeChairs invited the active observefor CSO4go take the floor.

811. The observer stated that civil society was broadlgupportive of the project. It
appreciated efforts made to thoroughly consider gender in terms of the integration of both the
public transportation sector and the locationspecific gender dimensions in the project design
and operation. This would set a goog@ractice for future GCF transport projects. They had two
serious concerns relating to the potential for replicability:

@) Procedural:the project was considerectcategory A/high risk due to the potential for
voluntary resettlement of communities, but the ES8ocuments had only been disclosed
30 days prior to Board consideration instead of the 120 days required by the
Information Disclosure Policy and the Environmental and Social Policgnd

(b) Conceptual:in the context of Karachi, the use of biogas/biomethane &iseoretically zero
emission could potentially be a gamehanger for the transport sector; the energy source
was readily available and would not add significant additional GHG emissions beyond
what would have been already produced from the industrial agrigltural facility. This
approach would not be transformational at a larger scale and in the longer term as it
relied on reusing emissions from industrial agricultural production. The latter had to be
cut drastically to achieve a lowcarbon pathway. The bionethane approach for BRT was
not replicable more widely as the Karachi model was based on ongoing significant
methane emissions. More focus needed to be placed on phasing out methane emissions
from agro-industrial agriculture.

812. The CoChairs asked the Secratiat representative to take the floor.

813. Responding to the concern expressed by the Board member regarding disclosure, the
representative said that the Secretariat would ensure policy compliance going forward.

814. With the approval of the CeChairs,the Secretaiat representative asked the AE (ADB) to
provide further comments (summarized below).

815. In the context of the question of sustainability of biomethane in public transport and
more widely its replication potential in Pakistan, the ADB representative informedhe Board
that this was an unusual case where there were 400,000 cattle producing 3,200 twes of waste
per day that drains into the Bay of Karachi. The organic decomposition in the Bay produced



GREEN
GCF/B.21/35
CLIMATE Pageod

FUND

substantial releases of methane. There was no mechanism tdtigate these releases. In addition
to the large-scale methane release, 50,000 cubic meters of fresh water were also discarded in
transferring the waste to the Bay of the Karachiyhich was biologicallydead.

816. Given the base scenario, the estimation used BADB was conservative, and from an ADB
perspective it was a zerecarbon project: a hegative emission scenario.

817. With reference to replicability, such agricultural intensity may exist in other areas of
Pakistan and South Asieacattle are not the only sourceof biomethane. Other sources were also
available, such as agricultural, food and sewage waste, which were being used in biomethane
projects in Sweden and other European countries as well as the Republic of Korea, China and
South-East Asia.

818. Biomethane is aool that can be replicated. A caveat was that every situation was unique
and biomethane may not be appropriate for every city. However, where there were waste
streams with high caloric value, it was important to seek to aggressively mitigate and use such
methane emissions.

819. With no further comments and no objections, FP085 was approved.

&O1T AET ¢ POl b1 OAl mnye OEOI AA O OAAT #EOEAO &AAEIE
Reconstruction and Development

820. The CaeChairs opened funding proposal 086 (FP086) as containead document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.05; Add.15 (confidential distribution); and Add.30/Rev.01 (limited
distribution).

g21. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP086, a proposal from EBRD requesting
USD 100 million in loans and grants to foster transformatieal low-carbon, climateresilient
urban development for participating cities in the EBRD region.

822. The CoeChairs opened the floor for comments.

823. A Board member welcomed the facility because of private sector involvement and
because it involved building sustaiable urban infrastructure. However, they had a question
concerning disclosure. They wished to know if disclosure requirements for ESIAs foategory A
subprojects have been/would be followed.

824. Another Board member, speaking during the earlier session wheigeneral comments
were provided regarding funding proposals, said they could not support a tranched approach as
there were no agreed guidelines, and it created a cargver budgetary burden.

825, The CoeChairs invited the active observerfor CSO4do take the floor.

g26.  Whilewelcoming a focus on sustainable urban development and integrated planning

processes that allowed for meaningful stakeholder input, they said that the proposal seemed to

be overselling what it could actually achieve. Secondly, the Green CityidntPlan was
AEAOAAOCAOCEUMMOALG PR AOMIAI OAOOAA 1T AOCET AT T T UG8 #HE
Green City Action Plashad been finalized so far (two in 2017 and one in 2018) and

correspondingly, their implementation must be in the earliesphases. The proposal therefore

poOi pi OAA OAAIET ¢ OP M O A OAOU 1 AOCA OAAITA M A
concerned about the exclusive focus on large infrastructure subprojects, which failed to reflect

broader concepts of sustainabily and local, communitycentred approaches that needed to be

integrated into the larger planning processes of cities. Food systems, for example, contributed

EECEI U O A AEOUGO AAOATT &I 1T OPOET Oh UAO OEA xiC
Plans should reflect a broader understanding of sustainability, including noimfrastructure

projects and smaliscale, neighbourhoodoriented interventions.
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827. Concerning the gender action plan, budgetary expenditures for its implementation were
over-focused onexpenditures for consultants. What was missing was a clear allocation of

funding under the gender action plarfor the contribution and directagencyl £ 1 1T AAT xT1 1 AT &
groups and neighbourhood associations, for exampléhrough a small grant facility comporent.

828. Finally, they expressed concern about the limited documentation provided to civil

society. As a result, a thorough assessment of the proposal had been impossible, given how
AOT AA AT A O1 OPAAEALAEA EO xAO0O8 4EA psomeditt@Al |1 Al
proposed component projects. Civil society requested that this annex be made public. Similarly,
they expected that the list of eligibility criteria to be developed would be made public.
Furthermore, they requested that the EBRD disclosure thaategory A privatesector projects
would not be financed and that publiccategory A projects would comply with the 12Gday prior
disclosure be published not only on the EBRD website but also that of GCF. They also wished to
put on record that EBRD had prmised, in a separate response to civil society, that all public
disclosure documents for subprojects under théacility would identify whether GCF funding

was involved.

829. The CeChairs invited the AE (EBRD) to take the floor.

830. A representative from EBRD infomed the Board that conditions had been agreed with

the Board member from the United States of America and would be shared. In summary, for
eachcAOACT OU ' DPOAT EA OAAOI O OOAPOI EAAOR OEA ' % xI
120 calendar days in dvance of the Board meeting of EBRD. The details of how this

communication would take place would be fully defined later. They also clarified that private

sector category A projects were excluded from first tranche.

O
M

831. Active engagement with civil societywas critical; this was included inthe Green City
Action Plan. The representative noted that at a recent key meeting in Armenia, 40 ment of
participants were from civil society.

832. The CeChairs asked the Board member from the United States of Americdhé
response met the concerns raised.

833. The Board member welcomed the summary provided but said they wished to first see
the text of the conditions.

834. The Secretariat representative stated they were ready for distribution.

835. The CeChairs asked Board membert review these while they moved onto to another
agenda item.

836. The discussion was adjourned.

837. On reopening later in the meeting, the G&€hairs reminded the Board that the new
conditions had been distributed and asked if Board members could support the de@si.

838. The Board member from the United States of America expressed thanks for the
conditions and confirmed that they would support these.

839. Another Board member requested an assurance from the AE that the country was aware
of the new conditions and had indicat¢d that they could be met.

840. The CeChairs invited the active observefor CSO4<o take the floor.

841. The observer said that the conditions were a significant improvement and asked if the

same conditions could be applied to other projects.

8s2. RespondingtotheBA OA | ATl AAOEO NOAOUh OEA %" 2% OAPOAO
had consulted with the country andcould confirm that the country could comply with the

conditions.
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843. The CeChairs asked if the Board could approve the funding proposal.
844. With no further comments or objections, FP086 was approved.

845. Following the approval, a Board member asked what exposure GCF had in respect of
EBRD, given that it has a significant share of the GCF portfolio.

846. The CeChairs said that the Secretariat would inform the Board on thievel of exposure
at a later time.

¢OT AET ¢ DOI DI OAl myy OEOI AA 0" OEI AEl G 1 EOAI EEIT
OPPAO AAOGET O 1T & ' OAOAI A1l A0 EECEI AT AG6 AU OEA )1
Nature
847. The CoeChairs opened funding proposal 08 (FP087) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.06; and Add.30/Rev.01 (limited distribution).
848. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP087, a proposal by International Union
for Conservation of Nature requesting a USD 22 million grant to redudlee impacts of climate
change on the hydrological cycle in target watersheds through improved land use practices,
leading to improved water recharge and productivity.
849. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.
850. A Board member expressed support for the mject but requested that a number of
points be taken into consideration during implementation, namely:
(@) Biodiversity enhancement:the funding proposal stated that agroforestry and
silvopastoral restoration would be achieved using trees and shrubs, and sewatispecies
had been identified to improve soil biodiversity and water retention. However, cost
effectiveness and efficiency estimations seemed to include flawer species. It was
crucial to include diversity of species, including native species, to enhamthe
biodiversity of species. Furthermore, there was a need to promote diversity of crops that
would complement the basic staples of mae and beans;
(b) Seed bankthe funding proposal included the establishment of a seed bank, and it was
recommended to congler mechanisms that would ensure the availability of seeds that
promoted biodiversity and resilience, and which were also culturally acceptableand
(© Network of agro-hydrometeorological stations:the Board member recommended that
roles and responsibilitiesbe carefully planned and agreed to avoid overlap of
responsibilities or competition in the network of hydrometeorological stations. They
further recommended that an agreement be reached with those private stations
currently operating on access and data sring, following which an assessment could be
made on the need to establish new stations.
851. The CaeChairs noted that the Board member had provided guidance for implementation
and not conditions for approval of the project.
852. The representative of the Secretadt informed the Board that they had consulted with
the AE the International Union for Conservation of Naturg and confirmed that they had agreed
to take these comments into full consideration.
853. With no further comments and no objections, FP087 was approved
&O1T AET ¢ POl T OAl mnmyw OEOI AA O5POAAIT ET ¢ Al Ei AOA ¢
ACOI AAT OUOOAI O i1 & %i 3AI OAAT O j2%#,)-1qQq6 AU OEA

the United Nations
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854. The CeChairs opened funding proposal 089 (FP089) as containead document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.08; and Add.30/Rev.1 (limited distribution).

855. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP089, a proposal submitted by the Food
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, requesting GCF grant funding of

USD 35.85million to restore and reforest degraded ecosystems to protect water sources and
aquifer recharge and to improve the resilience of the livelihoods of the vulnerable population
through adaptive agroecosystem management in El Salvador.

856. The CeChairs opened he floor for comments.

857. There being no comments or objections, FP089 was approved.
&O01 AET ¢ DOI Pi OAl mnmwn OEOI AA 0411 CA 2AT AxAAI A % /
2AT AxAAT A %l AOCU )1 OAOCOI AT O 001 COAi 6 AU OEA | OE/
858. The CeChairs opened funding proposal 090 (FP090) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.09 and Add.30/Rev.1 (limited distribution).

859. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP090, a proposal by the ADB requesting
USD 29.9 million in grants to fimnce renewable energy generation, storage and migirids in
Tonga.

860. The CaeChairs opened the floor for comments.

861. A Board member noted that Tonga was one of the most vulnerable countries to climate

change. Whik each country had to mitigate its C@emissionsit was important for GCF in cases

OOAE AO 411 CA8O0 O £l AOO éiiwaskledrly up fo Aomri@sAOET T DOIT F
choose which types of projects were most suitable for their needs, in the future GCF should

think more about the countries in which the focus should be mitigation and the countries where

EO OEI O A AR AAAPOAOEI T8 &1 O OEEO OPAAEZEA POl EA
level of indebtedness, which meant the country was not eligible for loans. Seeing that the AE

(ADB) had a dividend of USD 1 million a year, they wished to know why there was not a greater

level of financing from Tonga Power Limited, as it was making profit.

862. The representative of the Secretariat responded that there were a number of adaptation
proposals being developed in Tonga. In terms of concessionality, this would be reflected in
reducing the tariff to the end users.

863. The CeChairs invited the AHADB)to take the floor.

864. A representative of ADB provided the following responses to the comments from the

BOAOA | Al AAO8 4EAU OAEOAOAOAA OEAO EO xAO Al EAT O¢
adaptation or mitigation project to GCF. There were difficulties in bringing a standalone energy

project under adaptation. This specific project was a mitigation projeatith strong adaption

benefits. One consideration had been the report of tHaternational Monetary Fund, which

EECEI ECEOAA 4711 CA80 EECE A gtAgawad 100 perkehtligbl® OAOO8 5
for grants. They stated thatTonga Power Limitedwas a stateowned institution and was making

a profit. However, it needed to make a profit, so it could use these profits to attract private

sector power producers; without these incentives it would be too risky for such producers to

enter the market. Anyretained earnings were being invested in ongoing climateelated

projects.

865. The Board member who had intervened earlier said that it was important to develop a
policy so that the outputs of GCF grant funding would be maximized. At the same time, they
stated that they would not stand in the way of consensus to approve the project.

866. The CeChairs thanked the Board member for the reminder to close many policy gaps.
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867. With no further comments and no objections, FP090 was approved.

>

&OT AET ¢ POl bl OAIE mufpO AXEAD 1 7AM0 AGB 138 PI1 U 001 EAAODS
Development Bank

868. The CeChairs opened funding proposal 091 (FP091) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.10 and Add.30/Rev.1 (limited distribution).

8609. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP091 from BB in Kiribati. The proposal
aimed to increase water security in South Tarawa, which was dependent on climate change
threatened freshwater lenses, through a reliable, safe and climatesilient water supply. This
would be achieved through the constructiorof a 4,000cubic metre desalination plant and a 2.5
megawatt photovoltaic system to provide lowemission power for the water supply system.

870. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

s7.. $OOET C OEA "1 AOAGO AAOI EAO CAT da@mbmb& EOAOOOET |
stated that the focus of FP091 on desalination represented a key adaptation priority.

872. There being no further comments or objections, FP091 was approved.

&O1T AET ¢ DPOI Pi OAl mwg OEOI AA 0001 COAIT A A1 O ET OA

C
cimate AEAT CA ET OEA . ECAO "AOET jo)s$!##7¥."Qq6 AU OE

873. The CaeChairs opened funding proposal 092 (FP092) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.11 and Add.30/Rev.1 (limited distribution).

874. A representative of the Secretariat introduced-P092, a proposal byhe African
Development Bank(AfDB) requesting USD 67.7 million to improve the resilience of populations
and ecosystems in the Niger Basin through the sustainable management of natural resources,
with an expected 4 million beneficiaries and emissiors reductions of 1.4 MtCQeq per year.

875. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

876. A Board member stated that they were prepared to approve the project because it
targeted countries very vulnerable to climate change. A key risk of this projewas that it would
be taking place in several fragile countries. It was widely recognized that these types of
environments were difficult to work in . GCF would have an opportunity to learn much as the
project progressed.

877. Another Board member, speaking dung the earlier general discussion by the Board of
funding proposals, had noted that FP092 had a high transformational impact potential and
would help to ensure longterm resilience in a region suffering from drought.

878. An active observerfor CSOsvelcomedthe project while also noting that:

(@) It was not appropriate for the Secretariat to imply in its assessment that commitment by
highly indebted poor countries was heightened by their willingness to accept loans;

(b) They wished to have assurances as well as aatdd condition to the effect thatthe
O C A T-réspdbsive climate smartA COE A D1 OOO0A AuvphA éesthBtA 06 O AAO
encourage, for example, genetically modified organisms, soil carbon or other
guestionable environmental approaches;

(© They were concerned about weak consultation with pastoralist communities and weak
representation arrangements, andhey also noted that direct efforts to promote
traditional or indigenous knowledge were missing. It was therefore imperative that the
project tap into and strengthen traditional knowledge to give meaning tdrticle 7,
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paragraph 5 of the Paris Agreement on indigenous and traditional knowledge systems
and guarantee security of land rightsand

(d) They hoped the assurances made by project proponentisiring the informal
consultation in Bahrain would be realized, namely that the GCF Indigenous Peoples
Policy would be incorporated as the primary safeguards instrument when dealing with
indigenous peoples as beneficiaries.

879.  Another Board member statedanoBE AAQOET 1T O OEA OOA 1T £ OEA
There was no international consensus on the definition of this term and, in line with a project at

an earlier Board meeting, they requested that the term be removed. They askid

independentTAP to claify.

880. The CeChairs asked the Secretariat and the AE f@B) to take the guidance from the
Board into account.

881. The representative of the Secretariat stated that they had consulted withfBB and they
had confirmed they had taken into account comments fromidl society during consultations.

882. The CeChairs asked if the Board could approve FP092.

883. A Board member again requested a response to their query regarding climasenart
agriculture.

884. A representative of the TAP concurred with the Board member that the ter was a
problem and that it was in widespread use. They confirmed thahe TAP would take this into
consideration in future cases to provide more clarity.

885. The concerned Board member said thaas was practicedat B.18 it was important to be
clear what type of technology the Board was approving.

886. The CeChair asked the Board member if they wished that a condition to this effect be
included.

887. The Board member said they did not wish to block consensus and requested that
suitable language be reflected in the decision.

888. A further Board member informed the Board that when they were a G€hair, they were
approached by an individual who was seeking USD 1 billion in gmancing to support the use of
drought-resistant seeds witha lessthan reputable private sector company working in Africa.

4EAOA xAOA OADPOOAOET T Al OEOEGIA ® OAROE A GIOGRO AL £

and terminology.

889. Another Board member echoed earlier views about the lack of consensus on climate
smart agriculture on the African continent. Many Africans worked in agriculture on a
subsistence basis. Some countries had introduced climasenart agriculture and the Board
member hoped in those cases that it would provide greater food security. Howevéirica as a
whole had yet to adopt this approach more widely, and it was essential that none of the

sz A 2 A o~

i AT AAOO T £ OEA | ZOEAAT AT 1 OOEOOAT AU xAOA POO EI
Board. They expressed support for the Board member who wished see reference O1  OA-l EI AOA
Oi AOO ACOEAOI OOOCASs OAI T OAA mEOIT I #& AT AOI A1 008

8o0.  The CoChairs requested the Secretariat and TAP to remove therm O A1 E-dmér0 A
ACOEAOI OO0AG6 AOI I POl BT OAI O CIi ET C A& OxAOAS8

891. There being no further comments and no objection$;P092 was approved.

&O01 AET ¢ POI P OAl mwo OEOI AA O9AI AAT 200AT %l AAOC

African Development Bank
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892. The CeChairs opened funding proposal 093 (FP093) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.12.

893. A representative of the 8cretariat introduced FP093, a proposal from AfDB to create an
enabling environment for private sectoroperated green minigrids in Burkina Fasoyequesting
GCHunding of USD 24.3 million.

894. The CeChairs thanked the Secretariat and opened the floor for caments.

895. A Board member brought to the attention of the Board that they had raised a concern
with the Secretariat and the AE (fDB) regarding the calculation of GHGs in the funding

proposal. They had questioned the accuracy of the projected reductions in £gnissions, which
had not appeared to take into account the increased demand for electricity. Reporting that the
guestion had, however, been adequately addressed by AfDB, the Board member highlighted this
as an example of how to address Board questions thugh dialogue with the Secretariat and

AEs.

896. While expressing their support for the project on the basis that it both strengthened the
policy environment and investment in infrastructure, a Board member sought clarification on
the climate rationale of the hird component. This involved the provision of productiveuse
equipment to support economic activity in the targeted regions. The Board member asked how
this component linked to the previous two, and how GCF support in this area had been justified.

897. A representative of the Secretariat responded that component 3 was central to ensuring
the sustainability of the project.

898. The CoeChairs took note of the comments and invited the Board to adopt FP093.

899. With no further comments and no objections, FP093 was approde

&01 AET ¢ DOl BT OAl mwt OEOI AA O%i OOOET ¢
| i

A
) Ol AT AG6 AU OEA 51 EOAA . AOET T 0 $AOAI i

1 Ei AGA 0}
Pi AT O 00T ¢
900. The CaeChairs opened funding proposal 094 (FP094) as contained in document

GCF/B.21/10/Add.13 and Add.30/Rev.1 (imited distribution).

901. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP094, a proposal ltlye United Nations
Development Programmerequesting a USD 41.9 million grant to strengthen the resilience of its
drinking and irrigation water in 15 vulnerable zones of Comoros through water sectoral climate
risk reduction planning, water resources and watershed management, and the installatior o
climate-resilient water supply infrastructure.

902. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

903. There being no comments or objections, FP094 was approved.

&O0T AET ¢ POI PT OAl mwu OEOI AA O40AT OA&I OI ET C &ET AT 7
Francaise de Développement

904. The CaeChairs opened funding proposal 095 (FP095) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.22 (confidential distribution).

905. The Board member from France recused themselves from the discussion of this agenda
item as they were on the Board of th&E (AFD).

906. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP095.

907. The proposal was an odending programme that would provide loans and grants for
technical assistance to local financial partners (LFPs) in 17 developing countries with the aim of
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creating selfsustaining markets in the areas of energy efficiency, renewable energy and climate
resilience. With the exception of Ecuador, 16 target countries were from Africa, of which 7 were
LDCs and Ja SIDS. The total funding cost of the programme was EUR 653 roiflj consisting of
EUR 615 million in loans and EUR 38 million in grants. GCF would contribute EUR 240 million,
comprising 209 million in loans and EUR 31 million in grants. AFD and Proparco would
contribute the remaining EUR 413 million, consisting of EUR06 million in loans and EUR 7
million in grants. The programme was expected to mobilize an additional EUR 246 million from
LFPs and

EUR 613 million from project sponsors, for a total leveraged size of EUR 1.5 billion.

908. The CoChairs opened the floor focomments.

909. A Board member stated that GCF had a critical role in leveraging private sector funds
and this project helped GCF to achieve that goal. Waiioting that financial intermediation was
an important tool, they wished to record the following concers to ensure that, in future,
programmes like FP095 were more robust:

(@) ESS disclosure did not include projeespecific information. Furthermore, the AE may
not be able to disclose the ESIAs for the majority of the higisk projects to the Board in
enough time; and

(b) The project had a wide scope and may be challenging to implement.

910. Another Board member expressed strong support foa programme such as this

covering a large number of LDCs, for several reasons, including: it brought concessional finance
to difficult markets, leveraged private sector finance, included adaptation financing and was
regionally diverse. On the question of ESS disclosure, the Board member stated that it seemed to
be fully compliant with GCF standards. It was important that the Board didot impose criteria

on projectsthat were not part of GCF policies in order to fill policy gaps.

911. The CeChairs invited the active observefor CSO4go take the floor.

912. The active observerfor CSOstated major concerns with the funding proposal and
suggesed that it should not be adopted at the present time. Despite its ambitious name, it was
essentially a series of credit facility agreements with up to 40 public and commercial banking
institutions in 17 planned recipient countries for a wide array of divese subproject
investments, including a yet undefined number of highisk, category Asubprojects. Civil society
recommended that, in order totransform financial systems for climate, as the title of the
proposal implied, the programme should have looked beyond credit provision and technical
assistance to financial institutions to also tackle policy reforms, community resilience and an
outreach and engagement focus with a wider and more inclusive set of local actors.

913. The publicly available document lacked a clear indication of who would ultimately
benefit from GCF funding. There was no clarity about what kind of institutions would be
targetedasO1 T AAT AET AWwhatihéit cappbllie®dndteack decords (for exampleon
environmental and social due diligence) were, and what projects they could fund.

914, A publicly disclosed list of LFPs was essential. Furthermore, a publicly available regis

of all subprojects to funded by LFPs during the programme should be established, to be

published both on the AFD and GCF websites. They also stated that the annex detailieg

OET AEAAOGEOA 1 EOO 1T &£ OAAET T 11 CEA Gréad.AhelekisingT ¢ &£l O (
AFDexclusion list did not explicitly prohibit harmful climate technologies such agarbon

capture and storage plantation afforestation or waste incineration.

915. While not favouring adoption, if the proposal was adopted, civil society ated that it
was important that the programme did not allow funding for local subsidiaries of multinational
banks but instead focus exclusively on domestic financing institutions, including smaller ones
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that were prioritizing supplying local companies, sub as micro enterprises, which the proposal
excluded. They noted that most women entrepreneurs were represented in this excluded
business segment. Furthermore, the programme should commit to include in each credit facility
agreement a gender action plan tédred to the selected LFP financial partner.

916. Finally, they requested assurance from AFD that their local financial partners would be
monitored for inclusion of civil society groups, producer cooperatives and associations
representing micro and small entergises in subprojectspecific consultation processes.

917. The Secretariat representative stated there were ongoing discussions on disclosure,
scope and domestic financial institutions.

918. An AFD representative provided brief responses:

(@) The proposal was compliantwith GCF policy. Category A subprojects were essential to
maximize the impact of the programme and expected paradigm shift; understanding the
concerns raised, the AFDad proposed a new ESS condition;

(b) Regardingcategory A subprojects, AFD would pay spediattention to a systematic non
objection to everycategory A subproject to be financed under the programme;

(© With reference to scope, the programme had been built according to country needs.
These would be refined with all stakeholders on the ground;

(d) A list of eligible LFPs had been attached to the programme, and due diligence would be
carried out during the implementation of the programme;

(e) AFD was committed to raising gender awareness for each project to be financed under
the programme;and

® TheglobalAT AEOETT xAO OI OCOAAT 6 11T AAT AAT EOS8

done incrementally.

919. The CaeChairs thanked the AFD representative for the remarks and proposed that
consultations should continueon the margins of the meeting

920. A Board member equested that the CeChairs present the decision on FP095 for
adoption.

921. Another Board member asked the G&hairs if consultationson the margins of the
meeting were now the default modus operandi. They wondered if further consultations were
necessary giverthe comprehensive briefing by the AE.

922. The Board member who had originally expressed several concerns with the funding
proposal requested to see the detailed responses from the AE in writing.

923. The CeChairs stated that the concept of consultations on opdanding proposals was
not a default position but an attempt by the C&hairs to ensure that every effort was made to
approve funding proposals presented for Board consideration. They noted that the Board had
approved many more funding proposals than werdeing consulted.

924. Another Board member noted an existing Board practice of adding conditions to cover
concerns raised by any Board members about individual funding proposals. They said thatCo
Chairs had introduced a practice of asking adwss to engage wih project proponents and there
had been a whole day prior to the formal Board meeting devoted to such consultations. They
restated that the focus of such consultations should be on whether conditions could be crafted
to address concerns.

4
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925, The CeChairs sad they had sought to create a good process for consultations, including
the information day prior to the formal meeting, and it would be useful to reflect for the future
on what had been learned from this process.

926. The agenda item was adjourned.

927. Later, on the final day, the CeaChairs reopened the agenda item and invited a
representative of the Secretariat to provide an update.

928. The representative said that following extensive consultations, agreement had been
reached which included a proposal to add a condibn addressing the disclosure question.

929. A Board member reiterated concerns about the importance of robust disclosure and
reminded the Board that they had presented comprehensive conditions during an earlier
intervention.

930. The Board member who had raisedancerns regarding this funding proposal stated that
these had not been fully allayed by the proposed condition. Whkilt provided some additional
transparency, they hoped that AFD would provide full and detailed impact assessments. In view
of the policiesof the United States of America, the Board member wished to place on record
their objection to the proposal and their abstention from the decision to fund it.

931. The CoeChairs asked the Secretariat to note this in the report of the meeting.

932. A Boardmemberrequested clarification that the funding proposal was not being
blocked by the Board member from the United States of America.

933. The CeChairs confirmed that this was indeed the case.

934, A Board member expressed the hope that the amendments would reassure cadiciety
and reiterated their support for the funding proposal.

935. The CeChairs asked the Board if, taking note of the conditions, the caveditst would
be recorded in the report of the meeting, and the abstention, the Board could adopt the decision.

936. A Baard member wished to have confirmation that the AE could address the conditions.
Secondly, since there were similar GCF projects, they asked the Secretariat to confirm that there
was alignment between this proposal and other projects in the GCF portfolio.

937. The CoeChairs invited the AE to take the floor.
938. The AE confirmed that they were able to comply with the conditions.

939. The Secretariat representative suggested that information on alignment with other
projects be providedoutside the meeting

940. There was no djection to this and again the Ce&Chairs asked if the Board could adopt
the decision with the conditions, caveats and abstentigas previously outlined.

941. There being no further objections or comments, FP095 was approved.

&OT AET C POI Pl OAl eenMini-OBBRABODEOATI 6§ OAU OEA | £AOEAA
Bank

942. The CeChairs opened funding proposal 096 (FP096), as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.18.

943, Mr. Mpanu Mpanu recused himself from making any interventions regarding the
proposal given that he was aational of the Democratic Republic of the Congo, where the
project was to be implemented. Several Board members stated that it was not necessary for
Board members to recuse themselves under these circumstances. Underlining that all Board
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members had signd declarations regarding conflicts of interest, a Board member commented
that individual members of the Board were not prevented under the policy from engaging in
discussions on projects from their constituencies.

944, A representative of the Secretariaintroduced FP096.

945, The representative highlighted that the programme would support the development of
three solar green minigrid pilot projects, each with battery storage, aggregating to a capacity of
around 30 megawattsin three towns in the Democratic Rpublic of the Congo, namely lsiro,
Bumba, and Gemena, and to strengthen the enabling regulatory environment for private
investment in green minigrid projects.

946. Key barriers to the provision of appropriate power inthe Democratic Republic othe

Congoincluded heavy reliance on hydropower generation, of which less than 50 peent was

currently available for generation due to aging infrastructure and lack of maintenance, and the
underdeveloped power grid, which only covered the southern and the eastern riggn. This left

large tracts of the country without access to energy with the result that the population had

resorted to unsustainable diesel generator setsvhich not only posed an environmental

AEAT T AT CA AGO A1 01 DPOO AAT bricdsEA DOAOOOOA 11 OEA
947. The proposed programme would address these challenges by demonstrating the

viability of mini -grids facilitated through a standardized procurement process (for which the

request for quotation had been launched two weeks earlier) and development ohappropriate

regulatory process. Successful implementation was expected to spur future development of

private sector green minifCOEAO OEAO 11 0 TT1 U AAAOAOOAA OEA Al
Al 01 OAAOAAA OEA AT O1 OOUGB CGector by disphatirg Ged@badedd A£OT 1 OF
generation across theDemocratic Republic othe Conga

948, The programme expected to reduce emissions by 560,000 te¥q during its lifetime.

949, The CaeChairs opened the floor for comments.

950. A Board member requested that a condition be attached to the proposal whereby the
terms and conditions of the GCF loans would ensure that the GCF concessionality was passed to
entities within the project country rather than the AE.

951. A member of the Secretdat provided assurance that the condition would be reflected in
the legal documentation.

952. During the earlier general discussion of funding proposals, a Board member had
suggested the replication of the project in other countries.

953. The CoChairs took note ofthe comments and invited the Board to adopt FP096.

954. With no further comments and no objections, FP096 was approved.

&O01 AET ¢ POl BT OAl mwx OEOI AA O000i AGAOEOA
#EAT

)T OAOOT £
AT CA j#1-"Ei ))asé AU O Econoid idedton | | AOEAAT " A

T E

955. The CeChairs opened funding proposal 097 (FP097) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.24.

956. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP097.

957. The programme would increase the resilience to climate change of MSMEs in CostaRi
the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua and Panama by removing
barriers to access financial and notiinancial services for adopting and implementing the best
available climate change adaptation measures.
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958. The total programmesize was USD 28 million, consisting of USD 25 million in loans and
USD 3 million in grants to cover training, technical assistance and an incentive scheme designed
to reward MSMEs for the successful implementation of adaptation measures. Of the total
programme financing, USD 12.5 million in loans and USD 3 million in grants would be funded by
GCF. The Central American Bank for Economic Integration would-fimance USD 12.5 million in
loans.It would also seek to leverage additional funds from internationdinancial institutions

and MSMEs.

959. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

960. A Board member requested that a condition be attached to the proposal whereby the
terms and conditions of the GCF loans would ensure that the GCF concessionality was passed to
entities within the project country rather than the AE.

961. The representative of the Secretariat confirmed that this would be included in the legal
documentation and was acceptable to the AE.

962. With no further comments and no objections, FP097 was approved.

Ful AET ¢ DOl bl OAl nwy OEOI AA O$" 3! #1 EIi AOA &ET AT A/
Southern Africa

963. The CaeChairs opened funding proposal 098 (FP098) as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add. 25 (confidential distribution).

964. A representative of the Secretarinintroduced FP098. The proposal was a lending
programme led by the Development Bank of Southern Africa (DBS#at was uniquely designed

to accelerate and deisk investments into mitigation and adaption projects in southern Africa,
with an initial focus on Lesotho, Namibia, South Africa and Swaziland. The programme would be
the first climate finance facility of its kind in Africa based on a s@alled @reen bank modebthat
could be replicated in developing countries to rapidly scale up private sector ofiate

investments in the region. The total programme size was USD 170.5 million, consisting of USD
169 million in loans and USD 1.5 million in grants, which would cover project management costs
for the facility. Of the total programme financing, GCF wouldifid USD 55 million in loans and
USD 0.5 million in grants. DBSA would provide USD 55 million, and USD 59 million would be
funded by other investors including the Public Investment Corporation, which was the largest
pension fund in subSaharan Africa. Theaotal programme would mobilize up to USD 850 million

in investments from commercial banks and project sponsors.

965. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

966. A Board member stated that as the Government of South Africa was a major shareholder
of the DBSAand since they werea member of the Government of South Africa, there was the
possibility that this might be perceived as a potential conflict of interest.

967. The CoeChairs thanked the Board member for informing the Board.

968. A Board member requested that a coriion be attached to the proposal whereby the
terms and conditions of the loans made to entities within the project country would be
equivalent to those placed on the loan provided by GCF. This would ensure that the recipient
countries would benefit from the concessionality afforded by GCF.

969. The CeChairs invited the active observefor CSO4go take the floor.

970.  Theactive observerfor CSOOAEA OEAO OEA bDOT COAiIi i A AT T OOEAGQ
development strategies in the target sectordncluding energy, water and waste management.

However, the environmental and social management framework in the eligibility criteria for the

selection of subprojects as well as guidelines for monitoring and impact measurement were
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unclear. This could resit in selecting projects with adverse environment and social impacts or
limited transformative impact in the longrun.

971. Secondly, gender analysis had been addressed but the action plan was not
comprehensive. Civil society therefore recommended the inclusioof country-specific gender
actions plans, budgets, defined activities, indicators, clear responsibilities and timeligeand
integration in the overall results management framework.

972. Furthermore, the observer expressed concern that the lending activitiesould increase
the debt burden of targeted beneficiaries; careful country and economic analysis of beneficiaries
should be made before financing.

973. It was also essential that GCF concessionality be passed on to the final beneficiaries. It
was also unclear vhether vulnerable people would benefit from the lower cost of infrastructure
services.

974. A representative of the AE informed the Board that the environmental and social
management framework was defined at the facility level and that further details will be
provided at project level; the same applied to the monitoring and impact measurement
framework.

975. Regarding gender, the DBSA gender policy would be applied at faeility level, and
further analyses would be completed at project level.

976. The representative sated that DBSA had established an operational manual with clear
guidelines on how environmental and social, gender, monitoring and impact measurement
would be undertaken at project level, bearing in mind the context of each country targeted by
the programme.

977. With no further comments and no objections, FP098 was approved.

&O01 AET ¢ DOl Pl OAl nmww OEOI AA O#1 Ei AOA )1 OAOOI O
Maatschappij Voor Ontwikkelingslanden N.V.

978. The CeChairs opened funding proposal 099 (FP099), as contained document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.21/Rev.01.

979. Mr. Roelof Buffinga recused himself from discussions on the proposal on the basis that
the Government of the Netherlands held shares in the AEederlandse Financierings
Maatschappij Voor Ontwikkelingslanden N.\{FMO).

980. A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP099.

981. The programme was a blended finance facility, structured as a series of funds for both
development and construction, which would provide integrated, full project lifecycle financing
to support the development, construction and commissioning of small to mediursized
renewable energy projects across a set of 11 target countries with significant energy deficits
and low access to clean energy. This would enable the development and delivery of projecta at
faster and more costeffective rate compared with conventional project financing.

982. The total programme size was USD 821 million, of which GCF would finance

USD 100 million in the form of reimbursable grants. The remaining funding included €o
financing provided by donor investors (USD 101 million), FMO (USD 50 million) and private
sector institutional investors (USD 570 million).

983. Climate Investor One (CIO) addressed several key barriers facing renewable energy
project sponsors in the countries targeted byhe programme, including a scarcity of early stage
financing for project development as well as the complexity, time and cost normally associated
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with conventional project financing models for the construction stage of projects. The resulting
impact of the innovative financing model of CIO was further enhanced by the incorporation of a
capital recycling mechanism, enabling a greater number of projects to be supported by CIO over
its 20-year lifespan.

984, The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.
085. Two Board members praised the innovative character of the funding proposal.

986. A Board member requested reassurance as to how FMO would ensure that the ESIAs for
category A subprojects would be shared with the Board and stakeholders in a manner that
would allow for review and comments. They suggested that, in dialogue with FMO, a condition
could be attached to the proposal to this effect.

087. Noting the assessment athe independentTAP that the proposal had limited potential to
contribute to a paradigm shift, a Board membeasked the AE what efforts they would make in
this regard. They also requested more information on the additionality of GCF funding.

088. A further Board member wished to know why the project document referred to loan
returns given that the FAA was to take théorm of a reimbursable grant. They also asked why
GCF was providing reimbursable grants to private sector entities.

999. 4EA AAOEOA 1T AOGAOOAO A& O 03/ 0 xAl AT T AA OEA
structure, which they believed was a powerful mechanism to malize private investment at

scale and sent a strong signal to the private sector that GCF wanted to work directly with them.
They also expressed their appreciation of an initiative from the Global Innovation Lab for

Climate Finance, which would encouragenstitutional investors to enter challenging

jurisdictions.

990. Noting that they had been engaged in a dialogue with FMO regarding the blended
finance facility, the active observer for CSOs said that they still had some concerns in this
respect. Adding that FMGhad made commitments to CSOs in a number of areagluding on
disclosure and grievance redress, they requested that these commitments be articulated in the
FAA or formalized legally. The observer noted with concern that undesirable renewable energy
pathways such as biomass and thermal power had not been explicitly excluded in the list of
project types that CIO aimed to fund. With reference to the target area of rui-the-river

projects identified in the proposal, the observer noted that such projects atd have significant
negative impacts and highlighted the suboptimal recent track record of FMO in hydropower

e}

DOl EAAOO8 4EAU Al O AOAx AOOAT OEIT O OEA DOl EAZ

asserted would not automatically translate into enhance energy access for those living in
energy poverty.

991. A representative of FMO said that they accepted the condition on ESIA disclosure.
Regardingthe additionality of GCF funding, they explained that investment was made based on
a fixed ratio between privatesector capital and contributor government funding; currently

there was considerable potential for increased private sector investmeriiased onadditional
funding from GCF. The representative identified a number of areas of the programme with
paradigm shift potential: the introduction of a whole-of-life funding concept, whereby funding
was made available by CIO at different stages of the project, sparing the developer lengthy
fundraising processes throughout implementation; the deployment of equitpnly investment
during the construction phase and only introducing debt financing in later phases, which was an
innovative approach in African markets; and the engagement of institutional investors in
unfamiliar jurisdictions at a reduced risk thanks to the presene of contributor capital. The
project also involved introducing the first private sector independent power producers to some
areas, including the first wind farm in Djibouti. As for the definition of reimbursable grants, the
FMO representative explainedhat, like loans, these were subject to a repayment obligation
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whereby the rate of interest tracked the United States Consumer Price Index. They also thanked
the active observersfor CS@ and PS@for constructive discussions on the margins of the Board
meeting.

992. A member of the Secretariat also clarified that reimbursable grants functioned similarly
to loans in some respects, and that the private sector would not therefore be receiving grants
through GCF funding.

993. The CeChairs noted the request of a Board nmeber to place a condition on the approval
of the funding proposal.

994. The discussion on FP099 was suspended.

995. The CoeChairs reopened the discussion on the final day of the meeting and informed the
Board that a condition text had been drafted and circulated tthe Board. They opened the floor
for comments.

996. A Board member requested confirmation from the AE that the condition would not lead
to delays in the implementation of the project.

997. A representative of FMO confirmed that implementation would not be delayed.
998. The CoChairs took note of the comments and invited the Board to approve FP099.
999. With no further comments or objections, FP099 was approved.

1000. The Board took note that certain conditions were to be imposed by the Board in respect
of the funding proposals preented to the Board. The Board asked that the Secretariat assist the
Board in consultations with the relevantaccredited entity with respect to such conditions prior

to the consideration and approval of the relevant funding proposal by the Board.

1001.  The Boardadopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/15

AEA "1 AOAh EAOET C Ai 1 OEAAOAA AT AOI AT O ' #&T" 8¢
£O0T AET ¢ POT BT OAl 006 q
(@) Takes noteof the following funding proposals:

[0} &O1T AET ¢ DOl bl OAl Clidhage FDanéei(Shandoby/Ghe®A 1 UUET C
$AOGAT T PI AT O &O01 Aqoh AU OEA ! OEAT $AOGAIT D
GCF/B.21/10/Add.01, 14 and 30;

(i) &O1 AET ¢ DOi Di OAl tox OEOI AA O)1 AiT1AOGEA ' A
00T EAAO6h AU OEA dnidaument” AT Eh AO AT 1T OAET AA
GCF/B.21/10/Add.02/Rev.01 and 30;

(i) &O1T AET ¢ DOi bi OAl 1oy OEOI AA O%l EAT AET ¢ Al
AT 11Ol EOEAOG AU OEA 5T EOAA . AOCETT O $AOAIIT
document GCF/B.21/10/Add.03 and 30;

) Funding proposal 085 O1 AA O' OAAT "24 +AOAAEES&6h AU Ol

as contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.04 and 30:;

W) &O1 AET ¢ DOl T OAl 1061 OEOI AA O OAAT #EOEAO
Reconstruction and Development, as contained in document GCF/B.2A4d05,
15 and 30;
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(vi)

(vi)

(viii)

()

]

(i)

(xii)

(xiii)

(xiv)

(xv)

(xvi)

(xvii)

(xviii)

(xix)

()

&O01T AET ¢ POI il OA1 to0o OEOI AA O" OEI AET C 1 EO
OPPAO AAOCET O T &£ ' OAOAI A1l A6O EECEI AT AOG6 AU
Conservation of Nature, as contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.06 and 30;

Fundi C POI T OAT 1060 OEOI AA O5BPDO0AAI ET ¢ Al EI A
AT OOEAT O ACOT AAT OUOOAIT O 1T £ wl 3A1 OAAT O | 2
Organization of the United Nations, as contained in document

GCF/B.21/10/Add.08 and 30;

Funding proposat 0 1 OEOI AA 0411 CA 2AT AxAAT A %l AOCL
)y Ol ATAO 2AT AxAAT A %l Aocu )1 OAOGOI AT O 001 ¢O
as contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.09 and 30;

&O1T AET ¢ POl T OAl 10u OEOI AA Qgm:elsat 4 AO0AxA
Development Bank, as contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.10 and 30;

&O1 AET ¢ DOl T OAl 109 OEOI AA O00I COAI T A A
AAADOAOGETT OF Al EIi AGA AEAT CA ET OEA . ECAO
Development Bank, as contad in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.11 and 30;

&O1T AET ¢ POl T OAl 10x OEOI AA O9AIl AAT 20d00AI
by theAfrican Development Bank, as contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.16

and 30;

&OT AET ¢ DPOI BT OAl 1 0 yesilieht Gateh duppesh D OET ¢ Al E
#1117 O O ) OumtédAaions Bevelopniedt Programme, as contained in

document GCF/B.21/10/Add.13 and 30;

&O0T AET ¢ POI BT OAl t0w OEOI AA O40AT O&FI OI ET C
Agence Francaise de Développemest,contained in document

GCF/B.21/10/Add.22;

&O01 AET ¢ POl T OAl 1041 OBPEOCOAACO4ARE AOAAEA-E
Development Bank, as contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.23;

&01 AET ¢ DPOI T OAl 100 OEOI AA O0OINOAOGEOA )
#1 EI AOA #EATCA j#!-"EIl ))qo AU OEA #A1l OO0OA

Integration, as contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.24;

&O01 AET ¢ DPOT BT OAl 1006 OEOI AA O$" 3! #1 EI AOA
of Southern Africa, as contained in documieécCF/B.21/10/Add. 25;

&O01 AET ¢ DPOI BT OAl 100 OEOI AA O#1 EI AGA )1 OA
Maatschappij Voor Ontwikkelingslanden N.V., as contained in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.26/Rev.01;

Simplified Approval Process (SAP) funding proposal 08231 AA O#1 Ei AOA OA
and diversification of climate sensitive livelihoods to empower food insecure and

001 1T ACAAT A AT i1 61T EOEAO ET OEA +UOCUU 2ADPO
contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.33 and 34;

Simplified Approval T AAOO j 31 0q A&O0T AET ¢ DPOIT BT OAl 11
OAOCEI EAT AA 1T &£ OEA xAOAO OAAOT O ET " AEOAEI
Programme, as contained in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.35 and 36; and

Simplified Approval Process (SAP) funding proposel® OE Ol AA O%l AOCU %
#11 000I POETT ,1TAT 001 COAiiT A6 AU 8AA" AT E , ,
GCF/B.21/10/Add.37 and 38;
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(b) Approvesunding proposal FP083 for the amount of USD 100,000,000, submitted by the
World Bank, as described in the funding proposeait out in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.02/Rev.01, subject to the conditions set out in annex XV and in the
respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;

(© Decidesn respect of funding proposal FP083 that the World Bank may seek further
approval of the Board at Meetings of the Board or through decisions between Meetings of
commitment of further funding in an amount, when aggregated with the amounts
previously approved by the Board, no greater than USD 185,000,000, subject to the
conditions set out in annex XV;

(d) Also approvesunding proposal 084 for the amount of USD 43,418,606, submitted by the
United Nations Development Programme, subject to the conditions set out in annex XV and
in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.R1AHd.30/Rev.01;

(e) Further approvesunding proposal 085 for the amount of USD 49,000,000, submitted by
the Asian Development Bankubject to the conditions set out @nnex X\and in the
respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;

® Approvesunding proposal FP086 for the amount of EUR 87,000,000, submitted by the
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, as described in the addendum to the
funding proposal set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.15, subject to the conditions set
out in annex X\and in the respective term sheet set out in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;

©) Decidesn respect of funding proposal FP086 that the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development may seek further approval of the Board at Meetings oBibexd or
through decisions between Meetings of commitment of further funding, subject to the
conditions set out in annex XV on two occasions, provided that such request is:

[0} On the first occasion, for an amount no greater than EUR 87,000,000; and

(ii) On the seond occasion, when aggregated with the amounts previously approved
by the Board, in an amount no greater than EUR 228,000,000;

(h) Also approvesunding proposal 087 for the amount of USD 22,035,512, submitted by the
International Union for Conservation of Nare, subject to the conditions set out in annex
XV and in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;

i) Further approvesunding proposal 089 for the amount of USD 35,849,612, submitted by
the Food and Agriculture Organizationfahe United Nations, subject to the conditions set
out in annex XV and in the respective term sheet set out in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;

{) Approvesunding proposal 090 for the amount of USD 29,900,000, submitted by the Asian
Development Bank, sydct to the conditions set out in annex XV and in the respective term
sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;

(k) Also approvesunding proposal 091 for the amount of USD 28,631,020, submitted by the
Asian Development Bank, subject to the conditioset out in annex XV and in the
respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;

[0} Further approvesunding proposal 092 for the amount of USD 67,774,000, submitted by
the African Development Bank, subject to the conditions set outnnex XV and in the
respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;

(m) Approvesunding proposal 093 for the amount of EUR 24,300,000, submitted by African
Development Bank, subject to the conditions set out in annex XV and in the respéstin
sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;




GREEN
GCF/B.21/35
CLIMATE Pagell6

FUND

Q)

(0)

(p)

(@

®

(s)

®

(u)

v

(w)

]

v

Also approvesunding proposal 094 for the amount of USD 41,919,808, submitted by the
United Nations Development Programme, subject to the conditions set out in annex XV and
in the respective tam sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.30/Rev.01;

Further approvesunding proposal FP095, for the amount of EUR 240,000,000, submitted
by Agence Francaisde Développement, subject to the conditions set out in annex XV and
in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.22;

Approvesunding proposal 096 for the amount of USD 21,000,000, submitted by the
African Development Bank, subject tiee conditions set out in annex XV and in the
respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.23;

Also approvesunding proposal 097 for the amount of USD 15,500,000, submitted by the
Central American Bank for Economic Integration, subject to ttanditions set out in annex
XV and in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.24;

Further approvesunding proposal 098 for the amount of USD 55,610,000, submitted by
the Development Bank of Southern Africa, subject to the conditsetsout in annex XV and
in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.25;

Approvesunding proposal 099 for the amount of USD 100,000,000, submitted by
Nederlandse FinancieringdMaatschappij Voor Ontwikkelingslanden N.V., subject to the
conditions set out in annex XV and in the respective term sheet set out in document
GCF/B.21/10/Add.26/Rev.01;

Also approvesimplified approval process (SAP) funding proposal 002 for the amount of
USD 8,576,108, submitted by the World Food Programmejestilto the conditions set out
in annex XV and in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.21/10/Add.34;

Further approvessimplified approval process (SAP) funding proposal 003 for the amount

of USD 2,158,500 submitted by the United NationsiEimment Programme which shall be
used to finance exclusively the activities under output 1.1 of component 1 and USD 161,888
to finance the project management cost, subject to the conditions set out in annex XV and
in the respective term sheet set out imclment GCF/B.21/10/Add.36;

Approvessimplified approval process (SAP) funding proposal 004 for the amount of USD
10,000,000, submitted by XacBank LLC, subject to the conditions set out in annex XV and in
the respective term sheet set out in document GEE1/10/Add.38;

Decidedo defer its further consideration of funding proposal 082 to the next meeting of
the Board,;

Reaffirmsthat pursuant to annex IV to decision B.17/09, the Executive Director or his
designee is authorized to negotiate and enter into legal agreements on behalf of the GCF
with accredited entities and other parties involved in respect of funding proposals
approved by the Board, taking into account any condition approved by the Board in this
decision and in the decision accrediting the relevant accredited entity; and

Autharizesthe Secretariat to disburse fees for each funded project/programme approved

by the Boad as per the disbursement schedule to be agreed in the funded activity
agreement in accordance with the policy on fees and the general principles and indicative
list of eligible costs covered under GCF fees and project management costs adopted by the
Board pursuant to decision B.19/09.

Agenda item 17: Consideration of accreditation proposals
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1002. The CeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document

" #&T"8cpTpx OEOI AA O#11 OEAAOAOGEI 1 étriutidhA AOAAEOAOE
addenda Add.01, Add.02, Add.03 and Add.04.

100s. 7EOE OAZAOAT AA O OEA O0T1EAU 11 %OEEAO AT A ;
Chairs invited any Board members who wished to recuse themselves from participating in

deliberations related to any particular entity to do so.

1004.  The following Board members recused themselves:

(@) Mr. Ibrekk on APL0O66 and APL068; Ms. Santala on APL 066; Mr. Lars Roth on APL066
and Ms. Gonzale3anzon APL069.

1005.  The CaeChairs thanked members and alternate members of the Bafor their
disclosures and invited a representative of the Secretariat to introduce the document.

1006. The representative provided a status of accreditation updatavhich included:

(@) The accreditation pipeline as of 30 September 2018;

(b) The status of AEs seekingraupgrade in their accreditation scope as of 30 September
2018;

© 4EA 3AAOAOAOEAO3O AT A ' AAOAAEOAOEIT O0ATAI 60 |
APpPl EAAOCETT OAOEAxO AAET ¢ OAEAT AEOAO "8c¢m CI
prioritization of app lications after B.20;

(d) In-depth readiness support to DAESs for preccreditation;

(e) Support for DAES, including ESS, gender and fiduciarglated support; and

® Overview of recommended entities at B.21.

1007. The CeChairs thanked the Secretariat and invited th€hair of the Accreditation Panel,

Ms. Anastasia Northland, to take the floor.

1008. Ms. Northland made the following remarks:

@) The recommendations provided at B.21 were the first by the Accreditation Panel with its
new membership and during its second term;

(b) Sixteennew entities were being recommended for accreditation. In addition, one AE was
seeking an accreditation upgrade. Of the 16 new entities, 9 were DAEs and 3 were
private sector entities; this reflected the fact that the Accreditation Panel was workingto A
meeO OEA "T AOA6O OANOEOAI AT O OI ETAOAAOA OEA 1
entities;

(© The Accreditation Panel noted that the recommended entitieepresenteda broad
range of sizes, project activitiesgenvironmental and socialrisk categories and different
intermediation functions;

(d) The Accreditation Panel continued the fifor-purpose approach angwithin this context,
the Accreditation Panel placed conditions in its recommendations. This provided )
Al AGEAEI EOU O 1| AGAE OEAniAénduEng OGFQtaridédkds AAOE OAO

were met; and

(e The Accreditation Panel continued its work on closing conditions of previous AEs, but
these conditions did not prevent AEs from preparing their funding proposals.

1009. The CeChairs opened the floor for comments. Therbeing none from Board members,
they invited the active observerfor CSO4do take the floor.
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Il AAs8niph ! AA8nn¢ch ' AA8B8no AT A ' AAsnt OEOI AA O#I11

1016.

The active observerfor CSOsought clarification on whether the Board would consider
accreditation proposals one by one or as a group.

The CoeChairs stated that tte Board would take a package decision, considering time
constraints and other priority agenda items to be considered.

The CSO stated that they had prepared a summary intervention providing overarching

The CeChairs responded that it would not bepossible to receive these commentsince
the Board faced extreme time constraints to take major policy decisions before the close of the
meeting.

There being no further comments or objections, the GGhairs took it that the Board
wished to adopt the draftdecision.

The Board took note of the document GCF/B.21/17 and its limited distribution addenda

The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/16

l AA8B8tuh ! AA8tooh ! AA8tyx AT A ! AA8ty OEOI AA O#I11

@

The Board, having considered document GCF/B.21/17 and its limited distribution addenda

Takes notewith appreciation of the assessments conducted by the Secretariat aed th
AccreditationPanel contained within the relevant annexes for the following applicants:

@

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

V)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

()

()

Applicant 061 (APL061) i€aixa Economica Federal (CEF) based in Brazil, as
contained in annex V in document GCF/B.21/17;

Applicant 062 (APL062) is thEondo para laAccion Ambiental y la Nifiez (Fondo
Accion) based in Colombia, as contained in annex VI in document GCF/B.,21/17

Applicant 063 (APL063) is IDFC Bank Limited (IDFC Bank) based in India, as
contained in annex VIl in document GCF/B.21/17;

Applicant 064(APL064) is the Ministry of Finance and Economic Management
(MFEM) based in the Cook Islands, as contained in annexrMtibcument
GCF/B.21/17

Applicant 065 (APLO065) is th&lational Rural Support Programme (NRSP) based
in Pakistan, as contaed in anneXX in document GCF/B.21/17;

Applicant 066 (APL066) is the Nordic Environment Finance Corporation (NEFCO)
based in Finland, as contained in annexvdocument GCF/B.21/17

Applicant 067 (APL067) is Pegasus Capital Advisors (PCA) based in the United
Statesof America, as contained in annex XI in document GCF/B.21/17;

Applicant 068 (APL068) is the Austrian Development Agency (ADA) based in
Austria, as contained in annex Xll in document GCF/B.21/17;

Applicant 069 (APL069) is the Compafiia Espafiola de Finaridiadel Desarrollo
S.A. S.M.E. (COFIDES) based in Spain, as contained in annex XIlII in document
GCF/B.21/17;

Applicant 070 (APLQ70) is the Financiera De Desarrollo Territorial S.A. (Findeter)
based in Colombia, as contained in annex XIV in document GEHIF;

OE A

OE 2



GREEN
GCF/B.21/35
CLIMATE Pagell9

FUND

(b)

(©

(d)

(e)

(xi) Applicant 071 (APLO71) is the Fundo Brasileiro para a Biodiversidade (Funbio)
based in Brazil, as contained in annex XV in document GCF/B.21/17;

(xii) Applicant 072 (APL072) is the LandBank of the Philippines (LandBank) based in
the Philippines, as contaied in annex XVI in document GCF/B.21/17;

(xiii) Applicant 073 (APLO73) is the Protected Areas Conservation Trust (PACT), based
in Belize, as contained in annex XVII in document GCF/B.21/17;

(xiv) Applicant 074 (APLO74) is BNP Paribas S.A. (BNP Paribas), basediicdsras
contained in annex XVIII in document GCF/B.21/17;

(xv) Applicant 075 (APLO75) is the Consortium of International Agricultural Research
Centers (CGIARDased in France, as contained in annex XIX in document
GCF/B.21/17; and

(xvi) Applicant 076 (APLO76) is th Inte-rAmerican Investment Corporation (IDB
Invest), based in the United States of America, as contained in annex XX in
document GCF/B.21/17,

Accreditsapplicants APL061, APL062, APL063, APL064, APL065, APL066, APL067,
APL068, APL069, APL0O70, APLO71, @R, APLO73, APLO74, APLO75 and APLO76
pursuant to paragraph 45 of the Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund, and
subject to, and in accordance with, the assessments by the Accreditation Pantlined in
the relevant annexes for each of the djgants;

Takes notewith appreciation of the assessment conducted by the Secretariat and the
AccreditationPanel contained within the relevant annex for the following applicant
seeking to upgrade its accreditation type:

@) PeruvianTrust Fund for National Parks and Protected Areas (PROFONANPE),
based in Peru, as contained in annex ¥Xdlocument GCF/B.21/17

Agreesto upgrade the accreditation type of Peruvian Trust Fund for National Parks and
Protected Areas (PROFONANPE) as containedeitision B.09/07, paragraph (b), subject
to, and in accordance with, the assessment by the Accreditation Paorghined in annex
XXI'in document GCF/B.21/17; and

RecallingdecisionB.14/08, paragraph (d)(i), decision B.18/04, paragraph (c), and
decisionB.19/13, paragraph (c)decideshat future accreditation decisions by the Board
should aim to bring forward accredited entities that fulfil the mandate on balance,
diversity and coverage and advance the objectives of GCF and, to thatlecidego
prioritize up to the end of the twentyhird meeting of the Board the following, not listed in
order of priority:

[0) National direct access entities nominated for accreditation by national designated
authorities or focal points of countries that do not have an aedited direct access
national entity;

(ii) Private sector entities, in particular those in developing countries, seeking a
balance of diversity of entities in line with decision B.09/07, paragraph (g) and
decision B.10/06, paragraph (h);

(iii) Entities responding taequests for proposals issued by the Green Climate Fund, for
example, including a pilot phase for enhancing direct access; a pilot programme to
support micro, small, and mediursized enterprises; and a pilot programme to
mobilize resources at scale in oedto address adaptation and mitigation;

(iv) Accredited entities seeking fulfilment of their conditions for accreditation; and
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v) Accredited entities requesting upgrades in their accreditation scope.

1017.  Later, on the same day, the GGhairs returned to the agenda item to inform the Board
that there had been a misunderstanding by the GGhairs regarding the earlier intervention by
the active observerfor CSOsThey had understood it that the observer wishe to provide
statements on each accreditation proposal (which would be too timeonsuming), when in fact
the active observer had wished to make a short, overarching statement. They proposed to invite
the observer to make their statement.

1018.  Several Board membrs took the floor to express views on this.

1019. One stated an objection to the proposal owing to both the fact that the agenda item had
been closed and because of time constraints on other essential agenda items. They also
highlighted the need, articulated n earlier Board meetings, for Board members to refrain from
mentioning the names of entities when making critical remarks. Those entities may not be
present and able to defend themselves. Furthermore, sensitive commercial interests may be at
stake.

1020. The CeChairs asked if theactive observer was willing to submit written remarks for
inclusion in the report.

1021.  Theactive observer asked to present an oral statement without naming specific entities.
They said these could be instructive for the Board and for theublic about the challenges in the
way accreditation was currently proceeding, especially in light of the ongoing accreditation
review. The observer stated that the Board had no process for observers to formally provide
comments on record, so the interveribn during the Board meeting was the only way. They had
waited for two and a half years but the review of observer participation in Board proceedings
had not been undertaken by the Board.

1022. A second Board member highlighted the need for transparency and timaportance of
welcoming inputs from all stakeholders. They strongly supported providing an opportunity for
the active observer for CSOw make oral comments. A third Board member echoed the request
to refrain from naming entities but supported the proposal to invite theactive observer to make
brief general remarks. Another Board member underlined the time constraints.

1023.  The CeChairs stded that owing to these time constraints they would invite theactive
observer to provide remarks later in the meeting.

1024.  On returning to the agenda item later the same day, the @hairs invited theactive
observer for CSO¢o take the floor.

1025.  The active observer thanked the CeChairs for the opportunity to make a statement and
noted that they would be reading their statement retroactively into the record. They would also
share written comments they had originally planned to make with Board members on 8
applicants of the batch of the now approved 16 AEs and 1 AE accreditation upgrade.

1026.  They made the following comments:
() Civil society:

@) Welcomed the progress made in the accreditation pipeline and the prioritization
of DAEs. They expressed concern at the contied bias towards international
access entities, especially MDBs, and had reservations about whether entities
that were or acted like export credit agencies were appropriate for GCF
accreditation;
(ii) | DPPOAAEAOAA OEA ' AAOAAEOAOdfriciure and1 A1 6 O A £AE
consistency of information provided in the assessment documentation. They
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noted, in particular, the dedicated section requiring detailed information on how
the international access entities aimed to provide potential support to DAES;

(iii) Welcomedthe efforts by the Accreditation Panel to move forward to assess and
track the overall portfolios of AEsto align with low-emission and climate
resilient pathways. However, they were concerned with the accreditation of
some applicantsthat continued to support fossil fuels;

(iv) Reiterated that the third-party verification from local communities or civil
society needed to be conducted as part of the due diligence of the Accreditation
Panel in assessing entities for accreditation;

v) Stated that some entitieghat had just been accredited were deficient in meeting
GCF standards, such as those relating to access to information, environmental
and social safeguards, gender and indigenous peoples;

(vi) Expressed concern about the overall lack of independent grievance redress
mechanisms that were capable of receiving complaints from communities
related to GCHunded projects and of providing adequate redress; and

wvipy, %@DOAOOAA AT TAAOT AAT OO Al OPCOAAA T &£ 1TT1TA
indigenous peoples policy, which was approvedfter its initial accreditation,
was equivalent to the GCHdigenousPeoplesPolicy or not; the accreditation
recommendation report should include a gap analysis in this regard.

1027.  The CeChairs thanked the observer for their remarks.

Agenda item 18: Performance review of the GCF for the initial
resource mobilization period

1028. The CeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
"#&T"8¢pTcx OEOI AA OG0oAOAE Oi ATAA OAGEAx 1T &£ OEA ' (
1020.  They reminded the Boardthat the document had been uploadedtoth® | AAOA2 AOEA x A
platform in advance of the meeting for comment. The matter had also been discussed at the

ET &£ Of Al OAOOEITT AAZE OA OEA "1 AOA [T AARAOCET C8 )1 Al
publication, comments had been somitted by a Board member; these had been communicated

to the Board pursuant to paragraph 23 of the Rules of Procedure. The-Chairs invited the

Head of the IEU, Ms. Puri, to introduce the document.

1030. The Head of the IEU underlined that the review woulébcus on the early stages of GCF
and inform its future direction. She explained that it would be an objective assessment of four
areas: progress made on the initial strategic plan, the performance to date on achieving a
paradigm shift, the performance of GF investmentsand the likely impacts of GCF activities.

1031.  The CeChairs thanked the Head of the IEU for the presentation. They reminded the
Board that under agenda item 16 they had appointed Ms. Liesbeth Loddewykx and Mr. Richard
Muyungi to lead consultatbns on revising the draft decisiontaking into account the comments
submitted in advance of the meeting. They now called on Ms. Loddewykx to present the results
of those consultations.

1032.  Ms. Loddewykx presented the amendments to the draft decision. It nowipulated that
the review should take account of existingsCHeview documents, and these were listed in an
annex. In addition, it was required that the review assess the level of country ownership and
disbursement levels of the activities funded by GCF tate. The text also now called for the
outcome of the review to be used to inform the replenishment process. Ms. Loddewykx further
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reported that Board members had not yet reached a consensus on the budget for the review;
however, an amount of USD 750,000ad been proposed (the initial document had requested
USD 830,000).

1033. The CeChairs thanked the group for their work and requested that they complete their
consultations on the draft decision on the sidelines of the Board meeting before continuing the
discussion.

1034. A Board member noted with regret that no mention had been made of an alternative
proposal for the review that had been submitted to the Secretariat by three Board members.
They had requested that this document be circulated to Board members.

1035.  The CeChairs invited the Board member to share these concerns with the group as part
of the consultations.

1036.  Another Board member requested clarification from the Head of the IEU as to whether it
would be possible to conduct the review under the proposed scope wita reduced budget of
USD 750,000.

1037.  The Head of the IEU said that the reduced budget would entail stripping back the review
to the bare essentials. However, some knowledge management and communications items that
were integral to the review could be coverd by the core budgebf the IEUafter June 2019.

1038.  The active observer for CSOs expressed strong support for the proposed review, which
they said would help GCF deliver on its aim to be a learning institution. They looked forward to
contributing the diverse experience of civil society to the evaluation. They urged that the review
process be completed by the end of June, as proposed in the decision document, so that the
results could serve as an input into the replenishment process. Underlining the need forth
review to go beyond the scope of a desktop assessment and to include interviews and site visits,
they called for the full budget requested to be allocated.

1039. A Board member raised a point of order. They stated that they had raised their flag
earlier and should have been invited to take the floor straightaway. They wished to have clarity
on the process being followed by the G€hairs. They had refrained from intervening on the
understanding that the CeChairs would bring the matter back later in the meetingin light of

the intervention from the active observer, it appeared that the G&hairs were permitting a
general discussion.

1040. The CeChair confirmed that their proposal was to open the floor for comments once a
draft text was available.

1041.  Another Board menber raised a point of order. They stated that, given that time was
constrained, it was not appropriate to give the floor to active observers when Board members
were refraining from intervening, pending a text.

1042.  The CeChairs apologized for the confusion ashstated that they would proceed per their
earlier ruling.

1043.  The item was suspended.

1044.  The CeChairs reopened the agenda item later that day. Drawing the attention of the
Board to the amended draft decision that had been circulated, they called on Ms. Loddewy&
present the document.

1045.  Ms. Loddewykx explained that while the proposed decision had been drafted based on
the suggestions of Board members, there was still no consensus around the review budget.

1046. The CeChairs asked Board members if they had any objeotis to the rest of the
decision text which referred to the scope of the performance review (i.e. excluding the budget
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figure). There being no objections, the G&hairs took this to mean that the Board agreed to the
rest of the text that laid out the scopef the performancereview. They then proposed that the
Board attempt to reach an agreement on the budget amount.

1047.  Having reviewed thelEUbudget for 2018 and 2019 as well as the details of the
proposed budget for the review, a Board member said that they atal not support the suggested
figure of USD 750,000 on the basis that there was strong potential for douldeunting of budget
items across the documents. By way of example, they pointed to the fact that both the 2019
budget and the review budget allocatedunding for the engagement of consultants (in the latter
OEAOA xAOA Al OGAOAA O1 AAO OEA AOACAO EOAI 0001 EAC
differences in the expertise required to conduct the review, the consultants working for the unit
could be deployel for the review. The Board member asserted that there was also potential for
duplication across the budgets under the items on travel costs, interns and geographic
information systems. Notwithstanding their support for the scope of work described in the
review document, they called on the Secretariat to present a detailed budget costing for the
review so that the Board had sufficient information to make an informed decision.

1048.  Highlighting their experience in conducting reviews of development programmes, a
Board member maintained that the proposed budget was modest given the scope of the
intended evaluation. They urged the Board not to make hasty adjustments to the budget but to
base these on best practice. The Board member requested the Head of the IEUdtesvhether
they saw potential for doublecounting of budget items across the documents.

1049. Reminding the Board that Secretariat anthdependent unit budgets were reviewed by
the Budget Committee, a Board member called on the Board to heed the conclusionthaf
review. With regard to the request from a Board member that the Secretariat present a detailed
costing of the review budget, they asked for clarification on the role of the Secretariat in
reviewing budgets put forward by theindependentunits.

1050.  The CeChairs called on Mr. Jose Delgado @sair of the Budget Committee and Mr.
Mpanu Mpanuto consult with other members on the sidelines of the meeting to inspect the
budget and present a proposal.

1051.  The item was adjourned.

1052.  The CeChairs reopened the agendadim later in the evening. They drew the attention of
the Board to the draft decision that had been circulated, highlighting that the budget allocation
in paragraph (g) had been changed to USD 500,000. Furthermore, a request for the budget
allocation to be reviewed by the Budget Committee in conjunction with the Head of the IEU had
been added to this paragraph. They invited the Board to adopt the decision as amended.

1053.  There being no comments or objections, the decision was duly adopted.
1054.  The Boardtooknote oOEA AT AOI AT O ' #&T"8¢pT¢cx OEOI AA OO0,
" OAAT #1 EI AOA &O1 Ads

10s5.  The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/17

4EA "1 AOAh EAOGET C Ai 1T OEAAOAA AT AOI AT O ' OAAT ;
review of the Green Clima& O1 A 6 d,

(@ Recallsparagraphs 59 to 62 of the Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund;
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(b) Decidego initiate a review of the performance of the Green Climate Fund, in a manner

appropriate to the current stage of the Green Climate Fund operations and wittew to
the Green Climate Fund being a learning institution;

(© Decideghat the review should take into account, but not be limited to, the outcomes of
existing Green Climate Fund review documents, including those listed in annex XVI,

(d) Agreesthat the sce of the review will be to assess:
i) Progress made by the Green Climate Fund so far in delivering on its mandate as set

out in the Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund as well as in terms of

its core operational priorities and actions as outliein the initial Strategic Plan of

OEA ' OAAT #1 EI AOA &OT A AT A OEA ' OAAT =#1EI
particular, the extent to which the Green Climate Fund has responded to the needs

of developing countries and the level of country ownership;

(ii) The peformance of the Green Climate Fund, including its funded activities and its
likely effectiveness and efficiencies, as well as the disbursement levels to the funded
activities; and

(iii) The existing Green Climate Fund portfolio and pipeline, the applicatiofinaincial
instruments, and the expected impacts of funding decisions and other support
activities, including in terms of mitigation and adaptation, on both a forwardnd
backward-looking basis;

@ Decideghat the outcome of the performance reviewandthe A OA8 O AT 1 OEAAOAOQET
performance review will be shared with the replenishment process;

® Requestshe Independent Evaluation Unit, drawing on relevant external expertise, as
appropriate, to undertake the review as early as possible and present diaimeport with
emerging areas of recommendation no later than 28 March 2019, and to finalize the
review no later than 30 June 2019; and

(@ Approvesa budget allocation of USD 500,000 for the review to be added to the
Independent Evaluation Unit budget effdve immediately and available for the remaining
part of 2018 and for 2019, and requests the Budget Committee to review the budget
allocation with the head of the Independent Evaluation Unit.

Agenda item 19: Arrangements for the first formal replenishment of
the GCF

10s6. The CeChairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
"#&T"8¢pTonT2A08mnp OEOI AA O! OOAT CAT AT 6O A& O
#1 EI AOA &OT1 Ad68 4EAU OAI ET A Adbedd Epfoaded tdtiA OEAO
01 AAOA 2 datidenfix silvance of the meeting for comment. The matter had also been
discussed at the informal session before the Board meeting. In addition, subsequent to the

AT AOI AT 660 DOAI EAAOQET T h Al Boardhetmber;, thdsdhadbkéhl OOAIT EC
communicated to the Board pursuant to paragraph 23 of the Rules of Procedure. They invited

the Executive Director ad interim to introduce the document.

OO
T rmr
To o

1057.  The Executive Director ad interim, Mr. Manzanares, gave a short presetiba, in which

he stressed the urgent need for a Board decision on replenishment given the fact that GCF was
nearing the end of its initial resource mobilization period. Assuming the Board continued its
current pace of funding approvals, the GCF commitmeauthority would be fully utilized in

2019. Furthermore, premised on &.21 decision it would take until the first half of 2020 to
receive contributions into the GCF account if pledging took place at the latest by October 2019.
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After outlining the processand indicative timeline, Mr. Manzanares noted that GCF was well
placed to enter intoreplenishment; the Secretariat had the capacity to develop and subnitSD
4 to 5 billion in funding proposals per year. It had also made substantial progress in moving
from portfolio to implementation. In addition, there was clear demand from developing
countries and AEswith USD 17 billion of funding proposals and concept notes in the pipeline.
Finally, Mr. Manzanares outlined the key elements of the draft decision.

10s8.  The Co-Chairs reminded the Board that Mr. FasMetz and Mr. Fakir had been tasked on
the previous day with leading consultations on merging the draft decision in document
GCF/B.21/30/Rev.01 with an alternative text that had been drafted in advance of the meeg

by the Board members from the developing country Parties. They asked Mr. Faddetz to
present the amended draft decision and its annexes, which had been circulated to the Board.

1059.  Mr. FassMetz presented the amendments. He said that Board members had et

reached a consensus on a number of points; in these cases, two options had been included in the
draft text (draft text below in italics, including options where relevant) for the Board to discuss

in plenary.

1060. These options and other points of discusen are presented below according to topic:
The role played by the Board in the replenishment process

b A OA C OA bHe Boall @ill pfoside the replenishment process with [strategic inputs]
[resource needs, goals, impact evaluation and other informatiénd

1061. The CeChairs made initial suggestions for several of the points under discussion. They

POl bi OAA O1 Ai AT A OEEO OAI OAT AR Oi OAAA OOEA "1 A
OADPI AT EOEI AT O POT AAOO68 4EEO DPOI PT OAl xAO 00PDIC
1062 SEOAOAT "TAOA 1 Al AAOO AgOPOAOOAA OEAEO OODPDPI OO0

Board member said that the alternative option implied that the Board would prejudge the
replenishment amount; this was to be determined not by the Board but by the Partig¢s the
replenishment consultations. Another Board member also supported this option on the basis
that the process should be flexible enough to accommodate the internal procedures of
contributor countries.

1063. A further Board member requested that the two optons be merged so that the meaning
I £ OOOOAOACEA ETPOOOO6 AT O1 A AA Al AOEAEEAAS
DAOACORBgEestOEd B AAOAOAOEAO O DOAPAOA &£ O OEA "I
second meeting] [replenishment process and for feedback from the Board] the following
AT AOiI A1 6086

1064. A Board member expressed a preference for the second option on the basis that the
preparation of documents should not be politicized; it should be fed into the replenishment
process with only guidance from the Board.

paragraphs (j) to (m)

Option 1
b A OA C O Dexifledp designade a group of six members (3 developing/3 developed),
assised by the Secretariat and in close coordination with the-Cbairs, to oversee the

preparation of the documents listed [below] including the development of their Terms of
2AEAOAT AA AT A POAOAT OAOGEIT O1 OEA "1 AOANG
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b A O A ¢ O Aredideso BpfioinCthe follaving Board members of the Group referred to

ET DAOACOADPE | 0q AAT OAh T AT AT Ud j AAGATT PAATA,
B A O A ¢ O Rediestthk Group to finalize its work in a timely manner and present the

documents for consideration by the Board no later than [xx@& ¥ N 6

Option 2

b A O A ¢ O ARefuegtshe@o@hairs to consult with Board members and Alternate

i AT AAOO ET OAlI AGET1T O OEA DPOAPAOAOGEIT 1T &£ OE,
1065.  Several Board members voiced their support for option 2. Underlining it it was not
the role of the Board to oversee the preparation of replenishment documents by the Secretariat
but to provide guidance. A Board member asserted that it was the responsibility of the
Secretariat to produce the relevant papers and feed theserdctly into the replenishment
process with only the consultation of the Board. Another Board member expressed concern
about the proposal to establish a separate group of Board members to be engaged with
replenishment; they called on all Board members to tee ownership of the process and act as
ambassadors for GCF during replenishment, engaging with both their national governments and
stakeholders around the globe.

1066.  Option 1 was preferred by two Board members. One of these suggested that the word
Ol OAO®AMKA CEOAPE | EqQ AA OAbpI AAAA AU OCOEAA6 ET 1 O
Board members who had expressed reservations regarding the wording of option 1.

al T A@ ) éxecptigeGesshis, which will be open only to potential contributors andBibard

OADPOAOGAT OAOEOAO OPAAEEZEAA AAT OAh xEOE 0O0DPDI O
1067.  On a similar note, one of the Board members opposing option 1 above requested

clarification from the drafting group on the intended role of Board representatives in the
executive sesions that were proposed as part of the replenishment consultations.

Replenishment trigger

PAOACOAPE j AQq 08 AOI OI AOEOA AOT AET G APPOI OAI O E/
OEA OADPI AT EOEI AT O OOECCAOYS8S

1068. The CeChairs proposed that the cumulative value of funding approvals include projects
approved at B.21 and that their proportion in relation to the replenishment trigger also be
included.

1069.  Several Board members called for the phrasing regarding the triggéo be included in
the draft decision. One Board member underlined that it was important to take note of this
achievement given that the Board had been working towards this moment since its eighth
meeting. Another Board member said that the reference tdé trigger should be included on the
basis that there was COP guidance on the matter.

1070.  Several Board members called for the phrase referring to the replenishment trigger to
be removed. Two Board members maintained that the Board could override any decisitat
determined the point at which the trigger had been reached with a decision to launch the
replenishment.

Launch
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DAOACOMBdfled i£q OOT AE OEA DPOI AAOGO A1 0 OEA ' OAAT #Ii
OADP1 AT EOGEIT AT 08¢

The CoChairs proposed thatthe wordd1 AOT AE6 AA OAOAET AA ET OEA EEI

was supported by a Board member.

Period of replenishment

b A O A ¢ O ArrEher gdeCidpgh@ the period of the first replenishment will be from [2020 to
2023] [20192022]

1071.  The CeChairs said that thefirst replenishment period should begin in 2020, given that it
could only begin once the pledged amounts had been received by GCF. This view was supported
by two Board members.

1072. A Board member expressed their support for the option to begin the replenishnme
period in 2019 on the basis that it would thereby follow on immediately from the initial
resource mobilization period. They further said that it was important to define a fixed period for
the replenishmentto avoid any potential confusion regarding thestart of the second
replenishment.

Deadline for pledges for replenishment

b A O A C O ASrésseh& uiger@y to reach pledges for replenishment [at the latest by October
2019] [in due time]8 &

1073.  The CeChairs proposed including the reference to a deadline of October 2019. Two
Board members supported this view, with one of them underlining the importance of targets in
achieving meaningful results.

1074.  Several Board members expressed a preference tomeve the mention of an explicit

deadline. One Board member pointed out that this would reduce the period of time in which

policies could be adopted by the Board that could help secure funding pledges from contributor
countries, thus limiting the overall canmitment authority over the replenishment period.

Another Board member highlighted that GCF would need a significant amount of time to carry

out the analysis and consultations required for the replenishment process, particullrgiven its

limited capacities in comparison to larger institutions and the fact that it would be without an
Executive Director for the first few months of the process. Two Board members said that they

would accept the reference to a deadline if it were made more tentative; one sugtgs
POAAAAETI ¢ EO AU A PEOAOA OOAE AO OAEIET C AOo68

a1 Ad )) Yevdl dledginddoffegetice[2019] 8 &

1075.  One of the Board members who had expressed a preference to remove the deadline
from paragraph (h) said that they would only support the inclusion of target date for the high
1 AGAT bi AACET ¢ Ai T ZAOAT AA ELZ OEEO xAOA O1 AAOOOIT I

Preparation of documents by the Secretariat
PAOACOADPE jEQjEQ O! AiiDOAEAT OEOA OADPI 00 i1 OEA
over the IRM perid (2015¢ T v 6 8 &

1076. A Board member said that in this section they would have welcomed the inclusion of a o
DAOACOAPE OANOAOOETI ¢ AT AOOAOGOI AT O 1T &£ OEA "1 AOAG
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under paragraphs 18 (b) to (f) of the Governing Instrument. Exessing the wish that this

evaluation would be covered by the report mentioned in paragraph (i)(i), they underlined the

Ei DT OOAT AA T £ OAOGEAXxET ¢ OEA "1 AOAGO DPAOA& O AT AA
regarding the next phase oGCFE

Needs of developing countries

DAOACOAD E anbifials poténkaEnditigafiéh and adaptation scenarios [drawing on the
needs of developing countries] including action based on NDCs, NAPs, country programmes
AT A T OEAO OiI OGOAAOS8DG

1077. A Board member suggested thathe reference to developing countries could be removed

on the basis that their needs would be sufficiently identified in the sources mentioned

elsewhere in the sentence. Other Board members suggested making the link explicit by stating

that these needs weredentified in those sources. Two other Board members proposed
AEAT CEI ¢ OAOAxEITC IT1T06 Ol OOAEEIC EI Ol AAAI Ol Oos8
Replenishment advisers

alTAg )6 O02API ATEOEI AT O AAOEOAOOSG

s, | AEOOOEAO "1 AOA [ AT AAO AOEAA A O Al AOEAZEAAOE]
adviOA 006 ET OEA AOAEO AOACAODS

1079. A member of the Secretariat clarified that this budget item referred to outreach and

advocacy consultants who would provide advisory services on the replenishment process.

General comments

1080. A Board member said that theeplenishment process must be designed in such a way as
to build confidence in GCF. A further Board member underlined that participants at the high
level pledging conference must be shown that GCF was performing well and had a clear vision
for the coming years.

1081.  Underlining that the document did not address the full responsibilities of the Board
regarding the replenishment process, a Board member said that countries pledging funds to GCF
required quantitative data on how their contributions would finance clmate change mitigation

and adaptation. They called on their fellow Board members to focus not just on the level of
funding secured but also on the concrete needs of developing countrigssensure that

participants in the replenishment process were aware athe opportunities presented by
engagement with GCF. Similarly, it was also important to have clear information on the
absorptive capacity of GCF. This information could be provided by the performance review of
GCF over théRM period. They also noted withregret that the process of building confidence in
GCF was hampered by differences between the two constituencies on the Board.

1082.  Highlighting that the replenishment process was not fully provided for by the Governing
Instrument, a Board member requested clafication from the Secretariat on the legal status of
the process.

1083. The CeChairs tasked the group leading consultations and the Secretariat with
incorporating the changes suggested by the Board members into the text.

1084.  The item was adjourned.

1085. The CeChairsreopened the agenda item later in the evening. Noting that an amended
version of the text had been circulated, they invited the Board to adopt the decision.
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1086. A Board member reiterated their request regarding clarification on the legal status of
replenishment.

1087.  The General Counsel clarified that the negotiation sessions initiated by a Board decision
would give rise to no legal obligations until the pledging and contribution agreement stage.

1088.  Noting that option 2 (paragraph (m) above) rather than option 1 had een included in

the amended draft, a Board member underlined their support for option 1 and reminded the

Board that few members had objected to it. The wording used in option 1 represented the

minimum engagement of the Board in the process; option 2 invadd no role for the Board. The

Board member said that they objected to the second option on the basis that it would preclude

OEA Ei bl Ai AT OAGETT 1T &£ OEA "1 AOAGO TAIECAOQEIT O b
Convention. If the Board would not have anrole in the replenishment, then the matter could be

referred to the COP as the paragraph related to financial mechanism arrangements to be agreed

upon between the COP and operating entities.

1080. The CeChairs requested clarification on whether the Board membh 06 O AT T AAOT O x1
be responded to by those who had drafted the amended decision or by the General Counsel.

1090. The Board member stated that they were not requesting a legal opinion and reaffirmed
that this matter was governed by COP decisions. It was not alionvolving the Board in the

level of the pledges made but about ensuring its role in shaping the replenishment process,
which was a core function of the Board. The Board member clarified that their concerns would
be addressed by incorporating option 1 aa minimum.

1091.  Another Board member said that they were not comfortable with option 1.

1092.  Highlighting the importance of adopting a decision at the meeting in order not to delay
the replenishment process, the G&hairs urged the Board to consider the inclusioof a text that
merged both options.

1093.  The Board member who had voiced their approval of option 1 called on Board members
to clarify their concerns. They underlined that the focus of the Board should be on the
challenges faced by developing countries. Anoth&oard member expressed concern that with
the proposed text the Board would launch a process that it would not be actively involved in. In
addition, they pointed out that members of the Council of GEF, which was also a UNFCCC
operating entity, actively patticipated in replenishment processes. They noted that a
shortcoming of GEF replenishment processes was that, despite their active role, Council
members would only be invited to comment on discussions. The Board member further asked
what the legal status othe documentation produced in the replenishment process would be if
the wider process had no legal status.

1094. The CeChairs highlighted that a more active engagement on the part of Board members
in the process was commensurate with calls from Board membersrfincreased efforts with
regard to outreach.

1095.  Several Board members expressed reservations regarding the inclusion of option 1. Two
Board members noted with the regret that the discussion was taking place at the end of the
meeting after Board members withstrong views on the matter had left. A Board member said
that it was not good practice to establish a Board committee that would give some Board
members a more important role than others in the replenishment process. They also reminded
the Board that, in accordance with the Governing Instrument, it was the function of the
Secretariat to serve the Board in the matter.

1096. A Board member who had expressed support for option 2 in the initial discussion said
that they would support option 1 on the condition that the documents prepared by the
Secretariat would be fed into the replenishment process directly and that the group dignated
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by the Board would report back to the Board on the views they had expressed on the
documents.

1097.  Another Board member pointed out that the draft text under consideration contained
many references to Board involvement, including mention of Board repesentatives in annex
Il. This was similar to the role played by Council members in the GEF replenishment process.
There was also mention of Article 11 of the Convention.

1098. By way of compromise, a Board member proposed including the phrasing in annex Il
referring to Board representatives in the text of the draft decisionThey further suggested that
the Board members be tasked with engaging in the process, noting that this would involve
presenting the documents prepared by the Secretariat and not making staents regarding
pledging amounts.

1099. The Board member who had voiced their support for option 1 at the beginning of the
session said that they supported the designation of a group of Board members, as stated in
option 1, as opposed to the mere nomination ofepresentatives implied by the phrasing in the
annex.

1100.  Several Board members expressed support for the proposal to move the sentence
referring to Board representatives to the decision text. They also underlined that these
members should be actively engageih the process and not only have observer status.

1101. A Board member read out a suggested new draft text based on the proposal.

1102. The Board member who had initially expressed approval for option 1 requested to see
the new proposed text in writing.

1103. The CeChairsasked that the amended draft text be prepared and circulated.
1104.  The item was adjourned.

110s.  The CeChairs reopened the item a short while later. They called on Mr. Falsketz to
read out the amended paragraph.

1106.  Mr. FassMetz read out the amended paragraph, whichGA OAAqd O2 ANOAOOO OEA
Board members, containing the C&hairs, and five representatives of developing countries and

three developed countries to represent the Board and Fund in the replenishment process,

including to present the outcomes ofthe B)aAd O AAI EAAOAOQEI T O 1 EOOAA EI

OADPi 0O AAAE OF OEA "T AOA 11 A OAcOI AO AAOGEOOGS
1107. A Board member requested changes in the wording so that the final text would read: o
0" 1T AOA 1T Ai AAOO AT A Al OAOT AOA "1 AOA dndageArkte 06 AT A

OAPI AT EOETI AT O POI AAOOG8 4EAU AtdpiovideoOtheDT OAA AT A4
nomination process of the Board group. This would become paragraph (1) in the final decision
text presented below.

1108.  Another Board member asked for clarificabn on the precise meaning of the phrase

T s o~ Az s

1109. The Board member suggesting the addition explained that this would allow the Board
members not just to present the replenishment document as observers but to make
interventions. Such interventions would not, however, relate to the pledging process. This was
consistent with practice at GEF.

1110.  The CeChairs invited the Board to adopt the decision as amended.

1111.  There being no further comments or objections, the Board took note of the document o
GCFB.21/3n T2 Ab8mp OEOI AA O! OOAT CAT AT OO A1 O OEA EEOO(
#1 Ei AOA &O1 Ao 8
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1112.  The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.21/18

4 EA jTAOAHAEAOETQ OAGEAxAA AT AOI AT O the# &T" 89U
firstformalreplel EOET AT O 1T £ OEA ' OAAT #1 Ei AOA &OT Ao AT A /
O30A0060 T £ OEA ET EOEAI OAOI OOAA 11 AE1 EUAOET T bDoOIi

Conference of Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change:

(@) Reaffirmsthe objectives of the Green Climate Fund to channel new, additional, adequate
and predictable financial resources and catalyse climate finance, both public and private,
for developing countries, and promote a paradigm shift towards l@mission ad climate-
resilient development;

(b) Stresseshe importance and urgency of the Green Climate Fund conducting a successful
and ambitious firstreplenishmentprocess to continue advancing its mandate as an
operating entity of the financial mechanism under Acte 11 of the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change;

(© Agreeshat the first and successive replenishments of the Green Climate Fund should take
into account the stated ambitions, actions and contributions of developing countries to
reduce their greenhousegas emissions by meaningful mitigation actions and to adapt to
the impacts of climate change, and that the Board will provide the replenishment process
with strategic guidance;

(d) Takes noteghat cumulative funding approvals have reached USB billion, showing the
OECTI EEZEAAT O OAAIET ¢ OP 1T &£ OEA ' OédnisbionsandEl AOA
climate-resilient development in developing countries and the implementation of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Chaiage the Paris Agreement;

(e) Also takes notéhat cumulative funding approvals have reached USD 5.5 billion, which
triggers the first formal replenishment process;

® DecideDT 1 AOT AE OEA DPOI AAOO &£ O OEA ' OAAT #I1 EI A
(9) Further decideghat the period of the first replenishment will be decided by the Board in
2019;

(h) Stresseshe urgency to reach pledges for replenishment, aiming to conclude the process in
October 2019, recognizing that further pledges may be received during tiper@shment
period,;

@) Requestshe Secretariat to prepare the following documents for consideration by the

Board and the replenishment process:

Q) ' AT i DPOAEAT OEOA OABPI OO0 11 OEA Ei Pl Ai AT OAO
Strategic Plan over the initiaD A OT OOAA [ 1 AEI EUAOET 1T DAOET A

(ii) A document outlining areas in the Policies for Contributions, standard provisions,
and template contributions agreement that may be updated for the Green Climate
&O0T A0 EEOOO OADI Al E O HitioAd néressaly@briggeh ET Al OA
subsequent replenishments; and

(iii) A strategic programming document outlining scenarios for the Green Climate
&01 A0 OAPI ATEOEI AT O COEAAA AU Al AEOET OO
AAOCGAA 11 OEA ' OAAT aibnpbtehtdlAtaklagdintoladeGuntE i D1 AT A

the needs of developing countries, including actions based on nationally
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determined contributions, national adaptation plans, country programmes and
other sources;

{) Also requestthe CeChairs to consult with Board memiog and alternate Board members
in relation to the preparation of the documents listed in paragraph (i) above;

(k) Further requestghe group of Boardnembersand alternate Board members, consisting of
the CeChairs and five representatives of developing countries and three representatives of
developed countries, to represent the Board and the Green Climate Fund and actively
engage in the replenishment procegs] A1 OAET ¢ O DPOAOGAT O OEA 1 O60A
deliberations listed in paragraph (i) and to report back to the Board on a regular basis;

[0} Requestshe CeChairs to consult with their respective constituencies for the nominations
to the group identified h paragraph (k) above;

(m) Takes noteof paragraph (e) of decision B.21/17 that the outcome of the performance .
OAOEAx AT A OEA "1 AOAB3O AT 1 OEAAOCAOQCETT 1T &£ OEA |
replenishment process;

(n) Endorseghe process for the first reghishment process set out in annex XVII;

(0) Requestshe CeChairs of the Board to consult Board members and alternate Board
members regarding proposals to appoint a global facilitator to oversee the replenishment
process;

®) Also requestshe Secretariat to bemp making arrangements to facilitate the replenishment
process;

(@ Approvesa budget of USD,296,500t0 conduct the formal replenishment process, as
detailed in annex XVIII to this decision, and requests the Budget Committee to review the
budgetary allocatim;

® Requestshe Trustee to provide support to the Secretariat, as part of its function to
administer the GCF Trust Fund, on issues related to:

@) Updating thestandard provisions and template contributions agreement; and

(ii) Other relevant financial managementssies as agreed between the Executive
Director of the Green Climate Fund Secretariat and the Trustee;

(s) Authorizesthe Executive Director ad interim to confirm with the Trustee the scope of
trustee support, as referred to in paragraph (r);

® Reiteratesthe Boan 6 O ET OAT OEi 1T O OAOEAx OEA 300AO0ACE,
part of the first replenishment process, with a view to revising the strategic vision, if and as
needed, and to update the core operational priorities and underlying action plan; and

(u) Invitesmembers of the Board to send inputs on the update of the Strategic Plan to the
Secretariat by 30 November 2018 order for the Secretariat to produce a synthesis of
issues for consideration by the Board at its twerdgcond meeting.

Agenda item 20: Updated gender policy and action plan

1113.  This agenda item was not opened.

Agenda item 21: Risk management framework: compliance risk
policy
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1114.  This agenda item was not opened.

Agenda item 22: Accreditation framework review

1115.  This agenda item was not opened.

Agenda item 23: Baseline on the overall portfolio of accredited
entities

1116.  This agenda item was not opened.

Agenda item 24: Whistle -blower and witness protection policy

1117.  This agenda item was not opened.

Agenda item 25: Prohibited practices policy

1118.  This agendatem was not opened.

Agenda item 26: Policy matters related to the approval of funding
proposals

(@) Integrated approach to addressing policy gaps

1119.  This agenda item was not opened.

(1) Incremental and full cost calculation methodology

1120.  This agenda item wasot opened.

(ii) Cofinancing matters

1121.  This agenda item was not opened.

(iii) Options for further guidance on concessionality

1122.  This agenda item was not opened.

(b) Policy on restructuring and cancellation

1123.  This agenda item was not opened.

(c) Revision of the structure and operations of the independent
Technical Advisory Panel

1124.  This agenda item was not opened.
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(d)

1125.

(€)

1126.

(f)

1127.

(9)

1128.

(h)

1129.

1130.

Two-stage proposal approval process

This agenda item was not opened.

Programmatic policy approach

This agenda item was not opened.

Investment criteria indicators

This agenda item was not opened.

Review of the financial terms and conditions of the GCF financial
instruments

This agenda item was not opened.

Results management framework: Independent Evaluation Unit
recommendaions to improve the Results Management Framework

This agenda item was not opened.

Mapping of elements related to project or programme eligibility and
selection criteria

This agenda item was not opened.

Agenda item 27: Policy matters for information

(@)

1131.

(b)

1132.

()

1133.

Steps to enhance the climate rationale of G&pported activities

This agenda item was not opened.

Approach and scope for providing support to adaptation activities

This agenda item was not opened.

Identification of results areas where targetel GCF investment would
have the most impact

This agenda item was not opened.
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Agenda item 28: Country programming and readiness: report of the
independent evaluation of the Readiness and
Preparatory Support Programme

1134.  This agenda item was not opened.

Agendaitem 29: Dates and venues of the meetings of the Board in
2019

135. TheCe# EAEOO 1T PAT AA OEA ACAT AA EOAI AT A AOAx OE
"#&T"8¢pTme OEOI AA O$SAOAOG AT A OAT OAO 1T &£ OEA |1 AAC
Board that paragmaph (b) of the draft decision had been amended because the proposed dates of

11 to 13 June for B.23 coincided with a planned meeting of tli@EFCouncil. New dates of 28

May to 30 May were proposed in an amended draft decision, which was circulated to theasd.

The CeChairs opened the floor for comments.

1136.  Several Board members expressed their gratitude to the Government of Bahrain for
hosting B.21and said that the facilities had been exceptional.

1137. A number of Board members reiterated the concerns they hadiced under agenda item
13 regarding the arrangement of Board meetings at alternative locations to the GCF
Headquarters.They welcomed the suggestion that the Secretariat undertake a cestnefit
analysis of offsite meetings and requested that it also expre other options for engaging with
stakeholders and understanding the realities experienced in developing countries. One Board
member asked that the wording of paragraph (g) be amended to reflect this request. Another
Board member stated that it was notommon practice for institutions to organize meetings of
boards of directors outside their headquarters. They underlined that Board meetings at
alternative locations did not benefit from the same services provided in Songdo and that it was
important to take advantage of the investment made in establishing tHeCPHeadquarters in

the Republic of Korea.

1138.  Several other Board members repeated their support for the arrangement of eéite
meetings even if that incurred additional expense. One Board member statdht if the Board
were to decide to hold all meetings in 2019 at the GGf#eadquarters on the basis that this would
save Secretariat costs, it should also decide to hold the meetings conducted as part of the
replenishment process in Songdo.

1139. A Board member estated their wish expressed under agenda items 9 and 13 that the
number of Board meetings held annually be reduced to two. Several other Board members
preferred to continue with the current practice of organizing three or four Board meetings per
year. Onemember noted that while a reduced number of annual meetings may be appropriate
in the future, it would be very difficult to complete the current workload of the Board in just two
meetings.

1140.  One Board member requested that B.23 be held in June or April tire basis that the
proposed dates in May fell within Ramadan. Another Board member pointed out that several
key international meetings, including theforty -ninth sessions of the UNFCCC subsidiary bodies
and the 2019Group of TwentyOsaka summit were plannd for June 2019. Another Board
member asked if the proposed dates for B.22 (26 to 28 February 2019) and B.23 were too close
together.
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1141.  The CeChair invited the Board to adopt only paragraph (a) of the draft decision, which
covered the arrangement othe next meeting of the Board given that there was no time to
discuss the issues raised.

1142.  There being no objections, the following decision was adopted.

DECISION B.21/19

The Board, having considered document GCF/B.21M& O1 AA O$ AOAO AT A OAT C
meetingsoOEA " T AOA ET o¢tuv064g

Decideghat the twenty-second meeting of the Board will take place from Tuesday, 26

February to Thursday, 28 February 2019, in Songdo, Incheon, Republic of Korea.

Agenda item 30: Status of the selection of Board members for the
term2ntpw M ¢mgp

1142.  This agenda item was not opened.

Agenda item 31: Election of Co-Chairs for 2019

1143.  The CeChairs opened the agenda item. They announced that Mr. Nagmeldin Goutbi
Elhassan was replacing Mr. Fakir as Board member, and Mr. Fakir was replacing Mr. Elhassan as
alternate Board member, effective as of the opening of the agenda item 31. The-Claairs also
announced that Mr. Elhassan had been nominated by consensus by tleeloping country
constituency for the role of CeChair in 2019.

1144.  They invited Mr. Elhassan to take the floor.

1145.  Mr. Elhassan thanked the Board and expressed thanks to his constituency for their
support. He noted that it would be a challenging task. Mr. Edesan said that he fully recognized
the seriousness of the role and confirmed that he was committed to work with his fellow €o
Chair and the Board to try to advance the mandate of GCF. Finally, he looked forward to working
with all Board members, alternateBoard members and advigrs during the coming year.

1146.  No decision was taken under this agenda item.
Agenda item 32: Other matters

1147.  No other matters were considered under this agenda item.

Agenda item 33: Report of the meeting

1148.  The CeChairs stated that a draft compilation of decisions would be distributed shortly
after the meeting.

1149.  The decisions as adopted, and their corresponding annexes, have been included in this
document.

Agenda item 34: Close of the meeting
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1150.  The CeChairsthanked the Government of Bahrain for generously hosting B.21 and for
organizing a memorable dinner reception on the eve of the meeting. They also expressed their
gratitude to the staff of the Secretariat for their hard work in ensuring the smooth runningf
proceedings. While they acknowledged the challenging nature of some Board discussions, they
underlined that the Board had achieved significant results: over USD 1 billion in project funding
had been approved and several key decisions, including on theplenishment process, had been
adopted at the meeting. Looking to the new year, the Board would need to continue on its steep
learning curve and aim to close policy gaps. Finally, the @hairs extended their thanks to the
outgoing Board members for theirhard work and dedication, and they said that it had been a
privilege to work with all Board members over the course of the year.

1151.  The meeting was closed on Saturday, 20 October 2018 at 10:40 p.m.
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Annex |: Accreditation master a greement agreed with the
Nederlandse Financierings -Maatschappij voor
Ontwikkelingslanden N.V. (FMO)

This annex was distributed to the Board on a limited distribution basis.
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Annex Il: Substantive changes in the accreditation master agreement
(AMA) between the Green Climate Fund and the FMO from
the template considered by the Board (decision B.12/31)

This annex was distributed to the Board on a limited distribution basis.
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Annex lll: Workpla n of the Board for 2019

Issue

B.22

B.23

B.24

1. BOARD MATTERS

a. Guidance from the COP

COP guidance and reports

(Governing Instrument for the GCF,
paras. 6 (gc); decisions B.17/04, paras
(b) and (d); and B.19/02)

(UNFCCC decision 5/CP.19)

Incorporation of COP 24 guidance into
the Board workplan

1 Consideration of the Ca# E A E O (
proposal on privileges and
immunities of the GCF
(UNFCCC decision 9/CP.23, para. ]
Decision B.19/02, para. (d))
Approve the eighth GCF report to
the COPRz COP report to include the
report of the COP 24 annual
meeting with the UNFCCC thematic
bodies; and updates related to
complementarity and coherence
with other funds

(Decisions B.13/11, para. (e);
B.17/04, para. (d); and B.18/02,

para. (c))

Addendum to the COP report
submitted to the UNFCCC by the €0
Chair with the support of the
Secretariat

Complementarity and coherence
(Decisions B.13/12, para. (c); and
B.17/04, para. (b))

(UNFCCC decisions 7/CP.21, para. 26;
and 7/CP.20, para. 16)

9 Adoption of an updated operational
framework on complementarity and
coherence for 201%2020
(Decision B.20/05, para. (e))

Annual report presenting the outputs
from the operational framework on
complementarity and coherence,

To also be included in the seventh GG
report to the COP

(Decisions B.17/04, par. (b); and
B.18/03, para. (e))

Mobilization of private sector finance to
progress GCF forestryrelated results
areast

(Decisions B.12/07, para. (f); B.BM
2017/02; and B.17/01, para. (b) (xxi))

Mobilization of private sector finance
to progress GCForestry-related
results areas

1PSAG
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Issue B.22 B.23 B.24

Alternative policy approaches(Decisions Consideration of alternative policy
B.12/07, para. (e); B.14/01, para. (e); approaches for the integral and

and B.17/01) sustainable management of forests*
(UNFCCC decisions 10/CP.22, para. 4;
and 7/CP.21, para. 25)

Support for technology Presentation of the TOR for a request
(Decisions B.18/03, para. (c) and for proposals to support climate
B.20/03, para. (b)(ii)) technology incubators and

(UNFCCC decision 7/CP.21, para. 22) accelerators

(Decision B.18/03, para. (c))

b. Strategies and plans

Workplan of the Board Adoption of the workplan for 2020

Strategic Plan of the GCF 1 Presentation of a comprehensive
(Decisions B.11/03; B.12/20; and 2018 annual statusreport on the
B.17/05, para. (d)) implementation of the Strategic Plan
9 [Pending outcomes of B.21] Review 0
the Strategic Plan of the GCF
(Decision B.19/05, para. (c))

Communications strategy Adoption of a communications strategy
(Decisions B.0411.3/05, para. (c); B.04/14|(Decisions B.13/25, para. (f); B.17/01,
para. (c); B.13/25, para. (f); andB.17/01, |para. (b) (ii); and B.19/17, para. (b))

para. (b) (ii))

c. Committees, panels and groups

Review of committees and panels Presentation of findings of the review of
(Annexes XWIXIX to decision B.05/13, | committees and panel
and decision B.20/04, para. (b))

Oversight of Boardappointed officials? | Board decision on oversight of the
(Decisions B.12/08; and B.15/02, para. | independent units

(@) (Decisions B.12/08; an®.15/02, para.
()

2 Co-Chairs
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Issue

B.22

B.23

B.24

Review of the TAP
(Decision B.19/08

Review of the composition of the TAP
upon finalization of the policies
related to the proposal approval
structure

(Decision B.19/08, para. ()

Matters regarding conflicts of interest of
persons engaged with the GGF

i $TAOIAT O ' #&T"8vui
of the Boardz sixteenth meeting of the
Board,4zi ! DPOEI ¢@tuvi06

Consideration of recommendations
from the Ethics and Audit Committee
on various matters regarding conflicts
of interest of persons engaged with
the GCF

(Document GCF/B.16/23, para. 8)

A mechanism to draw on appropriate
scientific and technical advice
(Decisions B.04/09, para. (d); and
B.14/07, para. (0))

Presentations of options for a
mechanism to draw on appropriate
scientific and technical advice

d. Permanent Trustee selection

Competitive process for the selection of
the Permanent Trusteé

(Decisions B.08/22, para. (b); B.15/08,
para. (a); B.16/05,annex Il; and
B.19/03)

[Pending outcome of B.21]

e. Observers

Participation of observers

(Decisions B.04L.3/03, annex Xllpara.
17; B.05/23, para. (b); B.BAN2016/11;
B.13/27, para. (b); and B.BA2017/02)

Presentation of the outcomes of the
review of guidelines on observer
participation

(Decisions B.BM2016/11; and B.BM
2017/02)

3 Investment Committee.
4 Ethics and Audit Committee

5 Ad-hoc Committee on Trustee Selection.
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Issue

B.22

B.23

B.24

Policies on ethics and conflicts of
interests

(Decisions B.09/03, para. (b); and
B.13/27, para. (b))

(Document GCF/B.16/23ara. 8)

Policy on ethics for active observers
(Decisions B.09/03, para. (b); and
B.13/27, para. (b))

2. RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

First formal replenishment process of
the GCF
(Decisions B.12/09; and B.19/05)

[Pending outcomes of B.21]

[Pending outcomesof B.22]

[Pending outcomes of B.23]

Policies and procedures for
contributions from philanthropic
foundations and other nonpublic and
alternative sources

(Decisions B.08/13, annex XIX, parag. §
7; B.11/05, para. (d); B.14/01, para. (i);

and B.17/01para. (b) (viii))

Policies and procedures for
contributions from philanthropic
foundations and other nonpublic and
alternative sources

3. FUND POLICIES

a. Investment framework z matters related to the approval of funding proposals

Initial proposal approval process
(Decisions B.07/03; B.11/11; and
B.17/09, paras. (g), (m), (0) and (p))

9 Defining the nature, scope and
extent of secondlevel due diligence
by the Secretariat*

(Decisions B.17/09, para. (0), and
B.20/03, para. (b)(iv))

Simplified approval process
(Decision B.18/06)

Review of the Simplified Approval
Process Pilot Scheme
(Decision B.18/06, para. (b))

6 Ethics and Audit Committee.
7 Co-Chairs
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Issue B.22 B.23 B.24
Annual review of the financial terms ang Annual review of thefinancial terms
conditions of the GCF financial and conditions
instruments?
(Decisions B.09/04, para. (h))
Annual review of the scaling pilot Annual review of the scaling pilot
(Decisions B.09/05, para. (f); and (Decision B.10/17, para (e))
B.10/17, para (e))
b. Risk management framework
Development of the risk management | Adoption of risk rating models*
framework?® (Decision B.17/11, para (f); and
B.20/03, para. (b)(v))
9 Adoption of the legal risk policy
(Decision B.17/11, para. (g))
c. Results management framework
Results management framework Finalization of indicators in the results
(Decisions B8/07, para. (b); B.13/34; |management framework and
B.17/01 para. (b) (x); and B.19/06, para|performance measurement framework
(e) (iv)),
B.19/21, annex XXI, para. 5(c)
[independent evaluation of the
RMF/PMF]
d. Fund-wide policies
Information disclosure policy Review of the live webcasting service | Presentation of recommendations on
(Decisions B.12/35, paras. (b) and (g); for formal meetings of the Board the review of the relevant disclosure
annex XXIX, para. 28; B.17/01, para. (b (DecisionB.BM2018/07, para. (b)) requirements once the environmental
(xvii); and B.18/01, para. (g)) and social management system is
developed
(Decision B.12/35, para. (b))

8 Investment Committee
2 Risk Management Committee.
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Issue

B.22

B.23

B.24

Travel policy for the GCP
(Decisions B.12/13and B.15/02)

Adoption of a travel policy for the GCH

4. ACCREDITATION FRAMEWORK

Initial fiduciary standards and integrity
policies

(Decisions B.07/02; B.12/31, para. (i);
B.14/01, paras. (e) and (f); B.14/08, par
(f); and B.20/03, para. (b)(i))

Adoption of fiduciary compliance and
integrity policies/policies relating to
prohibited practices, antrmoney
laundering and countering the financing
of terrorism 11

(Decisions B.12/31, para. (i); B.14/01,
para. (e); and B.15/13)

Integration of policies relating to
prohibited practices, antrmoney
laundering and countering the
financing of terrorism in the interim
fiduciary standards*

(Decision B.14/01, para. (f))

Environmental and social management
systemt2

(Decisions B.07/02, para. (n); and
B.19/10)

Considerationof a proposed approach tg
developing the GCF environmental and
social safeguards standards
(Decision B.19/10, para. (c))

Monitoring and accountability
framework
(Decision B.11/10, para. (a), annex Il)

Presentation of the annual portfolio
performancereport

(Decision B.11/10, para. (a), and anng
I, para. 9)

5. COUNTRYPROGRAMMING AND READINESS

Implementation of the Readiness and
Preparatory Support Programme
(Decisions B.06/11, para. (f); and
B.19/15, para. (f))

Consideration of a proposal for
improving the Readiness Programme
based on the outcome of the conclusion
the independent evaluation of the
Readiness Programme

(Decision B.19/15, para. (f))

Country ownership guidelines
(Decision B.17/21)

Presentation of the annual assessment (
the application of the country ownership

10 Co-Chairs
11 Ethics and Audit Committee
12 Accreditation Committee.
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Issue

B.22

B.23

B.24

guidelines
(Decision B.17/21, para. (c))

Project preparation facility (PPF)
Decision B.13/21

1 Independent review ofthe
implementation of operational
guidelines and the effectiveness of
the PPF
(Decision B.13/21, para (e))

1 Review of funding for the PPF
(Decision B.13/21, para (f))

6. PRIVATE SECTOR MATTERS

Private sector in LDCs and SIBS
(Decisions B.19/18, para. (bgnd
B.20/03, para. (b)(vi); and

UNFCCC decision 10/CP.22, para. 11)

Consideration of modalities to support
activities to enable domestic and
international private sector actors to
engage in GCF activities in LDCs and
SIDS

(Decision B.19/18, para. (b), anB.20/03,

para. (b)(vi))

Private sector in adaptatiori3
(Decisions B.15/03, para. (i)(ii); and
B.17/06, para (d)(ii))

Consideration of PSAG
recommendations to engage the
private sector, including local actors,
in adaptation action at the nationa)
regional and international levels

Private sector MSME pilot programme
(Decisions B.09/09, para. (h); B.10/11,
para. (b)(i); and B.13/22)

Presentation of TOR for request(s) for
proposals for the remainder of the
allocation for the MSME pilot
programme

(Decision B.13/22, para. (f))

7. INDEPENDENT UNITS

Independent Integrity Unit4

1 Presentation of the annual report of
the Unit for 2019

13 PSAG
14 Ethics and Audit Committee
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Issue

B.22

B.23

B.24

1 Approval of the work programme
and budget of the Unit for 2020

Independent Evaluation Unit

1 Approval of the independent
evaluation policy*
(Decision B.06/09, para. (a), annex Il
para. (5); andB.16/07, para. (c))

1 Report from the learning oriented
real-time impact assessment
(LORTA) programme for GCF
approved investments

9 Presentation of the annual report of
the Unit for 2019

9 Approval of the work programme
and budget of the Unit for 2020

Independent Redress Mechanisit

9 Adoption of detailed guidelines and
procedures of the independent
Redress Mechanism
(Decision B.13/24, para. (b))

1 Presentation of the annual report of
the Unit for 2018

Approval of the work programme and
budget of the Unit for 2020

8. ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

Administrative guidelines
(Decision B.06/03, annex I)

Revised administrative guidelines on
human resources

1 Presentation of reviewed
administrative guidelines on
procurement
(DecisionsB.12/39, para. (a); and
B.17/01, para. (c))

9 Administrative guidelines on
information communication and
technology

Workplan and administrative budgets®

1 A report on the execution of the
administrative budgets for 2019
9 Presentation of the draft unaudited

financial statements for 2018

1 A report on the execution of the
administrative budgets for 2019

1 Approval of the audited financial

statements for 2018

1 A report on the execution of the
administrative budgets for 2019

1 Approval of the work programme
and adminigrative budget for 2020

9. MATTERSTO BE ADDRESSED AT EACH BOARD MEETING

Approvals

H‘n Consideration of funding proposals

15 Budget Committee.
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1 Consideration of proposals to accredit entities
Co# EAEOOG6 OAD|The CoChairs will report to each meeting on the status of consultations and will bring those matters to the attention of the Boaas
consultations and standing |appropriate.
matters The report on the activities of the CeChairs will include status updates on:
9 The revised workplan following B.22 and B.23;
Board decisions proposed* and approved between meetings; and
Election of CeChairs (last Board meeting of the year)
2ADI OO0 11 OEA AAOEOEOEAO 1 £ OEA 3AAOAOAOEAOKh 1 OO1 ET ETOg8; O
Actions taken to include gender considerations in the activities of the G@Pecision B.12/20, para. (d))
Legal and formal arangements with accredited entities;
Status of the GCF portfolio and pipelinéDecisions B.11/11; and B.13/21, para. (d)(iX)and status report on the PPF requests
received (Decisions B.13/21, pargd)(ix); B.13/21, para. (f); and B.17/01, para. (b)(x}y;
Status of the GCF portfolio: approved projects and fulfilment of conditior(®ecision B.14/07paras. (i) and (j));
Status of the initial resource mobilization process;
Progress report on the implementation of the Readiness work programme, including the status of NAB=cision B.06/11, para.
(f); and
Consolidated Board document on all information reportgDecision B.18/12, para. (b))
Independent unit reports Reports ofthe independent units(Independent Evaluation Unit report decision B.19/21, para. (d))

1
1
Other procedural agenda |1 Adoption of the agenda;
items 9 Adoption of the report of the previous meeting;
1
1

Secretariat matters

=a =4 -8 a8

= =4 =9

Reports from Board committees, panels and groups;

Dates and venues of the following meetings of the Boa(®ecision B.17/24, para. (c))and
1 Report of the meeting
Abbreviations: B.18724 = eighteenth to twenty-fourth meetings of the Board, COP = Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change, LDCs = least developed countries, MSME = micro, small and mesiagu enterprise, NAP = national daptation
plan, PMFs = Performance Measurement Frameworks, PPF = Project Preparation FacB§AG = Private Sector Advisory Group, SIDS = small island
developing States, RMF = Results management framework, TAP = independent Technical Advisory Panel=Ti®ffs of reference, UNFCCC = United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.
*Denotes matters required to be consulted with accredited entities prior to their being presentend to the Board for adoptiqnlause 32.04 of the
template AMA adopted bydecision B.12/31 (annex XXVI))
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Annex IV: Terms of reference of the Executive Director of the Green

1.
Green

2.

@

(b)

©

(d)
(e)

®

()

Climate Fund Secretariat

Job description

The Executive Director will be appointed by, and be accountable to, the Board of the
Climate~und.

The Executive Director, operating under the Board, will:

Work to achieve the objective of the Fund, by establishing and maintaining effective

OAl AOET 1 OEEPO xEOE OEA &0O1 A0 OOAEAEIT 1T AAOO
partner Governments, its contributors, recipients, and other components of the Funds a

well as the Trustee, the Conference of the Parties, relevant bodies under the United

Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), observer organizations,
multilateral, bilateral and development agencies and other stakeholders;

Establish andmaintain effective relationships with the Government of the Republic of
Korea in maintaining the support provided to the offices in Songdo and ensuring that the
officials of the Fund continue to enjoy the privileges and immunities associated with
their official functions and status;

Continue to recruit and retain a cadre of international and local professional staff for the
Secretariat, ensuring that selection is open, transparent and based on merit, taking into
account geographic and gender balance, in@rdance with the organizational structure
and administrative budget approved by the Board;

Effectively manage and develop staff in order to maximise performance and promote an
inclusive and healthy working environment;

Provide regular and structured peformance feedback to Secretariat staff, including
direct reports;

Lead the Secretariat's efforts in supporting the Board with the continued development
and implementation of:

0) The Fund's operational modalities, access modalities and funding structures;

(ii) Specific operational policies and guidelines, including for programming, project
cycle, administration and financial management, as necessary;,

(iii) Funding criteria, modalities, policies and programmes;

(iv) Environmental and social safeguards and fiduciary princigs and standards that
are internationally accepted as best practice;

v) Portfolio management and oversight;

(vi) Criteria and application processes for the accreditation of implementing entities
of the Fund;

(vii) The arrangements for replenishment processes; and

(viii) A framework for the monitoring and evaluation of performance and the financial
accountability of activities supported by the Fund and any necessary external
audits.

, AAA OEA 3AAOAOAOEAOGS8O OAAI T -mdeyojer@dBOET T Al Ol

of the Fund to:
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@) Organize and execute all administrative duties, including the preparation for
meetings of the Board and its subsidiary bodies;

(i) Report information on the Fund's activities;

(iii) Liaise with members, implementing entities, and cooperating bilateradnd
multilateral institutions and agencies;

(iv) Prepare performance reports on the implementation of activities under the

Fund;

(v) Develop the work programme and annual administrative budget of the
Secretariat and Trustee for approval by the Board;

(vi) Operationalize the project and programme cycle processes;

(vii) Prepare financial agreements related to the specific financing instrument to be

concluded with an implementing entity;
(viii) Monitor the financial risks of the outstanding portfolio;

(ix) Work with the Trustee to support the Board to enable it to carry out its
responsibilities;

) Carry out monitoring and evaluation function, as may be required by the Board;
(xi) Support the Board in arranging replenishment processes;

(xii) Establish and run effective knowledge management practices; and

(xiii) Perform any other functions assigned by the Board.
3. The Executive Director will report to the Board at its regular meetings.
4, The Executive Director will be responsive to the Board, nurturand maintain open

channels of communication, and build an effective relationship with the Board.

Il. Required experience and qualifications

5. The Executive Director will demonstrate:

(@) Strong intellectual leadership, based on knowledge and experience of climatieange,
development, finance, and their interrelationships;

(b) Sound political judgment and excellent strategic and analytical skills which can be
applied to complex problems;

(© Enhanced communication and advocacy skills to enable successful interaction with
decision-makers at the highest level;

(d) Leadership and management experience within a large organization in an international
context;

(e) Strong values and ethics, with the ability to mobilize and engage people;

® A track record of robust and accountable manageemt of financial resources at a senior

level, preferably in a development finance context;

(@) Experience in working with a range of stakeholders in developing and developed
countries; Sensitivity to political, gender, cultural, religious differences;

(h) An impeccable reputation for honesty, integrity and expertise;

0) Sufficient knowledge of the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement;
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) Degree in a relevant field, advanced degree desirable;

(k) At least 15 years of relevant experience, including experience in, or working with
developing countries; and

o Fluency in English, knowledge of Arabic, Chinese, French, Russian or Spanish an
advantage.

[ll.  Remuneration, contractual arrangements and term

6. Remuneration will be comparable to the level of a Vice President of the World Bank and

an Assistant Secretary General in the United Nations common system.

7. The Board will appoint the Executive Director with a performance based contract.

8. The Executive Dird OT 06 0 PAOA&I Of AT AA xEI 1T AA AOAI OAOAA

performance criteria and measurement procedures approved by the Board in decisi@17/12,
annex X.

9. The term of the position will be four years, with the possibility of reappointment one.
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Annex V: Selection process for the Executive Director of the Green

@)
(b)

(©

(d)

(e)

®

()

Climate Fund Secretariat

The following steps are proposed for the selection of the Executive Director:
Approval by the Board of the selection process;

Approval by the Boardof the terms of reference for the independent executive search
firm;

Establishment by the Board of an ad hoc Executive Director Selection Committee
consisting of eight Board members drawn equally from developing and developed
countries that will overseethe selection process and make recommendations to the
Board;

Review of the applications by the Executive Director Selection Committee with the
support of the independent executive search firm, including: creation of a long list of
twelve candidates, a sharlist of six candidates, interviews with the six short listed
candidates, creation of a final list of at least three candidates, and secemdind

interviews with the final list of candidates; the EDSC should strive to ensure a balance of
candidates from developed and developing countries and gender balance in the long
list, short list and final list of candidates;

Recommendation by the EDSC of at least three final candidates to the Board by 15
February 2019, which may include a ranking by preference;

Following presentation to the Board by at least three candidates, consideration by the -
"TAOA 1T &£ OEA #1111 EOOAA8O OAAT I T AT AAGET T Oh
candidate from among the final three candidates; and

The Board will make an offer to the selectedandidate promptly following its agreement
on the selected candidate.
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Annex VI: Indicative timeline of the entire process for the
appointment of the Executive Director of the Green Climate
Fund Secretariat

Date/deadline

Content

Action

B.21

Board decision containing the following:

1 Adoption by the Board of the terms of reference fol
the Executive Director.

1 Approval by the Board on the ED selection procesg

with indicative timeline.

Establishment by the Board of an Executive
Director SelectionCommittee (EDSC) consisting of
eight Board members drawn equally from
developing and developed countries to oversee the
selection process and make recommendations to
the Board.

Budget allocation to support the costs of
undertaking the search for the Execlite Director.

Approval by the Board of the terms of reference an
procurement of an independent executive search
firm to assist EDSC in its work.

Board decision

22 October 2018

Request for proposal for theexecutive searchfirm to be
published online

Terms of Reference for the Execution Director positior
to be published

Secretariat to publish
online

5 November 2018

Receive bids from the executive search firm

Secretariat evaluation of
the bids

9 November 2018

Secretariat to recommend the executiveearch firm to
EDSC

Secretariat to
recommend the executive
search firm to EDSC

16 November 2018

Contract with executive search firm to be signed

Launch the vacancy advertisement in appropriate
media including social media

EDSC C&hairs to sign
contract with executive
search firm

12 December 2018

Deadline for applications

Short list by 31
December 2018

&I 111 OEA OOAI AAGEI T DO
9 First cut list of 20 to 25 candidates;
1 Long list of 12 candidates;

9 Short list of 6 candidates

X

EDSC irperson or vitual
meeting(s), location TBD

Mid-January 2019

In person interviews of short listed candidates (6
candidates).

EDSC irperson or virtual
meetings, location TBC

End of January 2019

Final list of at least 3 candidates

EDSC virtuameeting

Early February 2018

In-person interviews of final list of at least 3 candidate

EDSC in person meeting,
location TBD

By 15 February 2019

Recommendation by the EDSC of at least three final
candidates to the Board, which may include ranking by

EDSC Recommendation

preference.
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B.22

#1 1 OEAAOAOETT Au OEA "TA
recommendations, including Board agreement of one
candidate from among the final three candidates.

Board decision
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Annex VII: Terms of reference of the Executive Director Selection
Committee
l. Role and functions
1. The role of the Executive Director Selection Committee (EDSC) is to oversee the

selection process of the Executive Director in accordance with these terms of reference; and
recommend at least three final cadidates to the Board at its twenty first meeting.

2. In particular, and without limitation, the EDSC shall:
(@) With the support of the Secretariat, select and engage the executive search firm;
(b) Provide guidance and approve the vacancy advertisement to be publighby the
executive serach firm;
(© With the support of the executive search firm:
0] Establish a long list of twelve candidates;
(ii) Establish a short list of six candidates;
(iii) Interview the short list of candidates;

(iv) Establish a final list of at least three candidates

(v) Interview the final list of candidates;
(vi) Prepare a detailed final report report to be presented to the Board for decision,
with may include a recommendation with a ranking by preference; and
(vii) Strive to ensure a balance of candidates from developed and @toping
countries and gender balance on the long list, short list and final list of
candidates.
Il. Membership
3. The ad hoc committee will comprise:
(@) Four developing country Board members; and
(b) Four developed country Board members.
4, In accordance with the BoardGuidelines on the Participation of Advisers, one advisor
may support each Committee member
5. Members of the EDSC will serve for its duration as per paragraph 5.
6. The members of the EDSC shall elect two-cbhairs, one from developed countries and

one from developing countries.

[1l.  Duration

7. The EDSC will be an ad hoc committee of the Board and shall function until the earlier
of:

(@ The conclusion of the selection process of the Executive Director; and

(b) The Board having decided to terminate the Committee.
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Annex VIII: Terms of reference of the independent executive search
firm

l. Introduction

1. The Executive Director SelectiorCommittee (EDSC) established by the Board will
oversee the recruitment process for the Executive Director.

2. It will engagea recruitment firm with demonstrated experience within the international
system to provide advisory and administrative support. It is expected that the recruitment
process will be completed by the twenty first meeting of the Board.

3. The Secretariat will provide the EDSC with logistical and administrative support.

4, This request for proposal (RFP) seeks to identify a recruitment firm that will assist the
recruitment process by undertaking the tasks described in this RFP. The authority to decide on
the selection of a recruitment firm rests with the EDSC.

II.  Objective of the assignment

5. The objective of the assignment is to ensure an open and transparent recruitment
process of the Executive Director, by providing long lists, short lists and a final list of at least
three qualified applicants.

[ll.  Scope and focus of the assignment

6. The successful recruitment firm will be responsible for the screening process (long
listing, short listing and final listing). The Fund will maintain oversight over the outsourced

OAAOOGEOI AT O OAOOGEAAO ET 1T OAAO O Atpdiceodd AT | D1 EAT
procedures.

7. Job categories to be covered: Executive Director

IV. Activities to be undertaken by the firm under the direction of
the EDSC

4.1 Phase [: Attracting and communicating with candidates

(@) Review the job description of the position ancgnsure that the selection criteria are
properly formulated;

(b) Develop a role specification for the position based on the job description of the
Executive Director with guidance from the EDSC;

(© Develop and launch the vacancy advertisement in appropriate mediacluding social
media;

(d) Receive and keep record of all applications;

(e) Act asthe contact point for those seeking information andbr proposing candidates;

® Communicate, where appropriate, with the applicants; and
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(9)

4.2

4.2.1

@)
(b)

(©

4.2.2

@

(b)

423

@

(b)

(©

(d)

424

@)

(b)

(©

(d)

Conduct an executive search for candidatessimg networks, rosters, referrals and other
appropriate means, striving for a balance between developed and developing country
candidates and gender balance at all stages of the selection process.

Phase Il: Supporting the work of the EDSC

Establishment of the first cut list of candidates (twenty to twenty  -five) for the
position

Review all applications received;

Screen all applications against the requirements of the post, by CV review and any other
information that can be gathered without contacting the cadidates; and

Present to the EDSC for its approval the first cut list of 205 candidates as well as
appropriate background information.

Establishment of the long list of candidates (approximately twelve)

Assess all individuals on the first cut list of 225 candidates, by all reasonable means,
for example CV and application review, discussion with candidates, informal references
and interviews. Present the EDSC with the first cut list of 285 candidates with verbal
and written comments; and

Assist the EIBC in establishing a long list of candidates (approximately 12 candidates)
that will be further evaluated.

Establishment of the short list of candidates (approximately six)

Conduct appropriate reference checks and further screening on all the long list of
candidates (approximately 12), and present the EDSC with a detailed report, including
all available background information, detailed curricula vitae and references;

Assist the EDSC in establishing a short list of candidates (approximately six) that will be
further evaluated;

Il OOEOO OEA %$3#60 ET OAOOEAxO xEOE OEA OET 00
and effective interview questions;

Attend the interviews and prepare a report with the minutes of the interviews

conducted, for consideration by tle EDSC.

Establishment of the final list of candidates (at least three)
Assist the EDSC in establishing the final list of three candidates which may include

ranking by preference, to be presented to the Board for final approval;

Assist the EDSC to interviewhe final list of at least three candidates, including drafting
probing interview questions and preparing a scoring sheet for the EDSC and preparing a
short report;

Assist the EDSC in preparing a detailed final report to be presented to the Board for
decision;

Keep close communication with all the candidates, present the Green Climate Fund in
the best possible light as an attractive employer; and
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(e) Respond to all questions and concerns in a timely way, and keep all candidates informed

about the progress of heir candidacy.

V.  Outputs

8. To provide, as a result of the above:
(@) A first cut list of 20-25 candidates;
(b) Assist theEDSQo select a long list of 12 candidates;

(© Assist theEDSQo select a short list of 6 candidates;

(d) Assist theEDSQo select final list of canlidates;

(e) Complete data and brief comments on the first cut list of 285 candidates;

) A report on the process to establish the long list of candidates;

(@ A report on the interviews conducted for establishing the short list of candidates;

(h) Draft interview questions and a scoring grid for theEDSGand prepare a report on the

interviews of the final list of candidates; and

@ Prepare a detailed final report, in collaboration with theEDSCon the final list of
candidates and the recruitment process.

VI.  Monitoring and progress controls, including reporting
requirements

The recruitment firm shall work closely with the EDSCIt will only have contact with the

9.
&01 A0 3AAOADOAOEADO A1 O POOAI U AAI ET EOOOAOEOA
VII. Confidentiality

10. All details of this assignment, candidatesselection processes, discussions, interviews
etc. must be kept entirely confidential. The consultants are expected to understand the sensitive
nature of this assignment and act accordingly.

VIII. Duration of the consultancy

11. This consultancy is expected to tad&up to a maximum of four months starting from the
date of signature of the contract by both parties, subject to adjustments as required.

12. The contract ends at the point of signature of the contract by selected candidate. If the
candidate resigns or is lego within one year of taking up his or her role, the recruitment firm is
obliged to find a replacement without charging a fee.

DOC
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Annex IX: Budget increment for 2018/2019 approved by the Board

This annex was distributed to the Boaxh a limited distribution basis.



GREEN
GCF/B.21/35
CLIMATE Pagel60

FUND

Annex X: 2019 Work Plan of the Independent Redress Mechanism
l. Introduction

1.1 Background

. 4EA )T AADPAT AAT O 2AA0OA00 - AAEATEOGI j)2-q EO i,
Governing Instrument. This paragraphstth O OEAO Oj OQEA "1 AOA xEi i1 AOO,
redress mechanism that will report to the Board. The mechanism will receive complaints

OAl AGAA O1 OEA TPAOAOGEIT 1T &£ OEA &OT A AT A xEI 1 AC

performs a key functionwithET OEA ' #&38 0 AAAT O1 OAAEI EOQU | AAEAT E
to the Board and is subject to the decisions of the Board. It is independent of the Secretariat of

the GCF. The IRMs mandate is contained in the updated terms of reference adopted by the @oar

on 25 September 2017 (decision B.BA2017/10).

2. The updated TOR of the IRM tasks the IRM with the following activities:

(@) Reconsideration requests: Addressing requests from developing countries for
reconsideration of Board decisions denying funding to a preft or programme;

(b) Complaints and Grievances: Addressing complaints and grievances from persons
adversely impacted by projects or programmes of the GCF;

(© Advisory: Recommending reconsideration of GCF policies, procedures, guidelines and
systems based on lesms learned from cases handled by the IRM and from good
ET OAOT ACET T Al POAAOGEAAN DPOI OEAET C COEAAT AA Ol
activities based on best practices;

(d) Capacity building: strengthening the capacities of accountability and redress

mechanisms of direct access entities; and
(e) Outreach: Providing education and outreach to stakeholders, the public and staff of the

GCF.
3. 4EA OAOI O 1T &£ OAZEAOAT AA OPAAEEAU OEAO OO01T AT 0O
Head of the IRM will propose a wik plan, and budget for meeting the annual expenses and the ,
"TAOA xEI1l ATTOEAAO AT A APPOI OA OEEO x1 OE biI AT £

that the annual work plan and budget shall be submitted to the Board through the Ethics and
Audit Committee (EAC).

4. The IRM developed this work plan and budget for 2019 to give effect to Board decisions
and implement the Board approved terms of reference. This work plan and budget was
submitted to, and approved by, the EAC on 8 August 2018. Subsequerithe Budget Committee
of the Board also considered and approved the work plan and budget for 2019. The Board is
requested to consider and approve the same.

1.2 Implementation of the 2018 Work Plan

5. As mandated by the Board in decision B.15/12, the IRM has caited with the Ethics

and Audit Committee (EAC) in the implementation of the 2018 work plan, reporting to it on a

quarterly basis. Summaries of the work of the IRM from January to September 2018 have been

DOl OEAAA O1T OEA "1 AOA eRdritordlie@dikieshfithk Gdepehderd OE O1 AA
2AAO0AO0 - AAEAT EOI 6 AAOGAA 1 &AAOOAOU ¢qmpy j AT AOI A
GCF/B.20/Inf.03) and 25 September 2018 (document GCF/B.21/Inf.06).
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1.3 Work plan and budget

6. The budget for 2019 will allow the IRMto implement the activities set out in this work
plan. The budget was developed in consultation with the Chief Financial Officer of the GCF
Secretariat. Depending on the complaints and reconsideration requests received by the IRM
(which are unpredictable), the budget may need to be supplemented during the year. The
budget is set out in annex Il hereof.

1.4 Key components of the 2019 Work Plan

7. The work plan is divided into two closely related components. Each component is
essential for operating the IRM and esuring that Board mandated tasks are completed in a
timely and efficient fashion. A draft Board decision is suggested in annex I. The two main
components of the work plan are as follows:

[0} Operate the IRM,;
(ii) Process complaints and requests for reconsideratioaf funding decisions.

8. Each of these tasks is explained in more detail below.
[I.  Operate the IRM

2.1 Staff and consultants

0. The IRM is led by the Head of the IRM. It is now staffed by a Compliance and Dispute
Resolution Specialist, and a Team Assistant. One stadfichange is envisaged in 2019 in
anticipation of the Procedures and Guidelines scheduled to be adopted by the Board in 2018.
The current position of Team Assistant which is a local hiring will need to be upgraded to an

international hire atan IS1 levelad re-AAOE CT AOAA AO O2ACEOOOAO )2-638

10. The work of the two senior level Advisors of the IRM who served as consultants since
2017 have been completed and as such their services will not be required in 2019. The IRM is
constituting rosters of subject expertstranslators and mediators on an open competitive basis.
Should the IRM need such services, they will be drawn from the rostered consultants on a
financially competitive basis.

2.2 Procedures and guidelines

11. The Board, by decision B.13/24, requested the Head thfe IRM to prepare, with the

support of the Secretariat, for consideration by the Board, Procedures and Guidelines for the

)y2- j AAAEOETT "8moefnwh ATTA@® 6h DAOA8 pt | AT AOI /
consultation with similar or equivalent mechanisms of accredited entities and other

OOAEAET 1 AAOOO8 4EA )2- EAO CEOAT AEEAAO O OEEO
scheduled to be presented to the Board at B.21 for adoption after the EAC concludes its

deliberation on the draft. The IRM will continue to support the Board in adopting the

Procedures and Guidelines either at B.21 or at a Board meeting thereafter and in implementing

the same thereafter.

2.3 Operating procedures (OPs) for the IRM
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12. The IRM developed and commenced piloting dft supporting operating procedures

(SoPs) in early 2018, to efficiently and effectively implement the TOR and the Procedures and
Guidelines of the IRM when adopted by the Board. The SoPs will continue to be pilot tested in
2019 and finalized and issuedn the course of the year.

2.4 Advisory services

13. The IRM is mandated to provide the Board and the GCF Secretariat with advice on
changes to policies, procedures, systems etc of the GCF based on lessons learned either from
cases handled by it or from internatioral best practices. The IRM will prepare a lesson learned
report in 2019 for presentation to the Board and the Secretariat with recommendations, as
appropriate. The IRM also works collaboratively with the other two independent units. In
accordance with he draft Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses the
Independent Integrity Unit and the IRM will cooperate and coordinate with each other to
maximize the effectiveness of that Policy, once adopted by the Board.

2.5 Strengthening capacities ofedress mechanisms of direct access AEs

14. Under the TOR, the IRM is mandated to share best practices and give guidance that can
be helpful for strengthening of capacities of the accountability/redress mechanisms of direct
access accredited entities. In 201,8he IRM developed capacity building activities for
strengthening redress mechanisms of direct access entities who need such assistance. Based on
a survey of such mechanisms and their capacities, the IRM assessed their needs and has
provided basic training through workshops and advice. These activities will be continued and
improved in 2019. Experience gained in strengthening such capacities will be summarized and
shared with the redress mechanisms of all accredited entities in 2019.

15. In 2019, the IRM plas to conduct two clinics and plenary sessions as part of the annual
DAE workshop organised by the secretariat. Additionally, the IRM plans to conduct tweday
workshop for staff of 810 selected grievance mechanisms of DAEs. Additionally, the IRM will
hold clinics and participate in a plenary session at five regional Structured Dialogues targeting
NDAs and AE as well as Accredited Observers.

2.6 Communications strategy

16. The IRM has developed and is implementing a communications strategy to give effect to
its TOR. The implementation of the strategy has budgetary implications. The strategy will help
achieve the following TOR mandated tasks systematically and efficiently:

() Share lessons learned from cases that are handled by the IRM;

(b) Share best practices wittthe GCF and with direct access accredited entities and
strengthen the capacity of grievance redress mechanisms of such entities, as
appropriate; and

(© Provide outreach and education to relevant stakeholders and the public through
workshops (including with civil society, accredited entities and NDAs at structured
dialogues organised by the Secretariat) and disseminate information in usdériendly
formats. In these efforts, the IRM will work closely with redress mechanisms of
accredited entities to conduct regonal and national workshops and other outreach
events. Two such outreach events are planned in 2019 targeting civil society groups in
developing countries.
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2.7 Case management system (CMS)

17. The IRM is acquiring a case management system (CMS) in 2018 throughogen
competitive process. The CMS allows the IRM to systematically, consistently and timely process
complaints and reconsideration requests received by it. The CMS is also needed to collect and

analyse data related to such complaints and reconsideraticd ANOAOOO O1 OEAO OEA

building activities for accredited entities and advice to the GCF based on lessons learned are
well grounded. The CMS needs to be maintained by the software vendor and a budgetary
allocation is sought to support the sme.

2.8 Independent Accountability Mechanisms Network

18. With Board approval, the IRM joined the Independent Accountability Mechanisms
Network (IAMnet) in February 2017. IAMnet is a community of practice in this area. There are
over 40 accountability mechanisms binternational financial institutions and funds, and a
significant number of the independent redress mechanisms of the current accredited entities
are members of this network. The IRM will continue to actively participate in IAMnet, including
attending its annual meeting and serving on working groups.

2.9 Reports

19. The TOR requires the IRM to publish an annual report for dissemination to the public.
Such a report was published for 2017 in January 2018. A similar report will be published for
2018 in January 2019 Additionally, the TOR envisages periodic activity reports from the IRM to
the Board. Furthermore, the GCF is expected to report to the UNFCCC, among other things,
about the work of the IRM. The IRM will prepare all the aforesaid reports in a timely and
APDPOT POEAOA T ATTAO8 00OAI EA OADPI OO0 xEI T AA
made available through other appropriate means.

[ll.  Process complaints and reconsideration requests

3.1 Complaints and requests

20. The IRM is now operational and able to pross (a)complaintsfrom persons adversely
affected by GCF funded projects or programmes, and (t@questsfrom developing countries for
reconsideration of funding denied by the Board. In 2017, the IRM received one complaint from
Bangladesh which was declaré ineligible. In 2018 the IRM has not received armgomplaintsand
has so far received oneequestfrom Argentina for reconsideration of a funding decision denying
funding by the Board (later withdrawn).

21. While it is not possible to predict how manycomplaints or requests will be filed in any
given year, for purposes of planning and budgeting, the IRM estimated the possibility of three
cases being filed in 2018. For 2019, budgetary provision is sought on a similar estimated basis.

(@}

>

)
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Annex XI: Budget for 2019

This work plan and budget was submitted to, and approved by, the EAC on 8 August 2018. Subsequently, the Budget
Committee of the Board also considered and approved the work plan and budget for 2019.

Independent Redress Mechanism Uni t BUDGET 2019
AU 2019 Draft
Approved Budaet
Budget 9
4.1 | Salaries and consultants
4.1.1 | Full-time staff 574,820 728,680
4.1.2 | Consultancies 134,000 121,000
Sub-total: Salaries & consultants 708,820 849,680
4.2 | Travel
4.2.1| Travel 30,000 95,140
4.2.2 | Travel associated with complaints/requests 48,000 68,850
Sub-total: Travel 78,000 163,990
4.3 | Professional services
4.3.1 | Case management system 100,000 -
Operating costs including outreach/CB materials 25,000 147,550
Sub-total: Professional services 125,000 147,550
Grand total (1+2+3) 911,820 1,161,220

Notes:

4.1.1 The salary component for 2019 has increased from 2018. The Team Assistant position (Locally hired AS level)

is being suppressed at the end of 2018 and replaced with an IS1 position. The draft Procedures and Guidelines of the

y2- AT OEOACAOOHA ORACE CODOMBETBHE OEOETIT OEAO xEIl DPAOA&N OI EAU
duties currently performed by the Team Assistant. These functions carry a higher responsibility and will require a

qualified IS staff member. All other IRM staff posins will remain unchanged.

4.1.2 The number of requests and complaints that may be received in 2019 is unpredictable. For the purposes of this
budget it has been assumed (as in 2018) that the IRM may receive 3 cases in 2019 with a geographical spread in
Africa, Latin America and Asia. The basis of the estimate for 2019 is similar to that of the 2018 budget, with
additional estimates for translations which was not included in 2018. These costs include hiring of subject experts,
mediators and translators.

4.2.1 Staff travel includes IRM staff attending one Board meeting to be held outside of Songdo, the annual meeting of
IAMnet, five regional structured dialogues for NDAs, AEs and accredited observers conducted by the secretariat, 2
outreach events jointlyconducted with other redress/accountability mechanism for civil society organizations and
grievance redress mechanisms of Direct Access Entities and for participation in two accountability and redress
related conferences/workshops/trainings for IRM staff.

4.2.2 IRM staff and consultant travels associated with 3 potential complaints and reconsideration requests that may

be received by the IRM in 2019. Travel for each case has been budgeted on the basis that the Staff of the IRM and one
expert and/or one medator will need to travel to the project country once during problem solving, once during
investigation in each such case and once during pedecisional monitoring.

4.3.1 Operating costs include maintenance of the Case Management System, a website upgnaulelication and
design of materials for capacity development and outreach workshops.
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' T1T A@ 8) Andual Wprtko Blén@nd Budget for 2019

1. The following annex is organizedaccordingly:
@) Section | summarizegshe) %58 O EAU AADBAOAI AT OO A&l O
(b) Section Il presents important elements ofhe ) %5261@work plan;

() Section Ill presents the budget for the IEU for 2019

. ) %5860 AAEEAOAI AT OO ET c¢mpuy

2. As laid out in its annual report in document GCF/B.21/Inf.0&he IEU has accomplished

or will accomplish by the end of 2018, all tasks it set out to achieve astlined in its 2018 work

plan and agenda (decision B.19/21). Key elements of these achievements include:

(@)  Presentation ofthe) %56 O AEOOO AT 1 OAI OAPT OO0 OI OEA ' #&
GCF/B.21/Inf.09) and regular quarterly reports (document GCF/B.20/Inf.04; document
GCF/B.19/16). The IEU also produces a quarterly newsletter which is disseminated
widely;

(b) Hiring four key staff for the IEU while the recruitment process for threeadditional staff
positions is underway: This will bring the) % 5So@efll staff strength to nine at the end
of 2018. IEU Songddbased staff are supported by five consultants and three interns who
provide critical support during these early stages 0O E A JedeBopnt@ntwhich
include database development, researcfor approach papers, supporfor ongoing
evaluationsas well asongoing engagementsncluding capacity building work andthe
development oftraining and communication products

(© Producing three key evaluation related oyputs: These include the independent
evaluation of the readiness and preparatory support program and the review of the
results management framework, both of which will be presented to the Board at B.21. As
also planned, the IEU initiated thd.earning-Orient ed Real-Time Impact Assessment
(LORTA) program in 2018. Formative evaluations will be completed before the end of
2018. Approach papers and summary notes for all three evaluation activities are
availableonthe) %58 O 1T Ax xAAOEOA Ad nadefavailablebdferé kOO x E 1 |
end of the year.

(d) Draft evaluation policy of the GCF The IEU has undertaken widespread consultations
internally and externally, and reviewed evaluation policies and practices in other
organizations. It has also held consultatin-webinars and workshops at three different
structured dialogues to elicit best practices and spread awareness standards and
implications of the proposed policy as well as to discuss concerns and questions. In
discussion with Board members and the cehairs, the formal presentation of this policy
has been postponed to B.22.

(e) Capacity needs assessment: The IEU undertook an assessment of evaluation capacities
of GCF stakeholder agencies including DAE staff as well as an evaluability assessment of
approved GCF investment$.Key needs that were identified by NDAs, AEs and
Secretariat staff included understanding and preparing theories of change, informing
investment criteria in arigorous and crediblemanner, developingtechniques for critical
appraisal, meauringthe A FEAAOO 1 £ OEA &O1 A6O ET OAOOI ATl OO

L In discussion with the cochairs, this agenda item has been postponed to B.22. 3 3
2l x| OEET ¢ DPADAO OEOI AA O- AEET C '#& AEAOOAOh Oi AOOGAOh AAOOAC
these will be available in November 2018.
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implementation fidelity and estimating costeffectiveness. The IEU will publish a
working paper on the extent to which GCF projects are able to robustly measure
impacts, at the el of 2018 while also suggesting remedial actior.

()] Consolidating evaluationrelated evidence and adopting statef-the-art methods in
evaluations: In 2018, the IEU initiated work on three global evidence reviews to help
understand the state of evidence in climate change and to support its work on providing
strategic guidance. Theeare evidence reviews of three topics that are relevant to the
GCF ad that investigate what works, for whom, why and how much. The three topics
are transformational change, adaptation and forestry. Approach papers on these topics
will be available at the end of 2018. Final papers will be available in 2019. One learning
papAO 11 OEA OAOGEAx 1T &£ OOAT O& Oi ACET T A AEAT CA
The IEU has also started work on examining complexity theory and how this may affect
its own evaluation practices including practices of theory of change and measurement.
In this respect it is collaborating with a highly accomplished academic. This paper will
be available in 2019. Last but not least, the IEU is also recruiting a team to aid its
thinking on GIS and data development and has produced an approach pajpethis
regardwhich is available on request.

(9) Building partnerships and increasing awarenesdn addition to overseeing and
providing critical inputs to signing AMAs withthe' # 88 O AAAOAAEOAA Al OEOQE
the IEUactively engagedin to ensure evaluation conglerations were incorporated into
AE plans and commitments, the IEU alsmllaborated with several agencies on joint
work and partnerships. These ensure that IEU remains at the forefront of evidence
theory and practice:

0] IEUstaff constitute the advisoryd 1| I EOOAA Al O 7&
4EAU Al O DOi OEAAA PAAO OAOEA
assessment of climate programming in the region;

060 AOOAOOI A
x ETPOOO Oi

(ii) The Unitis collqbgrgtingAwi}h the I:egrnin_g gnd E\ialuat,iop Ipitiatjvg qf }hq S
Climate IlOAOOI AT O & O1 A3 O lallandfe@rding Gatideistip/El O AOET 1
while also cacreating and cesupporting an evidence review of transformatioral
change;

(iii) The IEU cehosted a multragency learning workshop on evidence in the forestry o
and REDD+ sector along E OE . /Ir@lépgndettEvaluation OEAEAAR ' %&35 O
Independent Evaluation Office andhe5 . %0 6 O %Office;OAOE | 1

(iv) IEU staff have presented at and organized several evaluation related events on
the back of events being hosted by other agencies that the i hctively
collaborating with. IEUco-organized and supported training workshops on
evaluation and techniques at a pai\frican evaluation meeting (organized by the
International Center for Evaluation and Development), the annual meetings of
the United NOET T 6 0 %OAI OAOEIT ' Oi Ob j xEAOA EO E.
status), Asian Evaluation Week (supported by ADB), the IDEAS annual
conference on development evaluation (in November 2017), the Annual
Evaluation event hosted bythe5. $080 ) 1 AADAT diké @ %OA1l OAOEI
I AOT AAO ¢ mEvaludtion Offie(irb\ap2018) and by UNISDR (in June
2019).

3 0p. cit.
404 0A1 Ol Oi AQEBERAREAEBRATCAA T £ A AOAOA TAx xi1 01 Ad AU *8 00O0E
Korea, 2018.
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v) IEU staff and consultants have also presented papers at the AfiicButures
Conference, Athens University of Economics and Business and at the
International Conference for Agricultural Economists.

(vi) This year the IEU signed partnership agreements with CIF, ICIMOD
(International Center for Integrated Mountain Development), the German
%OA1l OAOCET1T ' CATAU j$%w6!,qh &! /860 /| AEEAA 1
(International Center for Forestry Research in Bogor), Incheon National
University and Seoul National University.
wiy The) %560 1T Ax xAAOEOA EO EAIPEI ¢ O t0POAAA
AAATT A 17T O0A AAOCEOGAI U ET O1 1 ©RdwebditeiAl i I OT EA
also gearing up to becoming a onstop-shop for staff at accredited entities
looking to know more about good evaluation practices as related to climate
change. Invited blog posts that feature leaders in the climate change community
have bAT I A A OACOI AO AZAAOOOA 11 OEA OEOA8 !
AOGAT OAGET 1O AT A 1 AAOTET C PAPAOO AOA EAAOGO
wiiy 4 EA )m@Bhy Dinch talks hosted in Songdo have become widely recognized
as an opportunityto engagewith experts from around the world on topics
related to climate change and evaluation. The IEU has successfully hosted
fourteen monthly lunch talks and has a full calendar for the coming five months.

. ) %5 6 O Workt Blan

3. Key elementsi £ OEA ) %58 O xare@Efoll@s. A timelBE i©preseniedin
Table 1.
4. Building the IEU: In 2019, an important focus for the IEU will be to continue to build

and strengthen the Unit. Main activities include:

(@) Staffing the IEU: In its threeyear rolling work plan, the IEU hasommitted to doing four
evaluationsannually. To meet this objective, the IEU will hire three new staff in 2019,
bringing the total number of staff members for the IEU to twelve. They will include one
data expert, one implementation science specialist armhe evaluation specialist.

(b) %OAl OAOETT DI1TEAU 1T &£ OEA '"#&qd ! O OANOAOOAA Al
Evaluation Policy at B.2% Additionally during 2019, the IEU will prepare guidelines
and standards that will inform the policy and work on creating awareness and building
AAPAAEOU AilTTc¢c OEA '#&30 OOAEAEI T AAOOG8 ' O EIT .
guidelines and procelures by the end of 2019.

(© Regular reporting: As has become regular practice, the IEU will continue to circulate
NOAOOAOI U POI COAOO OAPI 00O AT A Al AT 1 O6Al OADI
AEOAOI AGAA AO "8¢p8 ) %508 OlatcaArBi24. A AT T OAT OADIT «

(d) Building awareness: The IEU will continue to work on engaging key stakeholders and
partners to increaseawarenesson the use and relevance of the evaluation function and
ensure that it is harnessing its partnerships and creating a compellingpalition with

other similar agencies on learning, evaluation and measurement.

5. Evaluations : The IEU will undertake four evaluationrelated activities in 2019. The
purpose of these evaluations will be to support the Board by providing it with credible

5 Please sedttps://ieu.greenclimate.fund/home
6 On the advice of the G&hairs, this has been postponed to B.22 from B.21.
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evauation evidence on the performance of the Fund and to ensure that the Fund is learning in
real-time. This work stream includes:

@ A forward-looking performance review of the GCF: The IEU will lead an independent
performance review ofthe GCF. The overall ai of the review will be to assess the extent
to which the GCF has delivered its objectives as laid out in itdtial strategic plan and
the extent to which it has responded successfully to the needs of developing countries.
The performance review will besensitive to the current (early) stage of evolution of the
GCF and will draw on external expertise as appropriate.

@) The forward-looking review will assess progress by the Fund in delivering its
mandate as set out in the Governing Instrument; examine itsepformance in the
context of its core operational priorities and actions as outlined in the initial
Strategic Plan; examine the likely performance of the Fund, its funded activities
and their effectiveness and efficiencyassesshe existing GCF portfolicand
expected impacts of funding decisions and other support activities, including in
OAOI O T &£# T EOECAOETIT AT A AAAPOAOGEIT T8 )OO xE
instruments for their likely effectiveness and efficiency and constructively lay
out any ¢aps that may be addressed ithe' # 86 O OOOAOAcCU8 4EA OAO
consider the outcomes of existing GCF reviewglidate them and synthesize
outcomesto draw implications forthe' # &6 0 1 A@0O OOOAOACEA bl Al
examine past performance to makénferencesregarding the future likelihood of
impact and will be constructive as it informs the next phase of the Fund. In this

sense the review will be backward-looking as well asforward -looking.

@) The review, to be initiated during the latter part of 208 following a decision
being proposed at B.21, will be completed by June 2019. The IEU will present
emerging areas of recommendations by 30 March 2019. A final document will be
available by 30 June 2019.
(b) 'T ETAAPAT AAT O AOOAOOI Ahs@ing caant® Bwkershi] A6 O OOAA,
Country ownership is a core principle for the GC¥The IEU will examine the extent to
which country needs and country ownership have been incorporated in both the design
AT A EIi Bl Al AT OGAQGET T 1 £ OE Anhe&elGédwAvdl hcluBd couBtld EA O AT
engagement, review of key documents, ethe-ground verifications and an assessment
of what is working, how and for whom while identifying key bottlenecks in ensuring
access and commitment to this overall guiding principle focountry ownership. The
assessment will recognize that country ownership is an evolving and ongoing process
and will make recommendations for improvements. The overall and final report will be
available in October 2019.

A
¢

"$ AAEOGEIT "8moer!11TA@ )))h AOAI OAOGEIT O xEii OPOI OEAA OEA
operations. Some of the evaluations will also be used as building Bl © £ O AT 1T OAOAI 1T AOOGAOOI A
8 The principle of country ownership is reflected in the Governing Instrument and various Board decisionBaragraph
3 of the Governing Instrument provides thatO4 EA & O1 A x E1 1 -drize® 6ppréadh aAd ploinddel abdd U
OOOAT cOEAT AT CACAI AT O AO OEA Al O1 60U 1 AOGATI OEOI O6CE AEEAAOD
Furthermore, paragraph 31 of the Governing Instrument in its operational mMa Al EOQEA O Thé BUADWIIOEA Ogd O
provide simplified and improved access to funding, including direct access, basing its activities on a couingy
approach and will encourage the involvement of relevant stakeholders, including vulnerable groupsadddessing
gender aspects. 4 EA " 1T AOA OAAT ¢i EUAA OEA EIi Pi OOAT AA T &£ AT EAT AET ¢
role that national designated authorities (NDAs)/focal points (FPs) can play in this regard (Decision B.10/10). As
explained in the Giidelines for Enhanced Country Ownership and country drivenness (document GCF.B.17/14),
Decision B.04/05 reaffirms the centrality of country ownership and of the country driven approach to the Fund,
establishing the functions of the NDAs/FPs accordingly HEse Guidelines, which were approved at B.17, are the most
recent comprehensive guidance by the Board on this matter.
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© An assessmentothe' # & 8 O hdnt@lEr@ sdcial safeguards (ESS) including the
Environmental and Social management system (ESMSJhe IEU will assess the extent
to which past and current social and environmental safeguards, the ESMS and the policy
have been usefubnd have helped mitgate key risks for the Fund with a special focus on
LDCs, African countries and SIDS. The review will determine which current safeguards
can be strengthened and examine their implementation in implemented projects. It will
constructively assess how enviromental and social considerations may be used and
i AET OOOAAT AA ET OEA AAOGO bi OGEAT A T ATTAO O I
space.
(d) Continuation of the LearningOriented RealTime Impact Assessment (LORTA) program
that aims to build capacity @d mechanisms for measuring causal impacts of GCF
investments: This technical assistance program will help approved GCF projects build
high quality and useful baseline data, support reaime learning on the likelihood of
impacts and measure causal impaaf GCF investments. In 2018, eight projects were
selected for strengthening impact measurement and tracking implementation fidelity.
The eight projects focus on climate information services, REDD+ and adaptation. The
EAEOOO PEAOA T £ OCEEMA PEOITEAAG OEMA MO EIITA0OO xEI
of 2018. An IEU report will present findings from these eight projects that are being
informed by field missions and technical assistance for higguality data collection. In
2019, the IEU will supportsix additional projects that will be selected for their
ownership and representativeness, among other criteriad key report will be presented
AO PAOO 1T & OEA ) %5 §dnd drépAridDidg@it baselink intli® AO " 8¢
from all selected projeds will be submitted to the Board at B.24.

6. Evidence-based advisory services, learning and capacity strengthening: The) %5 & O
terms of referencerequwes it to develop plans to ensure that evaluations inform learning across
the Fundi°The) %56 O DI Al ingiid&xhedotioping centpdnénts:

(@) Building a Geographic Information Systems (GlS)databada 2019, the IEU willbuild a
GIS database for all approved projectafitil 2018) that will include geo-coded
boundaries. It will also link the vector layers (that show boundaries) with other spatially
disaggregated data and layers including digital and satellite maps of elevation, soil,
slope, land use and population. In keeping with best practices in the field, the GIS dataset
will provide t he IEU with the ability to assess and measure impact and changes over
time and will also add to its insights from LORTA as outlined above.

(b) Building and strengthening data systems: As has become very clear during the
evaluations that IEU has conducted in@18, there is a critical need to have higlguality
AAOAAAOGAO OEAO OODPDPI OO OECI O1 6O 1 AAGOGOAI AT O .
impact, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. In 2018, the IEU built these
databases, drawing on primary documentand manually input data. This experience has
underscored the need to have a strong data lab in the IEU. In 2019, the IEU will start to
build the basic elementof this data lab which will do a few things. First, it will manually
input data that is requiredto do IEU evaluations and assessments. Second, it will cross
verify and validate their quality by looking at administrative records, documents as well
as digital data that the Secretariat has compiled on different platforms (such as iPMS,
Fluxx and countlty portals). It should be noted that these Secretariat data portals
currently contain different data from what the IEU requires for its evaluations (in terms
of quality, consistency, variables and (currently absent) metdata). Furthermore, these

dataportal O AOAT 860 1 AAAOOGAOEI U 1 ETEAA O AAAE 1 OE

9 As stated in GCF/B.19/06 para 16 (k), through the GCF evaluation process and the Independent Evaluation Unit
(IEV), evaluations may baindertaken on the effectiveness of implementing the GCF ESS standards.
10 Decision B.06/9/Annex Il and Decision B.10/05/Annex V
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complement current efforts in the Secretariat to display data but will not substitute it

i AETT U AAAAOOA ) %580 I AAOOGOAI AT O OANOGEOAIT AT O«
disaggegation levels, timeliness, frequency and quality. Eventually all IEU databases

will be linked to the GIS data mentioned above. Maintaining, cleaning, constantly

updating, analysing and producing mini reports will be the main work of the IEU data

lab. IEUdatabases will be available on request, to staff within the FuridL

(© In 2018, the IEU undertook a needs assessment and a capacity assessment of GCF staff,
systems and the Secretariat as well as GCF entities to understand essential training and
learning nedds. In 2019, the IEU will prepare videos, lead webinars, and disseminate
1 AAOT ET C 11T AOGI AG OF Aii i 61 EAAOCA AOAI OBAOGETT O
stakeholders. These will especially focus on four topics: building good theories of
change; settingDD OUOOAI 0 &£ O | AAOOGOET ¢ AAOOAT AEAT CA
criteria but also other cobenefits, and, developing systems for measuring cost
effectiveness.

(d) The IEU will lead two methods studies in 2019. The first will examine the potential for
machine learning and understand how evaluations may use them. This will especially
AT EAT A AvorR onthidkidg about algorithmic data analyses that is timely as well
undertaking expeditious exhaustive global evidence reviews. The second will synthesize
global evidence related to private sector initiatives and relate themtthe' # &8 O x1 OE EI
this area. This evidence will be illustrated in evaluation maps and help the IEU and GCF
learn from evaluation evidence from other prograns/agencies.

7. Communications, syntheses and building partnerships with evaluation offices and

other agencies: The IEU will continue to leverage the expertise, geographic presence and

support of partners in the field by building and strengthening existing partnership$2 build
capacity,communicate and harness the presence of evaluation offices that are relatedthe

"#&60 ET OAOOI AT OO0 xEEI A 1 ADtA édu@inbt@is dsinpsbatedd OE AT A(
the-art expertise.

8. In 2019 the IEU will:

@) Complete several evidence gajmaps that were started in 2018. These will mostly be
completed by the middle of 2019including those on forestry, adaptation and
transformational change, which commenced in 2018 as promised. The IEU also began
work on examiningcomplexity methods and their uses in climate change evaluations. In
2019, the IEU will work on ensuring that the key learnings from these are disseminated
widely.

(b) Support learning workshops where staff of AE, NDAs, evaluation offices and other GCF
partner agenciesparticipate and gain a better understandingon good evaluation

11 Summarily, there are five things that the IEU is doing that characterize its knowledge production and management
work, and that will support the overall mandate of the GCF to be a learning organization. These include: Producing
high quality evaluations including providing high quality technical assistance on how to build for better
measurement of impacts; Evidence gamaps that map high quality evidence from around the world, on areas that
are specific to GCF. This will help GCF understand best practices; Synthesizing-higiality evidence into learning
papers, undertaking evidence reviews and producing briefs and learning; Builthy high-quality databases that are
validated and that do not suffer from internal contradictions, available for IEU to undertake its evaluations and
learning. These include building quantitative (including GIS) databases and qualitative databases; Prodhgci
methods studies that illustrate state of the art methods that are being employed globally to showcase best
practices for measurement and impact tracing. Aese will all serve to complement the work that the GCF
Secretariat is doing around communities opracnce and indeed enhance their ability to understand methods,

Ci T AAl AOEAAT AA AT A EAI P AAT AEI AOE OEA 3AAOAOAOEAOG8O OOOA

12 Decision B.06/9/Annex Il and Decision B.10/05/Annex V

13 These agencies include the HQAI, GGGI, CIFF, Behavioral Insights Unit, Global Data Pulse Lab, Campbell
Collaboration and Collaboration for Environmental Evidence.
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(©

(d)

practices and methodsThese workshops will focus on building capacity for key
standards and procedures informed by the # &e¥afuation policy as well as sharing

key insights fromthe) %56 O AOAI OAOGEI 1T O AT A AOEAAT AA
The IEU willcontinue to disseminateamong its stakeholders, learnings from its ongoing
reviews on complexity,adaptation, transformational change and forestry. The IEU will
also communicate key lessons learneflom the study on the quality of GCF funded
projects, disseminate other working papers and produce learning products in 2019, as
indicated in the earlier part of this section and in Table 1.

Engage leading climate change and evaluation experts globallydainuild an active
network which supports high quality evidencerelated capacity and joint evaluations:
This will help ensure that the IEU is using best practices in its evaluations and is also
developing the capacity of IEU stathy enabling them to interact with staff from other
key agencies on topics related to climate change evaluatiorfiese engagements are
also consistent with the' # &o¥etall emphasis on maintaining complementarity and
coherence in its work.The IEU will further cement its strong rdationships especially
with the evaluation staff at CIF, GEF and with the independent evaluation units of
accredited entities and implementing entities of the GCF.

CAD
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Table 1: Annual Work Plan Timeline for the Independent Evaluation Unit  (2019)
Activities Main outputs Jan Feb Mar Apr May  June July Aug Sept Oct Nov
IEU OFFICE
IEU staffing IEU recruitment completed
Updated IEU reports Progress/Annual Reports
GCF EvaluatiorPolicy Policy for approval
IEU communications Strategy prepared
UNDERTAKE AND DELIVER HIGKQUALITY EVALUATIONS TO THE GCF BOARD
GCF Performance Review Initial and final drafts Draft Final
ESSeview Engagement & final report Draft Final
Country ownership review Engagement & final report Draft Final
LORTA Report from baseline data Draft Report
EVALUATIONBASED ADVISORY SERVICES, LEARNINGRPACITYSTRENGTHENING
LORTArelated advice Tracking systems built Workshop
Database development GIS data and data lab
Methods papers Two papers
Learning papers Papers disseminated

COMMUNICATIONS, BUILDING STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS AND ENGAGEMENT
Evaluation findings uptake Products for uptake

IEU partnerships Engagement & joint work

GCF Evaluation policy Guidance prepared

Evaluation capacity Strategy prepared

Dec
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[ll. 1EU Budget for 2019

0. As laid out in the rolling three'year work plan, IEU staff are responsible for delivering
four work streams of the Unit that include delivering, participating in andnanaging IEUled
evaluations, strengthening evaluation capacityproviding advisory support and ensuring
learning, andsynthesizing and communicating evidence from evaluatiorisThe 2019 budget for
the IEU is shown in Table 2 and this is also compared withe approved IEU budget in 2018.
The 2019 IEU budget will cover the following items:

10. Staff and consultantsThe budget coverghe salaries of nine staff and three new staff

that will be added in 2019. In 2019, the IEU will hire a data and GIS manager i@plementation

science specialist who will also provide support on capacity building, and an evaluation

specialist. Asoutlined in the rolling three-year work plan, the IEU will undertake four

evaluations every year. Staff will support these evaluationsyleading, managing and

participating as key members in evaluations and evaluation activities. Additionally, they will

Al 61 AA OAODPI 1T OEAT A A1 O AAI EOAOET ¢ OEA &I 60 x1 OE
year and annual workplans.

11. It is expected hat as the IEU firms up itself up during its initial years it will require key
support from consultants who will support key oneoff tasks for the office. These include tasks
such as producing guidelines and firming up procedures for the evaluation polic@onsultants
xEl 1 Al O1 EAI D AOGEI A AAOEA Al AT AT OO 1T &£ A
OOOOAOOOA T £ w5860 xAAOEOA AT A 1T AAEA DPOAO
communication guidelines and articulate an officavide capacitybuilding plan. These
consultants will be longterm consultants with the explicit idea and vision that their tasks are
one-off and that subsequently they will be phased out. In 2019, the IEU will have six consultants
who will provide this support. It is expected that reliance on these consultants will decline
starting in 2020.

o >

12. Additionally, the IEU will hire consultants that have specific sector and country
expertise for evaluations that it is undertaking. These consultants are ad hoc and will be hired
for OET OO0 OAOI Al 1T OOAAOO Oi OPAAEAZEAAI T U OO0DPDPI 00O )
remote consultants with some requirement to spend time in Songdo. Tensuretimeliness of

evaluations, as also emphasized by the Board of the GCF, the IEU iswats&ing on creating a

roster of consultants and preapproved teams that can providghe IEUwith sectoral, thematic

and country level support in a highquality and expeditiousmanner.In 2019, the IEU will be

undertaking four evaluations for the first time. It will hire six to ten individual short-term

consultants for these and the number will depend on the length of their contracts: several will

be hired for country level validation and field work. The IEU will also hire several interns in

2019.

13. Professimal services: The IEU will be supported by teams that will provide thematic and
country support for undertaking three evaluations in 2019, Resources in this budget line are
also included to build the GIS data system in 2019 as well &scontinue the work on the
Learning-Oriented RealTime Impact Assessment which requires painstaking, high quality
detailed work on the ground. Compared to 2018, this is the largest increase in percentage
terms: this is because this budget line requests support for three evadtions and its GIS
capacity.Apart from this, the budget for the' # &f@ward -looking performance review is also

1 Decision B.16/07

2 Explanations in this section are also informed by 2018 discussions @@EA ) %58 0 AOACAO AT A xI1 OEDI A
we provide separate explanationsfoA OACA O 1 ET A0 AOPAAEAIT T U OAT AGAA O AiT1C (
lower compared to most other independent evaluation offices. The IEU has also discussed thigdet with the
Budget Committee of the GCF Board.
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included in Table 2. The budget will be used over two calendar years and therefoi® presented
separately fromthe professional services budet line.

14. Multi-year budget for the forward-looking performance review of the Fund: Starting in
late 2018 and continuing into 2019, the IEU will work on the forwardlooking performance
review of the Fund. This budget will cover resources for data generati, data analysis and
management, an operational assistant, country validation consultants, interns, a professional
firm to provide sectoral and country level expertise, a synthesis expert and support for
workshops, meetings and other related costs. The LEwill provide an early synthesis document
with emerging areas for recommendations in March 2019 and a final report in June 2019.

15. Travel: In 2019, IEU staff will travel to country sites for four evaluations. These country

evaluation missions are criticalEl O ) %586 O xI E AAAAOOA OEAU AOA A E
methods triangulation and country validation. IEU staff will also train and strengthen the

evaluation capacity of GCF Secretariat staff and staff of AEs, implementing agencies and other
stakeholders to ensure that GCF approved investments are generating quality data and

implementation tracking systems from the very beginning. To be more cosfffective, the IEU

will take advantage of opportunities and conference spaces provided by events plannieyg

other agencies to train AE staff. IEU staff will also attend international methods and evaluation
conferences where they will present their work to ensure that they are using ufp-date

methods and techniques in their evaluations. Following the succebs/& OEA ) %586 0 , / 24!
workshop for measurement and realtime learning in 2018, the IEU will once again invite a

OET O01 EOO T £ AAOAAEOI T U AET OAT ACAT AEAO ET ¢mpw C
showcases the LORTA design workshop and its raleenhancing the skills of attendees.

16. Other costs: Other costs include costs incurred for producing videos, communication

material for increased uptake from ongoing and completed evaluations and evidence maps, and

costs for a growing officewhich include software, database building, furniture and other

facilities.

17. The Budget Committee of the Board considered and approved the budget for the IEU for
2019 and shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Budget for the Independent Evaluation Unit (2019)
2018

Category Approved 20b1l? dlgD](re?ft
Budget
Staff costs 1,583,667 1,859,000
Consultants/Intern costs 492,200 529,800
Travel 183,000 274,000
Professional Services (three evaluations and GIS) 630,000 1,230,000
Forward-looking Performance Review (2018 & 2019)** - 500,000
Other operating costs 65,000 110,000
Total 2,953,867 4,502,800

** will commencein 2018 and continue into 2019
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Annex XIll: The) %5T&rée-Year Objectives and Work Plan

1. FoIIowing the decision by the Board, this Annex presentsodifications as necessary, of
OEA ) %56 O -y&dr Wdrkﬁlan(;andmuﬂjgbﬁ Bince the presentation of the evaluation
policy of the Fund has been postponed to B.22, there are no major modifications to the three
year work plan and budget! Some minor dianges in the threeyear work plan are noted as
follows:

(@ Modification: In Table 3, 1(b) the IEU will produce aif@valuation policy for the Fund
andnotthe@® 1 AADAT AAT O AOAI OAOEIT DIl EAUS8O
(b) New: In Table 3, 2 (c), the IEU will support six additional projgs in 2019 under LORTA

to help approved projects measure their impacts and changes resulting from GCF
investments and help them measure the changes rigorously.

(© Modification: In Table 3, 3(a), the IEU will deliver a plan for capacity building and
learning through evaluations at B.23 (and not at B.21).

2. To summarize the overall objectives of the IEU are derived from the Governing
Instrument and include?2

@ Informing the decisionrmaking of the Board, identifying and disseminating
lessonslearned, contributing to guiding the Fund and stakeholders as a learning
institution, and providing strategic guidance;

(i #1 1 AOAOGET ¢ DPAOET AEA ET AAPAT AAT O AOAI OAQEI
DOl OEAA AT 1T AEAAOCEOA AOOGAOGOI AT O T &# OGEA &0
efficiency of its activities; and

(iii) Providing evaluation reports to the Conference of Parties (COP) to the United

Nations FrameworkConvention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) for purposes of
periodic reviews of the financial mechanism of the Convention.

3. 4 EA ) %5iga@im®iarthe geriod 20172020 are summarized below. Objectives
and activities associated with thesaims are summarized in Tablel.

@) Build the IEU and complete staffing: Animportant objective for the IEU is to ensure
that the IEU is adequately staffé so that it can deliver its workplan, including its overall
learning and accountability objectiveslEU daff will reflect the best standards in
evaluative training, practice, theory and ethics. The IEU will be a wefthanaged unit. The
IEU will also ensue that its vision and practices areadequatelyshared, internally and
externally, AT A OEAO OEA ) %580 OOOAOAcUh ET AADPAT AAT
functioning and governance areroperly articulated (see Annex IlI).

(b) Undertake and deliver high quality evaluations: The IEU will undertake strategic
high-quality performance, portfolio, thematic, country, programmatic and project
evaluations identified by the IEU and useful for the Board, GGEcretariat and the COP.

34 They will also serve as building blocks for fundlevel evaluations that assess the
effectiveness and efficiency of the GCF and contribute to the replenishment process. The
IEU will deliver at least four evaluations per year. It will also review the use dfie' # & & O
results-based framework and performance framework and provide recommendations to
the Board. It will also support aLearning-Oriented Real-Time Impact Assessment

1 Once the Evaluation policy is approved, the IEU will present a revised and updated thrgear work plan.
2 Also, see Decision document GCF/B.06/Annex Il

3 Decision B.06/09/Annex Il

4 Decision B.06/09/Annex Il
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(LORTA) window to support reattime learning within the GCF through reatime
assessments

(© Build and deliver an evaluation -based learning, advisory and capacity
strengthening program: 6 The) %5 8 O A bdséd@Ardrg brid capacity building
program will respond to evaluation-related capacity needs of the GCF Boargecretariat,
Accredited Entities (AEs),Nationally Designated Agencies (NDAs), and other
stakeholders inthe evaluation and climate change spaceThe IEU will work towards
ensuring that programs and activities funded by the GCkaintain sufficient quality in
terms of data, desig and information to inform evaluations.

(d) Engage strategically to learn, share and adopt best practices in the climate change
evaluation space: The IEU will engage with key actors in the evaluation space and be at
the forefront of evaluation practice and heory while collaborating with stakeholders of
the GCF and involving them ithe) %5 6 O /A A WilEa@dptdighigGedity methods
and standards for evaluative evidence in the climate change spaéecordingly, it will
continue to build and strengthenpartnerships, as it has in 2018to leverage geographic
presence, thematic expertise, and capacities to helpwithe) %586 O T OEAO T AEAAOQE
the context of capacity building, particularlywith GCF partners, AEs, NDAs and focal
points aswell asother evaluation-related staff in partner organizations. This will also
AT T OOEAOOA OiI AOEI AET C OEA ) %580 TEAEA AT A E
learning, which is synonymous with quality and credibility.

5 Decision B.06/09/Annex I

6 Decision B.06/09/Annex 111/23 and Decision B.10/05/Annex V

7 Decision B.06/09/Annex 1l/2 (a), 6, 7, 9, 16,19, 21, 22, 23 and B.10/05/Annex V/15
8 B.06/09/Annex 111/10 and 11 and B.10/05/Annex V/ 5 , 8, 9, 14, 15, 16
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Table 3: Aims, Objectives and KeyOO OB OO O 1 ARolling Ahree He&ad\Vdrk Plan [UPDATED]
NO. AIM OBJECTIVES OUTPUTS

1. Strengthen the IEU and complete staffing 1
la. Ensure that the IEU is completely staffed to {The IEUwill be fully staffed with an emphasis on building high quality evaluation
meet its objectives of accountability and and thematic capacity
learning? i Terms of reference forthe) %586 O /&l 0O willlbednidelDdBsehiAatedand
high functioning staffwill be hired competitively at the IEU3
1 The IEUwill be well-managed and personal performance and professional
development plans for all IEU staffvill be articulated.
T An orientation package for new staff including processes and proceduresll be
piloted and finalized.
pA8 ) %580 DIl EAMAIO Al ﬂAn}ndgpenden&Evaluation_Policywill be produced. _
StelEnEd A Ul i) 9 Guidelines and standardwill be developedto reflect the policy.
9 Awarenesswill be generated among GCF staff and NDAs, AEs and others to ensure
this policy andset ofgwdellnes and standardsare properly applied.
TThe) %56 O OE OE T vill b findlize®dnshabell Githuall IEU staft
iThe) %56 O CI OAOT AT AA COEAAIT ET A0 AT A DPOI
effective functioningand operationof the IEU, in keeping with international best
practices,will be submitted to the GCF Board and updated as required
1A rolling three-year plan, budget and an annual work plawill be presented every
year to ensure certainty in planning and delivering high quality evaluations
T An IEU annual reportwill be produced and disseminated every yeagommencingin
201858

1c. Procedures and guidelines for the effective
operation of the IEU are specified and IEU
budgets and workplans are approved in a
timely manner

2. Undertake and deliver high -quality evaluations to the GCF Board

1$AAEOCEIT AT AOI AT O '#&7"8moe7! 11 A ))) O8OEA AOAI OAOGET 1T AOTGOEANA OENIOAB A AOI T AMORAGE TEIT A"As
(AAA T &£ OEA )Y®w5 8j EOQ OAODPI T OEAI A & O GERA AODEE O O 011 ATAEQRA IADIBO Eil &1 GH )JOOOTAE"[ @G\h | Il AAICRA B

2 Decision B.08/07/Annex IX and Decision B.10/05/(k)/Annex V

3 Decision B.16/07

4 GCF/B.06/Annex lll

5 GCF/B.06/Annex IlI

6 B.06/09/Annex Il
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NO. AIM OBJECTIVES OUTPUTS
2a.Carry outstrategic high-quality 1 The IEU willcarry out at least four evaluations annually, depending odirection
performance, portfolio, thematic, country, from the GCHBoard. Other evaluations may also biglentified depending on the

programmatic and project evaluations annually  accountability and learning needs of the GCF Board.
that are useful to the Board, the GCEcretariat

and the Conference of Parties and are able to

provide an independent assessment of the

&01 A0 TmAOAOQEITO

2b. Undertake high quality 1 The IEU will undertake overall performance evaluations as required by its TORs.
overall performance evaluations of the GCF {1 The IEU will also deliver the following at a date determined by the GCF Board:
including (but not restricted to) an overall (1) Provide evaluation reports to the Conference of Partiet® the United Nations
assessment of results, efficiency and Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Paris Agreement for the
effectiveness to iffiorm the replenishment purposes of periodic review of the Financial Mechanism of the Conventiéh
process? j¢cq / OAOAIT AOOAOGOGI AT O 1T £ OEA &O1T AGO

its activities1t
2c. Review the results management and
performance measurement framework and
prepare a reaktime learning-oriented impact
evaluation project portfolio

iThe IEU will provide recommendations based on international evidence and best
practicesfor improving the' # &8 O OAOOI OO0 | AT ACAI A1 O
measurement framework?2

1 The IEU will support a realtime impact assessment (LORTA) window that will
promote measurement of results and learning in reatime. In the pilot window, the
IEUwill work with 4 -6 projects that caneffectively demonstrate this learningwhich
will provide insights to the Secretariat in real time.

7 Decision B.06/09/Annex I

8 Decision B.06/09Annex llI

9 B.06/09/Annex lll and B.10/05/Annex V

w4 EA #1171 FAOAT AA T £ 0AOOGEAO O1 OEA 5. &### DOI OEAAO OEA AoddintludEdngCrepqrd &f thdihddpendént OEA £EO1 AOE

evaluation unit, including forthA  DOODPT OAG T £ OEA DPAOEI AEA OAOEAxO 1T &£ OEA ££ET AT AEAT 1T AABATEOI 1T A& OEA #Ii
u'gnerner! T1A@ )))d O3EIOIA OEA #/0 ATI1EOGOEIT Al ET AADAT AubdodtheAOroiAve@d idsud adseEsmerE A 1 OAOAT
An overall performance study would become a responsibility of the IEU, as has been the case with the Global EnvironmentfF&aill § ' %& q %OAl OAQEI 1T |/ AFEAA OEI

12 GCF/B.06/Annex Il



GREEN
CLIMATE
FUND

GCF/B.21/35
Pagel79

NO. AIM OBJECTIVES

OUTPUTS

3a. Ensure programs and activities funded by
the GCHnaintain sufficient quality in terms of
data, design and information to inform
evaluations

3b. Synthesize evaluatve evidence from
international experience and GC¥elated
evaluations to benchmark and inform
evaluations in GCF result areas, inform results
and performance frameworks and help
prioritize evaluations and evaluationrelated
research using stateof-the-art methodst4

13 B.06/09/Annex I
14 Decision B.10/05/Annex V/ 14 and 15

TINEW] In 2019, the IEU will support six additional projects in 2019 under LORTA to
help approved projects measure their impacts and changessulting from GCF
investments and help them to measure the changeigorously.

Build and deliver an evaluation -based learning, advi sory and capacity strengthening program

1 The IEU will build awarenesson the uses of evaluatiors and strengthen appropriate
systems/institutional and human capacity for evaluative evidence and evidenee
based policies.

91 The IEUwill build and deliver customized workshops and disseminat products to
ensure learning and uptake for thé objective.The IEU will work closely with
appropriate GCF staff, accredited entities, and other stakeholdeirsthis regard.

1 The IEU will provide evidencebased recommendations on projects/programs of
activities to improve the ability of the IEU to provde quality evaluations of the
&O01 A6O AAOEOEOEAO8 ) O ydtdrdflectadirfiinded i OE
activities, agreements and proposal$3

1 Through LORTA, the IEU will support high quality data and assessmentkich will
enablethe GCF and itstakeholdersto learn about and generate higkguality,
credible evaluations thatmeasure attributable changén GCF result areas.

1 The IEU will deliver a plan for capacity building and learning through evaluations at
B.23(B-21).

1 The IEU will build a database of evaluative evidence and synthesize learning throug
evidence gap maps and systematic reviews.

1 The IEU will support systematic reviews and metasyntheses of evaluative evidence
relevant to GCF result areas.



GREEN
CLIMATE
FUND

GCF/B.21/35
Pagel80

NO. AIM OBJECTIVES

OUTPUTS

3c. Provide inputs to improve the resultsbased
framework and performance framework of the
GCFs

3d. Build capacity for undertaking evaluations,
understanding standards and methods, within
the Secretariat and GCF stakeholdersnd use
innovative ways to ensure thig?

15 Decision B.06/09/Annex I
16 Annex Il to decision B.06/09
17 Decision B.06/09/Annex lll/ 21, 23

1 The IEU will conduct retrospective theories of change exercises to inform the result:
framework and performance measurement framework of the GCF as well as the
evaluation policy.

1 The IEUwiIll provide evidence-based recommendations by analysing reporting
templates and engage with accredited entities and other stakeholders to provide
evidence-based recommendations on designs to ensure high quality, credible
reporting and evaluations.

1 The IEU will develop stateof-the-art methods to inform and build evaluations led by
the IEU. To this end, it will review international best practices in policy evaluation,
methods and indicators and use thm to attest and benchmarkthe quality of GCF
self-evaluations conducted by the Secretariat androvide recommendations for the
results management framework and performance measurement framewor

9 The IEU will build innovative products to ensure learning andhe uptake of
evaluative evidence Accordingly,the IEU will train, share and build capacity for
undertaking evaluations within the Secretariat and collaborate to build capacity and
awareness within AEs and NDAs

9 The IEUwill build customized workshops, engage with other ageries and trainers
to developtraining modulesand matchmake teams for programmatic and project
evaluations.

1 The IEU will createtraining modules and train GCF stakeholder staff including staff
from intermediary agencies to bring them up to speed on statef-the art methodsto
evaluateOEA & O1T A6 O AAOEOEOEAOS

1 The IEUwill also collaborate with universities and other agencies talevelopthese
customized courses.
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NO. AIM

OBJECTIVES OUTPUTS

3e. The IEU will be at the forefront of methods ~ § The IEU will support methodsrelated work relevanttothe' # &3 O OAOOI ¢
and climate science and establish the IEU as a  evaluations that harness complexity science and new measurement methods. This

global leader in the field8 includes commissioning methods papers, briefs and reviews, supportiknowledge
hubs and supporting relevant conferences, workshops, methods labs and learning
clinics 10

Engage strategically to learn, share and adopt best practices in the climate change evaluation space

The IEU willuse international engagements to deliver customized awareness
building workshops on evaluation vision and techniques, showcasing high quality
evaluation methods and standards to GCF stakeholders

entities, NDAs and focal points and staff in 1 The IEL_J willdevelop mmmunication products conveyingthe key messages from
partner organizations to leverage their evaluations. _ _ _

presence and capacities to hplwith the) %5 & 1 The IEU Wlll establish brmal partnershlp agreemen_ts Wlt_h networks and

other objectives organizations to leverage their presence for capacity building among GCF
stakeholders.

4a. The IEU will increase its engagement with T
key actors in the international evaluation space
and collaborate with GCF partners, accredited

18 Decision B.10/05/Annex V/8
19 GCF/B.05/03/ Annex |
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Annex XIV: Terms of reference of the Performance Oversight
Committee of the Executive Director and Heads of
Independent Units

l. Role and functions

1. The role of the Performance Oversight Committee of the Executive Director and Heads

I £ )1 AAPAT AAT BOBREDG EO#0DIiI AOOEBGespoisibilitiesi AOA ET A
regarding:

(@) The performance management of the Head of the Independent Evaluation Unit, the Head
of the Independent Integrity Unit, the Head of théndependentRedress Mechanism and
the Exeaitive Director of the Secretariat of the Green Climate Fund (collectively referred
Of AOC-'WHIARJAAA | AEEAEAT O06QdN

2. In fulfilling the role set out in paragraph 1(a) above, the Committew;ill:

(@) Setthe objectives of BoardAppointed Officials;

(b) Develop aprocedure for performance review of Board Appointed Officials by the
Committee;

(© Monitor the performance of BoardAppointed Officials;

(d) Make recommendations to the Board regarding the performance reviews of Board
Appointed Officials;

(e) Make recommendationgto the Board regarding performancebased increment increases
in payment for Board! BT ET OAA / AAEAEAI Oh ET Al 1 001 OAOQEI
Committee;

) Considerany other matters related to the performance of Board Appointed Officials that

the Board deens appropriate.

3. The Committee will caordinate with the Budgetary Committee on budgetary issues
relating to Board-Appointed Officials.

Il. Membership

4. The Committee willcomprise:

(@ Current CoChairs of the Board

(b) One Board member from developing country Partiegnd
(© One Board memberfrom developed countryParties.
5. Members of the Committee will serve for an initial term to end December 2018 and

thereafter of 18 months with the exception of C&Chairs who will serve on the Committee
during their one-year CeChair term.

[lI.  Duration
6. The Committee will be a standing committee of the Board.
7. Three years following itsestablishment, the Board will evaluate the usefulness and

continued necessity of the Committee
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IV. Guidelines for operation

8. The General guidelines for operation ofhe Committee will apply to the conduct of

business of the Committee, except as set out in these terms of reference or decided by the
Board.

0. Provisions will be put in place to manage actual and potential conflicts of interest



















































