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Agenda item 1: Opening of the meeting
1.
The Co-Chairs declared the twenty-sixth meeting of the Board (B.26) open on Tuesday,
18 August 2020, at 9:01 p.m. Korea Standard Time (KST).

2.
The Co-Chairs extended their greetings to fellow Board and alternate members and
welcomed them to B.26, being held virtually given the extraordinary circumstances of the
COVID-19 pandemic.

3.
They wished to acknowledge and thank Board and alternate members and all
participants at B.26 for exercising flexibility and working virtually with the Co-Chairs under
these extraordinary circumstances.

4.
Before starting the Board meeting, the Co-Chairs asked all participants to pay tribute to
the memory of Mr. Leonardo Paat, Jr., the GCF Environment and Social Safeguards, Gender and
Indigenous Peoples Manager. Mr. Paat had become ill with COVID-19 earlier in 2020, and
tragically died at the start of August.

The Co-Chairs noted that many Board and alternate members, advisors, and the Board’s
active observers knew Mr. Paat very well. He had made a major contribution since joining the
Secretariat in 2016 and was always present at Board meetings, working closely with Board
members, accredited entities (AEs), national designated authorities (NDAs) and civil society
organizations (CSOs).
5.

6.
Mr. Paat was integral to the creation of the GCF safeguard policies: the Environmental
and Social Policy (ESP), the Gender Policy and the Indigenous Peoples Policy. The work of Mr.
Paat and his team ensured that GCF projects respected those important standards.

7.
Everyone was deeply saddened by Mr. Paat’s passing; his professionalism and passion
for his work were always in evidence. Mr. Paat was held in high regard by his colleagues and
those around him, and his work will remain an important legacy in the fight against climate
change. Mr. Paat was survived by his wife, Carol, and his daughter, Loise.
8.
The Co-Chairs invited Mr. Yannick Glemarec, Executive Director of the GCF, to share
some words on behalf of the Secretariat.

9.
The Executive Director said that Mr. Leo Paat was a remarkable person who was filled
with passion and commitment for his work, and generosity and kindness for his colleagues. He
had been fighting COVID-19 since mid-March. Everyone prayed for his recovery and nothing
prepared those who knew him for his death. He dedicated his life to improving the world. He
established several key policies, and his legacy to GCF was critical and would be long-lasting.
10.
Furthermore, he ensured that every project presented to GCF complied with the GCF
safeguard policies. In doing so, he contributed to the lives of millions of people around the
world. He would be deeply missed and mourned by everyone at GCF and the wider world
community.

11.
At the same time as paying tribute to Mr. Paat, GCF was doing everything possible to
support his wife and daughter.

12.
On behalf of GCF, the Executive Director wished to convey deepest condolences to Mr.
Paat’s family and friends; everyone’s thoughts and prayers were with them during this moment
of pain and loss. Mr. Glemarec asked participants to join in a moment of silence in memory of
Mr. Leo Paat during which a short, silent video was played. Following the video, the Executive
Director expressed thanks to all participants for joining together to remember Mr. Leo Paat.
13.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Executive Director and colleagues.

During subsequent agenda items, many Board members along with active observers
expressed their condolences to Mr. Paat’s family.

14.
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15.
Regarding the virtual meeting, the Co-Chairs asked the Secretariat to play a short video
prepared to remind everyone of some key features of this meeting using the Zoom video
conferencing platform.

16.
The Co-Chairs expressed thanks to the Secretariat. In view of the possibility of technical
problems during the meeting, they kindly asked Board members for their patience and noted
that the Secretariat stood ready to support the Board. All Board members had received a
procedural guide to participating in Zoom meetings, and the Co-Chairs urged the Board to
follow procedures and points of etiquette included in that guide.

In a spirit of efficient time management, they urged Board members to keep their
interventions concise, ideally to a 3-minute intervention; holding a virtual meeting involved 16
different time zones so keeping strictly to time was essential.
17.
18.

The Co-Chairs extended a warm welcome to new Board and alternate members:

(b)

Ms. Heike Henn, replacing Ms. Susan Krohn as Board member;

(a)
(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)

(h)
(i)
(j)

(k)
(l)

(m)
(n)
(o)

Mr. Josceline Wheatley, replacing Ms. Ashufta Alam as Board member;

Mr. Tobias von Platen-Hallermund, replacing Ms. Marjolein Geusebroek as Board
member;
Mr. Ronald Jumeau, replacing Mr. George Uzice as Board member;

Mr. Christophe Bories, replacing Mr. Cyril Rousseau as Board member;
Ms. Ornela Çuçi, replacing Ms. Irina Ghaplanyan as Board member;

Ms. Brenda Ciuk Cano, replacing Ms. Karina Ramirez Arras as Board member;
Ms. Ashufta Alam, replacing Ms. Eliette Riera as alternate member;

Ms. Susan Krohn, replacing Mr. Sebastian Forsch as alternate member;

Ms. Marjolein Geusebroek, replacing Ms. Tanne Nørgaard Jensen as alternate member;
Ms. Xia Lyu, replacing Ms. Liangjun Dai as alternate member;

Mr. Mattias Frumerie, replacing Ms. Marie Karlberg as alternate member;
Mr. Leonardo Puppetto, replacing Ms. Aurore Bivas as alternate member;

Mr. Jan Wahlberg, replacing Ms. Johanna Pietikäinen as alternate member; and
Mr. Trigg Talley, replacing Ms. Holly Kirking Loomis as alternate member.

At the same time the Co-Chairs thanked the outgoing Board and alternate members for
their invaluable contributions to GCF.
19.

They also wished to acknowledge some members of the Board who were not able to join
the meeting. These were:
20.
(a)

(b)

Luis Marti Alvarez, Board Member; and

Jorge Alberto Ferrer Rodriguez, alternate member.

21.
They also welcomed the active observers, representatives of observer organizations,
AEs, NDAs and other stakeholders who were joining the meeting virtually. The Co-Chairs
remained thankful for their contribution to the delivery of the critical mandate of GCF.

22.
Furthermore, they expressed thanks to the Secretariat for the diligent work and
preparations made to facilitate the Board’s decision-making at this virtual meeting, and for their
dedication and commitment to advancing the work of the GCF during these exceptional
circumstances.
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23.
Finally, as Co-Chairs, they wished to thank everyone for their cooperation in these
endeavours and looked forward to successfully concluding the first virtual meeting of the Board.

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

24.
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to the
revised provisional agenda presented in document GCF/B.26/01/Drf.02, which had been
circulated to the Board on 17 August 2020.

25.
They noted that the main changes from the first draft provisional agenda (Drf.01) and
the second draft (Drf.02) were that the items titled “Appointment of members of the Technical
Advisory Panel” and “Policy guidelines on programmatic approach” were no longer included.
Furthermore, an item titled “Matters related to the Head of the Independent Evaluation Unit”
had been added.

26.
In accordance with paragraph 20 of the Rules of Procedure of the Board, they invited the
Board to adopt the agenda as revised and opened the floor for comments.

Two Board members took the floor to express their appreciation to the Co-Chairs and
Secretariat for their tireless work in making the meeting possible.
27.

One noted that, in finding technical solutions, it had enabled everyone to participate
despite the reservations by some Board members that if the meeting was held virtually, it would
be difficult for them to participate. During the COVID-19 pandemic, it was all the more
important that the GCF was seen as a relevant actor in this COVID-19 response and as a reliable
partner to support developing countries in green recovery efforts and to provide financial
support where it was most needed. However, they expressed their disappointment at the
agenda presented. While the Board regularly branded GCF as a “learning organization”, four key
evaluations conducted by the Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) were absent. Some of these
had been on the agenda for B.25 but had not been opened. Furthermore, there were no policy
matters on the agenda following the removal of items the day before the Board meeting, which
had been on the previous draft of the provisional agenda (Drf.01). They opined that one of the
key functions and responsibilities of the Board was to learn from evaluations and to provide
guidance through policies and strategies on the way forward. Such policies needed to be
informed by the findings and recommendations from these evaluations. While recognizing time
constraints and the problems created by COVID-19, the Board must not compromise on the
need to address time-sensitive policy issues. These included the updated Strategic Plan and the
integrated results management framework (RMF). Both of these were scheduled in the Board’s
2020 workplan and must be included in the B.27 agenda. Thus, in no way should B.26 be seen as
setting any form of precedent. Future agendas needed to balance the key functions and
responsibilities of the Board.
28.

Given the time constraints, the Board member urged the Co-Chairs to organize an
informal Board meeting to allow for a thorough Board-level discussion on the outstanding IEU
evaluations. These included the Independent Synthesis of the GCF Accreditation Function the
Independent Evaluation of the GCF Environmental and Social Safeguards and the Environmental
and Social Management System , the Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s
Country Ownership Approach and the Independent Assessment of the GCF Simplified Approval
Process (SAP) Pilot Scheme. Many of these were key inputs to the updated Strategic Plan and
the updated accreditation framework. They proposed that such a meeting take place directly
after the current meeting and for necessary decisions to accompany these evaluations to be
taken between Board meetings before B.27.
29.

30.
The Co-Chairs confirmed that these points had been well noted and that they would take
them into account during their further consultations with Board members.
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31.
The other Board member expressed satisfaction at the agenda presented. They
highlighted one area which needed further Board discussion, namely the updated accreditation
framework. It had not been possible to conclude this in the Accreditation Committee. Some time
for this should be allocated before the next Board meeting, and they would wish to consult
further with their constituency.
32.
33.

The Co-Chairs confirmed that this had been noted.

They invited an active observer for CSOs to take the floor.

34.
The active observer said that they acknowledged and appreciated the considerable
challenges that the COVID-19 pandemic had caused. As global civil society, indigenous peoples
and local community organizations, they had also felt the considerable impacts and faced
challenges because of the pandemic. While they appreciated the efforts of the Co-Chairs and
Secretariat to ensure that the virtual meeting could take place and the critical work of the GCF
could continue, they also had concerns.

35.
Civil society, indigenous peoples and local community organizations were critical GCF
partners and stakeholders, and their participation in Board meetings was essential to bring in
the voices of these groups from around the world through the active observers. In the lead up to
this virtual meeting, active observers had had serious concerns about its transparency and
inclusiveness as little information was conveyed to them. It had not been clear how GCF would
ensure comprehensive and meaningful participation, as active observers for CSOs had not been
included in any of the planning, nor had they received any updates throughout the months of
May and June. These messages were conveyed in a letter to the Co-Chairs signed by over 60
organizations over a month ago. Thus, it was concerning that the current draft decision on dates
and venues to be adopted at B.26 made no mention of ensuring and facilitating the participation
of active observers at B.27.

36.
As it appeared that the pandemic was not going away quickly and would lead to further
virtual meetings, it was essential that the GCF learned from B.26 and committed to improve
observers’ participation and engagement for B.27. For example, the active observers should be
included in sessions that tested the technology and should be able to provide input on how to
improve it. Active observers should also be able to give suggestions on how to better
incorporate those who typically attended Board meetings in a physical setting to allow for
interaction with the Secretariat, Board members and AEs. Specifically, in light of the limited
opportunity to engage in depth with AEs on the project proposals during a virtual meeting, in
contrast to the engagement possible during an in-person meeting, the broader set of Board
questions and written responses of AEs to Board questions should be shared with the CSO
active observers. Additionally, disseminating information as early as available would be
extremely valuable, as it was difficult to prepare with constituencies across the globe. In line
with this, the active observer stated that they would also appreciate an early indicative list of
potential projects for consideration at B.27. This would allow for the extra time needed for
information sharing and obtaining inputs during the pandemic in light of the connectivity
challenges that many of the local communities and indigenous peoples faced on the ground.
37.
It was critical that GCF ensured at all times, including in times of a pandemic when
meetings and consultations have to take place virtually, the participation of observers in the
Board meeting and ensured that communities on the ground were being consulted on project
and programme development as well as on other in-country activities related to GCF.

38.
The Co-Chairs thanked the active observer for their remarks and asked the Board if they
were ready to adopt the agenda as presented.
39.
40.

Seeing no objections, it was so adopted.

The Board adopted the agenda as set forth below:
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1.

Opening of the meeting

3.

Adoption of the report of the twenty-fifth meeting of the Board

2.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Adoption of the agenda and organization of work

Board decisions proposed between the twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth meetings
of the Board
Report on the activities of the Secretariat

Reports from Board committees, panels and groups
Report on the activities of the independent units
Report on the activities of the Co-Chairs
(a)

Guidelines on decision-making without a Board meeting

Status of GCF resources, pipeline and portfolio performance

Consideration of accreditation proposals, including consideration of the
reaccreditation deadline
Consideration of funding proposals

Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme – Annual Report 2019 and
Work Programme and Budget 2020–2021
Review of the Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network
(MOPAN)
Matters related to the Head of the Independent Evaluation Unit
Dates and venues of upcoming Board meetings
Other matters

Report of the meeting
Close of the meeting

Agenda item 3: Adoption of the report of the twenty-fifth meeting of
the Board
41.
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to the report
of the twenty-fifth meeting of the Board as transmitted to the Board on Tuesday, 21 July 2020 in
document GCF/B.25/16/Drf.01 titled “Report of the twenty-fifth meeting of the Board, 10 – 12
March 2020” for a two-week review period. Given that no comments on the report had been
received from Board members during the review period, the document had been sent to the
Board on 6 August 2020 with a view to adoption at B.26.
42.
43.

The Co-Chairs invited the Board to adopt the report.
They opened the floor for comments.

44.
There being no comments or objections, the Co-Chairs took it that the Board wished to
take note of the report.
45.

The Board took note of the report of the twenty-fifth meeting of the Board.
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Agenda item 4: Board decisions proposed between the twenty-fifth
and twenty-sixth meetings of the Board
46.
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.26/Inf.01 titled “Board decisions proposed between the twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth
meetings of the Board”. They informed the Board that seven decisions had been circulated to
the Board for approval without a Board meeting and had been adopted. The seven decisions
were:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)
47.

“Implementation of the performance evaluation and performance-related pay systems
for Board-appointed officials” (decision B.BM-2020/04);
“Consideration of accreditation proposals” (decision B.BM-2020/05);

“Appointment of members of the Accreditation Committee” (decision B.BM-2020/06);

“Extension of the term of members of the Accreditation Panel” (decision B.BM2020/08);
“Audited financial statements of the Green Climate Fund for the year ended 31
December 2019” (decision B.BM-2020/09);

“Dates and venues for GCF Board meetings in 2020” (decision B.BM-2020/07); and

“Appointment of members to the Performance Oversight Committee of the Executive
Director and Heads of Independent Units” (decision B.BM-2020/10).
They invited the Board to take note of the document.

48.
There being no comments or objections, the Board took note of document
GCF/B.26/Inf.01 titled “Board decisions proposed between the twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth
meetings of the Board”.
49.

No decision was taken under this agenda item.

Agenda item 5: Report on the activities of the Secretariat
50.
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the Board’s attention to document
GCF/B.26/Inf.09 titled “Report on the activities of the Secretariat”, its addendum
GCF/B.26/Inf.09/Add.01 titled “Report on the execution of the 2020 administrative budget of
the GCF” and its limited distribution addendum GCF/B.26/Inf.09/Add.02 titled “Status of
accreditation master agreements and funded activity agreements”.
51.

They invited the Executive Director, Mr. Yannick Glemarec, to provide an introduction.

52.
The Executive Director provided an overview of the Secretariat’s progress towards the
six overarching goals and key performance indicators (KPIs) set out in the Secretariat’s 2020
workplan covering the period from 1 January to 30 June 2020. Included in this overview were
steps taken in response to COVID-19 to ensure staff safety and business continuity.

Strengthening country-driven planning to originate and deliver high-quality, innovative,
scalable investments
53.
In continuing the operationalization of the second phase of the Readiness and
Preparatory Support Programme (Readiness Programme), the Secretariat updated the
Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme Guidebook, tools and capacity-building
materials. They also launched the e-submission system to streamline and automate grants
processes. As a result of efforts to increase the efficiency of the Readiness Programme,
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processing time for Readiness grants was cut from about 400 days in 2015 to 127 days in 2019,
a 70 per cent increase in efficiency.
54.
At the beginning of the year, proposal submissions were relatively low but had
increased in the past months. The Secretariat was currently reviewing over 150 proposals and
believed the 2020 target of 68 Readiness proposals could still be met, if not exceeded.

In addition to activities planned under the 2020 workplan, the Secretariat leveraged the
core objectives of the Readiness Programme to provide support to countries to respond to the
COVID-19 pandemic. They had developed a number of fast disbursement modalities to help
countries craft green resilient economic stimulus measures to revive their economies as well as
explore innovative financing structures to ensure they would be able to fund these measures
without increasing debt burden.

55.

Galvanizing GCF programmatic engagement with accredited entities

There was a modest start to the year in terms of programming. Recalling that at B.25
only six funding proposals had been submitted, mostly due to limited commitment authority,
the Secretariat reported that they had continued developing the pipeline in parallel, resulting in
the 15 funding proposals submitted for the Board’s review at the current meeting. Up to 21
projects with a total of up to USD 1.6–1.8 billion were expected to be submitted to the
independent Technical Advisory Panel (TAP) for B.27. As such, the Secretariat believed that the
2020 programming objectives would be met if not exceeded.
56.

In addition to pipeline and project development, the Secretariat had also continued
working on sectoral guidance and hoped to distribute the first batch by the end of
September/beginning of October and the remainder by the end of the year. They assured the
Board that inclusive and participatory processes would be followed for all guidelines.
57.

58.
One of the key objectives in terms of programming was to maintain climate ambition in
the era of COVID-19. The Secretariat worked with partners to help them accelerate the
development of projects that would not only have high climate change impact but also generate
substantial development co-benefits and, notably, employment. The Secretariat had provided a
description of the co-benefits associated with projects submitted to B.26 in the Secretariat’s
bulletins to the Board on the response to COVID-19.

Filling key gaps in GCF policy and governance frameworks

During the first part of year, the Secretariat supported the logistics and prepared
substantive input for three major Board meetings: the informal meeting in Monrovia on the
updated Strategic Plan, B.25 in Geneva, and the current meeting for which the Secretariat had
developed a fairly extensive digital platform.
59.

60.
As for the effects of COVID-19 on programming, impact was expected to be higher for
policies. Recalling that a number of policy items could not be opened at B.25 as time was
consumed by three Executive Sessions on the COVID-19 response, the Secretariat anticipated
that the need to have parallel policy consultation processes was also likely to lead to some
delays. There was a potential risk that they would fall behind in terms of filling key policy gaps
by the end of the year.

61.
Nonetheless, the Secretariat confirmed that they were still working on all policy items
included in the 2020–2023 Board workplan, and these would be ready whenever the Board
deemed that the time was right to tackle them. They were also continuing work on mandated
reviews of policies and the operationalization of some policies that had been recently approved,
including (i) the revision of the Policy on the Prevention and Protection from Sexual
Exploitation, Sexual Abuse, and Sexual Harassment (SEAH Policy) and the Gender Policy; and
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(ii) the development of standard operating procedures (SOPs) for the Standards for the
Implementation of the Anti-Money Laundering and Countering the Financing of Terrorism
Policy (AML/CFT Standards) and the environmental and social safeguards (ESS) standards.

Reducing engagement costs and time to funding by improving efficiency, effectiveness
and transparency of GCF processes and speed of delivery
62.
The Secretariat was pleased to report that, as of 19 August 2020, they had signed 116
funded activity agreements (FAAs) out of 128 projects, compared to the 2020 target of 107
projects. This meant that 90 per cent of projects that had been approved by the Board were
already signed. The implementation rate for the GCF portfolio was then at about 80 per cent,
with 102 of 116 FAAs effective and about two-thirds of the portfolio already under
disbursement. The Secretariat believed that this momentum could be maintained for the rest of
the year, as 6 of the 12 projects that did not have signed FAAs yet should be signed soon. In
addition, they should be able to sign 6 FAAs out of the 15 projects submitted to the Board at the
current meeting shortly after approval. This momentum in terms of accelerating
implementation could potentially compensate for some of the delays caused by COVID-19.
63.
In terms of efficiency gains regarding FAAs, the Secretariat had been able to reduce the
number of days between project approval and the signing of FAAs from an average of 607 days
in 2015 to 0 days as of B.26 for those that had to be signed immediately after approval.

64.
Another achievement of the Secretariat in terms of accelerating implementation and
disbursement in 2020 was to streamline and automate all business processes in order to
facilitate access to GCF resources. Over the past 12 months, they had taken a hard look at every
single business process, and this would result in a series of manuals that would translate these
processes into SOPs. In July, the Secretariat had published the programming manual and the
updated operation manual. They hoped to publish the procurement, finance and policy manuals
by the end of the year.

Adopting adaptive management of portfolio implementation and strengthening GCF
results management

The Secretariat had worked towards embedding a results management approach across
all project cycle processes. Over the past months, they followed best practices in terms of
theories of change, monitoring and evaluation frameworks, and greenhouse gas (GHG)
calculations to ensure that all projects followed the same results-based management approach.

65.

They also continued working on the integrated RMF based on comments received from
Board members and released the updated RMF for consultation in July. This RMF would
consolidate a number of existing performance and results management frameworks and further
align them with the investment framework, which should enable the Secretariat to better
manage and report on results.

66.

A strong focus was placed on mitigating implementation issues due to COVID-19
through an adaptive management response. The Secretariat issued two reports on this in May
and June 2020. Initially, they believed about 30 projects would be affected but, as of B.26, 48
projects would likely be affected and 6 might need to be resubmitted to the Board due to
changes in their financial structure. However, with the proactive management approach the
Secretariat had adopted and, notably, the flexibility provided to partners in terms of
implementation, reallocation of budgetary resources and acceleration of FAAs, they believed the
lower range of the 2020 disbursement target could still be met. This would ultimately depend
on how the pandemic evolved.
67.
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Consolidating institutional capacities and taking initial steps to position the GCF to be a
global knowledge hub and policy influencer in climate
68.
One of the Secretariat’s main objectives under this overarching goal was to strengthen
staff engagement and consolidate GCF work culture. A key initiative was to align corporate
indicators with individual performance indicators to enable everyone in GCF to deeply engage
with the work and corporate objectives of the organization.

69.
The Secretariat was also working on a comprehensive onboarding package for each new
staff member joining GCF. This onboarding package would give a lot of attention to values and
safeguard policies, including SEAH policies, in addition to the project, policy and operational
processes. Regarding the SEAH Policy, the Secretariat had already conducted a number of
training sessions for staff at the start of the year.
70.
In addition, they had also developed the GCF People Plan to ensure that they could
attract, mature, grow and deploy the diverse range of talents needed to implement the first
replenishment of the GCF (GCF-1). They were in the process of trying to fill remaining positions
allocated to the Secretariat. They had had to re-advertise or extend the vacancy period of a
number of positions as some promising candidates were hesitant about moving to the Republic
of Korea and taking the risk of being cut off from their family in case of lockdown associated
with COVID-19. The Secretariat hoped to accelerate the ongoing recruitment process once the
pandemic evolved in a positive direction. Nonetheless, they had been able to fill some critical
positions such as the Head of Human Resources, the Chief Financial Officer and the Head of
Portfolio Management.

71.
In terms of resource mobilization, travel limitations meant limited engagements, but the
Secretariat was still able to convert 54 per cent of pledges into signed contributions, noting that
none of the financial contributors indicated they would lower their pledges; on the contrary,
some had increased their pledges. The Secretariat hoped to convert about 80 per cent of pledges
to signed contributions by the end of the year.

COVID-19 response

72.
As for responding to COVID-19 and ensuring staff safety and security, in February a
number of steps were taken to enable staff to make their own decisions for their safety. A
blanket special flexible working arrangement was provided so they could work from home if
they wished. The staff was able to regroup as the situation improved in the Republic of Korea.
By mid-June, the office was fully reopened, but with a different layout to accommodate proper
social distancing and a new way of working where digital platforms were increasingly used to
conduct operations. The Secretariat would be drawing lessons from their response to COVID-19
in the coming months and updating the staff safety, security and business continuity plans
accordingly.
73.
In a nutshell, the Secretariat felt they were in a position to meet or exceed all
programmatic KPIs but would likely fall behind in terms of policy KPIs. Given the situation,
meeting all programmatic KPIs was an achievement and would not have been possible without
all the hard work and dedication of partners and staff. The Executive Director concluded by
thanking and acknowledging the staff’s work towards this.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Executive Director for his presentation and opened the floor
for comments or questions.

74.

As this agenda item provided the first opportunity for Board members to share their
thoughts, Board members first expressed their deep sadness for the passing of Mr. Leo Paat and
their sympathy and sincere condolences to his family, friends and colleagues for their loss. Some
thanked the Executive Director for the tribute he had given at the opening of the meeting as it
75.
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captured what they felt about Mr. Leo Paat. Understanding that Mr. Paat had passed away in the
line of duty, one Board member asked the Secretariat to ensure that his family was well taken
care of within the parameters GCF worked in as a gesture of respect to them and in honour of
Mr. Paat.

76.
Many Board members expressed thanks and appreciation to the Secretariat for their
hard work and dedication in the face of immensely difficult circumstances and challenges
brought by the pandemic both on a personal and professional level. Thanks were also given to
the Executive Director and the Co-Chairs for their leadership and all the work it took to make
the current virtual meeting possible. Board members noted the outstanding progress made
despite the situation and commended the Secretariat once again for their efforts and resilience.
One Board member noted that the difficulties experienced by international organizations
globally due to the pandemic were especially challenging to a young organization such as GCF; it
was a very good sign and achievement that the meeting was taking place.

77.
Another Board member noted that there was reason to believe that the pandemic would
continue and, therefore, there would likely be a need for the Secretariat to take further
measures. This being said, the Board member asked if they would have the resources to
undertake whatever was required in order to progress even further. Some Board members
highlighted that, for developing countries, the pandemic brought not only a health crisis but also
a deep social and economic one. Hence, they would be looking to recovery, and GCF would play
a crucial role in guiding their recovery towards a green and resilient path. A Board member said
that an even stronger and more ambitious GCF was needed.

Before discussing the Secretariat’s report, several Board members shared their thoughts
on the current meeting format and agenda.

78.

Virtual Board meetings

79.
While Board members were grateful to those who made the virtual meeting possible,
several said that they hoped B.26 would be the first and last virtual meeting. Noting that a
number of Board members wanted policy matters to be discussed at B.26, several Board
members pointed out that the current agenda was appropriate for the virtual format as policy
matters were far too complex and unsuitable for online consideration; they required in-depth
discussion and negotiation that could not develop as needed on a virtual platform. Some Board
members also reminded the Board that not everyone had reliable connections, and those in
developing countries would largely be at a disadvantage in this regard.

80.
One Board member emphasized that the main criteria in choosing topics to be discussed
virtually should be based on what could be reasonably achieved and which were ripe enough to
be concluded in a virtual setting without the luxury of actual negotiation, as choosing otherwise
would be unrealistic.

81.
Agreeing that policy matters needed to be dealt with as soon as possible, a Board
member also recognized the challenges of the virtual format and suggested that perhaps more
work on policies could be done in between Board meetings, as was being done with the updated
Strategic Plan. A second Board member did not agree with the idea of dealing with policies in
between sessions.

82.
Should the pandemic call for more virtual meetings, some Board members hoped that
lessons could be learned from the execution of B.26 so that more complex and pressing topics
could be discussed at the next meeting. A number of Board members thanked the Secretariat for
making the current meeting as inclusive as possible, but noted that more should be done in
ensuring transparency and inclusiveness for observers and civil society in the preparation and
execution of virtual meetings. A Board member also mentioned that, in spite of efforts towards
inclusiveness, one alternate Board member still could not join.
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Secretariat’s report
83.
Moving on to the Secretariat’s report, Board members welcomed the report and
commended the Secretariat for their outstanding progress and hard work, especially given the
current situation. A Board member observed that it was remarkable that most of the KPIs and
programming targets would be met and was also happy to note the focus on raising quality
across operations and improving efficiency, which had resulted in an impressive 70 per cent
reduction in the time to approve Readiness grants. Another Board member welcomed the
accreditation proposals and funding proposals presented for consideration at the current
meeting and was pleased to see the growing pipeline for B.27. A third Board member
appreciated the efforts put into developing the manuals mentioned in the report (section II,
subsection 2.4, paras. 149–151) and asked if these could be translated into Spanish if resources
allowed. The Board member was also pleased with the efforts made to reach out to different
regional constituencies and encouraged more exchange not just between the Secretariat and
member States or delegations, but between national entities at the regional level as well.

Green resilient recovery

The work being done to encourage green stimulus measures in response to the COVID19 pandemic was also widely welcomed. However, several Board members had questions and
reservations.

84.

85.
One Board member thanked the Secretariat for their additional efforts to help
developing countries, but stressed that GCF needed to be mindful of its limited resources and
ensure that any action taken would not jeopardize already established policies in terms of how
and where GCF money was spent. Priority should remain on climate action rather than
addressing economic issues.

On a similar note, a second Board member supported a green recovery, but reiterated
that converted pledges were still only at 54 per cent and there should be some clarity on what
to expect from countries which had not yet signed their contribution agreements. The Board
member cautioned that unless there were additional resources for something exceptional, GCF
should be very careful with its limited resources and focus on identified priorities. The Board
member also underscored that, as a climate fund, GCF was already green.

86.

87.
A third Board member agreed that GCF projects were already green by nature and were
therefore supportive of green recovery. The Board member hoped that green recovery would
not be seen as an additional requirement for project proponents as it would not be helpful.
What would be more helpful, the Board member suggested, was programming more projects
this year to respond to the needs of developing countries for green recovery. In line with this,
the Board member expected more projects to be programmed as the current number was not
consistent with the objectives for GCF-1. If there were any particular constraints to achieving
this, those should be communicated immediately. Noting that green recovery efforts had policy
implications, another Board member pointed to the lack of policy guidance as a cause for
hesitation in this regard.

Pledges

88.
With respect to pledges, a Board member noted that the report said 38 per cent of
pledges had been signed, while the figure reported at the current meeting was 54 per cent.
Nonetheless, the Board member was pleased to see progress and encouraged the Secretariat to
expedite the remaining pledges. A second Board member said that, given new and Internetbased technology to enable communication, all pledges should have already been signed and the
current rate of 54 per cent was unacceptable. A third Board member asked the Secretariat if
there was an expectation for the remaining pledges to be signed and what the timeline was.
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Policies
89.
Several Board members expressed disappointment that policy matters were not on the
agenda for the current meeting, underscoring that it was of utmost importance that work on
policies continued, particularly the updated Strategic Plan, the integrated RMF and the updated
SEAH Policy and remaining investment framework policies. A Board member emphasized that
the Board should empower and support the Secretariat in their tasks and, to this end, filling
policy gaps was key. The Board member therefore felt deeply concerned about the outlook for
the year and, like several other Board members, wanted to see more policy gaps closed by B.27.

90.
Noting this statement in document GCF/B.26/Inf.09: “A lack of visibility on Board
processes and means of engagement for the remainder of the year will greatly impact the Board
documentation and consultation processes for upcoming meetings, and thus the likelihood of
publication deadlines being met, and policies being approved,” a Board member questioned if
that meant the Secretariat already expected that Board deadlines would not be met and that
policies needed would not be approved within the expected timeframe. The Board member
requested clarification about “a lack of visibility on Board processes and means of engagement”
and how this was leading to delays. Had this historically been the case or was it a result of the
pandemic?
91.
With respect to specific policy issues, concerns were raised by three Board members
about the application of an interim due diligence protocol pending the approval of the SOPs for
the AML/CFT Policy and Standards. Given the complicated and sensitive nature of the issue, the
Board members asked the Secretariat to stop the application of the interim protocol until the
Ethics and Audit Committee had completed its work on the SOPs.

Direct access entities

92.
Some Board members suggested that there was still room for improvement in terms of
speeding up the adoption of projects and accreditation of direct access entities (DAEs) as well as
finding innovative ways to address the needs of DAEs in technical and capacity assistance.

Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme

93.
One Board member acknowledged the progress made on accelerating the
implementation of the revised Readiness Programme and wanted to ensure that new templates
and forms would be user friendly and pragmatic, as these should be readily accessible to NDAs
to enable them to move towards innovative and transformational projects.

National adaptation plans

94.
The same Board member noted that improvement was also needed for national
adaptation plans (NAPs). Though progress had been made and timelines had been shortened,
the Secretariat should remember that they had been delegated the authority to oversee and
ensure that resources reached the countries as soon as possible, but the timeline from approval
to disbursement remained long. These resources had to reach countries so they could prepare
the roadmaps that would lead to their engagement, especially in climate actions. In terms of
originating NAP proposals, the report indicated there were still some challenges between NDAs
and delivery partners in terms of origination, submission and re-submission, which still took an
average of six months. This being the case, the Secretariat still had work to do.

Accreditation master agreements/funded activity agreements

95.
One Board member was pleased to see significant achievements with regards to
accreditation master agreements (AMAs) and FAAs but sought clarification regarding a number
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of AEs. Recognizing that all AEs should sign their AMAs, the Board member questioned why two
entities accredited at B.12 and three entities accredited at B.21 still had not signed theirs nor
submitted any projects and, given that they had not done so, why they were still accredited.
Given the expectation that AEs should work with GCF as partners, the Board member believed
these entities no longer qualified for accreditation. Two other Board members echoed these
points.

96.
Another Board member noted the uneven progress made by the Secretariat on the
private sector request for proposal (RFP), stating that they had hoped to see more progress. The
same Board member noticed that only 15 per cent of Board documents were on time in the
period covered by the report and wanted to know what the primary challenges were in meeting
the deadlines.

97.
Finally, a Board member noted that the Secretariat was engaging with Mr. Mark Carney,
the Finance Adviser for COP 26 to the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, on preparations for the twenty-sixth session of the Conference of the Parties
(COP 26) and finance-related matters and asked the Secretariat to ensure that this engagement,
as well as engagements with other external individuals, entities and bodies, was guided by GCF
policies. No commitment should be made to anyone prior to Board approval.

Active observer
98.

The Co-Chairs invited an active observer for CSOs to take the floor.

The observer began by expressing sadness and condolences for the loss of Mr. Paat.
They appreciated the hard work of the Secretariat in these difficult times as well as the
transparency in how activities had been affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.
99.

100.
They welcomed the attention to staff retention and development with the new People
Plan and offered to contribute any modules on CSO operations and engagement to the
onboarding programme being developed.

101.
The CSOs were pleased to see progress in strengthening systems for internal tracking
and interfaces with the NDAs and AEs. They hoped that those would ultimately contribute to
greater transparency so that CSOs could be notified of key milestones and have easier and more
prompt access to documents.

102.
They looked forward to receiving more information about the design of initiatives to
provide bridge capital to small and medium-sized enterprises during the pandemic. They hoped
that, in line with the GCF micro, small and medium-sized enterprise (MSME) pilot approach, this
would be done in a gender-responsive way and trusted that they would have the opportunity to
provide input on any initiatives developed specifically in response to the pandemic.

103.
The CSOs also noted the importance of the Secretariat’s report as they received little
information about the work of the Secretariat on any ongoing basis. They were pleased to learn
the following: the Indigenous Peoples Advisory Group was much closer to being constituted; an
updated RMF was under Board consultation and they hoped the update would be open for CSO
input soon; GCF had developed a sustainability strategy; and the Secretariat had started
considerations on the GCF approach to fund activities to address loss and damage, for which the
CSOs expected to be consulted at an early stage, given the CSO community’s breadth of
experience on loss and damage and its importance to vulnerable countries. They looked forward
to receiving more information on these developments.

The Co-Chairs invited the Executive Director to respond to comments and questions. In
the interest of time, they encouraged the Executive Director to respond to priority matters and
those not dealt with under any other item in the current agenda.

104.
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105.
The Executive Director thanked the Board and the active observer for their condolences,
questions and comments. Given the time constraints, they would not be able to do justice to all
the concerns raised, but would remain available for any follow up discussion during the course
of the meeting.

106.
The Executive Director assured the Board that the Secretariat fully shared the concerns
regarding the need to facilitate access to GCF resources and accelerate implementation, and
these had been some of the main drivers behind Secretariat activities over the past year. They
hoped that streamlining and automating business processes would dramatically accelerate
project development and implementation. Having realized that every iteration of a document
could mean losing a month, it was also hoped that developing capacity-building materials like
the programming manual would enable partners to get it right the first time. These efforts were
already producing results as shown in the reduction in average processing time for Readiness
Programme grants from 400 days in 2015 to 127 days in 2019, as well as the reduction in time
from project approval to FAA signing for a number of projects from 762 days in 2015 to zero
days as of B.26. The Executive Director said that a lot could be achieved not only by
streamlining, harmonizing and automating processes, but also by simplifying them, and for that
the Secretariat would need the support of the Board.

107.
Regarding concerns on the interim due diligence protocol, the Executive Director
clarified that the protocol in question did not refer to an interim SOP for the entire AML/CFT
Policy and Standards. The protocol mentioned only had to do with United Nations financial
sanctions and was in place to ensure that GCF did not unintentionally violate a United Nations
sanction; under this protocol, if a project came from a country under United Nations sanctions
(as determined by the United Nations), the Secretariat would check with the AE that the project
did not violate any United Nations sanctions. Furthermore, the GCF Office of the General Counsel
or Office of Risk Management and Compliance would discuss this with the AE and bring it to the
attention of the Head of the Independent Integrity Unit (IIU) and the Executive Director. In
effect, the proposal could not be processed without the knowledge of the Head of the IIU and the
Executive Director. It would be remiss of any Executive Director to allow such a violation to
happen and then to offer, after the event, a defence that they were not aware of it. The Executive
Director reassured the Board that this was fully in line with GCF policies and was simply an
interim measure in place while waiting for the Ethics and Audit Committee to finalize the full set
of SOPs for the AML/CFT Standards.

With respect to AMAs, the Executive Director said that there were 97 AEs, but only 76
AMAs, meaning 21 AEs had not yet signed their AMAs. The Secretariat’s target was to have 87
signed AMAs this year. The Executive Director explained that the largest number of pending
AMAs were related to private sector entities. There were 21 accredited private sector entities,
but only 10 signed AMAs. One of the difficulties in finalizing AMAs for the private sector was
that the bulk of the GCF legal framework had been designed for public entities, and therefore
some of the GCF fiduciary requirements were very difficult to reconcile within private entities.
The Secretariat was working on a proposal to expedite this process for private sector entities
and hoped to present this at B.27. As for the amount of money committed to entities that had
not yet signed AMAs, the Secretariat would communicate the exact figure to the Board member
who had requested it offline. Related to this was the concern of another Board member about
the low number of private sector proposals: the number was low because there were few
private sector entities that had signed AMAs. However, progress was expected soon as three
AMAs were about to be signed by private sector entities.
108.

109.
As for the 15 per cent mentioned by one Board member regarding on-time documents
for the Board meeting, the Executive Director clarified that this figure referred to B.25. For B.26,
11 out of 20 documents were submitted on time, and all funding proposals and accreditation
proposals were also on time. The Executive Director confirmed that the Secretariat was still
working on all the documents envisaged for the 2020–2023 Board workplan, and these would
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be submitted in time for the consultation process that would be designed for each of them. As
in-person consultation was currently not possible, the Secretariat had some uncertainty in
terms of what kind of process would be best for each document.

110.
Regarding green recovery, the Executive Director fully agreed with the concerned Board
members and assured them that this did not mean diverting money from climate change to
something else. Rather, the main objective was to ensure that climate ambition was maintained
even in the era of COVID-19, notably, by assuring governments that climate action was not at
odds with reviving their economies and recovering from the pandemic. Climate action was, in
fact, the solution, as related key priority projects in renewable energy, energy-efficient
construction, climate-resilient agriculture and ecosystem restoration were exactly the type of
activities that could create employment and revive their economies. The Readiness Programme
would enable governments to assess if this was applicable to the unique set of conditions they
were facing and what kind of adjustments would be required. Under no condition would this be
an additional requirement, as the goal was to find synergies. The Executive Director also
confirmed that developing more projects was another goal of the Secretariat and they hoped to
be able to bring an average of USD 1 billion in projects to every Board meeting throughout
GCF-1.

Responding to the active observer’s comments, the Executive Director apologized to the
observer and the CSOs. The Executive Director recognized that there had been an information
gap as the observer had not been included in the mailing list of the Secretariat’s monthly
bulletins, and this would be rectified. The Executive Director also expressed deep appreciation
for the observer’s proposal to feed into the GCF onboarding programme and that this would be
followed up on swiftly.

111.

As for the need to accelerate and improve the processes of accreditation, NAPs and
project implementation, the Secretariat expected that the progress seen to date would continue
over the coming years so that GCF would be up to speed as the climate crisis required. For
Readiness, the Secretariat was testing new modalities that could cut the current process down
to 60 days, especially by leveraging a Board member’s idea to develop standardized templates.
112.

113.
Regarding the alternate Board member who could not join, the Executive Director
recalled that the B.26 dates had been moved from July to August and the alternate Board
member could not attend because of a conflict in the member’s schedule, not a technical reason
linked to the virtual format of the Board.

Regarding the translation of manuals, the Executive Director confirmed that the manuals
would be translated into Arabic, French and Spanish as discussed at previous Board meetings.
They would all be systematically translated, as the idea was to empower GCF partners, and
empowering them would be difficult to do in a foreign language. The Secretariat was currently
negotiating a contract so translations could be done in a cost-effective manner.
114.

115.
With respect to the conversion of pledges into signed contributions, the Executive
Director believed that converting 80 per cent of pledges within the first year and the remaining
20 per cent in the following months would be good progress. The Secretariat had been
concerned initially that conversion would be much slower given the COVID-19 pandemic. In this
context, it was reassuring that it was 54 per cent as of B.26 and, as they were already in the final
stage of discussions with a few financial contributors, they hoped to near 80 per cent by the end
of the year. With agreements that had already been signed, they would have a commitment
authority of USD 2.2 billion after converting to cash or promissory notes, meaning there would
be enough resources for the present and next Board meetings.
116.
117.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Executive Director.

Given no further comments and no objections, the report was noted.
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118.
The Board took note of document GCF/B.26/Inf.09 titled “Report on the activities of the
Secretariat”, its addendum GCF/B.26/Inf.09/Add.01 titled “Report on the execution of the 2020
administrative budget of the GCF” and its limited distribution addendum
GCF/B.26/Inf.09/Add.02 titled “Status of accreditation master agreements and funded activity
agreements”.
119.

No decision was taken under this agenda item.

Agenda item 6: Reports from Board committees, panels and groups
120.
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.26/Inf.10 and its addendum entitled “Reports from committees, panels and groups of the
Board of the Green Climate Fund”. The documents contained the reports from the following
committees, panels and groups:
(a)

Accreditation Panel;

(c)

Ethics and Audit Committee;

(b)
(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)

Budget Committee (BC);

Independent Technical Advisory Panel;
Investment Committee;

Performance Oversight Committee; and
Risk Management Committee.

121.
The Co-Chairs’ drew the Board’s attention to a matter related to the report of the
Accreditation Committee (AC). One member had formally raised concerns with the Co-Chairs,
citing an inaccurate reflection of the discussion within the Committee on the updated
accreditation framework. Members of the African Group have formally reiterated this concern
with the Co-Chairs.

122.
The Co-Chairs informed the Board that they had attempted to resolve this matter but
there had not been enough time before B.26. They therefore asked that AC members review the
report again and come back to the Board as soon as possible.

As a time-saving measure, the Co-Chairs referred the Board to the published reports of
the committees, panels and groups. They invited the Board to take note of the reports of the
committees and panels. However, they wished to provide the opportunity for the chairs of
committees or panels wishing to bring any further matter to the attention of the Board to do so.
They opened the floor for any additional remarks.
123.

124.
The chair of the AC noted that the report from the AC had not been shared with the
Board; this was unacceptable and raised issues of transparency and governance. It had been
finalized on 28 July 2020 and adopted on a no-objection basis. The chair had forwarded it to be
included in the report of committees, panels and groups. While fully acknowledging that the
Board could disagree on substance, it must remain professional and follow the relevant
procedures and rules. They noted that, in four years on the Board, they had never encountered a
committee report not being circulated to the Board. The chair requested that it now be
circulated.

The Co-Chairs stated that they had been informed that one AC member did not agree to
some of the language in the report and had formally conveyed an objection to that. They noted
that this needed to be resolved in the AC. It was for this reason that they had not authorized the
publication of this report.

125.
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126.
The AC chair noted that the report had been approved by the full AC on a no-objection
basis. As with decisions without a Board meeting, if a Board member did not object before the
deadline, the decision was so approved. It was not then possible to retrospectively state that
you had not approved it. It would not be appropriate to have different rules being applied to
different committees. The deadline had now passed, and the matter was not valid.

Another Board member, who was also a member of the AC, thanked the chair of the AC
for their comments and the Co-Chairs for theirs. As a former chair of the AC, they noted that
there were always efforts to ensure that reports of AC proceedings were agreed before being
presented to the Board. At the same time, there were procedures where there was a lack of
agreement on the content of a report. They informed the Board that even in the period leading
to the meeting, they had attempted to craft acceptable language, but that unfortunately, this had
not been possible. Subsequently, they sent a formal email to the chair of the AC stating that they
objected to the content of the document and could not join the consensus as the matter was of
considerable importance to their constituency. The rules of procedure for committees clearly
stated that there had to be consensus and if there was no consensus, then a committee had to
work to achieve consensus. Although they received confirmation from the chair of the AC that
their objection had been received, the report was subsequently sent. They opined that the
matter needed to be brought back to the AC in order for its members to work towards reaching
a consensus.
127.

128.
The chair of the AC stated that this was about the report of the activities of the AC not
about any other document that the AC may have been working on. Their understanding was that
the Board member was referring to such a document and not the report. It had been approved
on a consensus basis and it was important that it be published so that the Board was cognizant
of the activities of said AC during the reporting period.

129.
The Co-Chairs asked the Board member if they could approve the report’s publication as
part of the report of the committees, panels and groups, noting that, as Co-Chairs, they were not
privy to the emails and other documents within committees.
130.
The Board member said there was no consensus in the AC and therefore they could not
support publication of the report.

131.
The Co-Chairs requested the AC and its chair to bring the matter to the Board as soon as
possible.

132.
Another Board member noted that all Board members had issues in their committees
but did not bring them to the Board. It was important to refrain from bringing such issues to the
Board, noting that this was an information item.

The chair of the AC reconfirmed that they were raising a point of order. The matter
could not be sent back to the AC. The report had been approved by all members of the AC on a
no-objection basis, which the Secretariat could confirm. This would set a very bad precedent as
it would allow Board members to raise objections after a decision had been taken. This was not
acceptable.
133.

The Co-Chairs stated that they remained in the hands of the AC. They would suspend
this matter for further consultation.
134.

A further Board member and member of the AC opined that, while it was an internal
matter for the AC, it had become a matter for the Board. They could attest to the fact that the full
procedure had been followed and the report approved on 28 July 2020. As an information
document, the report from the AC should be presented to the Board. This did not prejudge the
content of any documents the AC was working on. On any matters of substance, these could be
discussed to try to reconcile any disagreements.
135.

136.

The Co-Chairs once more reiterated that they wished to take this offline.
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Another Board member apologized for difficulties with connectivity. While recognizing
that the Co-Chairs intended to take the matter offline, they wished to note that this should not
be forgotten. It was important to revisit it as it may set a dangerous precedent.

137.

138.
The objecting Board member confirmed their readiness to follow the procedure
proposed by the Co-Chairs. Once a member of a committee had objected on a substantive issue,
it would be for the chair of that committee not to send a report where there was no consensus.
Secondly, annex III of the report from the AC stated that there was lack of consensus on a
procedural issue when in fact it related to a substantive matter. Therefore, the report could not
be tabled as it did not reflect what had transpired in the AC.
139.

The Co-Chairs suspended the item.

141.

They confirmed that the Board had taken note of reports from committees, panels and

The Co-Chairs reopened the item on day 4 of the meeting. They regretted to inform the
Board that, owing to logistical and time constraints rather than any other reasons, they had not
been able to consult with members of the AC. They would follow up with the members of the AC
to bring this to a close.

140.

groups.

142.
The Board took note of document GCF/B.26/Inf.10 and its addendum titled “Reports
from committees, panels and groups of the Board of the Green Climate Fund”.
143.

No decision was taken under this agenda item.

144.

The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to:

Agenda item 7: Reports on the activities of the independent units
(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

Document GCF/B.26/Inf.02 titled “Advisory report of the Independent Redress
Mechanism: Prevention of Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment in GCF projects or
programmes (P&PrSEAH): Learning from the World Bank’s Inspection Panel cases” and
its addendum Add.01 titled “Secretariat management response”;
Document GCF/B.26/Inf.03 titled “Report on the activities of the Independent Redress
Mechanism”;
Document GCF/B.26/Inf.04 titled “Report on the activities of the Information Appeals
Panel”;

Document GCF/B.26/Inf.05 titled “Report on the activities of the Independent
Evaluation Unit”; and

Document GCF/B.26/Inf.13 titled “Report on the activities of the Independent Integrity
Unit”.

The Co-Chairs invited the heads of the Independent Units to present their reports,
starting with Ms. Jo Puri, Head of the IEU.
145.

Independent Evaluation Unit

146.
Before beginning the IEU presentation, Ms. Puri expressed the deep loss the IEU felt at
the passing of Mr. Paat, who was a valuable supporter of the IEU.

147.
As she would soon be leaving GCF, and B.26 was her last Board meeting, the Head of the
IEU then provided some parting words. She gave heartfelt thanks to the Board, the Secretariat,
the AEs and civil society colleagues for the support they had shown the IEU. Ms. Puri said that
her position as the Head of IEU had been a labour of love and pride and, though often
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challenging, was one of the most rewarding of her career. Ms. Puri was thankful that the Board
had been enormously visionary in recognizing the need to build a function that could help make
the GCF stronger, faster and better.

148.
Ms. Puri expressed pride that the IEU was now a vibrant part of the GCF ecosystem,
supporting its strategy and replenishment processes but also ensuring that the GCF stood
steadfast and at the forefront of trusted, unbiased and high-quality evidence that was respected
equally by insiders and those outside.
149.
The Head of the IEU recalled that, since its inception in 2017, the IEU had delivered
seven high-quality evaluations, and had worked tirelessly to build awareness of the need to
inform GCF policies and strategies with evidence; such a culture of evidence was essential.

The IEU evaluations of the GCF RMF; Readiness Programme; country ownership
approach; ESS; Simplified Approval Process Pilot Scheme; and the Independent Synthesis of the
GCF Accreditation Function as well as the seminal forward-looking performance review were
being used to inform strategy and policy; none of this would have been possible without an
outstanding IEU team. Ms. Puri referred to her team at the IEU as giants on whose shoulders she
was standing.
150.

Ms. Puri said that she was proud that her IEU colleagues were fully equipped to take this
culture and tradition of “trusted evidence, informed policies, high-impact” forward. She stressed
that high-quality, unbiased, independent evaluations that were able to “speak truth to power”
were a sine qua non for any organization that was keen to learn and grow: this role of
strengthening both accountability and learning responsibilities was especially critical in the
world today and GCF was stronger for it.
151.

152.
Ms. Puri thanked the Board for entrusting her with this responsibility as the first Head of
the IEU; she remained privileged and eternally proud to be forever linked with the GCF.
153.

Ms. Puri then presented the report of the IEU.

155.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Head of the IEU for the report.

156.

The Co-Chairs invited the Head of the IIU, Mr. Ibrahim Pam, to take the floor.

154.
The presentation on the activity report of the IEU outlined the activities carried out over
the period 1 January 2020 to 30 June 2020. The report highlighted recommendations from the
recently completed evaluations and their role in informing decision-making. Ms. Puri
highlighted in particular the key recommendations of the Country Ownership Evaluation, the
Environmental and Social Safeguards Evaluation, the rapid assessment of the Simplified
Approval Process Pilot Scheme and the Independent Synthesis of the GCF Accreditation
Function. A status update on the following ongoing evaluations was provided: “Effectiveness
and relevance of GCF investments in small island developing States” and “GCF contribution to a
paradigm shift in adaptation-related investments in developing countries.” Ms. Puri also
mentioned that the small island developing States (SIDS) evaluation would be completed for
B.27 in 2020, and the adaptation evaluation by the end of 2020. Furthermore, the Head of the
IEU reported on the achievements in the areas of advisory services, learning and capacity
strengthening, and building of the IEU. Ms. Puri also emphasized the crucial rule that
communication played in disseminating findings in appropriate media to decision-makers,
stakeholders, the Board, the Secretariat and AEs. The Head of the IEU reported that as of 30
June, the IEU had executed 52 per cent of the 2020 budget.

Independent Integrity Unit

Mr. Pam presented a report on the activities of the IIU focusing on achievements made
in six priority areas namely: (i) the development of the Administrative Remedies and Exclusions
Policy; (ii) the development of Investigations Standards; (iii) the review of the implementation
157.
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of integrity policies; (iv) implementation of preliminary integrity risk assessments; (v)
upscaling of investigative responses; and (vi) awareness-raising and training
activities. The Head of the IIU highlighted achievements made despite the interruptions caused
by the pandemic.
158.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Head of the IIU for the report.

Independent Redress Mechanism

159.
The Co-Chairs invited the Head of the Independent Redress Mechanism (IRM), Mr.
Lalanath de Silva, to take the floor.

Mr. de Silva presented (by pre-recorded video presentations) the IRM Activity Report
and the IRM Advisory Report on the Prevention of Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment
in GCF projects or programmes (P&PrSEAH). The presentation on the Activity Report outlined
the activities of the IRM over the period 1 February 2020 to 30 June 2020 and provided an
update on the impact of COVID-19 on the work of the IRM, and lessons learned.
160.

161.
The presentation on the Advisory Report on P&PrSEAH explained that the report sets
out the lessons learned from the World Bank’s Inspection Panel cases in the Democratic
Republic of the Congo and Uganda, and the IRM had made recommendations to the GCF based
on those cases, and the GCF Secretariat provided a management response, which was positive in
nature.
162.
The Co-Chairs thanked the Head of the IRM for the reports and opened the floor for
comments.

163.
Board members thanked the heads of the independent units for their clear and
comprehensive reports. In particular, one Board member thanked them and their units for
keeping business going during the pandemic period despite its challenges.

164.
Sincere thanks and congratulations were also expressed by Board members to Ms. Puri,
who was commended by many for her professionalism, dedication, outstanding work and
valuable contribution to GCF. Many emphasized how hard she had worked and that her
departure would be a loss to the organization. Nonetheless, they wished her all the best in the
next chapter of her life, with some expressing hope that they would cross paths again. One
Board member expressed support for an earlier suggestion to have an informal meeting to
discuss with Ms. Puri the completed evaluations that had not yet been considered.

Independent Evaluation Unit report

165.
In terms of comments on the report of the IEU, three Board members pointed to the
report’s reference to “low- and middle-income countries” in paragraph 11 and stated that it was
important to be very careful about categorizing countries on the basis of income or economic
status as this was not used in the Governing Instrument for the GCF nor by the COP or in the
Paris Agreement. One of these Board members said they would be concerned if categories used
went beyond the GCF instruments, and that the GCF should always be guided by the Governing
Instrument and agreed procedures.

166.
In relation to this, a Board member highlighted that a common concern in the evaluation
reports of the IEU was that they did not seem to be written in the climate change context that
the GCF operated under, namely the Convention, the Paris Agreement, COP decisions, the
Governing Instrument and Board decisions that had been taken. The Board member opined
that, as such, they lacked relevance.

A Board member warned that the use of the word “transformative” was also something
to be careful of as it was ambiguous; transformative action was open to interpretation.
167.
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168.
Given the comments, a Board member proposed that paragraph 11 of the report be
reviewed based on the input several Board members had provided.

Independent Integrity Unit report

Moving on to the report of the IIU, a Board member congratulated the IIU on its hard
work and was pleased to see that the IIU was working to resolve outstanding issues. A Board
member who regularly worked with both the IIU and the IRM said that it had always been a
pleasure to work with the units and thanked them for the reports. The Board member was
happy with the progress that had been made by both units and looked forward to the discussion
of outstanding issues possibly by B.27.
169.

Independent Redress Mechanism’s Advisory Report on the prevention of Sexual
Exploitation, Abuse and Sexual Harassment in GCF projects and programmes

170.
Specific comments were made with regard to the IRM Advisory Report on P&PrSEAH.
While one Board member was pleased to have confirmation from the IRM that GCF projects did
not currently have issues regarding SEAH, some Board members emphasized that they looked
forward to considering the revised SEAH Policy as it was crucial to the overall integrity of GCF. A
Board member noted that the report stated that GCF could highlight and address SEAH risks by
developing a specific SEAH policy or by simply strengthening and implementing ESS, which
already contained SEAH provisions. Referring to the World Bank cases, the Board member said
that it appeared that ESS was not applied on a practical level and that these lessons learned
should be addressed in the updated SEAH Policy to prevent such matters in the future. The
Board member said that it was good to learn that the Secretariat would consider the
recommendations in the report on the revision of the SEAH Policy. They underlined the
importance of putting into effect the revised SEAH Policy as soon as possible and hence looked
forward to receiving the revised policy for Board consideration at B.27.

Active observer

An active observer for CSOs thanked Ms. Puri for her work as the Head of the IEU and
especially for engaging civil society, indigenous peoples and local communities as partners.
Regarding the Advisory Report on P&PrSEAH, they fully supported its recommendations and
agreed with the assessment by the IRM that, even in the absence of an updated and expanded
SEAH protection policy that covered third parties and AEs, there was already much GCF and AEs
could and should do within existing policy frameworks and mandates under the ESS framework,
the ESP and the Gender Policy to establish a preliminary project/programme-specific SEAH risk
management tool. In their assessment of project proposals, they believed that such a
project/programme-specific risk tool was needed now and without further delay. However,
they were concerned at the Secretariat’s contention in its response to the Advisory Report that
the Secretariat, given its current staff level and the business model of the GCF, was “unable to
ensure” the capacity of AEs to deal with project-level SEAH risk assessment. The active observer
explained that this statement was concerning as it seemed to undermine many of the existing
GCF policies and their application, such as the Indigenous Peoples Policy, the ESS, the ESP and
the Gender Policy. A preliminary project/programme-level SEAH risk assessment under the ESS,
the ESP and the Gender Policy would not make a difference in light of the argument that the GCF
could not, with due diligence, ensure AE compliance with those.
171.

172.
The Co-Chairs thanked those who had provided comments and said that it was clear the
Board as a whole wished to express sincere appreciation to Ms. Puri for her leadership of the
IEU.
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173.
The Co-Chairs then invited the Head of the IEU to take the floor to respond to the
comments.

Independent Evaluation Unit responses

Ms. Puri said that she was indebted to all the Board members for expressing their
thoughts and emotions and that she was eternally proud to be associated with GCF and the IEU.
174.

Regarding the comments on the IEU report, Ms. Puri accepted that the use of low- and
middle-income in reference to countries in paragraph 11 was an error and apologized for this
oversight. She explained that in the noted paragraph, the non-GCF evidence collected as part of
the evidence map was for low- and middle-income countries but was not a reflection of how the
IEU thought about GCF investments as they were essentially looking outside of the GCF system.
Ms. Puri recognized that there was no such distinction or delineation either in the Governing
Instrument or the other discussions around this.
175.

Ms. Puri hoped that the error in the report’s language would not detract from the fact
that the IEU was very sensitive to the context within which GCF was working as well as the huge
ambition and mandate of the GCF. She pointed out that, in fact, the IEU team had paid really
close attention to Board decisions, the COP as well as past climate negotiations and that the
Board would find lengthy annexes referring to all those processes.
176.

177.
As for the use of the word “transformative”, Ms. Puri clarified that the Governing
Instrument mentioned the term paradigm shift, which many agencies used interchangeably
with the term transformative action. The IEU remained very faithful to the idea of paradigm
shift and tried to use it as much as possible. However, in their engagement with others and to
learn from them, the IEU team sometimes used the terms interchangeably. Ms. Puri repeated
that she hoped that would not detract from the conclusions of IEU evaluations and the
recommendations they had made.

Other comments

178.
The Head of the IIU wished to take the opportunity to express his best wishes for Ms.
Puri and to thank her for bringing her outstanding intellect and hard work in delivering very
valuable knowledge products to GCF.

179.
The Head of the IRM also congratulated and thanked Ms. Puri. They then proceeded to
respond to comments on the Advisory Report on P&PrSEAH. Directing an answer to the active
observer’s comments, in particular, Mr. de Silva explained that the IRM was fully engaging with
the Secretariat and the SEAH consultant whom the Secretariat had hired to look into the matter
as they shaped their advice to the Board. This was expected to be presented at B.27. As for the
comments on the Secretariat’s response, the Head said that it may be more appropriate for the
Secretariat to address those.
180.
The Co-Chairs thanked the Heads for their further comments and took it that the Board
wished to take note of the reports of the independent units and the Advisory Report on
P&PrSEAH by the IRM.
181.
(a)

(b)

There being no further comments, the Board took note of the following documents:

Document GCF/B.26/Inf.02 titled “Advisory report of the Independent Redress
Mechanism: Prevention of Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment in GCF projects or
programmes (P&PrSEAH): Learning from the World Bank’s Inspection Panel cases” and
its addendum Add.01 titled “Secretariat management response”;
Document GCF/B.26/Inf.03 titled “Report on the activities of the Independent Redress
Mechanism”;
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(c)
(d)
(e)
182.

Document GCF/B.26/Inf.04 titled “Report on the activities of the Information Appeals
Panel”;

Document GCF/B.26/Inf.05 titled “Report on the activities of the Independent
Evaluation Unit”; and

Document GCF/B.26/Inf.13 titled “Report on the activities of the Independent Integrity
Unit”.
No decision was taken under this agenda item.

Agenda item 8: Report on the activities of the Co-Chairs
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.26/Inf.11 titled “Report on the activities of the Co-Chairs”. This Co-Chairs’ report
provided information on the main activities undertaken by the Co-Chairs from late March to July
2020.
183.

184.

They invited the Board to take note of the Co-Chairs’ report.

186.

The Co-Chairs’ report was duly noted.

188.

No decision was taken under this agenda item.

Seeing no requests for the floor, the Co-Chairs took it that the Board wished to take note
of the report.
185.

187.
The Board took note of document GCF/B.26/Inf.11 titled “Report on the activities of the
Co-Chairs”.

(a)
189.

Guidelines on decision-making without a Board meeting
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda sub-item.

190.
They informed the Board that as part of the Co-Chairs consultation plan for 2020,
document GCF/B.23/16 titled “Outcome of Co-Chairs consultations: Guidelines on decisionmaking without a Board meeting” was circulated for comments on 29 June 2020, with a review
end date of 19 July 2020.
191.
They recalled that the previous Co-Chairs (Mr. Josceline Wheatley and Mr. Nagmeldin
Goutbi Elhassan Mahmoud) presented a proposal on this. This had been discussed at B.23 but
no decision was taken.

192.
Given the COVID-19 context and uncertainty about physical Board meetings in 2020 and
possibly in 2021, there were now new implications to consider.

193.
The comments received from Board members were divergent and, due to the limited
time before the Board meeting, the Co-Chairs were not in a position to issue a revised version
for the meeting.

However, following the Board meeting, the Co-Chairs intended to request facilitators
from both constituencies to build on the comments received and attempt to find consensus, to
potentially table for consideration at B.27.
194.
195.

They opened the floor for comments.

196.
The Board member from Ecuador underlined the urgency of reaching a decision on this
matter for governance reasons, especially given the global COVID-19 pandemic. They expressed
appreciation for the efforts of the Co-Chairs in consulting between B.25 and B.26. Representing
States in Latin American and the Caribbean, the Board member stated that their constituency
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had also engaged actively and constructively in leading extensive consultations with colleagues
from the United Kingdom and the United States of America, and some progress had been made.
They had hoped that a compromise could be reached and that, under the Co-Chairs’ guidance, it
could be brought to the current meeting. However, recognizing that this would now not happen,
they welcomed the proposal for further efforts to reach consensus intersessionally with a view
to bringing these guidelines for adoption at B.27.

197.
They further wished to note the following procedural elements which required
clarification: (a) the role of the alternate Board member, which needed to be in accordance with
paragraph 10 of the Governing Instrument; (b) confirmation that when an objection has been
made by the relevant Board member or their alternate member, there could be no
interpretation by a third party, such as the Co-Chairs or Secretariat, on whether an objection
had been made or not; (c) the non-approval status of a decision; this was important to avoid
decisions being in limbo. There was a need to avoid further interpretation of the different
effects of the decision before or after the prescribed period for replies; (d) the role of the CoChairs during the process and after the prescribed period for replies. Clarity on these elements
would maximize the transparency of the process so that all GCF stakeholders were clear on the
status of a particular decision. The Board member reiterated that they had provided concrete
proposals in this regard and were ready to continue engaging actively between now and B.27 so
that the decision could be approved.

198.
The Co-Chairs confirmed that they had received the substantive comments from the
Board member, but noted that they would not invite further substantive comments as a range of
views had been expressed by Board members. They intended to advance this matter in a very
structured way and looked forward to concluding it at B.27.

Another Board member asked what form the further consultations would take. In
particular, they wished to know if facilitators for that process had already been established or if
the constituencies would propose their own facilitators.
199.

200.
The Co-Chairs recalled that they had launched a 2020 consultation plan and a number of
consultations were ongoing. The intention was to engage all Board members, noting that it
would be necessary for some Board members to take the lead on consultations. This would be
done in an inclusive way to ensure maximum transparency and participation.
201.
The Board member confirmed that this was acceptable and looked forward to actively
engaging in the process.
202.

Another Board member requested clarification on the way forward for this agenda item.

204.

The Board member thanked the Co-Chairs for the clarification.

206.

No decision was taken under this agenda item.

The Co-Chairs recalled that they had launched a consultation process for this document
using the proposal from the previous Co-Chairs. This had been circulated for comments from
Board members. Comments received diverged markedly. Given the timescale, there had not
been time to prepare a revised document. As a result, the Co-Chairs intended to carry out
further consultations based on the comments received in a very inclusive way to ensure
participation of all Board members and constituencies to address all the concerns raised.

203.

205.
The Co-Chairs closed consideration of this sub-item and notified the Board that they
would move to an Executive Session.

Report on the activities of the Co-Chairs – addendum
On the final day of the meeting, the Co-Chairs recalled that during an Executive Session
under this agenda item on 20 August 2020, the Board had held an extensive discussion in

207.
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relation to document GCF/B.26/Inf.11/Add.01 (“Report on the activities of the Co-Chairs –
Addendum”), which had been circulated on a limited distribution basis. They now wished to
formally close the matter.
208.

Seeing no requests for the floor, it was duly closed.

Agenda item 9: Status of GCF resources, pipeline and portfolio
performance
209.
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to the
following documents:
(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

GCF/B.26/Inf.06 titled “Status of the GCF pipeline, including the status of Project
Preparation Facility requests”;

GCF/B.26/Inf.06/Add.01 titled “Status of GCF pipeline – Addendum I: List of funding
proposals and project preparation facility requests”, transmitted on a limited
distribution basis;

GCF/B.26/Inf.06/Add.02 titled “Status of GCF pipeline – Addendum II: List of concept
notes”, transmitted on a limited distribution basis;

GCF/B.26/Inf.07 titled “Status of the GCF portfolio: approved projects and fulfilment of
conditions”; and
GCF/B.26/Inf.08 titled “Status of the Green Climate Fund resources”.

They invited representatives of the Secretariat, the Head of Finance, Mr. Sunil
Jhunjhunwala, and the Head of Portfolio Management, Ms. Lilian Macharia, to introduce the
documents.
210.

211.
Mr. Jhunjhunwala presented GCF resources and commitments to date as outlined in
document GCF/B.26/Inf.08, highlighting that the remaining commitment authority before the
start of B.26 was approximately USD 2.2 billion.

212.
Ms. Macharia presented the current status of concept notes and funding proposals in the
pipeline, followed by the status and performance of the GCF portfolio, including the Readiness
Programme and the Project Preparation Facility (PPF). An analysis of the pace of project
implementation and the impact of COVID-19 on the portfolio was also presented.
213.
The Co-Chairs reminded the Board that the documents were presented for information
and invited the Board to take note of the information provided.
214.

They opened the floor for comments.

General comments

215.
Several Board members expressed appreciation for the work of the Secretariat in
growing a strong GCF pipeline despite the exceptional circumstances of the COVID-19
pandemic. One said that this also reflected the growing operational capacity of GCF. Another
noted that GCF had now entered the first replenishment period, and the pipeline had already
reached USD 5 billion (i.e. half of available resources, excluding concept notes). This was an
impressive result, given the difficulties of the pandemic, and a first step in GCF portfoliobuilding. It also meant that appropriate measures needed to be taken now for a balanced
portfolio by the end of the first replenishment period. Several themes emerged and a number of
questions were raised.
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COVID-19
216.
A Board member asked the Secretariat to clarify the measures it had taken to respond to
the impact of COVID-19. Another Board member noted with appreciation that the information
on the impact of COVID-19 on the portfolio and pipeline was very useful and requested the
Secretariat to keep the Board regularly updated on this.

Data breakdown for country groupings

217.
Two Board members asked the Secretariat to provide disaggregated data for funding
proposals and resource allocation for both least developed countries (LDCs) and SIDS rather
than merging the data. The Board member representing SIDS noted that the figures for Africa
were already presented separately. The other Board member requested that the total value of
funding for LDCs be shown, not just as a percentage. They also asked that the amount of funding
allocated through LDC DAEs be shown, and that the funding for mitigation and adaptation
proposals for LDCs be shown separately. Finally, they asked how cross-cutting proposals were
being presented whether under adaptation or mitigation.

Data breakdown for international access entities and direct access entities

218.
A Board member requested that data for international access entities (IAEs) and DAEs
be disaggregated.

REDD-plus

219.
Noting that the REDD-plus Results-Based Payment Pilot Programme financing envelope
of USD 500 million was likely to be exhausted before the original end date of 2022, one Board
member wished to know the Secretariat’s plans for addressing this gap. A second Board
member similarly highlighted this issue, given that the Board would consider two significant
funding proposals during the Board meeting. They reminded the Board that all resources were
precious, especially for REDD-plus, and must be used wisely. It was not appropriate to proceed
on a first-come, first-served basis. Instead, the priority should be to achieve balance, not just in a
geographical sense but also in ensuring that these resources were allocated where it mattered
most.

Adaptation

220.
Several Board members expressed concern at the low share of adaptation in the pipeline
(below 20 per cent), including at the level of concept notes, and asked what measures the
Secretariat was taking to address this. This underscored the need for the updated Strategic Plan
to provide further guidance to the Secretariat from the Board. Another underlined the
importance of the forthcoming IEU evaluation of GCF adaptation approach and portfolio. One
welcomed that the Secretariat had succeeded in allocating more than 50 per cent of adaptation
funding to the most vulnerable countries.

Mitigation/adaptation balance

221.
A Board member welcomed the fact that the GCF had met all of its funding allocation
targets at the end of the initial resource mobilization period, including a 50:50 funding balance
between mitigation and adaptation. While accepting the overall attempts at balance between
mitigation and adaptation, another Board member said there was a widely held view that there
was still much to be done. They acknowledged that this may be partly demand-driven. However,
it was clear that countries were badly in need of this type of finance and even more so as a
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result of the pandemic; they requested that concrete steps be undertaken. It was important that
this was no longer an ongoing issue at B.27 or B.28.
Regional distribution

Noting that the pipeline for Eastern Europe was small, a Board member asked if the
Secretariat was taking any specific measures to increase the GCF portfolio in this region. Two
Board members commended the GCF for the growing portfolio for the African region and noted
that the pipeline was quite strong in relation to LDCs, SIDS and African States at USD 11.3
billion. One highlighted the importance of monitoring the concept notes and initial project
proposals in the LDCs and African States to help ensure that these were turned into funding
proposals.
222.

Project Preparation Facility

223.
A Board member asked why 35 PPF applications were currently inactive or withdrawn
out of 48 applications submitted.

Lapsed funding proposals

224.
A Board member expressed concern about the impact of the lapses of funding proposals
FP038 and FP026 from the European Investment Bank (EIB), as reflected in document
GCF/B.26/Inf.07 “Status of the GCF portfolio: approved projects and fulfilment of conditions”.
This was apparently due to a lack of EIB internal approvals. The case of FP038 was of particular
concern given that many host countries were involved, and significant emission reductions
were expected. The Board member requested further information on the background to this.

Enhancing direct access/requests for proposal from micro, small and medium-sized
enterprises

225.
A Board member asked why a small number of funding proposals were received under
the RFP for enhancing direct access (EDA) and from MSMEs compared with the number of
concept notes, and whether there were any difficulties in developing concrete funding proposals
under the RFPs.

Results areas

226.
Two Board members highlighted the lack of projects in low-emission transport
(representing just 5 per cent of funding in the pipeline) and noted that this was an area with
significant potential. One asked if the Secretariat could clarify the reasons for the apparent lack
of interest, given that this was a key challenge for many developing countries. This sector
provided many opportunities for transformational change. Without guidance and strict targets,
energy access and power generation would remain by far the largest sectors. One requested
that the Secretariat monitor these closely and act to balance resource allocation during GCF-1,
not just between mitigation and adaptation, but also across sectors.

Updated Strategic Plan and policies

227.
A Board member noted that now more than ever, GCF needed to remain focused on its
strategic objectives. It was essential to have a robust and clear strategic framework and all
relevant policies and operational guidelines in place. They added that these would allow the
Board and Secretariat to keep a focus on the objectives, filter proposals accordingly and
appropriately, and provide incentives to AEs to present relevant, quality proposals. Instead of
being supply-driven, GCF needed to proactively steer the pipeline and portfolio.
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Project processing efficiencies
228.
A Board member asked what further measures the Secretariat was taking to streamline
the processing of proposals from submission to approval. Acknowledging that progress had
been made, it was important that further efforts were made by the Secretariat to treat LDCs in
particular as a priority in the fast processing of funding proposals.

Disbursements

229.
A Board member asked the Secretariat to provide detailed information on
disbursements by access entity type and the specific reasons why disbursement rates were
continuously low. Another noted that GCF had more than USD 20 billion of projects in the
pipeline waiting for processing, approval and implementation. Furthermore, the level of
disbursements was low at around USD 1.2 billion. The Board member requested that the IEU
provide recommendations to resolve the issues of the speed and volume of disbursements and
implementation of projects. They reminded the Board of the importance of reviewing the terms
of reference (TOR) of the IEU. They also asked about the challenges the Secretariat was facing
and the recommendations it would make to address these. A third asked for disbursement data
to be shown by entity type (i.e. international or direct access).

Financial instruments

230.
A Board member stated that, relative to grants and loans, the uptake of equity and
guarantees was still low and asked if this was due to lack of Secretariat capacity or lack of
awareness that these instruments existed? While recognizing that this would remain demanddriven, the Board should discuss this and consider a more proactive approach so that GCF was
able to use the full array of tools at its disposal.

Foreign exchange

231.
Acknowledging that the BC and the Secretariat were considering measures to address
the impact of fluctuations in foreign exchange on the GCF commitment authority, a Board
member asked for an update on progress.

Secretariat PowerPoint presentations

232.
A Board member requested that the Secretariat routinely share copies of its PowerPoint
presentations in relation to the status of GCF resources, pipeline and portfolio performance.
This would make it easier for the Board to distinguish between the written reports and the
presentations.

Active observers

233.
The active observer for CSOs noted with concern that adaptation was lagging behind in
nominal terms, with 42 per cent in the current portfolio and only 19 per cent in the pipeline.
Furthermore, 85 per cent of GCF funding was channelled through IAEs, while only 15 per cent
was channelled through DAEs and regional DAEs. Regarding PPF, the active observer noted that
CSOs tended to agree with the IEU observation that the level of commitment to PPF (with 31
projects in 25 countries) was marginal compared with the size of the overall GCF portfolio. They
expressed disappointment regarding progress in EDA, with fewer funding proposals in the
pipeline than at B.25. Noting the lapsing of several funding proposals or the removal of
components from these proposals, the active observer said this raised questions about how
ready they were in the first place. This clearly had an impact on the communities which had
engaged in their design. Finally, they said that the REDD-plus Results-Based Payment Pilot
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Programme was premature and quite possibly the wrong approach. Before the Board
considered future REDD-plus proposals, lessons should be learned and applied, including
revisions to the scorecards.

234.
The active observer for private sector organizations (PSOs) stated that only a minority
of GCF projects were private sector, and a considerable amount of private sector projects
operated through multilateral or other public institutions. As at B.25, the private sector only
represented 27 per cent of the total portfolio in terms of number of projects, with only two
adaptation projects; they were also showing a strong bias towards energy access and power
generation. There was a significant lack of progress in adaptation in respect of renewables such
as wind, hydro, geothermal and biomass. There were very few projects on low-emission
transportation, and few on energy efficiency and the forestry sector. The active observer
requested that GCF look at ways to encourage private investment, particularly in adaptation and
low-carbon transport projects. They also asked what GCF was doing in terms of addressing the
lack of participation by MSMEs. Regarding trends, they added that private sector participation
continued to decline in the GCF portfolio in nominal terms. At B.23, 41 per cent of GCF funding
was allocated to the private sector, with 59 per cent going to the public sector. At B.26 the ratio
was 36 per cent to 64 per cent. The active observer said that GCF was moving backwards in
terms of leveraging its financial instruments capacity, as the financial instruments in the
portfolio took a 50 per cent drop in terms of equity finance, comprising 8 per cent before B.25
and now just 4 per cent. At the same time the grant component had gone up from 44 per cent at
B.23 to 50 per cent, thus moving backwards in leveraging GCF instrument capacity. This was
contrary to the goal of leveraging private sector finance at scale. The observer also raised
concerns about the trend of lapsing private sector projects such as FP038 from the EIB (as a
fund of funds), as it represented a big loss of mitigation funding and had caused a significant
reduction of the overall potential GHG emissions abatement. They encouraged the Secretariat,
the Board and AC to ensure further dialogue with the private sector.

Secretariat responses
235.

The Co-Chairs invited the representatives of the Secretariat to respond to the comments.

236.
The Head of Finance, Mr. Jhunjhunwala, noted that, in response to a question on
exchange rate variations, the GCF received contributions in various currencies. As the exchange
rates kept on moving, the amount realized at the time of receipt of cash or promissory notes
encashment differed from that at the time of pledging. The Head of Finance further stated that
the Board, by its decision B.24/04, requested the BC to consider the initial analysis of options to
minimize the effects of currency fluctuations on the commitment authority of the GCF and to
present to the Board any recommended action for its consideration. In line with that decision,
the Secretariat was working both with the BC and the Risk Management Committee to finalize
the initial analysis of options to minimize effects of exchange rate fluctuations on the
commitment authority. Under the guidance of the BC, the Secretariat planned to bring the
analysis to the Board at B.27.

237.
The Head of Portfolio Management, Ms. Macharia, explained that the Secretariat was
making significant efforts to balance the resources as indicated and guided by the Board and
policies in response to concerns around a balanced portfolio between mitigation and adaptation
in the pipeline. The representative added that the size of adaptation projects generally tended to
be smaller relative to mitigation projects.

238.
Ms. Macharia explained that the Secretariat would continue to make efforts in balancing
resources allocation across the result areas, particularly taking note of the Board’s concerns
around the transport sector. The Head of Portfolio Management noted that transport-related
projects took more time to mature in the funding proposal development, but the Secretariat
expected to have a pipeline of about USD 700 million from 2021 onward.
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239.
Regarding the low share of DAEs compared with IAEs, Ms. Macharia stated that this
issue was one of the Secretariat’s main priorities and that challenges did exist. Ms. Macharia
clarified that the low share was influenced by the accreditation levels and standards, as well as
challenges relating to the operational capacities of DAEs. The Secretariat was actively
supporting DAEs through the Readiness Programme so that they could be accredited and
develop funding proposals in due course.

240.
Noting that the financial envelope for the REDD-plus Results-Based Payment Pilot
Programme was likely to run out by B.27, Ms. Macharia explained that the Secretariat was
preparing a proposal on possible extension options for the programme and it would be
presented to the Board for their consideration.

In response to a question on what measures were being taken to address the impact of
COVID-19, Ms. Macharia explained that at the webinar on the role of GCF in supporting green
resilient recovery in developing countries, which took place on 15 July 2020, the Secretariat
presented the detailed measures, including strengthening engagement with AEs and providing
greater flexibility in the support that the Secretariat could provide. They further explained that
the Secretariat was proactively looking at ways to speed up implementation in response to the
impact of COVID-19.
241.

242.
Concerning a question on the disbursements, Ms. Macharia noted that the Secretariat
was working hard with AEs to address challenges within the current constraints. The Head of
Portfolio Management informed the Board that many challenges depended on contexts or
external factors such as changes in governments, project preparations and implementationrelated challenges from the entity side.
243.

With reference to PPF, much of this had been influenced by changes in priorities.

The Head of Portfolio Management also provided information on the funding channelled
to SIDS, as reflected in the report.
244.

Finally, they proposed that, given the time constraints, more detailed responses could be
provided after the session.
245.

246.
The Co-Chairs thanked the representatives of the Secretariat and asked that Board
members requiring any further clarification to follow up with the Secretariat.

247.
Seeing no further requests for the floor, the Co-Chairs took it that the Board had taken
note of the documents.

248.
The Board took note of documents GCF/B.26/Inf.06 titled “Status of the GCF pipeline,
including the status of Project Preparation Facility requests” its two limited distribution
addenda Add.01 titled “List of funding proposals” and Add.02 titled “List of concept notes”,
GCF/B.26/Inf.07 titled “Status of the GCF portfolio: approved projects and fulfilment of
conditions” and GCF/B.26/Inf.08 titled “Status of the Green Climate Fund resources”.
249.

No decision was taken under this agenda item.

Agenda item 10: Consideration of accreditation proposals, including
consideration of the reaccreditation deadline
250.
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.26/03 titled “Consideration of accreditation proposals, including consideration of the
reaccreditation deadline” and its three addenda, two of which were transmitted on a limited
distribution basis.
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251.
With reference to the Policy on Ethics and Conflicts of Interests for the Board, the CoChairs invited any Board members who wished to recuse themselves from deliberations related
to any entity to do so.

252.
The Board member from Senegal, Mr. Cheikh Sylla, recused himself from making
interventions regarding applicant 099.
253.

The Co-Chairs invited a representative of the Secretariat to introduce the item.

(a)

The state of play as of 20 August 2020, including upgrade applications;

254.
(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)

The representative provided an update on the status of accreditation, including:
The first-come, first-complete approach to accreditation application reviews, due to the
expiration of the prioritization decision which ended at B.25;
Pre-accreditation support to DAEs;

In-depth readiness and PPF support to accredited DAEs;

Guidance and support to NDAs on nominations and DAEs to prepare accreditation.
An overview of recommended entities at B.26. With respect to this:
(i)

(ii)

(iii)
(g)

The Secretariat highlighted the receipt of a request by APL100 for a deferral of
the Board’s consideration to a subsequent meeting of the Board. The applicant
was keen to become an AE, but would like more time to further consider how it
could improve its application, noting the concerns and comments raised;

The draft decision was amended to (i) include a new paragraph: “The Board….
(c) Decides, at the request of APL100, to defer the consideration of APL100, as
contained in annex IV to document GCF/B.26/03, until no later than the twentyeighth meeting of the Board”; and (ii) amend paragraph (b) to omit APL100; and
The Secretariat stated that should the remaining two recommended entities be
accredited by the Board, there would be a total of 99 AEs, with 60 per cent DAEs
and 22 per cent private sector; and

The proposal for a one-time extension to the accreditation term by a period of six
months for AEs to apply for reaccreditation due to COVID-19.

255.
The Co-Chairs invited the chair of the Accreditation Panel, Ms. Anastasia Northland, to
provide a brief overview.
256.

The chair of the Accreditation Panel made the following remarks:

(b)

The private sector DAE was applying for the ‘small size’ category, Intermediation 2 and
the on-lending and/or blending (for loans only) function. The applicant was
recommended for accreditation by the Accreditation Panel with conditions related to
oversight of the procurement of executing entities, and procedures for evaluating
executing entities, environmental and social framework, gender procedures, tools and
capacity;

(a)

(c)

(d)

Two new entities (one DAE and one IAE) and one AE upgrade application were being
presented to the Board;

The IAE was applying for the ‘small’ size category, Category B and the project
management function. The applicant was recommended for accreditation by the
Accreditation Panel with conditions related to AML/CFT provisions, ESS-related
conditions and the establishment of an institution-level grievance redress mechanism;
The upgrade application was for large-size projects and programmes, and was
recommended with no conditions; and
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(e)

257.

The limited distribution information was circulated to the Board.

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for the Board’s comments and questions.

258.
Board members thanked the Secretariat representative and the chair of the
Accreditation Panel for their presentations and their work. Noting that only three entities were
being considered at the current meeting and two had been considered in the previous meeting,
some Board members emphasized that the call to increase the number of entities for
accreditation had been repeated over many meetings, and a deeper look into the technicalities
of these bottlenecks was necessary and overdue. At the same time, these Board members
acknowledged that the stark imbalance between DAEs and IAEs remained. A Board member
noted that there could very well be legitimate reasons for the low numbers and imbalance, but
these reasons needed to be brought to the Board so they could be collectively and adequately
addressed.

259.
Another Board member pointed out that there were over 100 entities applying for
accreditation but, as only a few had been presented for consideration, a solution must be
identified to get through the applications in the shortest time possible. The Board member
emphasized that there were political implications to denying countries, particularly those
vulnerable to climate change, the right access to resources through national entities, which were
the most familiar with the situation at the local level. The Board member recognized that some
of the issues referenced would be considered in the discussions on the updated accreditation
framework, but the existing bottlenecks could not just be from a lack of strategy.

260.
As accreditation provided a platform to access GCF resources, a second Board member
stressed that the low number of DAEs was of particular concern for LDCs, SIDS and African
States. Noting the lack of significant progress, the Board member sought clarity on the precise
nature of the problem. Did LDCs and other countries lack the capacity or institutions? Was a
methodology being used in the accreditation process that did not prioritize finding a solution?
How could entities from LDCs be encouraged? The Board member hoped to see a practical
answer in the coming meetings and implored the Secretariat to continue to endeavour to find a
practical way to increase the number of DAEs coming forward, especially from LDCs and other
countries that did not yet have a DAE.

261.
The question of allowing DAEs to access more resources was raised by one Board
member. Noting that most DAEs, particularly those from Africa, were accredited for small and
micro projects, the Board member underscored that DAEs were key, as they knew the terrain of
the countries and had interacted with the communities. Pointing out that some of these entities
had managed bigger resources on the basis of loans from many financial institutions, the Board
member also believed they could manage a bigger share of GCF resources. This being said, the
Board member sought clarification as to why these entities could not be accredited for a higher
volume of resources.
262.
Finally, one Board member commended APL100 Sumitomo Mitsui Banking Corporation
for having been very responsive in listening to concerns and working on a plan so they could
come back for consideration in the future.
263.
The Co-Chairs invited the Secretariat and the chair of the Accreditation Panel to
respond.
264.

The Secretariat representative provided the following responses:

265.
Regarding accrediting DAEs for a higher volume of resources, the representative
clarified that, out of the 58 DAEs that had been accredited, 23 were accredited for medium or
large projects. Readiness support was also provided to enable DAEs to build institutional
capacities to meet GCF fiduciary, ESS and gender standards.
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266.
With respect to conditions of accreditation, GCF allowed for organizations to have their
own timetable to meet GCF requirements, giving them flexibility to accomplish those at their
own pace while also meeting GCF standards. For these standards, GCF Readiness was also
available to help support post-accreditation for continued institutional strengthening.

The Secretariat would look into the possibility of providing further information about
what the specific bottlenecks were and report back to the Board at the subsequent meeting.

267.
268.
(a)

(b)

The chair of the Accreditation Panel provided the following responses:

Regarding the reasons for proposing only two new DAEs at B.26, the chair first clarified
that there were 13 entities at stage 2 of accreditation. They recalled that, as the Board
was aware, the Panel only started working at stage 2 of assessment after the applicants
had been processed from stage 1 and assessed by the Secretariat with the help of
consultancy companies. When the review started, the Panel would then take into
consideration the criteria, the scale of project and the functions the entity had applied
for.

As for allowing DAEs access to a larger volume of resources, the chair clarified that AEs
could apply for an upgrade at any time as long as they could provide evidence that they
were experienced in the scale they were applying for. There had been many cases where
DAEs accredited for micro or small projects were upgraded to medium or large and to a
higher risk category in terms of ESS.

As to why the accreditation process had slowed down, the chair explained that it was
partly due to the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, but also because many DAEs in the pipeline
were under the regular track process rather than the fast track and were applying for several
functions. Consequently there would be more issues, gaps and questions from the Panel.
269.

270.

The chair expounded further:

(b)

Several site visits were scheduled this year due to a number of DAEs having significant
gaps in their procedures and policies. The Panel did not want to bring recommendations
to the Board when entities were given too many conditions or there were too many
serious gaps in their procedures, processes or track records. In certain cases, the Panel
wanted to assist the entities in resolving certain issues onsite, as visits typically helped a
lot in the process. However, these visits could not be done this year and were postponed
to next year. For some cases, the Panel planned to schedule virtual meetings if possible;

(a)

(c)

(d)

The majority in the current pipeline were actually DAEs at stage 2, several of which
were from LDCs and African countries, and some were already at the end of their
assessment. The Panel thus hoped to bring more entities for consideration at the next
Board meeting;

In terms of improving efficiency, even in the absence of the Board taking a decision on
the revised accreditation framework, the Panel had proceeded with streamlining the
checklists they used in their assessments. They had also already followed certain
recommendations from the Panel and the IEU in order to remove overlaps between
stages 1 and 2 of accreditation to improve efficiency. The process was underway, and
the Secretariat was working with an external firm to update the electronic database (to
be called the digital accreditation platform), which would hopefully improve the
efficiency of the assessment process. The chair emphasized that, despite all these
factors, they could not enforce the speeding up of processes within the entities, for
instance, if such entities had certain gaps or lacked particular processes and procedures
that would satisfy the current standards of GCF; and

Finally, the Accreditation Panel was waiting for the AC and the Board to develop the new
accreditation framework and strategy that they could follow to select the right

GCF/B.26/10/D
Page 34

applicants. Currently, the Panel only assessed applicants from stage 1 and had no role or
influence in selecting applicants.

271.
The chair concluded that the Panel hoped these bottlenecks could be addressed by the
next Board meeting.
272.

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for comments and questions.

Board members thanked the Secretariat representative and the chair of the
Accreditation Panel for their clarifications.
273.

274.
One Board member welcomed the chair’s statement that there would be more entities
for consideration at the next Board meeting and supported the idea of virtual site meetings as
the COVID-19 situation remained unpredictable. The Board member, however, was still of the
opinion that GCF could do better to improve the accreditation process and requested that the
Secretariat provide information on how many IAEs were accredited at micro and small level.
Another Board member said that existing standards and criteria should indeed not be
jeopardized, but recommendations were needed to speed up the accreditation of national DAEs
and encourage these entities to take on larger projects.

275.
Recognizing the challenges posed by COVID-19 to accreditation, such as in carrying out
site visits, a Board member suggested that some other strategy would have to be identified to
deal with DAEs that were still caught in the loop. An option could be considering applicants with
additional conditions, which would not necessarily be ideal but might have to be done, given the
constraints of the pandemic. Another strategy proposed by the Board member was fast-tracking
entities that had already been approved by the Adaptation Fund.

Regardless of the policies and criteria put in place, a Board member believed the
aforementioned issues would not be resolved if there was no political will. The Board member
noted the pleas of many members from developing countries to improve the process and stated
that support and interest were also needed from developed countries to be able to move
forward and collectively address accreditation issues as a Board. In addition, the Board member
said that no improvement in accreditation numbers would be seen unless KPIs, targets and a
timeline were identified, including a roadmap as to how many DAEs should be accredited. An
example could be setting a target of accrediting at least five entities per Board meeting. These
must be established by the AC and the Secretariat for consideration of the Board.
276.

277.
Regarding the accreditation of DAEs, the Board member added that accreditation was
becoming prohibitive and a very daunting process to some entities. Some entities which had
applied for accreditation, despite fulfilling all the requirements, were intimidated by the many
email exchanges and the fear of being questioned about issues that were not in line with
procedures and policies established for accreditation under GCF.

278.
Another Board member stated that, in light of the Convention and the Paris Agreement,
supporting DAEs from developing countries was a commitment and obligation for developed
countries. The Board member also firmly supported the idea of determining KPIs.
279.
Several Board members from developed countries stressed that they were supportive
and had always been supportive of accrediting more DAEs as well as receiving more funding
proposals from them.

280.
One Board member pointed out that, factually, DAEs were the majority of GCF AEs.
While agreeing that not everything was perfect, the Board member reminded the Board that
accrediting DAEs could sometimes be complicated due to practical reasons such as languages
and bylaws not being available and, hence, they had to look into what extent this could be
facilitated and sped up.

A second Board member wished to set the record straight; they had repeatedly called for
an increase in the share of DAEs using whatever measures were appropriate. Agreeing that the
281.
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issue could not be dealt with just by raising it, the Board member supported the call for concrete
and practical solutions. For example, the updated Strategic Plan could be a good way to tackle
the issue and look into ways to strengthen DAEs.

282.
The Board member from Norway, Mr. Hans Olav Ibrekk, noted that they had been a
member of the AC and they had been trying to get a comprehensive discussion on accreditation
and develop a new accreditation strategy, which would be an important component of
discussions on the updated Strategic Plan in terms of moving forward. They expressed regret
that this had not yet been discussed comprehensively and looked forward to its inclusion in
upcoming meetings, preferably at B.27. They assured the Board that accrediting DAEs was of
significant importance, and that Norway had always advocated for them and consistently
supported proposals prioritizing DAEs. Personally, Mr. Ibrekk had been a Board member of the
Adaptation Fund for 10 years and been actively involved in developing the direct access
modality from the outset in the Adaptation Fund. Mr. Ibrekk was pleased to see that some of the
experiences and lessons they had learned through the Adaptation Fund had been applied by
GCF.

283.
The Board member from Sweden, Mr. Lars Roth, aligned himself with the previous
speakers and stated that Sweden had always been a strong and consistent advocate for DAEs.
They reiterated comments they had made previously that the accreditation synthesis report
(Independent Synthesis of the GCF Accreditation Function) had been finalized but not included
in the agenda and proposed to have an informal Board session to discuss several key
recommendations in the report on how the situation could be improved. Mr. Roth also pointed
out that, on the other hand, it could be that the slowdown was because of how efficient GCF had
been, emphasizing that GCF was the only fund with as many DAEs already accredited. The
challenge seemed less about increasing DAEs, but rather allocating more funding through them.

Offering to summarize the points made thus far, a Board member noted that they were
all on the same page and had recommitted to improving direct access. Supporting what the
Board member from Sweden had just said, the Board member agreed that figures could be
misleading, and it might not be about increasing the number of DAEs but perhaps increasing the
amount of funding accessed by DAEs, as only 15 per cent of funding went to them. Recognizing
that the Board should move beyond expressing concern and that all Board members seemed to
be in agreement that something had to be done, the Board member supported the idea of having
a conversation about the issue to identify the biggest problems and see what could be done to
elevate and, eventually, rectify the imbalance. The Board member reminded the Board that
there had not even been any agreement on what direct access meant and the current state was a
kind of hybrid. Lastly, the Board member noted that there were ideas on tools to improve direct
access and how readiness should be implemented but, in reality, not much of it was being done.

284.

285.
Another Board member pointed out that the conversation they were having just
confirmed the need for an accreditation strategy and, as accreditation was a crucial element of
the GCF business model, the Board had to work together to address all issues regarding
accreditation in an organic and comprehensive way. This included how to help DAEs quickly get
onboard to use Readiness funds more effectively as well as what kind of incentives could be
provided for IAEs to work together with potential DAEs; that would very much help the latter
pick up speed and become fully accredited.

286.
Two more Board members supported the proposal to have an informal session on the
matter. One of these Board members recalled previously indicating a desire to see how the AC
could have influence on the Accreditation Panel, as accrediting DAEs was both a technical and
political issue. Also noting the funding share of DAEs at 15 per cent, the Board member repeated
that countries lacking in resources relied on DAEs to access GCF resources, as not many IAEs
might be interested in working with them. The Board member emphasized the repeated plea to
see an end to the imbalance and wanted to see seriousness in the Secretariat and the
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Accreditation Panel in addressing the matter as well as understanding that it was a political
issue.

287.
A final Board member requested the Co-Chairs to develop a specific roadmap that would
indicate targets, a timeline and other elements needed to form a concrete plan to move forward.

The Co-Chairs acknowledged the clear support for direct access and the need to
approach solutions in a comprehensive and structured way. Confirming that they had taken
note of all comments and reiterating the importance of the matter, the Co-Chairs assured the
Board that they would consult further on the issue and how discussions could be advanced.

288.

289.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to consider the draft decision as presented on the
screen and to adopt it.
290.
291.

Seeing no objections or reservations, the decision was adopted.

The Co-Chairs invited an active observer for CSOs to take the floor.

The active observer highlighted that accreditation should be in line with GCF strategy
and consider the balance of diversity of entities, financial capacity and geographic coverage.
They noted that the decision to prioritize a list of entities for accreditation through B.25 had
expired on 12 March 2020 and urged the Board to continue providing guidance for the
prioritization of national direct access applicants to avoid falling back to a first-come, firstcomplete basis, which would generally favour large business-as-usual institutions rather than
the more diverse and much needed DAEs that had strong connections to communities on the
ground. They also requested the Secretariat and the Accreditation Panel to hold IAEs
accountable for their responsibility to support DAEs as part of the IAE reporting requirements.
292.

293.
The active observer indicated that it was timely for the baseline assessment pilot phase
to evaluate the portfolio shift of AEs in line with GCF standards and requested that the
assessments be made public. Furthermore, they advocated that baseline assessments should be
done not just for reaccreditation but also for an entity’s initial accreditation assessment.

The CSOs supported the one-time extension of the reaccreditation timeline due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, but cautioned that this situation must not provide cover for an opaque
reaccreditation process. They urged for the public release of the Accreditation Panel’s
reaccreditation assessment and baseline assessment.
294.

295.
As for AEs seeking upgrade, they believed approval was justifiable as long as the AEs
had already demonstrated the ability to implement GCF funding proposals. Thus, they believed
it was premature to approve the upgrade of the applicant in consideration at the current
meeting as they had not yet proven competence in managing funds.

The Board took note of document GCF/B.26/03, its limited distribution addenda Add.02
and Add.03 titled “Consideration of accreditation proposals, including consideration of the
reaccreditation deadline” and its addendum GCF/B.26/03/Add.01 titled “Status of the fulfilment
of conditions”.
296.

297.

The Board adopted the following decision:

DECISION B.26/01

The Board, having considered document GCF/B.26/03 titled “Consideration of
accreditation proposals, including consideration of the reaccreditation deadline”:
(a)

Takes note with appreciation of the assessments conducted by the Secretariat and the
Accreditation Panel contained within the relevant annexes for the following applicants:
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(i)

Applicant 099 (APL099) is La Banque Agricole (LBA) based in Senegal, as
contained in annex II;

(ii)

Applicant 100 (APL100) is the Sumitomo Mitsui Banking Corporation (SMBC)
based in Japan, as contained in annex IV to document GCF/B.26/03; and

(iii)

Applicant 101 (APL101) is the United Nations Industrial Development
Organization (UNIDO) based in Austria, as contained in annex III;

(b)

Approves the accreditation of applicants APL099 and APL101, pursuant to paragraph 45
of the Governing Instrument for the GCF, subject to, and in accordance with, the
assessments by the Accreditation Panel contained in the relevant annexes for each of the
applicants, and subject to the completion of Stage III of the accreditation by having an
effective accreditation master agreement, in accordance with decision B.23/11;

(c)

Decides, at the request of APL100, to defer the consideration of APL100, as contained in
annex IV to document GCF/B.26/03, until no later than the twenty-eighth meeting of the
Board;

(d)

Takes note with appreciation of the assessment conducted by the Secretariat and the
Accreditation Panel contained within the relevant annex for the following applicant
seeking to upgrade its accreditation type:
(i)

Pegasus Capital Advisors, L.P. (PCA) based in the United States of America, as
contained in annex IV;

(e)

Agrees to upgrade the accreditation type of the Pegasus Capital Advisors, L.P. as contained
in decision B.21/16, paragraph (b), subject to, and in accordance with, the assessment by
the Accreditation Panel contained in annex IV;

(f)

Takes note that, pursuant to decision B.08/03, paragraph (k), the Secretariat, in
consultation with the Accreditation Panel, is proposing that the eligibility to apply under
the fast-track accreditation process be extended to those entities listed in annex V;

(g)

Decides that those entities referred to in annex V are also eligible to apply under the fasttrack accreditation process for the standards of GCF in accordance with decision B.08/03,
paragraph (f), for entities under the Adaptation Fund;

(h)

Also decides, pursuant to decision B.24/13, paragraph (a), and on an extraordinary basis
due to the COVID-19 virus pandemic, that the Secretariat may issue a one-time extension
for a period of six months to the deadline for submission of a re-accreditation application,
subject to a justified request from the accredited entities to GCF;

(i)

Agrees that, during the extended period referenced in paragraph (h) above, the accredited
entity shall not be able to submit any new funding proposals or Project Preparation
Facility requests to GCF for consideration. The accredited entity may, through the relevant
national designated authority(ies), seek support through the Readiness and Preparatory
Support Programme; and

(j)

Decides that the Secretariat may still issue the extension established in paragraph 18 of
annex XXVI to decision B.24/13 should GCF require additional time for review and
consideration of re-accrediting an accredited entity.

Agenda item 11: Consideration of funding proposals
298.
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.26/02/Rev.02 titled “Consideration of funding proposals” and its addenda Add.01–15.
The Co-Chairs informed the Board that the item also included two requests for a deadline
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extension, which would be presented after the new proposals. The relevant information was
presented in the following documents:
(a)

(b)

GCF/B.26/04 titled “Status of approved funding proposals: extension of deadline in
respect of FP114 (Program on Affirmative Finance Action for Women in Africa
(AFAWA): Financing Climate Resilient Agricultural Practices in Ghana)”, which had been
transmitted to the Board on a limited distribution basis; and

GCF/B.26/07 titled “Status of approved funding proposals: extension of deadline in
respect of FP122 (Blue Action Fund (BAF): GCF Ecosystem Based Adaptation
Programme in the Western Indian Ocean)”, which had also been transmitted on a
limited distribution basis.

The Co-Chairs invited a representative from the Secretariat to provide an introduction
to the funding proposals.
299.

The representative provided an overview of the batch of 15 funding proposals and the
projected portfolio if the Board were to approve them all. Figures were provided on the
geographical distribution, thematic areas, financial instruments and the amount of co-financing.
The presentation also included the expected emission reductions and the number of
beneficiaries, portfolio distribution across the eight results areas, as well as the status of the
initial resource mobilization target in both nominal and grant equivalent terms.
300.

301.
302.

The Co-Chairs thanked the representative and opened the floor for comments.

A range of comments were made by Board members and some general themes emerged.

Recusals

In line with the Policy on Ethics and Conflicts of Interests of the Board, several Board
members declared conflicts of interest in relation to deliberations on specific funding proposals.
The Board member from Germany, Ms. Heike Henn, recused herself with respect to FP122,
FP132 and FP138. The Board member from Sudan, Mr. Nagmeldin Goutbi Elhassan Mahmoud,
and the Board member from Senegal, Mr. Cheikh Sylla, both recused themselves with regard to
FP139. Mr. Christophe Bories, the Board member from France, recused himself from discussions
on FP135. Lastly, the Board member from Switzerland, Mr. Stefan Schwager, recused himself
with respect to FP132. Subsequently, the Co-Chairs noted a query from Mr. Ronald Jumeau, the
Board member from the Seychelles, regarding whether it was necessary to recuse themselves
from FP135. The Co-Chairs requested the Secretariat to clarify so that they could inform the
Board.
303.

General comments

304.
Board members thanked the Secretariat, the independent TAP and the AEs and
commended them for the impressive work entailed in bringing the batch of funding proposals to
the current meeting despite the difficulties posed by the COVID-19 crisis. A Board member
pointed out that this demonstrated that GCF was open for business and was a key player to
count on in facilitating a green, post COVID-19 recovery.
305.
Another Board member stressed that many developing countries had been badly
affected by the pandemic while continuing to face the challenges of climate change and
sustaining economic development. For this reason, the same Board member expected GCF to
continue its operations with the approval and implementation of projects as well as stepping up
efforts to support developing countries during this extraordinarily difficult time towards a
green, low-carbon and climate-resilient path.
306.
The need for more funding proposals to be put forward, especially during this time of
economic recovery for developing countries hit hard by the pandemic, was emphasized by
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another Board member. The same Board member underscored that it was important not only
for more resources to be approved, but also for disbursements to be accelerated so resources
could reach countries in need. Another Board member noted that 11 of the 15 proposals
presented supported LDCs or SIDS and expressed hope that this would increase moving
forward.

A Board member welcomed proposals for projects in particularly fragile and vulnerable
states and highlighted that it was important for GCF to invest in those countries despite the
number of difficulties involved. The Board member acknowledged progress made but suggested
that there was still room to increase the transformational impact of proposals presented. For
example, GCF could still do more to develop programmes that were ready for scaling up and had
in their documentation clear information on sustainability and an exit strategy.
307.

308.
One Board member reiterated previous observations that funding proposals needed to
better describe how they contributed and fostered policy and regulatory reforms in order to
drive transformative impact. Meanwhile, a Board member cautioned against subjecting projects
to some form of climate rationale. They stated that Board members were aware of this as an
ongoing issue; it needed to be addressed as it seemed to be one of the critical barriers.
309.
Noting that only 15 of 24 funding proposals were recommended by the independent
TAP, a Board member was pleased that the strict benchmark for assessment was maintained.

REDD-plus

Some Board members noted that the budget allocated for the REDD-plus Results-Based
Payment Pilot Programme was at USD 500 million and quickly running out. A Board member
underscored that it was incumbent on GCF to use these resources wisely and manage the REDDplus pipeline actively. This should be done not on a first-come, first-served basis, but rather by
selecting proposals with the highest possible impact and environmental integrity that would
also diversify the portfolio. On the remaining budget, another Board member questioned if it
would be enough for the two potential REDD-plus projects that could be presented at the next
Board meeting.
310.

311.
Several members said that they were looking forward to the detailed review of the
programme before new funding was allocated in order to determine the best ways forward on
its implementation. Drawing attention to the REDD-plus proposals in the current package, one
of these Board members stated that the proposals clearly showed that future emission
reduction levels should always be verified independently, otherwise it would pose a huge risk to
the credibility and reputation of GCF.

312.
A Board member highlighted that, as a learning institution, GCF should make decisions
based on the scorecard approved by the Board, but it could also be more ambitious in choosing
REDD-plus proposals. Another Board member did not support this, stressing that while the
highest impacts and environmental integrity should be aimed for, the approved scorecard
represented the rules of the game and any additional criteria or indicator outside of the
framework or GCF decisions would be concerning. The same Board member emphasized that
REDD-plus was of tremendous importance to climate action and to GCF work, and hoped there
would be more funding for REDD-plus projects.

313.
Similarly, a Board member urged that REDD-plus was a sector that GCF should prioritize
as it was deeply linked to the environmental assets and wealth of countries. As forests were
critical to carbon removal and climate change mitigation, the Board member pointed out that
the goals of the Paris Agreement could not be achieved without attention to forests. Further, the
Board member stated that the REDD-plus projects of Colombia and Georgia were good examples
of how developing countries were working towards achieving the Paris Agreement goals and
that it was a serious commitment all members of the GCF should honour.
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314.
One Board member requested that the Secretariat give consideration to the preparation
of lessons learned in the application of results-based payments (RBPs) in each host country and
indicate at least the major points to be revised for the next scheme, as far as possible, by B.27.

Access modality

315.
Noting that only 14 per cent, or 3 of the 15 funding proposals under consideration at the
current meeting, were from DAEs, Board members repeated the need for more proposals from
DAEs moving forward. Some Board members pointed out that two IAEs in particular, namely
the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), accounted for a large amount of the total funding.

316.
Given the repeated calls for an increase in DAE proposals, several Board members
reiterated the need to take action and find a practical way to achieve balance. One Board
member highlighted that the IEU Independent Synthesis of the GCF Accreditation Function and
its evaluation of the GCF’s Country Ownership Approach, both of which had yet to be discussed
by the Board, included valuable recommendations on how this could be improved.

Results areas

317.
Recognizing the high potential of low-emission transport projects, Board members
noted that this result area should be given more attention as it continued to be
underrepresented in the GCF portfolio. Meanwhile, many were pleased and welcomed the
increased focus on forestry and land use, which took the largest share of proposals at 33 per
cent for the batch of the proposals presented at this Board meeting. A Board member stated that
this was an area where there was potential for GCF to increase carbon stock and natural sinks,
while another Board member emphasized that countering the forces behind the degradation of
ecosystems and loss of biodiversity was crucial for the successful implementation of the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development.

Thematic area

318.
There was a broad consensus that the imbalance between mitigation and adaptation
projects remained and that increasing adaptation’s share should continue to be a top priority
for GCF. One Board member urged the Board and the Secretariat to analyse more deeply the real
challenges that impeded the achievement of this balance and identify how to best address them.

319.
Another Board member stated that, in terms of balancing adaptation and mitigation
projects, GCF had done well during the initial resource mobilization period and should do even
better during GCF-1, as the world faced more serious climate change adaptation challenges. To
ensure that GCF would continue to pay attention to vulnerable countries and peoples, the Board
member underscored that it was important that adaptation’s share was maintained, if not
increased. The Board member asked the Secretariat if there were any efforts to encourage
projects towards carbon removal, as this area had a large potential to contribute to the global
effort to remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.

Private sector

320.
A number of Board members pointed out that the share of private sector proposals
remained low and looked forward to seeing more at future Board meetings.
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Geographical distribution
321.
Noting that only 7 per cent of GCF funding targeted Latin America and the Caribbean,
while in grant equivalence this rose to 17 per cent, a Board member expressed concern and the
need to not only use the envelope wisely, but also increase its size.

Financial instruments

Additional efforts to broaden the toolbox of financial instruments offered and made use
of were encouraged by some Board members, noting that the amount of additional financing
mobilized remained low. One Board member was also concerned that the share of loans had
grown past 50 per cent in this batch of proposals.

322.

Building on GCF projects

323.
A Board member expressed interest in how GCF could learn and build on individual
funding proposals to pursue climate action at a larger scale. In particular, the Board member
referred to funding proposal FP133, a project that aimed to increase hurricane resilience in the
building sector of Antigua and Barbuda, noting that hurricane resilience was needed in the
entire Caribbean region and a plan was needed to respond to this ongoing crisis.

Other comments
324.

The Co-Chairs invited the active observer for CSOs to take the floor.

325.
As only three of the 15 proposals came from DAEs, the active observer was concerned
that, if approved, this would only exacerbate the gap between funding for IAEs and DAEs across
the portfolio, as 85 per cent of all GCF funding would flow to international entities (over 113 of
the 143 projects). The active observer noted that the batch under consideration worsened the
imbalance, as just two international entities, if approved, would jointly receive more than a
third of the committed GCF financing of USD 6.2 billion. Nevertheless, the issue of concentration
risk had not been addressed by the Board. The active observer emphasized that, if the proposals
were approved, one single IAE would have received significantly more GCF funding than all
approved GCF projects from national implementing entities combined.
326.
Additionally, they were concerned that the majority of projects for approval were loans
and, within some of the projects, grant elements for social service provision and community
engagement were insufficient and/or unclear. They urged GCF to use more grant financing,
especially in light of the increased economic burden and constrained fiscal space of many
recipient countries caused by the COVID-19 pandemic.

As for the two REDD-plus projects under consideration, the active observer believed
they showcased that many of the shortcomings with the proposals were systemic problems of
the pilot programme approach, specifically the integrity and solidity of the forest reference
emission level (FREL), adherence to critical GCF policies, including the Indigenous Peoples
Policy, and cherry-picking of timeframes that showed progress in combating deforestation
when more recent surveys indicated that deforestation at the national level was increasing.
They therefore urged that the REDD-plus Results-Based Payment Pilot Programme be
substantially revised and not extended without a comprehensive and thorough review.
327.

Observing that some projects in the current batch used the AEs’ own safeguards and
indigenous peoples’ policies, the active observer pointed out that the GCF safeguard policies,
such as its ESP and Indigenous Peoples Policy, in all their provisions were fully applicable to all
potential and approved funding proposals, regardless of when they were submitted. Likewise,
they cautioned that the GCF Indigenous Peoples Policy was not equivalent to any of the AEs’
policies and that the GCF policy should prevail.
328.
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Secretariat responses
329.
Regarding the concern about striking a balance between adaptation and mitigation
projects, the representative from the Secretariat clarified that the B.26 allocation in grant
equivalent terms was 33 per cent and the share of adaptation in the overall portfolio in grant
equivalent terms was 53 per cent.

On REDD-plus, the Secretariat confirmed they would initiate consultation with
stakeholders after the current meeting with a view to reporting on its progress at B.27. In
addition, they were also preparing for the prospective continuation of REDD-plus in 2021 for
consideration by the Board in accordance with United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) guidance.
330.

331.
As for increasing proposals from DAEs, the Secretariat representative explained that
there were a number of readiness proposals under development and they believed capacitybuilding within DAEs would increase the number of prospective proposals from DAEs over time.
332.
The Co-Chairs informed the Board that they would now proceed to consider the funding
proposals. For each funding proposal, they would invite the Secretariat to provide an
introduction. They would then invite the Board to approve the funding amount requested for
the funding proposal before opening the floor for comments. They reminded Board members
that representatives from the AEs were present and were welcome to come into the virtual
Boardroom when their respective funding proposals were being considered to answer to any
questions the Board may have.

Individual funding proposals
333.

They proceeded to consider the funding proposals before the Board.

334.

The Co-Chairs opened SAP014 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.13 and

Simplified approval process funding proposal 014 titled “Forest resilience of Armenia,
enhancing adaptation and rural green growth via mitigation”, by the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
Add.19.

335.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project (Food
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)) was present in the virtual
Boardroom in case of questions.
336.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced SAP014.

337.
It was noted that Armenia was one of the countries most vulnerable to climate change in
the Eastern Europe and Central Asia region. Forests were reported to be highly sensitive to
climate change, with a rural population that was dependent on fuelwood to meet their energy
demands. This GCF project was the first forestry-oriented funding proposal in the country. It
aimed to support forest restoration interventions in the most vulnerable parts of Armenia and
secure higher capacity of forests to store carbon and contribute to higher resilience to climate
risks for forests and, particularly, forest-dependent communities. The project was fully aligned
with the GCF country programme for Armenia, its nationally determined contribution (NDC), as
well as national programmes in the forest and energy sector.

The project would contribute in particular to the reduction of GHG emissions through an
increase in forest cover, improvements in forest management and forest restoration practices
and the introduction of energy-efficient fuelwood stoves. The project was expected to run from
2021 to 2029 and would be implemented in two Marzes (equivalent to governorates), Lori and
Syunik, which were considered among the poorest and most vulnerable areas to climate change.
338.
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339.

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for comments.

There being no comments or objections SAP014 was approved for the funding amount
requested.
340.

Simplified approval process funding proposal 015 titled “Promoting zero-deforestation
cocoa production for reducing emissions in Côte d’Ivoire (PROMIRE)”, by the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
341.

Add.19.

The Co-Chairs opened SAP015, as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.14 and

They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project (FAO)
was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of questions.
342.
343.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced SAP015.

344.
Côte d’Ivoire had experienced one of the world’s fastest rates of deforestation and forest
degradation in the world. Agriculture contributed to 62 per cent of deforestation, 38 per cent of
which was driven by cocoa production. GHG emissions from land use, land-use change and
forestry were estimated at 5.5 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (tCO2eq) in 2014 in
the country, which represented approximately 13.75 per cent of total national GHG emissions.
Public finance was limited, making it critical to catalyse climate finance to promote approaches
such as deforestation-free cocoa supply chains.

The proposed project aimed to address these challenges by implementing zerodeforestation agroforestry models as a strategy to reduce GHG emissions by decoupling
deforestation from cocoa production. The project would also support the REDD-plus
architecture by building institutional capacities for effective implementation at national and
subnational levels.
345.

346.
Key project activities proposed included community-based, low-carbon land-use models
in 30 villages, restoration of 1,500 hectares (ha) of forest and the implementation 3,650 ha of
agroforestry systems. Activities would also support the capacity-building of small producers in
agricultural techniques and that of cooperatives in the development of business models to build
a bridge with private investors that will allow them to support a sustainable business. The
project expected to leverage additional funding from the private sector that would be reinvested
in the cocoa sector, allowing cooperatives and small farmers to ensure long-term sustainability.
347.

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for comments.

348.
There being no comments or objections SAP015 was approved for the funding amount
requested.

Simplified approval process funding proposal 016 titled “Fiji Agrophotovoltaic Project in
Ovalau”, by the Fiji Development Bank
349.

Add.17.

The Co-Chairs opened SAP016, as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.15 and

They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project (Fiji
Development Bank) was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of questions.

350.
351.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced SAP016.

352.
While Fiji produced over half of its electricity from hydropower, the volatility of the
annual rainfall in recent years and increase in climate variability had led to uncertainty in the
stability of the electricity supply. The country also imported 100 per cent of its fossil fuels used,
which was highly vulnerable to volatile oil prices. There was a strong need for diversification of
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electricity production, including increased investment in the renewable energy generation
system. However, due to scarce agricultural land, the country was facing a challenging choice
between using available land for agricultural or electricity production. The project aimed to
finance a 4 megawatt (MW) solar agrophotovoltaic system and a 5 MW battery energy storage
system in Ovalau, Fiji, where they were 100 per cent dependent on diesel generation. The
project would allow simultaneous development of solar power generation with battery storage
and, as a co-benefit, would enhance local agricultural production.
In addition, the project would also provide on-granting for technical assistance to
strengthen the capacity of relevant local communities and to establish a climate project
financing facility within Fiji Development Bank.

353.
354.

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for comments.

355.
There being no comments or objections SAP016 was approved for the funding amount
requested.

Funding proposal 129 titled “Afghanistan Rural Energy Market Transformation Initiative
– Strengthening Resilience of Livelihoods Through Sustainable Energy Access”, by the
United Nations Development Programme
356.
The Co-Chairs opened funding proposal FP129 as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.01 and Add.19.

357.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(UNDP) was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of questions.
358.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP129.

360.

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for comments.

The project would lay the necessary groundwork for rural mini-grid development in
Afghanistan by addressing key barriers for uptake through implementing policy- strengthening
and capacity-building activities, including investment structuring and implementing three solar
mini-grids to demonstrate potential for scaling up. It would also encourage private sector
engagement and develop green procurement guidelines for long-term mini-grid development in
Afghanistan.
359.

Part 1

361.
A Board member expressed appreciation for the project in Afghanistan. They reiterated
earlier remarks during the meeting that it was important for GCF to provide funding to
vulnerable countries such as this LDC, despite the challenging implementation context.
However, they wished to see it strengthened in several ways: (a) It was important to carefully
assess and incorporate lessons learned from the implementation challenges experienced in
similar projects that promoted micro-hydropower installations in the country, especially in
relation to sustainability and maintenance; (b) the involvement of local communities was key. It
was essential to define the roles and responsibilities of communities as distinct from that of the
relevant ministries, rural energy service companies and other key actors; (c) the success of this
project would be dependent on the coherence and compatibility of incentives provided to the
private sector.
362.
The Board member said that they wished to engage further on these issues. They could
envisage being able to move this forward by incorporating these aspects into the final
operational manual submitted to GCF prior to the second disbursement. The operational
manual could also incorporate elements relating to governance structures that clearly defined
the roles and responsibilities of government and other actors. Secondly, there could also be a
description of the mechanisms for consultation, especially with communities. Thirdly, a
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description of the governance oversight processes of the AE (UNDP) and the government of the
host country should also be included. Finally, the manual could include an indicative plan for the
three phased process for developing the mini-grid market in Afghanistan.

363.
The Co-Chairs confirmed that the requests for strengthening the funding proposal had
been noted, along with the request for further consultations.

364.
Another Board member echoed the support for GCF engagement in the most fragile and
vulnerable countries. This was greatly appreciated, and they encouraged the Secretariat to
continue this approach. They opined that this was an important project both at a strategic level
and in terms of co-benefits, for example sustainable development in renewable energy in rural
areas and impacts on rural poverty. The project had many positive features, including capacitybuilding, technical assistance for end users and the gender-specific approach. As a more general
observation, they observed that there was a need for GCF and the Board to carefully reflect on
the use of grant funding and to develop a clear policy on it. This was particularly relevant when
dealing with projects with potential revenue-generating investments; this Board discussion was
long overdue.
365.
The Co-Chairs said that it was their understanding that this required further
consultation unless the Secretariat or AE wished to add any further comments at this time.

366.
A Board member noted that this was the first time that Afghanistan had sought to access
GCF resources. Echoing others, they acknowledged that Afghanistan needed such resources. GCF
had been designed to reach out to the most vulnerable countries and in this case, the country
also faced many difficult political challenges. They further stated that it appeared that the Board
member who wished to see the project strengthened was not standing in the way of approving
the project; rather there was a proposal to add conditions to its approval. As such, it appeared
that the Co-Chairs should present the funding proposal for the requested amount for approval
by the Board.
367.
The Co-Chairs recalled that as background work was being undertaken with the
concerned Board member and AE, they asked for the indulgence of Board members to allow this
work to be concluded.

Noting that they had not heard an objection from the Board member, another Board
member opined that the Board could therefore approve FP140 and subsequently resolve the
outstanding issues. They reiterated that the concerned Board member had proposed
conditionalities for the second disbursement.

368.

Recalling proposed changes by the concerned Board member to the funding proposal’s
term sheets, the Co-Chairs asked Board members if they were willing to approve the project.
369.

The concerned Board member stated that they wished to follow the suggestion of the
Co-Chairs to suspend the item for the moment to allow for further time to engage with all
concerned. They said that they were very confident that they would be able to find solutions
based on the matters that they had raised so that the funding proposal could be approved.
370.

371.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Board member for their comments.

373.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Board member for their remarks.

The Board member who had requested that the Co-Chairs present the decision for
approval commended the concerned Board member for their remarks. They recalled that during
all the consultations regarding the possibility of holding B.26 on a virtual basis, it was their
understanding that only those funding proposals where there was reasonable likelihood of
consensus would be considered. The consideration of funding proposals was a core function of
the Board and even more so during the global COVID-19 pandemic, which had also impacted the
economies of vulnerable countries.
372.
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374.
Another Board member stated that suspending consideration of a funding proposal was
not a constructive way to proceed. The Board had 15 funding proposals to consider, and virtual
meetings deprived Board members of the opportunity to fully engage and understand all the
conditionalities of a project. This could not be done in a thorough way. This project had been
through a long process before reaching the Board. At the same time, it had a high mitigation
impact and should be approved forthwith. Regarding the second disbursement, the proposal
from the Board member could be incorporated into the funding proposal, and they requested
that the concerned Board member allow the Board to take a decision.

375.
The Co-Chairs confirmed their understanding of the points made by the Board member.
It was their intention to approve projects on a consensus basis. However, it was essential for the
Co-Chairs to ensure full transparency. To this end they wished to suspend consideration so that
changes to the term sheet text could be circulated.

The Board member who had first requested that FP140 be presented for approval
wished for clarification on how the consultations proposed by the Co-Chairs were going to take
place. They asked if the country and AE had been engaged in the discussion of these additional
conditions or if they were hearing about these for the first time. They also wished to know if the
suspension would have any other impacts such as creating potential complications for other
projects.
376.

377.

The Co-Chairs asked the AE and Secretariat to respond to these questions.

378.
A Board member confirmed that the Board would be guided by the leadership of the CoChairs, while noting that they had heard no objection to the funding proposal. It was for the
Board to approve or not approve funding proposals. They asked the Co-Chairs to present the
funding proposal for approval. If there was a clear objection, then it would be appropriate to
proceed as the Co-Chairs proposed. The funding proposal had gone through a rigorous process,
and in addition, there had been a technical session on 13 August 2020 for advisors and others to
address all the details related to each funding proposal. The Secretariat and independent TAP
were present to resolve any questions from the Board. They wished for clarification as to
whether, procedurally, there was an objection or not to approving the funding proposal.

The Co-Chairs noted that the Board member was raising a procedural issue. They asked
the Board, including the concerned Board member, to bear in mind that if the Board proceeded
on the basis proposed, this could have an impact on some other projects to be considered later
that day. They asked the Board if they wished to approve the funding proposal and requested
that if any Board member had an objection to FP129 to state this.
379.

380.
The concerned Board member apologized for generating a number of remarks from
other Board members. However, they noted that not all efforts at reaching consensus had been
exhausted. While they had engaged with the Secretariat and the AE, from their perspective, in
the interests of transparency and given that this was a virtual meeting, it was important that
this issue was raised in the meeting. They reiterated that they were very confident that, based
on their initial talks with the Secretariat and AE, these could be resolved. They would be happy
to share specific text with the Secretariat to share with the Board. They proposed moving this
item to end of the session on funding proposals so that there was transparency for everyone,
and the funding proposal could then be approved.
381.
The Co-Chairs noted that the concerned Board member was supportive of the funding
proposal but there was a procedural question.

382.
The Board member who expressed a desire to follow procedure and clarify if there was
or was not an objection opined that there was some confusion about addressing objections
without hearing any objections. They stated that the procedure to try to build consensus could
not be triggered until an objection had been registered by a Board member. Once those efforts
to build consensus had been exhausted, then the Board would move to the voting procedure. It
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was possible for a Board member to approve with reservations or to object. They requested that
the Co-Chairs follow the agreed process.

A Board member expressed full support for the proposal to return to the Board later in
the meeting. It was not the role of the Board to “rubber stamp” funding proposals. It was the
responsibility of the Board to improve funding proposals to the best extent possible.
383.

Another Board member raised a point of clarification. The concerned Board member
had proposed to have the operational manual for the project amended to cover several elements
prior to the second disbursement. They also noted the comment from a fellow Board member
that an objection had not been heard from any Board member. They wished to hear whether it
was feasible for the AE to accommodate the additional elements proposed by the Board member
from Germany in the operational manual prior to the second disbursement.

384.

385.

The Co-Chairs asked the Secretariat and AE to provide clarification.

A representative of the Secretariat confirmed that they stood ready to support the Board
to find acceptable language, which had been under discussion since the funding proposal
technical session on 13 August 2020. Regarding feasibility, they asked the Co-Chairs if the AE
could be invited to respond.
386.

387.
The AE representative confirmed that the operational manual had been agreed as the
32nd condition to the second disbursement and that this was already stipulated in the term
sheet. UNDP was willing to discuss with the concerned Board member to expand the items
mentioned. They were confident that they could make this work in agreement with all parties.
In response to a further clarification from the Co-Chairs, the representative confirmed that this
could be done in a very short time frame.
388.

The Co-Chairs asked the Board if this would be acceptable.

The Board member who had asked that the Co-Chairs follow the procedure thanked the
representative of the AE. They proposed that the Co-Chairs put the decision for approval, if this
was acceptable to the concerned Board member, noting that the AE would provide the
information. This should not prevent the Board approving the funding proposal.
389.

The Co-Chairs sought clarification as to whether the Board member was proposing that
the decision be put for approval before Board members had seen the amended text.

390.

391.
The Board member said that the Board would be approving based on the provision of
the information stated by the AE representative.
392.

The Co-Chairs asked the concerned Board member if this was acceptable.

394.

The Co-Chairs invited the AE representative to take the floor.

The Board member clarified that it would be important that these issues were explicitly
taken up in the term sheets. If this was the case and the Board jointly understood this, then they
were prepared to move forward. This related to the specific issues on governance, participation,
exchange with communities and all other matters raised. These would need to be explicitly
taken up in the term sheets. If this was the case, then the basis existed to approve the project.
This would need to be the collective understanding of the Board that these issues would be
taken up in term sheets.
393.

395.
The AE representative confirmed their agreement on these matters to be incorporated
in the FAA where these conditions were accommodated and that these would be included in the
operational manual.

The Co-Chair leading this item stated they would briefly suspend the consideration of
this matter for consultations with their fellow Co-Chair so that they were able to act jointly on
this matter.
396.
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397.

The item was very briefly suspended.

On reopening the item, the Co-Chairs stated that they would suspend the item for one
hour, as it would not be appropriate for the Board to approve the decision without being able to
see the text.
398.

399.
A Board member opined that since the issue was resolved between the concerned Board
member and AE, the issue was already resolved. As such the funding proposal should have been
approved. However, they remained to be guided by the Co-Chairs.
400.

The Co-Chairs stated that it was everyone’s desire to approve it.

402.

Two further Board members expressed support for this way forward.

404.

They suspended consideration of the item.

The Board member who had requested that procedure be followed stated that they
looked forward to the consultations being concluded in one hour.
401.

403.
The Co-Chairs asked the Secretariat, AE and concerned Board member to engage quickly
so that they could circulate the proposal to the full Board and return to this matter in one hour.

Part 2

405.
The Co-Chairs reopened the item later the same day. They noted that the Board should
now have received the conditions proposed and asked the Secretariat to also present the text on
the virtual Boardroom screen.
406.

The Secretariat confirmed that the document had been circulated to the Board.

The Co-Chairs asked the AE to confirm that these were the conditions that they had
discussed.
407.

The AE representative confirmed that these conditions were in line with what had been
discussed and were within the overall concept of the operational manual, which was envisaged
for development before the second disbursement in the project. This would set out several
critical issues, including the governance structure of all stakeholders, the involvement of
communities in the project, oversight that UNDP would be guaranteed in this project and an
indicative plan for the future phases of mini-grid development and private sector involvement
in Afghanistan. These were in line with the project, and UNDP was confident that these could be
delivered.
408.

409.
The concerned Board member confirmed that the issues they had raised had been fully
satisfied.

410.
The Board member who had requested that procedure be followed by the Co-Chairs
wished to have confirmation from the Secretariat that nothing in these additional conditions
would jeopardize or put additional requirements on Afghanistan to prove that it was in line with
policies and standards.

411.
A representative of the Secretariat confirmed that the conditions placed no additional
burdens on the country. These had been checked and aligned with Board policies.

The Co-Chairs asked if the Board could now approve the project for the amount
requested.

412.

There being no further comments and no objections, FP129 was approved for the
funding amount requested.

413.
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Funding proposal 130 titled “Indonesia REDD-plus RBP for results period 2014–2016”, by
the United Nations Development Programme
414.

The Co-Chairs opened FP130 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.02.

416.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP130.

415.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(UNDP) was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of questions.

The project presented Indonesia’s REDD-plus results for 2014–2016, where a total
volume of 27 million tCO2eq in emission reductions were presented to the GCF for RBPs. These
results had been reported to the UNFCCC and had undergone technical assessment and were
fully UNFCCC compliant.
417.

418.
The results were presented to GCF for RBPs as part of the REDD-plus Results-Based
Payment Pilot Programme and were fully compliant with the eligibility criteria set out in the
TOR for the pilot programme (decision B.18/07). The presented results were analysed against
the scorecard as required in the TOR and resulted in a final volume of GCF emission reductions
of 20.25 million tCO2eq (equivalent to USD 103,781,250).

419.
The project would contribute towards the reduction of GHGs through an increase in
forest cover by reinvesting the proceeds in the improved implementation of its national REDDplus strategy (STRANAS), which was fully aligned with its NDC.

420.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve the requested funding amount for FP130
and opened the floor for comments.

421.
The Board member from Norway welcomed Indonesia’s efforts to reduce emissions
from deforestation and forest degradation. Indonesia was a key country in this matter both in
terms of the magnitude of emissions and in the size of remaining forests. Norway wished to
underline its support for Indonesia’s efforts through its bilateral partnership and through joint
engagement in multilateral mechanisms.

However, Norway had always considered environmental integrity a key issue and
emphasized this when the REDD-plus Results-Based Payment Pilot Programme was approved.
In relation to this, FP130 had some characteristics that, in their view, affected the
environmental integrity of the result. As for the length of the reference period, they
acknowledged that the scorecard permitted this, but highlighted that a shorter reference period
than 20 years would provide higher environmental integrity. In that regard, they welcomed
Indonesia’s upcoming FREL submission and stressed the benefits of them having a 10-year
reference period, both in the Indonesia–Norway bilateral partnership and the World Bank
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility programme.
422.

423.
The Board member believed it would be appropriate to take private emission reductions
into account, as including these results would not affect the magnitude of results offered for
payment to GCF. In this regard, Norway wished to know how many tonnes were potentially
double counted as a result of private emission reductions and added that this should not affect
the available emission reductions offered to GCF. This information had already been provided to
Norway, but should be shared with the entire Board.

In conclusion, the Board member noted that the REDD-plus proposals presented
highlighted the need for further specificity and guidance for a potential future scorecard. Some
examples of issues they would like to see further guidance on would be monitoring of peat land
carbon pools, uniform methods and eligibility for the reference period, and risk management
against double counting and leakage.

424.

425.
The Board member from Japan welcomed the project, noting that it was the first REDDplus project in Asia and that Japan, via the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA), had
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contributed to this effort. The Board member was counting on Indonesia’s leadership and
expected the reinvestment into Indonesia to be made accordingly by UNDP. For information, the
Board member said that Japan (via JICA) would be implementing a technical cooperation project
for the forest sector in Indonesia next year and hoped for coordinated efforts for more effective
use of GCF proceeds.

Noting that deforestation had taken place in recent years in the areas of the two REDDplus proposals presented at the current meeting, a Board member requested the Secretariat to
carefully take into consideration this wider picture when presenting projects to the Board
under the REDD-plus Results-Based Payment Pilot Programme, especially for countries that had
kept their deforestation rates low. Regarding the two REDD-plus projects presented at B.26, the
Board member wanted to learn more about how safeguards had been reinforced to ensure that
the rights of indigenous peoples were protected, including against COVID-19.
426.

Another Board member welcomed the proposal but wanted to join others in noting the
project’s weaknesses, especially in view of future REDD-plus projects. In particular, there were
methodological issues in the mapping of land-use change as well as methodological and data
issues in the overestimation of FREL emissions. The Cancun Safeguards in relation to local
communities and indigenous peoples’ rights also had room for improvement. On the other hand,
the inclusion of soil organic carbon emissions on deforestation or degraded peat was a
welcomed effort. The Board member wished to see these issues considered as the project
moved forward.
427.

428.
A Board member welcomed Indonesia’s participation in the REDD-plus Results-Based
Payment Pilot Programme, emphasizing Indonesia’s key part in international climate action,
especially with regard to forests. Noting that Indonesia was involved in multiple REDD-plus
financing initiatives, the Board member underscored the need to coordinate strategies and with
other actors to avoid overlap and ensure additionality within the existing efforts. The Board
member also recognized the serious concerns mentioned about the reference period,
monitoring of peatland carbon pools, risk of double counting, need to strengthen the Forest
Moratorium Policy to avoid leakage, and the risk of non-permanence. These concerns and
conditionalities should be reflected in the funding agreement to monitor project progress. The
Board member requested clarification on possible strategies to counterbalance these concerns.
429.

The Co-Chairs invited an active observer for CSOs to take the floor.

The CSOs felt that the funding proposal raised a number of serious issues and concerns,
both on process and content, and that the proposal was not ready for approval at B.26. In its
current form, it did not reflect the real needs of local communities and indigenous peoples, nor
did it address the real drivers of deforestation and forest degradation in Indonesia.

430.

431.
Based on the funding proposal, they concluded that the validity of the FREL/baseline
was questionable. They were very concerned that the calculation of FREL was incomplete and
would be approved after the project was approved by the Board and used post-2020. A project
proposal with the correct methodology and valid FREL calculation should be submitted.
Otherwise, the Board might create a bad precedent by approving this project proposal.

In relation to the Cancun Safeguards, they believed that the forest moratorium for new
permits was not effective in protecting forests in Indonesia. Respecting the rights of indigenous
peoples was also still a major challenge, as land-use planning, forestry licensing and agriculture
policies did not respect or acknowledge Adat communities’ rights. The Social Forestry
Programme enabled the Adat communities’ access rights to forest resources, but not the right to
ownership of the land, forest and resources. They could only use the forest for 25 years, and
then return the land to the state. This scheme did not enable the indigenous peoples to claim
their rightful ownership over the land and forests.
432.
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In addition to these, the CSOs also had concerns about the Gender Action Plan. They felt
that the targets were not ambitious enough and would like to see higher target percentages in
some actions. However, they noted that the Gender Action Plan would also likely face structural
challenges in gender mainstreaming due to slow progress in Indonesia since 2000.
434.

A representative of UNDP was asked to respond.

435.
Regarding the risk of double counting, the UNDP representative said they had provided
a detailed answer on this with quantitative information that would hopefully clarify any doubts.
They hoped the Secretariat could share this with all Board members.

436.
Regarding methodological issues and the validity of the FREL, the representative
clarified that the FREL was valid and complete according to the UNFCCC requirements and to
the TOR of the GCF REDD-plus Results-Based Payment Pilot Programme. The Government of
Indonesia acknowledged that there were areas for technical improvements to address in terms
of FREL, and they were committed to doing so in an iterative and stepwise approach as
established under the UNFCCC and as already indicated in the funding proposal. There were
several specific technical improvements to the 2020 FREL, including, for example, the
presentation of a shorter FREL period, as recommended by some Board members. However, it
was important to note that technical improvements had been indicated in the technical
assessment reports for all countries undergoing the UNFCCC FREL assessment process. That
was expected, given the intent of the UNFCCC to yield stepwise improvements over time. UNDP
did not feel that the ability to address all these technical recommendations immediately should
be the reason to delay seeking RBPs. The UNDP representative added that there were more
answers from an earlier virtual technical session (13 August 2020) that could hopefully be
shared.
437.
Regarding the Cancun Safeguards, the representative pointed to the project’s
environmental and social management framework, where all concerns raised were recognized
and specific measures to address them were proposed, including on free, prior and informed
consent (FPIC).
438.

Regarding the Forest Moratorium, it had been made permanent in 2019.

439.
Regarding coordination, UNDP was committed to working with all partners supporting
Indonesia to ensure that there was excellent coordination and the best use of GCF resources.
The UNDP representative once again referred to detailed answers already provided during the
technical session for more information.

The Co-Chairs requested that these responses be shared with the Board members. They
asked if the Board could now approve the project for the amount requested.
440.

There being no further comments and no objections, FP130 was approved for the
funding amount requested.

441.

Funding proposal 131 titled “Improving Climate Resilience of Vulnerable Communities
and Ecosystems in the Gandaki River Basin, Nepal”, by the International Union for
Conservation of Nature
442.

The Co-Chairs opened FP131 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.03.

444.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP131.

443.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) was present in the virtual Boardroom in
case of questions.
445.
Changes in precipitation patterns and higher temperatures had been observed across
Nepal, and water for ecosystems and agriculture was becoming scarce and increasingly
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exacerbated by climate change. Increased risks of occurrence and magnitude of extreme events
such as floods and landslides were also projected to threaten the livelihoods of the people in the
Gandaki River Basin region.

446.
The proposed project would increase the productivity and climate resilience of
communities by establishing climate-resilient agroforestry practices. It would also develop
nature-based structures, promote the use of drought and flood-tolerant seed varieties, and
improve the irrigation and water harvesting systems.

447.
Building upon previous interventions by the Asian Development Bank, Global
Environment Facility (GEF), UNDP and United States Agency for International Development on
ecosystem restoration, biodiversity conservation, livelihood improvement, capacity-building,
climate change risks and the promotion of river basin management, the project would construct
green belts, apply various techniques and carry out biodiversity restoration. In addition, the
project would help establish community-based mechanisms for the planning, restoration,
monitoring and maintenance of ecosystems.

The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve the requested funding amount for FP131
and opened the floor for comments.
448.

The Board member from Finland expressed support for the project and provided
comments on three points.
449.

450.
Firstly, regarding synergies, the Board member informed the Board that they had a
similar project with the European Commission in Nepal related to livelihoods and agroeconomic
systems, but the implementation area was different, hence there was no geographical
overlapping. Said project and FP131 would and should create positive synergies through
sharing experiences and cooperation.

Secondly, on administrative challenges, FP131 had designed and adopted a paradigm
shift in the mainstreaming and operationalization of the river basin approach that cut across
political and administrative boundaries. For the wider management of water resources, this was
very positive. However, it could be somewhat challenging from the federal perspective as the
fairly newly established municipalities had their own mandates and the role of the provinces
was still a little unclear.

451.

452.
Finally, on network and transport chains, the Board member explained that creating
value chain linkages to all local markets through establishing transportation and a functional
network of producers and buyers in very remote areas was a challenge. Taking this into
account, it would be interesting to hear at some point more concrete ideas on how the network
and transportation chains would be established.
453.

They asked if the Board could now approve the project for the amount requested.

455.

The Co-Chairs invited an active observer for CSOs to take the floor.

454.
There being no comments or objections, FP131 was approved for the funding amount
requested.
456.
The CSOs were pleased to see the funding proposal approved by the Board. However,
they had a number of concerns regarding its compliance with the GCF Indigenous Peoples
Policy. As most of the project recipients were members of indigenous peoples, it was concerning
that the project lacked an Indigenous Peoples Plan. An Indigenous Peoples Plan would serve as
the basis for procedures and guidelines of grievance and resolution mechanisms and indicate
the role of indigenous peoples in all phases of the project. They wanted to be assured an
Indigenous Peoples Plan would be developed and implemented in a transparent manner.

Furthermore, while they appreciated the efforts of the IUCN to conduct extensive
consultation among stakeholders, they believed random selection should not be applied to the

457.
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indigenous peoples as it undermined the collective-institutional representation of indigenous
peoples groups, whose concerns were ultimately about their collective rights and ownership of
their ancestral domains.

458.
In addition, while the project stated compliance with FPIC, they urged the IUCN not to
confine FPIC only to “consultation”. Instead, they should follow the definition in the GCF
Indigenous Peoples Policy in all phases of the project. This placed a value on active engagement
and ensuring meaningful participation, including through customary institutions whose views
related to traditional land ownership and tenure systems.

Funding proposal 132 titled “Enabling Implementation of Forest Sector Reform in
Georgia to Reduce GHG Emissions from Forest Degradation”, by the Deutsche Gesellschaft
für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH
459.

The Co-Chairs opened FP132 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.04.

461.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP132.

They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(Deutsche Gesellschaft fü r Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH) was present in the
virtual Boardroom in case of questions.
460.

The EUR 32.8 million grant from GCF would support the introduction of sustainable
forest management in three Georgian regions and the development of an energy-efficient stove
market, contributing to the reduction of 16.1 million tCO2eq in 20 years.
462.

The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve the requested funding amount for FP132
and opened the floor for comments.
463.

A Board member expressed strong support for the proposal, which was relevant to
Georgia’s NDCs and could serve as an example for GCF to learn from. Noting the project’s many
positive features, the Board member highlighted the financing framework as innovative and
well-designed as it aimed to set up performance-based uses of GCF financing, targeting longterm sustainability and attracting a significant share of co-financing.
464.

465.
Another Board member agreed that the project was very meaningful but recommended
paying close attention to its long-term operations and maintenance to ensure continuity of
achieved results.

466.
The Co-Chairs asked if the Board could now approve the project for the amount
requested.

467.
There being no further comments and no objections, FP132 was approved for the
funding amount requested.

Funding proposal 133 titled “Resilience to hurricanes in the building sector in Antigua
and Barbuda”, by the Department of Environment, Ministry of Health and Environment of
Antigua and Barbuda
468.

The Co-Chairs opened FP133 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.05.

470.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP133.

469.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(Department of Environment, Ministry of Health and Environment) was present in the virtual
Boardroom in case of questions.
471.
The project would enhance the resilience of Antigua and Barbuda’s building sector to
extreme climate events such as hurricanes and tropical storms. It would shift the country’s
building sector away from reactive development – involving costly recovery after a climate
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event – towards a proactive approach in which buildings were adapted to withstand highintensity hurricanes. The project included investments into critical public service and
community buildings to climate-proof them against Category 4 and 5 hurricanes, as well as
mainstreaming climate resilience into the building sector and financial sector to facilitate the
upscaling of such interventions across all buildings in the country. The effectiveness of climateproofing interventions would be enhanced by communication protocols between Antigua and
Barbuda Meteorological Services (ABMS) and government agencies to facilitate early action.
This would include strengthening the capacity of ABMS to collect, process and manage climate
data, thereby improving the accuracy and reliability of early warnings.
472.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve the requested funding amount for FP133
and opened the floor for comments.

473.
A Board member welcomed the project, which addressed critical adaptation needs in
the vulnerable small island country and was closely aligned with its NDC. Noting the project’s
critical objective to prepare buildings for extreme climate events and update all building codes,
the Board member expressed support for the approval of the project.

474.
During the general discussion of the consideration of funding proposals earlier, a Board
member thanked the Secretariat and the independent TAP for presenting this project, which
was vital to responding to climate change at the national level and was, notably, submitted by a
DAE. The Board member emphasized that all countries in the Caribbean experienced the
damage described in the funding proposal and their structures were subjected to stress and
damage from hurricanes on an ongoing basis. The Board member therefore looked forward to
discussion on building from the project’s experience and developing an overall plan to respond
to this ongoing crisis in the region.
475.
The Co-Chairs asked if the Board could now approve the project for the amount
requested.

There being no further comments and no objections, FP133 was approved for the
funding amount requested.

476.

Funding proposal 134 titled “Colombia REDD+ Results-based Payments for results period
2015-2016”, by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
477.

The Co-Chairs opened FP134 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.06.

479.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP134.

They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project (FAO)
was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of questions.
478.

480.
The project presented Colombia’s REDD-plus results for the years 2015 and 2016,
during which a total volume of 6.95 million tCO2eq in emissions reductions derived from
reducing deforestation were presented to GCF for RBPs. These results had been reported to the
UNFCCC and had undergone technical assessment. They had also been published on the UNFCCC
REDD-plus information hub and found to be fully compliant with the requirements under the
UNFCCC.

481.
The results were presented to GCF for RBPs as part of the REDD-plus Results-Based
Payment Pilot Programme and were fully compliant with the eligibility criteria set out in the
TOR for the pilot programme. The results presented were analysed against the scorecard as
required in the RFPs and resulted in a final volume of GCF emission reductions of 5.5 million
tCO2eq (equivalent to USD 28.2 million).

482.
Colombia intended to use the proceeds from RBPs to invest in additional activities that
would support the implementation of their Integrated Strategy of Deforestation Control and
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Forest Management and contribute to the implementation of Colombia’s NDCs in the forest and
land use sector.
483.
Colombia had consistently maintained high forest cover and low deforestation rates
until 2016, resulting in emission reductions of 31 million tCO2eq between 2015 and 2016. A
clear increase in deforestation, particularly in the Amazon biome, occurred after the peace
agreement (post-2016).

The Co-Chairs noted that the agenda sub-item was not ready to move forward due to
serious concerns raised by some Board members and that more time was needed for
consultations among constituencies. The Co-Chairs proposed suspending the item and hoped
that, seeing how FP129 had been handled, the Board had confidence that the Co-Chairs would
be able to move the matter forward. Seeing no objections to the proposal, the Co-Chairs
suspended consideration of FP134.

484.

485.
It was reopened by the Co-Chairs on the third day of B.26. The Co-Chairs stated that
more time was needed for consultation.
486.
487.

Part 2

With no objections, the consideration of FP134 was again suspended.
It was again reopened by the Co-Chairs on the fourth day of B.26.

488.
The Co-Chairs noted that consultations over the past two days on FP134 had resulted in
a proposal for new conditions and covenants that had already been circulated to the Board.
489.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to adopt the decision with these additional conditions
and covenants and opened the floor for comments.

490.
A Board member acknowledged Colombia’s efforts to address deforestation in light of
the challenging post-conflict scenario and hoped this would provide a significant learning
experience for the pilot programme and a good signal to other REDD-plus countries. The Board
member noted the concerns of some Board members, but stressed that the risks of going
beyond the scorecard may set a negative precedent, repeating that the independent TAP had
recommended the project and it met all the terms and conditions of the pilot programme and
UNFCCC requirements. The Board member highlighted that it was important to work closely
with the Secretariat to avoid additional conditionalities and create precedents that would
conflict with other projects in the pipeline. Reiterating that environmental integrity was key in
any GCF project, the Board member expressed confidence that Colombia was actively working
on this area in full transparency.

491.
The Board member from Norway stated that Norway would like to commend Colombia
for its ambitions and actions to reduce deforestation. The reduction in deforestation recorded in
2019 was promising. They also applauded Colombia’s international leadership in the fight
against tropical deforestation and climate change and was proud of Norway’s partnership with
Colombia.

The Board member noted that FP134 had been extensively discussed in advance of the
current meeting. The proposed activities were important but, in their view, these could have
been funded by GCF outside of the REDD-plus Results-Based Payment Pilot Programme.
Norway’s key concerns with FP134 were related to the environmental integrity of the results to
be rewarded, a prerequisite for the success of the pilot programme. The Board member
repeated that, when they approved the REDD-plus scorecard at B.18, Norway made it clear that
they had significant reservations regarding the weaknesses related to the environmental
criteria of the scorecard. Their experience was that there were several weaknesses, both in the
scorecard itself and in the application of the scorecard. As anticipated, the most common
492.
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weakness they had seen across other funding proposals had been the integrity of reference
levels.

493.
To be specific to FP134, they were not comfortable with the way the scorecard had been
interpreted and applied in the assessment process. This included the application of the
definition of a high forest, low deforestation (HFLD) country, and the consideration of net
negative results across the years covered by the funding proposal under the REDD-plus ResultsBased Payment Pilot Programme. They understood that there had been considerable
deliberations on the proposal to identify conditions that would ensure an acceptable level of
environmental integrity. However, while they appreciated these efforts, they could not see that
the conditions proposed achieved this. Rather, they created uncertainty for existing and future
REDD-plus partnerships with Colombia. All else being equal, and despite its shortcomings in
important respects, they would have been more comfortable if the proposal were funded
without the conditions.
494.
The Board member reiterated that they were impressed with Colombia’s efforts and the
proposed project activities to be funded, but they had concerns regarding how GCF applied the
scorecard and were uncomfortable with the proposed conditions. They therefore wished to
stress that the funding proposal and the conditions to it should not in any way set a precedent
for the future, as was also stated in the draft decision. Colombia was at a crucial point where it
had expressed high ambitions for the future and global leadership through a commitment to
independent third-party assessment of emissions, and Norway looked forward to continuing
their ambitious partnership with Colombia to reduce deforestation.
495.
The Board member concluded by saying that, with their statement duly recorded and in
line with their focus on a one-Board approach, it was Norway’s position that they would not
stand in the way in the approval of funding for FP134.

496.
Another Board member commended Colombia for its action in reducing deforestation.
Echoing the Board member from Norway, the Board member stated that the project’s
adjustment of their FREL as HFLD required a consistently low deforestation rate. Considering
the significant rise in deforestation in 2017 and 2018, the Board member was concerned about
the Secretariat’s assessment of Colombia as an HFLD country. Since UNFCCC did not provide
guidance on the application of the HFLD concept, the Board member saw the need to define
objective criteria for what constituted HFLD, specifically in the context of revising the scorecard.
This should include a quantitative threshold of national forest cover, deforestation rate and
FREL adjustment that reflected the principles of environmental integrity, ambition-raising and
transformative capacity.
497.
Pointing to the significant rise in deforestation mentioned, the Board member believed
it was crucial to take measures beyond the proposal to compensate for reversals that took place
after the eligibility period. Looking at the GCF investment criteria, it was also important that the
permanence of emission reductions was ensured. This meant surplus emissions generated in
the period 2013–2017, including compared to the historical average FREL, needed to be
reverted.
498.
The Board member added that FP134 clearly showed the significant gaps and
weaknesses in the current scorecard that undermined the integrity of RBP. This included the
lack of definition of the HFLD concept as well as precise guidance on the reference period and
length of the reference period. Hence, the Board member urged that the review of the pilot
phase address scorecard issues and avoid reputational damages. The Board member thanked
everyone involved for the constructive discussions on the project and was ready to approve the
project based on the conditions circulated to the Board.

499.
The Board member from the United Kingdom stated that Colombia was an important
partner for the United Kingdom in their shared green growth ambitions, as marked by the
recent first anniversary of the UK-Colombia Partnership for Sustainable Growth, as well as the
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Joint Declaration of Intent on REDD-plus in partnership with Germany and Norway. Further,
they acknowledged Colombia’s efforts to reduce its deforestation and forest degradation within
a challenging context and particularly appreciated the intent outlined in the current proposal to
invest GCF resources to build upon the ambitious work undertaken through the Visión
Amazonía programme.

The United Kingdom, however, had some concerns regarding the environmental
integrity of the results claimed under the proposal, noting for example the high deforestation
rates in subsequent years. They believed the proposed conditions helped to address those
concerns and demonstrated Colombia’s commitment to increased ambition. They noted the
Secretariat’s invitation to recall that the objective of the pilot window was to learn lessons and
gather experiences on REDD-plus. They identified several strengths and challenges associated
with this proposal that should be reflected upon in this learning process. The Board member
strongly encouraged the Secretariat to propose to the Board an approach that would facilitate
reflection and learning, and consider how to bring these considerations to bear in the event of
future REDD-plus options under GCF.
500.

501.
The Board member from the United States said that they would like to recognize that
Colombia continued to demonstrate leadership in addressing land-use emissions and exploring
innovative ways to address tropical deforestation, and that the United States was pleased to
support these efforts through bilateral and multi-donor programmes. They looked forward to
the stepwise improvement of Colombia’s REDD-plus efforts, particularly as they finalized their
national FREL. REDD-plus programmes were designed to holistically address deforestation and
improve the rate of avoided deforestation and associated reduced emissions over time.
Therefore, the United States urged Colombia to embark on strong efforts to assess the
significant uptick in deforestation in 2017 and develop measures to address further increases in
deforestation. Overall, they supported the approval of Colombia’s proposal, noting the stepwise
improvements proposed and that the country was engaging in efforts to improve its
measurement, reporting and verification (MRV) systems, safeguards and overall investment
into REDD-plus and land-use mitigation programmes.

The Board member from Japan stated that Japan appreciated the REDD-plus
achievements of Colombia in 2015–2016 but noted the increase of deforestation in 2017–2018
and the consequent risk of reversals in the forest sector. From the perspective of environmental
integrity, Japan supported FP134 with the conditions presented.
502.

503.
Expressing strong support for the proposal, another Board member appreciated
everyone involved in its development and was satisfied to see that it had the support of various
indigenous peoples groups in the Amazon region. The Board member noted that, after the
review and recommendations of the independent TAP, Colombia had been ready to accept
conditions and adjustments even if some of them went beyond the requirements. On this point,
the Board member cautioned that this should not set a precedent for future projects under
REDD-plus.

504.
With respect to emission reductions, the Board member believed Colombia had made
strong and important efforts that should be recognized by the pilot programme, as the
programme’s objective was to recognize efforts of developing countries. The payments would
help continue investments and policies in effectively addressing the underlying drivers of
deforestation, considering the buffer that had been established. The Board member warned that
a failure to recognize what had been achieved would set a negative precedent for countries in
similar conditions. It would ignore the fact that deforestation was influenced by the
socioeconomic processes and circumstances of each country; the implementation of COVID-19
policies and measures could have negative consequences. This was where financing through
GCF on REDD-plus played a fundamental role. In the region, there were countries where
deforestation had increased due to other factors and where the political will of authorities was
crucial, so a failure to recognize these efforts would put at risk the valuable remnants of the
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Amazon forest, which were vital to achieve the goals of the Paris Agreement. With all these
considerations, the Board member was happy to see that an agreement was reached and
reiterated support for the approval of FP134.

505.
A final Board member suggested that there could be lessons learned from this project
that would help the Board in closing policy gaps as well as in developing and refining strategic
planning moving forward. All conversations showed that there was a need for more clarity and
better guidance to those who develop and submit funding proposals.
506.

An active observer for CSOs was invited to take the floor.

507.
The CSOs welcomed the inclusion in the proposal of indigenous peoples in the Amazon
region of Colombia. It was a good indicator that they were more than passive beneficiaries in the
implementation. However, the CSOs were concerned that, despite signing the peace agreement
in 2016, people were still affected by armed conflict in Colombia, and project planning and
execution would be very difficult in said conditions. It was not clear to them how the project
would guarantee the right of participation in these circumstances. Therefore, a special rule must
be established, which was adapted to local realities to provide special protection to the
indigenous peoples communities and environmental defenders involved.

Furthermore, Colombia’s national REDD-plus strategy did not address the several
hundred unresolved land issues in regard to Colombia’s forest land. Colombia had a
constitutional obligation to ensure indigenous peoples’ legal access to their collective land and
indigenous peoples’ territories constituting effective barriers against deforestation. Therefore,
they strongly urged GCF to include a condition for approval of the funding proposal and a
dedicated fund to resolve this matter.
508.

They also recognized the concern about increased deforestation in Colombia in 2017
and questioned whether Colombia should be considered an HFLD country. In addition,
Colombia’s safeguard information system was still weak at the level of implementation and
there was a lack of dedicated budget and efficient monitoring to properly implement the
safeguard framework, especially in relation to indigenous peoples’ rights; funds should be
allocated to this end and in close participation with indigenous peoples and CSOs.

509.

510.

The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve FP134 as proposed.

There being no further comments and no objections, FP134 was approved for the
requested funding amount.

511.

Funding proposal 135 titled “Ecosystem-based Adaptation in the Indian Ocean – EBA IO”,
by Agence Française de Développement
512.

The Co-Chairs opened FP135 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.07.

514.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP135.

They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(Agence Française de Développement) was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of
questions.
513.

515.
The project would increase the resilience of the people and ecosystems in four Indian
Ocean SIDS (Comoros, Madagascar, Mauritius and Seychelles) by supporting CSOs to preserve
critical ecosystems within biodiversity hotspots through ecosystem-based adaptation
interventions. The USD 38 million grant would be provided to the Critical Ecosystem
Partnership Fund, a key player in supporting civil society action on biodiversity conservation,
which would develop intervention strategies and long-term implementation frameworks for the
key biodiversity areas and provide subgrants to CSOs for the implementation of such
ecosystem-based adaptation interventions.
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516.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve the requested funding amount for FP135
and opened the floor for comments.

517.
There being no comments or objections, FP135 was approved for the requested funding
amount.

Funding proposal 136 titled “Resilient Landscapes and Livelihoods Project”, by the World
Bank
518.

The Co-Chairs opened FP136 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.08.

520.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP136.

519.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(World Bank) was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of questions.

521.
The project would improve climate resilience, land productivity and carbon storage, as
well as improve access to diversified sources of income in selected rural watersheds in Ethiopia.
Over a period of five years, the project would contribute to climate resilience in 210 major
watersheds and improve rural livelihoods, agricultural productivity and economic resilience.
The representative also noted that it would bring substantial mitigation and adaptation impacts
in the form of 43.8 million tCO2eq over 25 years and 4.2 million and 26 million direct and
indirect beneficiaries, respectively.
522.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve the requested funding amount for FP136
and opened the floor for comments.
523.

The Co-Chairs invited an active observer for CSOs to take the floor.

524.
The observer noted that the proposal had triggered the World Bank’s Operational Policy
4.10 on Indigenous Peoples and the AE had assured them that there had been a thorough
consultation process. However, the CSOs had not seen any record in the proposal nor any
indication of how the FPIC of indigenous peoples had been or was going to be obtained.

525.
The CSOs noted the presence of indigenous peoples in the project sites like the Menja.
Due to severe discrimination and their non-land possession backgrounds, indigenous peoples
like the Menja were usually not in a position to be included in new structures, such as those
introduced by the project.

Hence, as a condition for project approval, the CSOs recommended that the AE should
provide documentation of how it had obtained FPIC from the indigenous peoples who were
going to be affected by the project or present an indigenous peoples planning framework,
including, for example, strengthening capacities of indigenous peoples to ensure that they
would be able to participate meaningfully and benefit from the project.
526.

527.

The Co-Chairs thanked the active observer for their comments.

528.
A Board member stressed their strong support for the project and trusted that it would
fully implement the GCF Indigenous Peoples Policy requirements.

529.
A second Board member said that it was important for the project to ensure systematic
coordination and complementarity with the projects of other donors and organizations in the
area, and it was very good that this had already been stated in the project proposal.
Coordination was of utmost importance, especially with regard to the Second Level Land
Certificate and the National Rural Land Administration and Information System. The Board
member acknowledged that the project included a good gender assessment and action plan and
added that implementing the plan in practice and monitoring progress would require
continuous efforts from everyone involved in the project.
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530.
A third Board member joined in strongly supporting the project, highlighting its
importance to Ethiopia, given the climate conditions in the country, and in Africa in general.
Recognizing that Ethiopia was among the LDCs, the Board member asked the AE if the loan they
were providing was highly concessional.
531.

A representative of the World Bank was asked to respond.

532.
Regarding the terms of the loan, the World Bank representative stated that the loans
provided by both GCF and the World Bank were highly concessional at 0 per cent interest, with
a 10-year grace period and 40-year maturity as they understood the circumstances of Ethiopia
as an LDC and their need to have access to highly concessional financing.

533.
Regarding the concern for indigenous peoples, the World Bank representative said that
the World Bank had followed the Indigenous Peoples Policy, and this was reflected in the
documents sent to the Secretariat. Further, the Majang had been identified as one of the
indigenous ethnic groups in the project area. They had been consulted and would be part of the
implementation of the project. In fact, some of their traditional ways in sustainable land
management had been considered in the improvement of the proposal’s technical elements.
534.
Regarding coordination with other donors, the World Bank was pleased to note that
they conducted joint implementation support missions with other donors that had activities in
the project area, and these would be continued.

There being no further comments and no objections, FP136 was approved for the
amount requested.

535.

Funding proposal 137 titled “Ghana Shea Landscape Emission Reductions Project”, by the
United Nations Development Programme
536.

The Co-Chairs opened FP137 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.09.

538.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP137.

537.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(UNDP) was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of questions.
539.
A significant increase in temperature and excessive droughts observed in the Northern
Savannah Zone of Ghana had contributed to a decrease in soil fertility and soil water retention
capacity. Transitions in the agriculture production system had accelerated soil nutrient
depletion. Heavy reliance on wood for charcoal production in the region increased the need for
fuel wood production. Logging and dry season fires had also resulted in forest degradation. It
was estimated that about 1 million hectares had been deforested, resulting in emissions of 3.5
million tCO2eq per year.

540.
To address these challenges, the project proposed to restore degraded savannah forests
and strengthen livelihoods in the Northern Savannah Zone. Shea landscapes were important
sources of carbon storage and sequestration. In addition, shea was a major source of economic
livelihoods, for women in particular.

541.
The project would enable self-financing community management in Community
Resource Management Areas (CREMAs) by establishing legal rights and regulations and
developing land-use and investment plans. Women’s cooperatives and village nurseries would
provide training and support in restoring shea crops and developing business skills and direct
marketing.

In addition, the project aimed to support improvements in the modified taungya system
plantations and fire management in forest reserves, allowing communities to enter reserves and
conduct farming practices in return for planting trees and maintaining them.

542.
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543.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve the requested funding amount for FP137
and opened the floor for comments.
544.
545.

There being no comments or objections, FP137 was approved for the amount requested.
The Co-Chairs invited an active observer for CSOs to take the floor.

546.
Having noted its potential for transformational impact in ecosystem restoration,
conservation, livelihoods and the shea industry, the active observer welcomed the approval of
the project and enumerated ways to strengthen in further.

547.
They acknowledged that the project proponents had undertaken stakeholder
consultations mainly with institutional actors in forestry and pointed out that, because CREMA
was a community-centred model, extensive consultation with communities was needed to
inform matters, including on operational approach, land tenure and use, and benefit-sharing.

548.
Further, they were concerned that GCF would be investing in supporting public-private
partnerships to advance the shea industry in which the revenues accruing to communities were
very low compared to those of private companies profiting. The active observer suggested that a
more profitable process would, for instance, require companies to invest in grants for the
CREMA funds and in landscape conservation or fairer shea prices for women farmers.

Highlighting that the project did not sufficiently communicate how it would support
livelihoods in the period before the maturing of plantations and fruiting of shea trees, which
would take seven years, the active observer cautioned that this could negatively impact the
communities’ responsiveness to proposed sustainability interventions.
549.

The CSOs noted that CREMAs were capital intensive to establish, but thought the project
should consider more investments. Acknowledging that CREMAs took time to operationalize
and could be a challenge to maintain, they suggested that the project needed to revisit the cost
aspects of the model in view of how to sustainably finance operations beyond proposed
community revenues.

550.

Funding proposal 138 titled “ASER Solar Rural Electrification Project”, by Banque Ouest
Africaine de Développement
551.

The Co-Chairs opened FP138 as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.10.

553.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP138.

552.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(Banque Ouest Africaine de Développement (BOAD)) was present in the virtual Boardroom in
case of questions.
554.
The current low electrification rate in the rural areas of Senegal was caused by several
factors, including the high investment and operational costs, widely dispersed population, low
levels of consumption, and consequently, the low level of interest of the private sector in
electrification investments. This project aimed to help the Government of Senegal in their
efforts towards reaching universal energy access by 2025 through fostering solar-powered,
mini-grid development in isolated villages that were not connected to the national electricity
grid. GCF would provide the concessional financing needed to mobilize private sector
participation in enabling rural households’ access to modern solar mini-grids in 1,000 isolated
villages. GCF would also subsidize connections to the mini-grids through a coupon/voucher
scheme, which would make the connection charge affordable while accelerating the commercial
viability of each mini-grid. The full project cost was EUR 198.7 million, of which EUR 73.6
million in loans and EUR 1.8 million in grants was requested from GCF. The remaining costs
were covered by BOAD, KfW and the Government of Senegal.
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555.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve the requested funding amount for FP138
and opened the floor for comments.

556.
A Board member was pleased to consider this project, noting that it was an important
project to the continent of Africa as it would help around 38,000 households in Senegal, but
would also allow Senegal and its neighbouring countries to generate new, innovative and green
activities in the area.
557.

The Co-Chairs invited an active observer for CSOs to take the floor.

559.

Thus, while overall supportive of the project and its focus, civil society would like to see:

(b)

An assurance that the concessionality of finance provided through the microfinance
institutions guarantee scheme was fully passed on to the microcredit takers, with more
than half of these microcredits benefiting women micro-entrepreneurs and women
service providers; and

558.
The observer stated that, overall, CSOs were very supportive of this solar mini-grid
energy access project. However, given its focus on electrification and clean energy access for the
poorest and most remote villages and the importance of providing mini-grid connection in
support of gender and social service connections, they felt that the EUR 400,000 in grants
budgeted for this purpose under a subsidized voucher system (which was only 0.2 per cent of
the entire project budget) was too little. They were particularly concerned that the way the
proposal was written could disadvantage such service conditions, particularly for women
micro-entrepreneurs or service providers without a track record of ability to pay for continued
connection.
(a)

(c)

More grant financing provided for gender and social service connections, with a
prioritization of women micro-entrepreneurs and service providers;

A stronger focus in the project-specific gender action plan on building gender capacity
and providing support for in-house gender expertise at Agence Sénégalaise
d’Electrification rurale (ASER), the executing entity, instead of outsourcing its
implementation to a consulting firm. This would also be the best way to support the
overall improvement in ASER’s oversight over a gender-responsive implementation of
Senegal’s rural electrification programme; this was originally written without taking any
gender considerations into account. This project could then provide a real paradigm
shift in the way rural electrification in Senegal was approached.

There being no further comments and no objections, FP138 was approved for the
amount requested.

560.

Funding proposal 139 titled “Building resilience in the face of climate change within
traditional rain fed agricultural and pastoral systems in Sudan”, by the United Nations
Development Programme
561.
The Co-Chairs opened funding proposal FP139 as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.11 and Add.19.

562.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(UNDP) was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of questions.
563.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP139.

The proposed project supported climate change adaptation efforts among subsistence
agro-pastoralist and nomadic pastoralist communities in dryland zones across nine states in
Sudan. The representative noted that the overall goal was to promote a paradigm shift in
dryland pastoral and farming systems through an integrated approach. Project activities would
directly benefit nearly 1.2 million people in over 211,000 households of subsistence agro564.
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pastoralists and nomadic pastoralists and would indirectly benefit an additional nearly 2.5
million people through autonomous adoption by neighbouring communities.

565.
The Co-Chairs noted that Board members Mr. Nagmeldin Goutbi Elhassan Mahmoud and
Mr. Cheikh Sylla had indicated that they wished to recuse themselves from consideration of this
funding proposal citing potential conflicts of interest.

The Board member from the United States stated that, consistent with a Congressional
mandate to oppose the use of funds for countries which had been designated as supporters of
international terrorism as well as other applicable legislative funding mandates, they could not
support this project. For the record, they wished to register their objection, noting that there
was therefore no consensus on this funding proposal.

566.

567.

The Co-Chairs stated that they had taken note of the Board member’s intervention.

568.
In the ensuing discussion, support for the project was expressed by a number of Board
members; several highlighted its scalability and replicability. Other points were particularly
noted including: (a) this was the first proposal from Sudan; (b) the project made a contribution
to the agricultural sector, which was a priority for the Government of Sudan; (c) Sudan was an
LDC; (d) it was commendable that GCF was operating in a vulnerable context; and (e) it would
support millions of people and communities.

569.
Expressing support for this important project, which was technically sound and with the
potential for massive scale up in the region, the Board member from the United Kingdom noted
that during consultations with the region and the project proponents, they considered that
some of the references to addressing and mitigating actions in relation to possible conflicts
were insufficiently brought forward in the documentation. They had proposed wording to
strengthen that in covenants S and T of the FAA which had been agreed with the AE (UNDP). In
accordance with guidelines from the Co-Chairs, it was important that these changes be brought
to the attention of the Board before being put for approval, at which point the United Kingdom
would approve the funding proposal.
570.
Speaking on behalf of Belgium and Canada, a Board member expressed strong support
for the project. This was aimed at the agricultural sector, which was highly affected by climate
change and was one of the priorities for Sudan.

571.
Another Board member who strongly supported the project, which would benefit many
poor rural communities, underlined that this was also important for the African continent as a
whole, not only Sudan. This was echoed by two other Board members who underlined that this
was an LDC and that the project would benefit vulnerable communities in that country.

572.
Echoing strong support, a Board member noted that GCF would apply low-impact and
easy-to-use technology, which would deliver effective results. In addition to points made by
others regarding replicability and scalability, they also appreciated the capacity-building
elements to be provided to communities as part of existing community-based microfinance
schemes. They wished to indicate their agreement with the recommendations of the
independent TAP and welcomed the positive response from the AE to those recommendations.
Finally, they encouraged full implementation going forward.

573.
Another Board member who also expressed support for the project registered two
concerns: (a) Project sites were scattered across the whole country in nine different states,
which may be an extra challenge for implementation reasons in terms of infrastructure, distance
and context. The team could consider reducing the number of sites while increasing the size or
bringing the sites closer together; and (b) In order to ensure gender mainstreaming, a separate
budget line of funds for gender actions seems justified. This was important given the complex
gender context in the country.
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A Board member made several points: (a) In terms of procedure, it was important to
note that it was for the Co-Chairs to determine whether or not there was consensus on a matter.
It was for Board members to object if they so wished. After that, the Co-Chairs would make a
determination; (b) It was important to act as one Board and to avoid reflecting national agendas
in Board discussions. All Board members had signed GCF integrity policies, including the
AML/CFT Policy. As such, it was difficult to see how it was feasible to object on the grounds of a
policy which all Board members had signed. They noted that the funding proposal would not
have come to the Board if it had not met all policies and conditions; and (c) This project was
badly needed in an LDC such as Sudan and millions would benefit. They urged the objecting
Board member to reconsider and noted that they would not have agreed to hold a virtual Board
meeting with all the connectivity issues to then find themselves in this difficult situation in a
virtual setting.
574.

575.
A Board member representing the Asia-Pacific region stated that it was essential that
the Board took into account the merits of a project, irrespective of the country presenting the
project. The focus should be on whether the project met the GCF project requirements or not. It
had been put forward by the Secretariat and by the independent TAP, which meant that it met
GCF requirements and so should be considered solely on the merits of the project. The Board
should base its decisions on the principle of inclusion rather than exclusion. It was important to
carefully set aside political considerations. GCF needed to work to provide access to all
countries; Sudan was entitled to receive funding. This view was echoed by another Board
member who expressed concern that objections could be raised based on other considerations.
All developing countries were eligible to access funding from the GCF as set out in the Governing
Instrument.
576.
Another Board member echoed many of the previous remarks, noting that this project
“ticked all the boxes”.

577.
A Board member representing SIDS wished to put on record their dismay that Sudan
was being denied this project. SIDS had a special relationship with LDCs and Africa, given their
shared vulnerability to climate change. It was especially concerning that they were being denied
such support and funding when the climate challenge had been further exacerbated by COVID19.

Another Board member expressed support for the project and for a country which was
one of the most vulnerable in the world. At the same time, they supported the right of others to
object; ultimately the Board had the option of voting on this.
578.

579.
The active observer for CSOs welcomed the project and appreciated that it was
primarily designed to enable nomadic and agro-pastoralists to continue their traditional way of
life under a changing climate, rather than imposing a new scheme to change people’s ways of
life. They opined that if there was paradigm shift, this was it.

580.
Additionally, though it should not become a practice of and a requirement for funding
proposals, the observer noted that this project had a relatively high co-financing ratio compared
with other adaptation projects in the GCF pipeline and portfolio; this indicated the country’s
priorities and ownership of the project.

Furthermore, CSOs appreciated that the project was building mechanisms to strengthen
capacities of traditional local governance groups and of the native administration in areas of
environmental governance, management of shared natural resources, and inter- and intra-state
relations, including establishing a network of early warning systems for conflict prevention and
mitigation in the area.
581.

CSOs fully supported the adoption of this project that looked at the climate realities for
one of the most, if not the most, vulnerable peoples in Sudan.

582.
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583.
A Board member who wished to approve the project sought clarification in relation to a
comment by the Board member from the United Kingdom. They asked the Co-Chairs to clarify
what text had been shared.

584.
The Co-Chairs informed the Board that they had determined that the Board was not
ready to approve FP139 at the current time and that an objection had been raised by a Board
member. Accordingly, the Co-Chairs would suspend the item in order to continue consulting
with the objecting Board member and to make transparent the issues that had been raised by
other Board members in order to reach consensus. The Co-Chairs were confident that it would
be possible to bring forward the funding proposal for approval the following day. They asked for
the Board’s indulgence on this matter.
585.

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for further comments.

586.
A Board member asked the Co-Chairs to clarify if the objecting Board member still
maintained their objection.

587.
The Co-Chairs stated that they believed the objection stood, but if the objecting Board
member wished to indicate otherwise, they requested that this be done now. Seeing no
indication to the contrary from the objecting Board member, the Co-Chairs determined the need
to suspend this item and to work towards a consensus.

588.
A Board member stated that they were unable to see whether the objecting Board
member had made any indication and requested that the Co-Chairs clarify this. If there had been
no change to the position of the objecting Board member, they asked the Co-Chairs to explain
their proposed timeline for bringing this back to the Board.

The Co-Chairs said that perhaps the way they had phrased their question had been
unclear.
589.

The objecting Board member stated that the process being followed was a reminder of
the situation at B.21 in Bahrain where they had had to reiterate their position four times. They
did not wish this to be repeated. They confirmed that their position remained unchanged.
590.

The Co-Chairs reiterated that they stood by their determination on the way forward and
would bring this matter back to the Board during the first hour the following morning.

591.
592.

The consideration of FP139 was suspended.

593.

The Co-Chairs reopened the consideration of FP139 the following morning.

Part 2

594.
They recalled that during the consideration of this matter the preceding day, there had
been questions from Board members requiring further consultations. Following these
consultations, new covenants have been shared with the Board in advance of this session. The
Co-Chairs requested the Secretariat to share the covenants on the virtual Boardroom screen in
the meeting.
595.
A representative of the Secretariat confirmed that these covenants had been discussed
and accepted by the AE (UNDP). They also confirmed that these would not disadvantage the
country and were in line with the policies of GCF.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Secretariat for these very important remarks regarding the
new covenants and proposed that Board members have time to read these.
596.
597.

They opened the floor for comments.

598.
Seeing no requests for the floor, they informed the Board that they now proposed to
proceed to the second issue regarding this item.
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599.
They recalled that an objection had been raised by the Board member from the United
States yesterday with regards to this proposal. The Co-Chairs had noted the objection and
suspended the consideration of the funding proposal in order to continue consulting with the
objecting Board member.
600.
The Co-Chairs then consulted with all Board and alternate members on the relevant
matter and found that consensus still had not been reached. Consultations were then held
between the Co-Chairs and the objecting Board member. The Board member confirmed that
they were not in a position to lift the objection, both on the original proposal and the
consideration of the covenants.

601.
In line with the procedures for adopting decisions in the event that all efforts at reaching
consensus have been exhausted set out in annex III to decision B.23/03, the Co-Chairs then took
the following into consideration: (a) consultations on the item had taken place during the
meeting; and (b) the objecting Board member had confirmed that they could not join consensus
to approve FP139.

Based on these considerations, the Co-Chairs, acting jointly and in good faith, had
determined that all efforts at reaching consensus with regard to the relevant part of the draft
decision under agenda item 11, “Consideration of funding proposals”, namely in relation to
FP139, had been exhausted.
602.

603.

They invited the Board to welcome this determination.

A Board member requested that Co-Chairs repeat their remarks to ensure full clarity as
the Board was now embarking on a very delicate procedure. They wished to know what the
Board were being asked to accept or not accept.
604.

605.
The Co-Chairs clarified that the Board was accepting the determination that the CoChairs, acting jointly and in good faith, had exhausted all efforts at reaching consensus. If so, in
accordance with the process, the Board would then move to the voting procedure.
606.

The Board member thanked the Co-Chairs for the clarification.

607.
The Co-Chairs stated they were now announcing the formal voting process on the
relevant part of the draft decision.

Before doing so they wished to explain, as set out in decision B.23/03, the steps that
were involved in such procedures.
608.

Firstly, the Co-Chairs would shortly ask the Secretariat to post the draft decision in
respect of the consideration of funding proposals as it related to FP139 on the Zoom screen and
Board members’ Zoom chat area so that Board members could see the text and know exactly
what they were voting on. Additionally, this text had also been sent to the email group of official
B.26 participants. This would be the draft that, in the Co-Chairs’ judgment, was supported by the
greatest number of Board members.
609.

610.
Secondly, each Board member shall be entitled to one vote. Co-Chairs retained their
right to vote and accordingly, their alternates shall not be entitled to vote. For Board seats
where the Board member was absent, pursuant to paragraph 10 of the Governing Instrument,
the alternate member, if any, shall be entitled to exercise the vote of the related Board member.
611.
The Co-Chairs asked the Officer in Charge (OIC) of the Secretary to the Board if there
were any Board seats for which neither the Board member nor alternate member was present.
612.
The OIC to the Secretary to the Board confirmed that all Board seats were present.
Board member Mr. Luis Martí Álvarez was absent, and Ms. Niamh McGuire was present as the
alternate member.
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613.
The Co-Chairs further stated that, given the virtual nature of the Board meeting, the
Executive Director would read out the names of Board members one at a time. Said Board
members should turn on their cameras and state whether they were (i) in favour of approving
the relevant part of the draft decision relating to FP139; (ii) against approving the relevant part
of the draft decision relating to FP139; or (iii) abstaining from the vote.

For clarity and as this was being done virtually, the Co-Chairs would read out the names
of all those voting in favour, not in favour and all those abstaining.
614.
615.

once.

All Board members present shall participate in the voting procedure and may only vote

While voting was taking place, the Co-Chairs kindly requested that no one intervene
unless an issue was raised in connection with the voting process.

616.

617.
Additionally, during this voting process, they asked all persons present in the virtual
Boardroom to remain on mute unless they had been specifically asked to speak by the CoChairs.

The votes cast would be counted by the Executive Director and Co-Chairs’ advisors.
Representatives of the Secretariat shall also count votes for cross-checking purposes.
618.
619.

The Co-Chairs would announce the result of the vote.

620.
The draft decision would be approved if at least four-fifths of Board members present
and voting voted in favour, unless four or more developed country Board members or four or
more developing country Board members voted against adopting the decision.

621.
For the avoidance of doubt, Board members who abstained from the vote would not be
“present and voting”. Therefore, their abstentions shall not be taken into account when
determining whether the four-fifths threshold had been met.

After the results of the vote, Board members may make a brief statement to explain their
vote should they wish to.
622.

Before announcing the start of the formal voting process, they wished to check with the
Board in case there were any questions.
623.

624.
Seeing no requests for the floor, the Co-Chairs stated that the vote would now begin.
They asked Board members to recall that all Board members present shall participate in the
vote. When doing so, they reminded Board members that cameras should be switched on.

They asked the Executive Director to read out the names of Board members so that they
could proceed to cast their vote as explained, and one at a time.
625.

The Executive Director thanked the Co-Chairs and informed the Board that in the
interests of time and with permission of the Board they would only read out the Board
member’s first name.
626.

627.
Following the voting, the Executive Director stated that 23 of the Board members
present had voted in favour, 1 Board member present had voted against and none of the Board
members present abstained from the vote.

628.
The Co-Chairs thanked the Executive Director. Noting the Board members voting in
favour, those voting against and the absence of abstentions, they confirmed the relevant part of
the draft decision of agenda item 11 (Consideration of funding proposals), relating to funding
proposal FP139, had been approved. Pursuant to paragraph 22 of the Procedures, the votes cast
by each Board member shall be recorded in the report of the meeting. Accordingly, this should
also state any Board member who voted against, and any Board member who abstained as
follows:
629.

The following Board members voted in favour:
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(1)

Mr. Nauman Bashir Bhatti;

(3)

Mr. Nagmeldin Goutbi Elhassan Mahmoud;

(2)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)
630.
631.
632.

make.
633.

(23)

Ms. Brenda Ciuk Cano;
Mr. Ali Gholampour;
Mr. Ronald Jumeau:
Mr. Walter Schuldt;
Mr. Ayman Shasly;

Mr. Jeremiah Garwo Sokan;
Mr. Cheikh Sylla;

Mr. Philip S. Weech;
Ms. Ornela Çuçi;
Ms. Sue Szabo;

Mr. Christophe Bories;
Ms. Heike Henn;

Mr. Hans Olav Ibrekk;
Ms. Paola Pettinari;
Mr. Lars Roth;

Mr. Stefan Schwager;

Mr. Masahiro Takasugi;

Mr. Tobias Von Platen-Hallermund;
Mr. Josceline Wheatley;

Mr. Richard Muyungi; and

Ms. Niamh McGuire, alternate member.

The following Board members voted against:
(1)

Mr. Mathew Haarsager.

There were no Board members who abstained.

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for any statements which Board members wished to
Seeing no requests, the Co-Chairs closed the consideration of this funding proposal.

Funding proposal 140 titled “High Impact Programme for the Corporate Sector”, by the
European Bank for Development and Reconstruction
634.
The Co-Chairs opened funding proposal FP140 as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.16.

635.
They informed the Board that the representative of the AE supporting the project
(EBRD) was present in the virtual Boardroom in case of questions.

A representative of the Secretariat introduced FP140. Energy-intensive manufacturing
industries, agribusinesses and (non-fossil) mining companies had significant decarbonization
potential. Energy and materials efficiency measures, together with deployment of best available

636.
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technologies, could contribute significantly to achieving substantial emission reductions.
Principal barriers preventing an accelerated decarbonization of the corporate sector included
low deployment of advanced process technologies and the slow adoption of energy-efficient
technologies, high technology risk perception, significant process disruption risk, and limited
ability of local financial institutions to undertake technology and climate governance audits and
provide long tenor loans of significant quantum. The proposed programme aimed to address
these barriers and facilitate a transformational paradigm shift within the corporate sector
towards a low-carbon pathway by promoting the uptake of high climate impact technologies
and stimulating behavioural change at the corporate governance and management level through
the integration of climate change considerations into strategic, financial and technological
decision-making. The target countries under the programme included Armenia, Jordan,
Kazakhstan, Morocco, Serbia, Tunisia and Uzbekistan.
637.

Part 1

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for comments.

While expressing full support for the funding proposal, a Board member informed the
Board that, due to the size of this funding proposal and its scheme to significantly reduce
corporate emissions, they had identified that there were insufficient plans for MRV. Following
discussions with the Secretariat and the AE, they had drafted a condition to address this
concern, which had been agreed with the AE. This would add an extra layer of certification to
ensure clear and transparent accounting of emission reductions claimed to be achieved through
the 17 subprojects. This was part of Sweden’s and other countries’ long-standing efforts to
ensure accuracy and impartiality during the MRV of results. They understood that this condition
had just been circulated to Board members. Finally, they noted with appreciation the efforts of
the AE to introduce carbon markets and pricing into the corporate sector.
638.

The Co-Chairs requested clarification from the Board member that the condition
addressed their concerns in relation to this funding proposal.
639.
640.

The Board member indicated that this was the case.

Noting that, given its complexity, this had been a difficult funding proposal to work
through, a Board member said that they had always had concerns about multiple country
programmes. They were pleased to see letters of approval from all the countries involved and
expressed the hope that these countries would be kept fully informed of the progress of this
programme. They raised a query about the text in section A 18 of the “Project/Programme
Summary” in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.16, which stated that this project was not included in
country programmes. This suggested that the project was not integrated into country
ownership. They requested clarification.
641.

Another Board member who fully supported the funding proposal, in the interests of
transparency, also expressed support for the additional condition proposed by the Board
member from Sweden regarding MRV. Independent monitoring was very important, and it
supported the goal of GCF to be a learning institution.
642.

A further Board member noted the proposed condition and requested clarification on
the proposed independent verification process, given the project lifetime of 18 years. Why were
years seven and nine chosen for the additional evaluations, and would GCF be involved in the
selection of the independent entity to conduct such evaluations?
643.

Noting that, as a developing country Board member they were in a difficult position with
respect to raising objections to proposals for funding from developing countries, they said that,
to be clear, they would have to object to this funding proposal. There was a major issue in
considering such a funding proposal without a policy on programmatic approaches. They asked
644.
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the Co-Chairs to allow more time to consider this policy as they were not ready to approve the
proposal at this point in time.
645.

The Co-Chairs said that the Board member’s objection had been noted.

As they were over the scheduled time for this virtual session, they asked if Board
members were agreeable to continue for an additional half an hour. Seeing no objections, they
asked the AE to respond to questions raised.
646.

Regarding the query about country programmes, a representative of EBRD stated that a
number of countries which had provided letters of no objection had not yet completed their
country programmes. In terms of the wider issue of country engagement, the representative
confirmed that they had reached out intensively to all the countries in this proposal and had
very active relationships with all of them.
647.

The Board member who indicated that they had expressed a long-standing concern with
multi-country programmes reiterated their view that somehow the proposal lacked a sense of
real country ownership despite the letters of no objection. They were uncomfortable with the
response from the AE, given that all the countries had submitted NDCs and had strategic
programmes at a national level. They reiterated their need for further clarification before
approving the programme.
648.

The Co-Chairs asked the Board member to clarify if they were objecting or seeking
clarification.
649.

The Board member stated that they would like to have further time for clarification
before approving.
650.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Board member for the clarification and invited the Board’s
active observers to take the floor.

651.

Active observers

652.
An active observer for CSOs said that they had serious doubts about various matters
including: (a) the programme’s validity as a programmatic approach; (b) its justification; (c) the
supposed paradigm-shifting nature of its use of financial instruments; and (d) the accountability
and transparency of its proposed implementation. They therefore urged the Board not to
approve the programme proposal at B.26 in its current form.

653.
Firstly, they expressed concern that the proposal did not lay out a process for adequate
consultation with civil society, including local communities, before subprojects were approved.
At a bare minimum, if the Board approved the programme, it should stipulate as a condition that
information about subprojects be made available online on the websites of both the AE and GCF
and through explicit notification to the active observers and the Board for comment and
feedback. Such information should include the relevant ESS notification (for example, at least 30
days before EBRD approval for Category B subprojects), as well as each subproject’s specific
gender assessments and gender action plans. They expressed the view that these documents
should be listed on the GCF programme webpage.
654.
Secondly, they opined that the “programmatic approach” seemed a fairly thin veneer for
bundling together what were essentially 17 or more individual projects. The activities
presented in components 1 and 3 of the programme (identifying low-carbon technologies and
strategies and developing low-carbon sectoral roadmaps) only amounted to 0.7 per cent of the
programme budget.

Thirdly, they rejected the inclusion in component 2 of an “accelerated milestone” that
would allow a corporation to seek more concessional lending on the basis of upfront buying,
trading and retiring of carbon credits. They did not agree with the contention of the AE that this
655.
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was proof of a willingness to engage in behavioural change and had no assurance of the
environmental integrity of these carbon credits. They therefore recommended that this optional
carbon credits dimension should be deleted from the programme.

656.
Lastly, while the proposal stated that the extraction of fossil fuels was excluded from the
scope of possible funding support to mining companies, there was no safeguard to ensure the
exclusion of companies (as potential partners) for which human rights issues or labour
violations (related to other activities of the company) were pending. Such an exclusion based
upon due diligence checks should be included in the eligibility criteria for potential corporate
partners.

657.
An active observer for PSOs said that they had serious concerns about what they were
hearing during the Board’s consideration of this funding proposal and wished to register the
private sector’s support for this transformational programme submitted by the EBRD. They
welcomed this large-scale programme – the only large-scale one submitted at B.26 – and yet the
Board seemed to have a consistent problem with programmatic approaches, especially coming
from the private sector; this sent the wrong message to the sector. This programme scaled
across seven countries and sought to transform the “hard to abate” sectors that required a
transition pathway. What was innovative was that the programme provided solutions
combining the twin goals of technological change and behavioural change pathways for
corporates. In addition, the programme promoted an accelerated option of using carbon
markets as an entry point solution during the construction phase of the project and should not
be removed as referenced by the CSOs. This accelerated option would provide a real “learning
by doing” exercise because it would get corporates, which otherwise wouldn’t do it, to
understand what it meant to “set a price on carbon”.

Furthermore, only carbon offsets and allowances with high environmental integrity
would be able to be utilized by corporates during this construction phase, and at the same time,
EBRD was flexible in the design of their programme as corporates could support their local
carbon emissions schemes. Liquidity could be a challenging issue for newer carbon markets,
and this programme addressed this, allowing for the flexibility of supporting new markets
alongside existing compliance and voluntary schemes. Almost more importantly, this exercise
provided a training element for corporates to anticipate that carbon pricing was coming,
assisted in promoting behavioural change and provided tools on how to deal with it “head-on”.
The EBRD would provide low-carbon road maps and enable good corporate governance. In
conclusion, the active observer for PSOs said that this was a scalable and replicable programme
in other regions and jurisdictions.
658.

659.

The Co-Chairs thanked the active observers for their comments.

660.
A Board member who had requested clarification on the proposed independent
evaluation process wished to register that they were not objecting to the funding proposal. They
had noted the concerns of the active observers. In terms of the text proposed by Sweden for
MRV, they were unclear about the timelines indicated. Would the independent evaluator be
involved in component 1, 2 or 3? At what point would the GCF funds benefit from an
independent review? The proposal for MRV was no doubt reasonable, but they wished for
further clarification. How would it preserve or benefit GCF’s learning-by-doing exercise, given
its complexity?

Noting some objections to the approval of FP140, the Co-Chairs requested that the
Secretariat, AE and Board members with concerns undertake further consultations with a view
of finalizing the document on the following day. They also confirmed that the conditions
proposed by the Board member from Sweden had been circulated.
661.

662.

Consideration of agenda item 11 (funding proposal FP140) was suspended.

GCF/B.26/10/D
Page 72

Part 2
663.
The Co-Chairs reopened funding proposal FP140 on day 3 of the meeting. They asked
Board members with objections or requests for clarification to update the Board on the
consultations which had been held.

664.
A Board member who had previously objected to FP140 stated that they had consulted
with the Secretariat, their advisors and constituency members. They underlined that the
consultations had been hampered by the virtual nature of the meeting. Virtual meetings where
Board members were behind computer screens were not conducive to understanding others’
viewpoints and trying to develop arguments. They also noted that FP140 was a big and complex
proposal and also involved a programmatic approach for which there was no Board policy. As
they had not been able to resolve their questions, they requested guidance from the Co-Chairs
on how to proceed.

The Co-Chairs noted that the Board member was facing difficulties in consulting and
that further clarifications were needed from the Secretariat and AE.
665.

Another Board member requested confirmation that clarifications provided by the
Secretariat during consultations had been shared with the Board.
666.

The representative of the Secretariat said that three responses had been provided.
These covered three elements, namely country ownership, multi-country programmes and
MRV. The representative described the process by which country ownership was established,
including each country’s NDA signing the no-objection letter. Additionally, they described some
of the benefits of the multi-country approach, including knowledge-sharing in the programme
and the fact that GCF had supported 16 multi-country programmes so far, of which eleven were
in the private sector. The AE could respond in relation to MRV.
667.

668.

The Co-Chairs thanked the representative.

670.

The Co-Chairs stated that they would suspend the item for further consultations.

669.
The Board member who had raised this question stated that the responses provided
regarding the link between country ownership and a country’s strategic programme was
unsatisfactory. It had indicated that some countries did not have such programmes. The Board
member expressed deep concern that this project had been presented to the Board while
discussions were underway on the programmatic approach. Furthermore, they highlighted the
concentration risk involved, namely that a single entity which already had over USD 800 million
of GCF funding would pass the USD 1 billion mark with the approval of this funding proposal.
This was a matter the Board should consider seriously. In this case it involved the capture of
around 10 per cent of GCF resources by one entity. In addition, it further focused on mitigation
when vulnerable countries were suffering the effects of climate change and needed resources
for adaptation. They requested that further time be allowed for more consultations to consider
finding better language or additional elements to be added to the draft decision.
671.

Part 3

Consideration of FP140 was duly suspended.

The Co-Chairs reopened the consideration of FP140 on day 4 of the meeting. They
recalled that the funding proposal had been considered on days 2 and 3 and that the Board had
called on the Secretariat and AE to engage with Board members on the concerns raised.
672.

673.
They informed the Board that, in the interests of transparency, they had received letters
from Armenia, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Morocco and Jordan expressing strong support for the
funding proposal. These had been shared with Board members and Secretariat. They also stated
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that following consultations, new conditions had been shared with the Board. They asked the
Secretariat to share these on the virtual Boardroom screen and for the Board to consider them.
674.

A representative of the Secretariat was invited to take the floor.

The representative stated that during the preceding two days, there had been intensive
engagements with the concerned Board members, advisors and NDAs in each country. Broadly,
Board members’ concerns were country ownership and alignment with national priorities, the
design of the proposal as a multi-country intervention and, thirdly, MRV protocols. A written
response had been provided to concerned Board members, and three conditions had been
circulated covering MRV, country ownership and engagement. These were shown on the
Boardroom screen as (a), (b) and (c) under “proposed conditions/covenants” for FP140.
675.

The Co-Chairs asked the AE if they were in agreement with the conditions presented and
if they could be implemented by them.
676.

A representative for the AE stated that the funding proposal was timely in light of the
COVID-19 pandemic and the increasing need to tackle climate change. If approved by the Board,
it would give GCF an opportunity to influence recovery in a green manner. They underlined that
both GCF and the countries concerned had been fully involved in the process. The support from
the countries had been illustrated by their responses overnight. The programme involved a very
innovative financial mechanism through which the AE would work at national and sector level.
The funding proposal was essential for these countries to deliver their NDCs and climate plans
to achieve energy efficiency at scale through the private sector. EBRD was in full agreement
with the additional conditions presented. While not part of the Board’s ongoing discussions on a
policy on programmatic approaches, the representative noted that EBRD had been working on
this programme for more than four years, from initial concept to this fully developed proposal.
It was the view of EBRD that this was a “state-of-the-art programme” and exemplary for the
private sector. They expressed gratitude to the Secretariat, NDAs and others, and stood ready to
support the Board’s discussions to achieve consensus on this funding proposal.
677.

678.
The Co-Chairs thanked the representative and reminded the Board that they had before
them the amended conditions. They invited the Board to adopt the draft decision.
679.
The Board member from Albania stated that small countries like theirs strongly
supported this project as they lacked the resources to implement such projects alone. It also
made sense for GCF to not only focus on small single projects but instead to support regional
projects with much wider impacts. All participant countries supported the proposal.

The Board member who had registered an objection informed the Board that they had
worked to achieve consensus overnight. They thanked the Secretariat and AE for the work
undertaken but noted that this did not address all their concerns at this point and pre-empted
the Board’s discussions on the programmatic approach. They expressed the view that the
project was not negotiated on fair terms with the GCF and relegated the GCF role to that of
passive investor with no control over the project investment and no say in the approval of the
potential 17 subprojects. This was a living example of developed countries providing climate
finance to developing countries and taking it back by recycling the money with a profit premium
while dictating how the money would be spent. With the approval of this project, the EBRD
portfolio would exceed USD 1 billion, representing 10 percent of GCF resources. EBRD was very
biased towards mitigation projects and should be ensuring greater balance with more
adaptation projects. In terms of the concessionality of the loan, it was only applied on the GCF
tranche of USD 252 million; the EBRD portion of USD 757 million was based on market rates so
countries might only benefit from concessionality on one-third of funding. The eligibility of the
GCF tranche would be determined by EBRD. They would determine if the corporates qualified
for concessionality under the GCF tranche. The payments were conditional on certain
milestones being achieved, which would be defined ex ante and reflect the level of ambition in
line with corporate climate governance criteria. These criteria were derived from the so-called
680.
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Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures and the Carbon Disclosure Project
reporting guidelines. These would become part of the legal agreement between EBRD and the
beneficiaries. EBRD would impose MRV, accounting and disclosure measures which were
inconsistent with what Parties had agreed to under the Paris Agreement. This would represent
significant liabilities to the private sector in developing countries. This project was problematic.
While objecting to this and any similar projects, they would not block the approval of this
project. They were willing to move with the consensus to approve this funding proposal.

The Co-Chairs thanked the Board member for outlining their concerns; these had been
noted and would be reflected in the report of the meeting. At the same time, they also noted that
the Board member would not stand in the way should consensus be reached to approve the
project.

681.

A Board member who had also requested clarifications during the initial consideration
of this funding proposal highlighted several points. Firstly, they noted the efforts of the AE to
indeed prove that there was country ownership, including the letters of support received
overnight. They wished to encourage this kind of engagement with NDAs and countries
throughout the implementation of the programme. They expressed the hope that the conditions
now proposed would ensure that this happened. Secondly, it was not the fault of the entity but
of the Board that there was, as yet, no policy on programmatic approaches. So long as this
remained unresolved, the Board could face similar situations. Thirdly, this linked to the issue of
concentration risk as they had previously noted. This would impact vulnerable countries in
Africa, LDCs and SIDS, which would be denied access to funding. It was clear from the Governing
Instrument that the GCF was meant to help the most vulnerable. They stated that they would
not stand in the way of the approval of this funding proposal, but again underlined the need for
the Board to agree on a policy. During the next few Board meetings, the Board needed to
develop a clear solution to the denial of resources to poor countries.
682.

683.
The Co-Chairs said that they had clearly heard the views expressed that the policy on
programmatic approach must be a priority for the Board. The Co-Chairs would accordingly
ensure this was moved forward at the next meeting.

684.
Another Board member echoed concerns of colleagues regarding concentration risk.
They also wished to put on record that this should not be seen as setting any sort of precedent
for the future eligibility of similar proposals.

685.
A further Board member, while not blocking the funding proposal, wished to register
their disquiet with it. They also underlined that now was the time to focus on agreeing a policy
on programmatic approaches. They also noted that, while some African countries were involved
with the project, they were not clear whether there was full country ownership even if they had
signed no-objection letters. They wondered if another entity such as the Africa Development
Bank were putting forward this programme whether it would be adopted. They requested that
problematic proposals such as FP140 should not be presented to the Board.
686.
The Co-Chairs asked the Board to consider the conditions shown on the Boardroom
screen and invited Board members to approve the requested funding amount for FP140.

687.
Another Board member took the floor to align themselves with previous speakers both
on the need for a policy on programmatic approach and to stress that this project could not be
used in the future in defining eligibility criteria; this should not be used as a model for future
projects. They wished to record that they were reluctantly accepting the project on the basis
that all concerns raised by Board members would be taken into consideration.
688.

The Co-Chairs invited the Board to approve FP140 for the funding amount requested.

There being no further comments or objections, FP140 was duly approved for the
funding amount requested.
689.
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690.
The Board took note of document GCF/B.26/02/Rev.02 and its addenda Add.01–15
(general distribution) and Add.16–19 (limited distribution) titled “Consideration of funding
proposals”.

691.
The Board adopted the following decision, which includes approval of funding proposal
139 pursuant to a vote in which 23 of the Board members present voted in favour and 1 of the
Board members present voted against, and in respect of which none of the Board members
present abstained from the vote:

DECISION B.26/02

The Board, having considered document GCF/B.26/02/Rev.02 titled “Consideration of
funding proposals”:
(a)

Takes note of the following funding proposals:
(i)

Funding proposal 129 titled “Afghanistan Rural Energy Market Transformation
Initiative – Strengthening Resilience of Livelihoods Through Sustainable Energy
Access”, by the United Nations Development Programme, as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.01 and Add.19;

(ii)

Funding proposal 130 titled “Indonesia REDD-plus RBP for results period 20142016”, by the United Nations Development Programme, as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.02 and Add.19;

(iii)

Funding proposal 131 titled “Improving Climate Resilience of Vulnerable
Communities and Ecosystems in the Gandaki River Basin, Nepal”, by the
International Union for Conservation of Nature, as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.03 and Add.19;

(iv)

Funding proposal 132 titled “Enabling Implementation of Forest Sector Reform in
Georgia to Reduce GHG Emissions from Forest Degradation”, by the Deutsche
Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH, as contained in
document GCF/B.26/02/Add.04 and Add.19;

(v)

Funding proposal 133 titled “Resilience to hurricanes in the building sector in
Antigua and Barbuda”, by the Department of Environment, Ministry of Health and
Environment of Antigua and Barbuda, as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.05 and Add.19;

(vi)

Funding proposal 134 titled “Colombia REDD+ Results-based Payments for results
period 2015-2016”, by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations, as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.06 and Add.19;

(vii)

Funding proposal 135 titled “Ecosystem-based Adaptation in the Indian Ocean –
EBA IO”, by the Agence Française de Développement, as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.07 and Add.19;

(viii)

Funding proposal 136 titled “Resilient Landscapes and Livelihoods Project”, by the
World Bank, as contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.08 and Add.19;

(ix)

Funding proposal 137 titled “Ghana Shea Landscape Emission Reductions Project”,
by the United Nations Development Programme, as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.09 and Add.19;

(x)

Funding proposal 138 titled “ASER Solar Rural Electrification Project”, by the
Banque Ouest Africaine de Développement, as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.10 and Add.19;
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(xi)

Funding proposal 139 titled “Building resilience in the face of climate change
within traditional rain fed agricultural and pastoral systems in Sudan”, by the
United Nations Development Programme, as contained in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.11 and Add.19;

(xii)

Funding proposal 140 titled “High Impact Programme for the Corporate Sector”,
by the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, as contained in
document GCF/B.26/02/Add.12 and Add.16;

(xiii)

Simplified approval process (SAP) funding proposal 014 titled “Forest resilience of
Armenia, enhancing adaptation and rural green growth via mitigation”, by the
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, as contained in
document GCF/B.26/02/Add.13 and Add.19;

(xiv)

Simplified approval process (SAP) funding proposal 015 titled “Promoting zerodeforestation cocoa production for reducing emissions in Côte d’Ivoire
(PROMIRE)”, by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, as
contained in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.14 and Add.19; and

(xv)

Simplified approval process (SAP) funding proposal 016 titled “Fiji
Agrophotovoltaic Project in Ovalau”, by the Fiji Development Bank, as contained in
document GCF/B.26/02/Add.15 and Add.17; and

(b)

Approves funding proposal 129 for the amount of USD 17,198,843, submitted by the
United Nations Development Programme, subject to the conditions set out in annex I and
in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(c)

Also approves funding proposal 130 for the amount of USD 103,781,250, submitted by the
United Nations Development Programme, subject to the conditions set out in annex I and
in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(d)

Further approves funding proposal 131 for the amount of USD 27,404,139, submitted by
the International Union for Conservation of Nature, subject to the conditions set out in
annex I and in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(e)

Approves funding proposal 132 for the amount of EUR 32,791,621, submitted by the
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH, subject to the
conditions set out in annex I and in the respective term sheet set out in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(f)

Also approves funding proposal 133 for the amount of USD 32,706,595, submitted by the
Department of Environment, Ministry of Health and Environment of Antigua and
Barbuda, subject to the conditions set out in annex I and in the respective term sheet set
out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(g)

Further approves funding proposal 134 for the amount of USD 28,208,123, submitted by
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, subject to the conditions set
out in annex I and in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(h)

Takes note of the absence of an internationally agreed definition on high forest cover, low
deforestation (HFLD) countries;

(i)

Also takes note of the recommendations by the independent Technical Advisory Panel and
the Secretariat in relation to funding proposal 134 to consider the specific circumstances
of Colombia as a high forest cover, low deforestation (HFLD) country for the purpose of
the pilot programme for REDD-plus results-based payments;

(j)

Decides that the approval of the funding proposal 134 does not set a precedent for future
proposals that may request payments from the GCF for REDD-plus results under the pilot
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programme nor prejudge any future decisions of the Board on the establishment or form
of a future REDD-plus results-based payment programme;
(k)

Approves funding proposal 135 for the amount of USD 38,000,000, submitted by the
Agence Française de Développement, subject to the conditions set out in annex I and in the
respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(l)

Also approves funding proposal 136 for the amount of USD 165,237,592, submitted by the
World Bank, subject to the conditions set out in annex I and in the respective term sheet
set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(m)

Further approves funding proposal 137 for the amount of USD 30,100,000, submitted by
the United Nations Development Programme, subject to the conditions set out in annex I
and in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(n)

Approves funding proposal 138 for the amount of EUR 75,445,176, submitted by the
Banque Ouest Africaine de Développement, subject to the conditions set out in annex I and
in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(o)

Also approves, pursuant to a vote in which 23 of the Board members present voted in
favour and 1 of the Board members present voted against, and in respect of which none of
the Board members present abstained from the vote, funding proposal 139 for the amount
of USD 25,645,114, submitted by the United Nations Development Programme, subject to
the conditions set out in annex I and in the respective term sheet set out in document
GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(p)

Further approves funding proposal 140 for the amount of USD 258,030,000, submitted by
the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, subject to the conditions set out
in annex I and in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.16;

(q)

Approves simplified approval process (SAP) funding proposal 014 for the amount of USD
10,000,000, submitted by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
subject to the conditions set out in annex I and in the respective term sheet set out in
document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(r)

Also approves simplified approval process (SAP) funding proposal 015 for the amount of
USD 10,000,000, submitted by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations, subject to the conditions set out in annex I and in the respective term sheet set
out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.19;

(s)

Further approves simplified approval process (SAP) funding proposal 016 for the amount
of USD 5,000,000, submitted by the Fiji Development Bank, subject to the conditions set
out in annex I and in the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.26/02/Add.17;

(t)

Reaffirms that 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

(u)

Authorizes the Secretariat to disburse fees for each funded project/programme approved
by the Board 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.
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Status of approved funding proposals: extension of deadline in respect of FP114
(Program on Affirmative Finance Action for Women in Africa (AFAWA): Financing
Climate Resilient Agricultural Practices in Ghana)
The Co-Chairs drew the attention of the Board to document GCF/B.26/04 titled “Status
of approved funding proposals: extension of deadline in respect of FP114 (Program on
Affirmative Finance Action for Women in Africa (AFAWA): Financing Climate Resilient
Agricultural Practices in Ghana)”, transmitted to the Board on a limited distribution basis.
692.

693.
The Board was requested to grant an extension deadline in respect of FP114 to allow for
the fulfilment of a condition attached to the approval of the funding proposal. The condition was
required to be met before the execution of the relevant FAA.
694.

The Secretariat was invited to take the floor to introduce the proposed decision.

695.
At B.23, the Board approved FP114 “Program on Affirmative Finance Action for Women
in Africa (AFAWA): Financing Climate Resilient Agricultural Practices in Ghana” submitted by
the African Development Bank. The approval of the programme was subject to the fulfilment of
certain conditions before the execution of the relevant FAA. One of the conditions was the
submission of a certificate or legal opinion confirming that the AE had obtained all final internal
approvals needed and had the capacity and authority to implement the proposed programme.
696.
On 19 June 2020, the AE formally notified the Secretariat that an extension of the
deadline for the submission of the certificate was necessary in light of the ongoing challenges
posed by the COVID-19 crisis. The AE also explained that an extension would be needed to
complete their due diligence on the newly selected co-executing entity of the programme. This
was the second extension request following the first request on 2 March 2020. The first
extension request until 4 July 2020 was granted by the decision of the Executive Director,
pursuant to the Policy on Restructuring and Cancellation.

697.
It was anticipated that the outstanding issues could be resolved within the coming
months should the Board decide to grant this extension request. Pursuant to paragraph 9 of the
Policy on Restructuring and Cancellation, the extension previously granted by the Executive
Director was extended to one day after the last day of B.26. Therefore, the deadline would be
extended to 19 December 2020.
698.
The Secretariat recommended that the Board extend the deadline for the submission of
the certificate to 19 December 2020.

699.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to adopt the draft decision in annex I to document
GCF/B.26/04 and opened the floor for comments.

700.
A Board member recalled stating at B.23 that this programme should be adjusted to
provide more flexibility for vulnerable women in Ghana to benefit from GCF resources. Having
learned that the programme had not yet been implemented, the Board member expressed
disappointment that its beneficiaries had not yet benefited from GCF resources and asked for
the specific reasons why the AE (African Development Bank) was still struggling to get internal
approval.
701.
Another Board member asked the Secretariat whether the AE took into consideration
the additional challenges caused by the COVID-19 pandemic when they indicated the new
extension deadline.

702.
A representative from the Secretariat reassured the Board that they were working very
closely with the African Development Bank and putting maximum efforts into expediting the
implementation of the project, bearing in mind the importance of it for the beneficiaries
concerned. The representative also shared that, based on feedback they had received, the delays
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on the side of the AE were caused by emerging priorities associated with COVID-19, and
particularly with respect to a newly appointed co-executing entity.
703.

There being no further comments and no objections, the Board adopted the decision.

705.

The Board adopted the following decision:

The Board took note of limited distribution document GCF/B.26/04 titled “Status of
approved funding proposals: extension of deadline in respect of FP114 (Program on Affirmative
Finance Action for Women in Africa (AFAWA): Financing Climate Resilient Agricultural
Practices in Ghana)”.
704.

DECISION B.26/03

The Board, having considered limited distribution document GCF/B.26/04 titled “Status of
approved funding proposals: extension of deadline in respect of FP114 (Program on Affirmative
Finance Action for Women in Africa (AFAWA): Financing Climate Resilient Agricultural Practices
in Ghana)”:
Decides to extend the deadline until 19 December 2020 for the submission by the
accredited entity of a certificate or legal opinion, in form and substance satisfactory to the
Secretariat, confirming that the accredited entity has obtained all final internal approvals
needed by it and has the capacity and authority to implement the proposed project for the
following approved funding proposal:
(i)

FP114, titled “Program on Affirmative Finance Action for Women in Africa
(AFAWA): Financing Climate Resilient Agricultural Practices in Ghana”.

Status of approved funding proposals: extension of deadline in respect of FP122 (Blue
Action Fund (BAF): GCF Ecosystem Based Adaptation Programme in the Western Indian
Ocean)
The Co-Chairs drew attention of the Board to document GCF/B.26/07 titled “Status of
approved funding proposals: extension of deadline in respect of FP122 (Blue Action Fund
(BAF): GCF Ecosystem Based Adaptation Programme in the Western Indian Ocean)”,
transmitted to the Board on a limited distribution basis.
706.

707.
The Board was requested to grant an extension deadline in respect of FP122 due to
issues caused by the COVID-19 crisis and related delays in the negotiations.
708.

The Secretariat was invited to take the floor to introduce the proposed decision.

The Secretariat highlighted that certain conditions remained pending for the execution
of the FAA for FP122 due to the impact of COVID-19 on operations on the ground and related
delays in the negotiations. The AE requested the Secretariat to further extend the deadline for
executing the FAA by 60 days (until 13 November 2020).
709.

710.
The Co-Chairs invited the Board to adopt the draft decision in annex I to document
GCF/B.26/07 and opened the floor for comments.
711.

There being no comments or objections, the Board adopted the decision.

713.

The Board adopted the following decision:

The Board took note of limited distribution document GCF/B.26/07 titled “Status of
approved funding proposals: extension of deadline in respect of FP122 (Blue Action Fund
(BAF): GCF Ecosystem Based Adaptation Programme in the Western Indian Ocean)”.
712.
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DECISION B.26/04
The Board, having considered document GCF/B.26/07 titled “Status of approved funding
proposals: extension of deadline in respect of FP122 (Blue Action Fund (BAF): GCF Ecosystem
Based Adaptation Programme in the Western Indian Ocean)”:
Decides to extend the deadline until 13 November 2020 for the execution of the funded
activity agreement, in a form and substance satisfactory to the Secretariat, for the
following approved funding proposal:
(i)

FP122, titled “Blue Action Fund (“BAF”): GCF Ecosystem Based Adaptation
Programme in the Western Indian Ocean”.

Agenda item 12: Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme –
Annual Report 2019 and Work Programme and
Budget 2020–2021
714.
The Co-Chairs opened the agenda item and drew the attention of the Board to document
GCF/B.26/05 titled “Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme – Annual Report 2019 and
Work Programme and Budget 2020–2021”.

715.
In accordance with Board decisions B.22/10 and B.22/11, document GCF/B.26/05
presented a work programme and an associated budget request for the Readiness Programme
for 2020–2021; the full consideration of the readiness request pipeline; the outcomes of the first
formal replenishment of the GCF and emerging demand from countries for readiness support;
the annual report on the Readiness Programme for 2019; and a list of all the approved readiness
grants.
716.

They invited a representative of the Secretariat to introduce the item.

718.

The Co-Chairs opened the floor for comments.

717.
The representative provided an update on the current status of the Readiness portfolio,
including adaptation planning, progress made on readiness grant implementation and results
achieved to date, and the updated work programme and associated budget request for 2020–
2021.

Part 1

719.
Several Board members commended the Secretariat for their excellent work to ensure
the Readiness Programme was maintained during the COVID-19 pandemic, with many
expressing strong support for the Programme, which was essential to developing countries, and
the draft decision, including its budget request.

720.
While expressing a willingness to consider the document, one Board member expressed
concern over the narrative used by the Secretariat, in particular with reference to terminologies
such as “green recovery”. Was GCF going to reallocate resources towards a so-called green
recovery? GCF already supported sustainable development in developing countries as
mandated under the UNFCCC, the Paris Agreement, COP decisions and COP guidance. They
stated that they wished to work offline with the Secretariat on this narrative and were not ready
to adopt the decision at this point.

721.
The Co-Chairs thanked the Board member for their intervention, noting that they would
continue to hear from other Board members who had requested the floor. They also wished to
thank those Board members who had notified the Co-Chairs’ teams via Zoom chat of their
replacement by their alternate Board member.
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722.

In the ensuring discussion a number of themes emerged.

Green resilient recovery

723.
Several Board members expressed support for the integration of a green recovery
concept into the Readiness Programme. One Board member stated that, in addition to
identification of appropriate readiness needs for each country, they expected that effective
support, which was compliant with the GCF mandate and the investment criteria, would be
provided through the Readiness Programme. Another noted the importance of assessing the
impacts of COVID-19 and integrating them into climate plans as part of green recovery
strategies. Two others particularly welcomed the inclusion of the innovative green recovery
concept.

Least developed countries and small island developing States

724.
A number of Board members highlighted the particular needs of LDCs and SIDS. One
Board member said that NDAs and DAEs in LDCs were still facing problems accessing Readiness
support due to the long and complicated process. In addition, there were delays in the release of
the funds. They opined that the Secretariat’s presentation showed that Readiness components
for LDCs still needed strengthening, including fast-track processes so that LDCs could be ready
for GCF funding. COVID-19 had generated new priorities and LDCs needed access to funds more
rapidly. They requested that the Secretariat identify how these countries could access rapid
readiness support. LDCs continued to experience climate impacts such as cyclones and
devastating floods, which posed challenges to the adaptative capacities of the most vulnerable
countries and their economies. GCF was well positioned to make a certain percentage of
readiness support available as quickly as possible, especially to LDCs, to enable urgent recovery
efforts. The pandemic impacted the health systems and economic capacities of countries. It was
important to consider the incremental scope and co-benefits of GCF-funded activities with some
flexibility. Mid- to long-term impacts of COVID-19 should play an important part both in the
Readiness Programme and the funded activities as well as the upcoming discussion of the
investment framework, such as incremental costs and concessionality. The Board member
welcomed efforts towards virtual training and dialogues with NDAs and DAEs.

Two other Board members expressed a wish to align themselves with these comments,
acknowledging the importance of the Programme for LDCs and SIDS. It was therefore essential
to focus on improving effectiveness and efficiency of the Programme for these countries. One
expressed satisfaction that that the work programme had already factored in recent COVID-19
developments. They said it was clear from the remarks of other Board members that the
pandemic had generated the need for new programme priorities. The Programme could be
strengthened even further in this respect.
725.

Support to adaptation planning

726.
The Board member who had provided several comments on the Readiness Programme
in relation to LDCs and SIDS also highlighted a number of points in respect of the support
provided for adaptation planning, including the development of NAPS. Noting that the approved
resources were up to USD 3 million per country, they said that many concerns had been
expressed, in particular by the LDC constituency, in respect of adaptation planning proposals.
For example, Uganda had submitted an adaptation planning proposal for USD 2.9 million, which
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they had been asked to reduce to USD 2.2 million. 1 The Board member wished to see how such
communication issues could be resolved with clear guidance from the Secretariat. Furthermore,
noting that the approval process was lengthy, it was important that the Secretariat prioritized
the handling of proposals from particularly vulnerable countries during the COVID-19 crisis.
They noted that another issue concerned the adaptive management of grants under
implementation. The start of the project was currently the date of the approval of the readiness
proposal, whereas the actual start date should be the date when the project document was
signed with the government. Under the current system, the country lost around six months of
implementation time. Similarly, the timeline for NAP formulation was also impacted by COVID19 and therefore needed to be appropriately considered. Finally, project activities sometimes
needed to be rearranged. In these cases, a short communication should be enough if there was
no budget implication. A simple template would reduce the paperwork demand for NDAs,
enabling them to focus on implementation rather than paperwork tasks. Lastly, in terms of
technical support, some funds needed to be transferred to partners for implementation.
Currently these transfers were limited by the legal framework between GCF and the delivery
partner. These transaction costs needed to be minimized by providing direct disbursement of
these funds from GCF.
Specific comments related to annex II (Work Programme and Budget 2020–2021) and
annex IV (Readiness Programme Annual Report 2019) of document GCF/B.26/05

727.
In relation to annex II to document GCF/B.26/05, a Board member expressed
satisfaction in relation to objective 1 section 1.3 “Support for other stakeholders” at the
proposal for a new support stream to ensure wider involvement of stakeholders such as civil
society. Under objective 3, again they supported the focus on enhancing private sector action in
adaptation activities.

728.
Turning to the Annual Report (annex IV to document GCF/B.26/05), they noted the
progress made in improving efficiency of the Readiness Programme and were pleased to see
that the recommendations by the IEU were being implemented. Finally, they welcomed the
collaboration with other institutions such as GEF and the NDC Partnership and requested that
the Secretariat provide more detail in future reports. Another Board member welcomed the
focus on support for updating NDCs under objective 2 “Strategic frameworks”, specifically for
updating and creating more ambitious NDCs, even during the COVID-19 pandemic. They stated
that the Readiness Programme should focus on capacity-building for NDCs to ensure sufficient
financial resources were channelled to enable countries to identify, attract and structure
financial investments to achieve the objectives contained in the NDC; the best possible NDCs
would be achieved when financial resources were provided for implementation.
729.
(a)

1

Another Board member raised several specific points:

Under annex IV to document GCF/B.26/05, they noted that the time taken (in days)
from submission of the readiness request to approval was reducing. However, they
opined that more could still be done. The template was simple and straightforward, and
the outcomes were clear. The Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme
Guidebook was good so there were no reasons for delays in approvals;

Following the consideration of this item, the Secretariat clarified that the proposal from Uganda was cleared at the
123rd meeting of the Readiness Working Group on 6 February 2020 with a requested amount of USD 2,994,438.
There was no comment in any review round requesting that the NDA and delivery partner reduce the requested
amount to USD 2.2 million. The Secretariat did not request that proposal amounts be restricted to any specific
amount. However, as good practice, the Secretariat recommended that countries examine carefully how they
utilized the USD 3 million available to them, considering the iterative nature of adaptation and the possibilities
presented by the flexible use of the funding window through multiple sequential proposals that also benefited from
the learn-by-doing concept.
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(b)
(c)

(d)

In the same annex, they asked for further details on delays to disbursement for
readiness projects. This also related to issues within countries, and it was important to
understand more precisely what issues were involved;

The Board member noted that IAEs were being used as delivery partners when the
agreement with the GCF was to use DAEs. IAEs tended not to have the structures to deal
with readiness projects. This was another cause of delays. There needed to be more
flexibility to help countries get ready for climate action; and

Another point related to earlier Board decisions on providing readiness support for the
development of concept notes in relation to REDD-plus and technology transfer. It was
not clear from the Annual Report to what extent this was being done and the nature of
the guidance being provided.

730.
A Board member wished to know how the pandemic had delayed readiness work and
how it had influenced the budget since it had been suggested that it might generate savings.
(Another Board member also asked to what extent the Secretariat had reduced the budget
request because of forecasted implementation constraints.) Secondly, the first Board member
stated that the Readiness Programme was intended to help developing countries meet the
targets set for them in GCF-1. In this regard, having the updated Strategic Plan was important in
providing clear guidance. The Board member opined that it would be preferable to wait until
the updated Strategic Plan had been approved before considering further funding for the
Readiness Programme. However, recognizing that the Readiness Programme was a useful tool,
and especially given the pandemic, they were therefore prepared to approve the decision.

Another Board member said that they hoped the Readiness Programme would be
steadily implemented with IEU evaluations fully addressed and that readiness support would
focus on the formation of actual projects on the ground.
731.

732.
A third Board member commended the Secretariat for efficiency improvements.
However, they wished to know whether there was further scope to fast-track requests and
expedite approvals. Given the impressive efficiency gains reported, they also wondered about
the scope for similar improvements in other areas of the Secretariat’s operations.

733.
To enhance access, including through DAEs, and to build a truly transformative
portfolio, the Readiness Programme was important. It was important for strategic country
programming and to develop sustainable, long-term, low-emission strategies and adaptation
planning. The Board members thanked the Secretariat for focusing on inclusivity. On behalf of
Belgium, Canada and Poland, they supported the programme and budget request.

734.
A Co-Chair requested the floor in their capacity as a Board member. He stated that the
map shown in the document was incorrect. It did not reflect the official United Nations maps.
The map which was presented did not recognize the disputed territory between India and
Pakistan. He asked the Secretariat to delete the map from the record of the meeting and follow
United Nations maps for future documents.

Active observer

735.
The active observer for CSOs welcomed the increase in approved and disbursed
readiness requests under the Readiness Programme as well as the increasing number of
requests approved and in the pipeline for adaptation planning processes, including the
development of NAPs.

They also appreciated the Secretariat’s efforts to incorporate recommendations from
the IEU evaluation of the Readiness Programme into its revised strategy and workplan, such as
the development of compliance and policy tools to build greater capacity for compliance with,
inter alia, the following GCF policies: ESP, the Gender Policy and the Indigenous Peoples Policy.
736.
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This was in addition to strengthening guidelines to ensure that country programming fully took
into account these policies.

737.
However, the active observer expressed concern that there remained low interest and
commitment from NDAs to engage stakeholders in the planning, design and implementation of
readiness activities across all result areas. It was vital that NDAs inclusively and effectively
engaged stakeholders, in particular CSOs, indigenous peoples, women and local communities to
bring in their invaluable expertise and knowledge for project readiness, design and
implementation, and to respond to their specific adaptation needs. A number of NDAs had
indicated that they had conducted multi-stakeholder consultations, but these were to increase
political buy-in for NDCs and climate goals rather than to address stakeholders’ needs. Engaging
stakeholders must not be a one-time event, but rather an ongoing and integral process of
engagement with inclusion and iteration as standard practice.

Additionally, during the COVID-19 pandemic, CSOs were concerned about inclusive and
effective stakeholder engagement taking place at a time when a number of readiness proposals
would be approved and implemented, and when additional requests for rapid disbursement
would come to the GCF. It was therefore vital that a stakeholder engagement component for
readiness access be made mandatory for NDAs to institutionalize stakeholder engagement and
set up an all-inclusive national coordination mechanism. Such stakeholder engagement
activities had to be assessed and reported as part of the result areas of the Readiness
Programme.
738.

739.
While welcoming the new support stream for engagement of a wider spectrum of
stakeholders under the work programme for 2020–2021, CSOs saw it as crucial that activities in
the support stream be implemented within a context of progressive policy that supported and
institutionalized stakeholder engagement. Without these improvements in stakeholder
engagement, there was a risk that this support would not actually benefit those communities it
was meant to. The observer therefore underscored the need for NDAs to elaborate and
implement stakeholder engagement plans that readiness could support. GCF needed to provide
more comprehensive and mandatory guidelines on stakeholder engagement. Civil society was
open to collaborating with the Secretariat so that it could take advantage of the extensive
experience of CSOs in these processes.

Secretariat responses
740.

The representative of the Secretariat provided the following responses:

(b)

With respect to comments on green resilient recovery, economic stimulus after the
2008/2009 financial crisis had been followed by historic peaks in GHG emissions. The
green resilient recovery intended to seek co-benefits of climate action and economic
stimulus to avoid unintended and potential increases in post COVID-19 GHGs and to
encourage sustainable development while also creating employment. Many developing
countries were facing additional constraints in mobilizing financial resources because of
COVID-19. Under existing mandates and modalities, the Readiness Programme would (i)
provide these resources for green resilient recoveries and also incorporate them into
their NDCs and stimulus packages; and (ii) develop innovative and paradigm-shifting
projects which would contribute to green recovery and climate action;

(a)

(c)

The Secretariat wished to acknowledge and apologize to the Board member for the
oversight in relation to the map which would be corrected;

The Secretariat had seen a marked increase in delays, including in recruiting consultants
and finalizing deliverables in line with NDA approval and country ownership. Most
processing delays between submission and approval had been addressed, especially
with the support of the management of the United Nations Office for Project Services.
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(d)

(e)

(f)
(g)

(h)

(i)

(j)

(k)

(l)

(m)
2

There had been delays in grants achieving agreed performance milestones and finalizing
direct access approval;

In terms of implementation challenges, a range of factors were involved, including
procurement of consultants, political turmoil, limited implementation capacity and
capacity to conduct stakeholder engagement, delays in ratification with certain
countries and limited processing capacity at the Secretariat. These all translated into
delays in disbursements aggravated by COVID-19 social distancing and other measures
since stakeholder engagement involved gatherings at national level;
Regarding support to DAEs: 42 DAEs received support through dedicated grants in
accreditation gap assessment and capacity-building plans. Over 75 grants for DAEs and
for capacity-building of direct access candidates were approved amounting to USD 20
million. The current pipeline included more than 15 grants dedicated to supporting
direct access candidates in relation to accreditation, and the majority of delivery
partners were DAEs including NDAs;

On technology transfer and REDD-plus, there were 24 grants approved amounting to
USD 20 million and 12 grants approved in 2019 for training needs assessments and
related action plans;

In terms of both REDD-plus and complementarity and coherence with other funds, there
was a small but growing portfolio through new grants and new requests in the pipeline
in the agriculture, forestry and other land use sector; this was a focus for planning, MRV
and further pipeline development;

The Secretariat was seeing delays and blanket six-month extensions, and expected NDAs
to detail plans to address delays in their progress reports. To date, 163 out of 164
eligible grants had COVID-19-related, no-cost extensions countersigned. The Secretariat
advised that grants going forward incorporate risk mitigation measures for COVID-19
circumstances and adjust their activities accordingly;

The release of funds had suffered significantly, but subsequent disbursements depended
on progress in the implementation of grants. Eighty per cent of grants received no-cost
extensions averaging 11 months. While funding was ready, there was a need for delivery
partners to speed up implementation and requests for funding;
In terms of areas for improvement, there were measures to address roadblocks, and
processing time had also been reduced. An online submission and grant-tracking system
had been set up, which all NDAs could access. There was significant scope for
improvement after approval to move into implementation more efficiently. The
Secretariat was looking to provide project management training for NDAs and delivery
partners to implement readiness grants efficiently and effectively;

The Secretariat was working with delivery partners to build in sufficient lead time for
the delivery partners and countries to agree on necessary project documents and
project cooperation agreements. The start date and implementation were now more in
line with reality;

The Secretariat was ready to engage with Uganda for clarification and for expediting the
process. 2 In addition, the Secretariat would work with delivery partners on grant
resources to approve organizations on the ground to undertake approved activities to
have greater local impact; and

Most vulnerable countries (i.e. LDCs, SIDS and African countries) were given priority
attention, and the Secretariat continued to collaborate with all developing countries. A

See footnote 1.
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(n)

meeting had been held that day with the UNFCCC Least Developed Countries Expert
Group in line with the mandate from the Board as part of continued effort to provide
advice.

The representative of the Secretariat acknowledged that there was an error in the
presentation of the map which was not in line with the UN approved maps, and assured
that the error will be corrected in the record.

741.
The Co-Chairs thanked the Secretariat for the detailed responses and noted that
corrections would be made to the document in relation to the map shown.
742.

They asked if the Board could adopt the draft decision.

743.
The Board member reiterated their objection to the narrative in the document and
confirmed that they needed time to consult with the Secretariat.

744.
The Co-Chairs stated that the Board member’s objection had been duly noted. They
asked the Board member to work with the Secretariat to enable a consensus to be reached. It
was especially important to adopt the decision in order to benefit LDCs, SIDS and African States.
They noted that any changes to the document would be circulated to Board members and that
the agenda item would be reopened on the following day.
745.

Part 2

The agenda item was suspended.

746.
The Co-Chairs reopened the agenda item on day 4 of the meeting and invited a
representative of the Secretariat to update the Board.

747.
The representative informed the Board that they had had a series of consultations with
the Board member and their advisors. The Secretariat had deleted several paragraphs and
added language to the decision text. They had been informed that the amendments shown in
track-change mode were not sufficient. The representative asked the Co-Chair if they could
present the amendments which reflected references to green resilient recovery, the United
Nations Climate Summit and the recommendations of the “GCF First Replenishment (GCF-1):
Replenishment Summary Report” (document GCF/B.24/11).
748.
Given the special circumstances of a virtual meeting, the Co-Chairs requested that the
Secretariat continue to show any amendments to documents in track-change mode and ensure
all such changes were circulated to Board members in the interests of full transparency.

749.
The Co-Chairs invited the representative to present the amendments in track-change
mode. Given that many Board members had expressed support for the Readiness Programme
and budget request on the previous day, they underlined the importance of resolving this
agenda item.

The representative presented a number of detailed amendments as shown on the
Boardroom screen.
750.

751.
The Co-Chairs noted points of order from two Board members and observed that the
changes were markedly different from those shared with the Board earlier in the day.

A Board member stated that the version being presented by the representative of the
Secretariat was not the version which had been shared with the Board. They wished to know
the status of this document. This concern was echoed by another Board member. The point of
order was not related to the Readiness Programme, which they fully supported, but was to
clarify that this was not how the Board operated.

752.
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753.
The Co-Chairs asked the Secretariat representative to explain the major differences
between what was being presented to the Board on the screen and the version circulated to
Board members earlier in the day.

754.
The representative of the Secretariat informed the Board that they had had
consultations with the Board member and their advisor earlier in the day. The Secretariat
considered that it might be possible to amend the document to achieve a compromise. It was
indicated by the Board member’s advisor that the proposed revisions did not meet their
concerns and a revised version would be provided to the Secretariat.

Several other Board members took the floor to share these concerns, noting that they
had not previously seen the document now being presented. One stated that the document to be
considered should be that shared with the Board during the morning. Some of the changes now
shown did not accord with the views of their constituency.

755.

756.
The Co-Chairs noted that the Board was in an unusual situation as this appeared to be an
almost complete rewrite of the document, which was not acceptable.
757.
The objecting Board member thanked the Secretariat for the work, noting that the
changes were too significant to review quickly. They also noted that this was one of the
challenges of dealing with policy matters in a virtual setting. They proposed that the Board
approve the budget and leave the summary until B.27, noting that it was a working document.

758.
Another Board member echoed the concern regarding the number of amendments and
requested that in future, the Secretariat stick to documents circulated to Board members.
759.
The Co-Chairs asked the Secretariat to remove the document being presented, noting
that they had no knowledge of this document and it was important to minimize the confusion
created.

A further Board member said the current situation was unfortunate as it unnecessarily
complicated a very important Readiness Programme. They echoed the proposal to adopt the
budget, as it appeared that no consensus could be reached on the document unless some Board
members withdrew their objections. They supported continuing work on the document after
B.26 for the next Board meeting.
760.

761.
A Board member who had earlier stated that the document did not now accord with the
views of their constituency expressed appreciation for the views shared by other Board
members. They noted that in any other year, the proposal to only approve the budget would be
sensible. However, given the very specific context of COVID-19, there were discussions about
how developing countries aligned their climate plans and actions with economic recovery. It
would be shocking if GCF was not part of this discussion and did not contribute to this whole
ecosystem of support. Their constituency had held a meeting before the Board on how GCF
could be part of the recovery. It was very clear that the type of recovery now determined the
future climate pathway. It could be clearly seen as consistent with GCF mandates. It would be
very disappointing if a procedural aberration was used to avoid discussing this very important
document.

762.
A further Board member aligned themselves with this view and expressed support for
the Readiness Programme and proposed budget. The COVID-19 situation was unprecedented.
The stimulus and recovery packages put in place by countries would influence climate change.
GCF as a funding mechanism under the UNFCCC and Paris Agreement to address climate change
and support green development had a role to play in this respect. It would help developing
countries to orient efforts to low-emission and climate-resilient development.

763.
They stated that they could support the revised version shared by the Secretariat earlier
in the day with the proposed additional paragraphs to ensure that support for a green resilient
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recovery was compliant with the GCF mandate and Board decisions and followed the countrydriven and country-ownership principle.

764.
The Co-Chairs reminded the Board that there was a proposal to approve the budget and
the summary. The Co-Chair leading the Board’s consideration on this agenda item stated that
they did not think this would be appropriate from a procedural perspective. It would go against
the stewardship role of the Board and its ability to understand clearly where resources were to
be directed. Secondly, it sent a very poor signal to the world regarding the responsibilities of
GCF. The Co-Chair proposed to suspend the discussion to enable constituencies to meet in their
respective Zoom rooms. This consultation should be based on the version of the document in
track-change mode shared with the Board by the Secretariat during the morning.

765.
A Board member noted that whatever GCF did was, by definition, green. There were
suggestions within the Board to give this greater emphasis. They opined that the Board meeting
could not be closed without an approved budget so that this very important Readiness
Programme could continue.

Another Board member who had earlier said they had not seen the greatly modified
document echoed support for the views of the Co-Chair and the Board member who had
described the views expressed in their pre-constituency meeting. The combination of COVID-19
on top of the climate change crisis had created a huge problem. The recovery from the pandemic
gave a great opportunity to encourage an ambitious green recovery with zero carbon.
766.

767.
The Co-Chairs stated that they had heard views that the meeting could not be closed
without a fully functioning Readiness Programme. They would now suspend consideration of
the agenda item and ask Board members to convene in their constituency rooms with the
original document circulated in the morning of day 4 to consider how to take this matter
forward.
768.

The agenda item was suspended.

769.

The Co-Chairs reopened the agenda item later on the same day.

Part 3

770.
On confirmation by the Secretariat that the Board was quorate, the Co-Chairs informed
that the deliberations in constituency rooms had been positive. They would outline the
proposed way forward based the document which had been circulated at 9:13 a.m. KST that
same morning.
771.
They informed the Board that there was one very small proposed amendment to the
draft decision text, which the Secretariat would show on screen.
772.
The Co-Chairs asked the Secretariat representative if this was the only change to the
9:13 a.m. KST version.

773.
The representative confirmed that the additional paragraph to the decision text was the
only amendment proposed.

774.
Noting that the Board had seen the 9:13 a.m. KST version of the document with the one
additional paragraph, the Co-Chairs asked the Board to review this. Given that the Board had
had extensive consultations, they asked the Board to adopt the draft decision.

775.
They again asked the Board if everyone had had time to consider the amendment. They
asked the Board if they were ready to adopt the draft decision as proposed.

776.
The second Co-Chair took the floor to note one further change, namely a proposal to
delete the word “green” in paragraph (d).
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The Co-Chair leading the consideration of this agenda item asked Board members if they
were ready to adopt the draft decision with that word deleted in paragraph (d).

777.
778.

Seeing no further requests for the floor and no objections, the decision was so adopted.

780.

The Board adopted the following decision

The Board took note of document GCF/B.26/05 titled “Readiness and Preparatory
Support Programme – work programme and budget 2020–2021”.
779.

DECISION B.26/05

The Board, having considered document GCF/B.26/05 titled “Readiness and Preparatory
Support Programme – work programme and budget 2020–2021”:
(a)

Reaffirms that the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme is a strategic priority
for GCF to enhance country ownership and access to GCF, and strengthen strategic
programming during 2020–2023;

(b)

Recalls decision B.22/11, and reaffirms that the objectives and outcomes for the revised
Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme in document GCF/B.22/08 remain for
2020–2021;

(c)

Adopts the proposed work programme for 2020–2021 as contained in annex VI;

(d)

Requests the Secretariat to ensure that readiness support for resilient recovery efforts is
fully consistent with the existing mandates and decisions of the Board with respect to the
Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme and follows a country-driven and country
ownership principle;

(e)

Notes the estimated budget for the period 2020−2021 as included in the work programme
for 2020–2021 contained in annex VI;

(f)

Approves an additional amount of USD 162.39 million to be made available for the
execution of the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme;

(g)

Requests the Secretariat to report on the implementation of the Readiness and
Preparatory Support Programme at the second Board meeting of each year; and

(h)

Further requests the Secretariat to ensure full compliance with Board-approved integrity
policies, standards and decisions in the Readiness Guidebook, Administrative Instruction
and Standard Operating Procedures developed for the Readiness and Preparatory Support
Programme, as well as other relevant enhanced Standard Operating Procedures or
procedures bearing implications on the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme.

Agenda item 13: Review of the Multilateral Organisation Performance
Assessment Network
781.
The Co-Chairs drew the Board’s attention to document GCF/B.26/Inf.12 titled “Review
of the Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN)”. It was noted that
Board members had also received third-party information (as annexes to the document) from
the Secretariat and the Co-Chairs which was not directly from the Multilateral Organisation
Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN). The Co-Chairs reminded the Board that MOPAN
was governed by a steering committee of 19 member countries and managed by an independent
Secretariat. MOPAN had communicated to the Secretariat on 5 December 2019 its decision to
assess the GCF as one of seven organizations in its next assessment cycle starting in the first
quarter of 2020.
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782.
In the interest of time, the Co-Chairs invited the Board to take note of the document and
opened the floor for views. If there was considerable interest in this item, they remained in the
hands of the Board and would come back to it.

Part 1

783.
A Board member stated that it was not appropriate to conduct the meeting in this way.
The Co-Chairs, as had been done in the past when there was insufficient time, could close the
meeting without considering remaining agenda items. There had to be sufficient time for the
Board to discuss this item. It was not possible to be selective over which items were presented
to the Board for discussion. They said that they were not prepared to discuss any other items
until this agenda item had been fully considered.

The Co-Chairs informed the Board that they had held consultations on the procedures to
follow in the event that there were outstanding agenda items but insufficient time to address
them. They had been advised that the meeting could be closed. They confirmed that the Board
member’s comments had been duly noted and that the item could be closed without further
discussion. The meeting could therefore be brought to a close.
784.

785.
The Board member stated it would be procedurally incorrect to say that the item would
be closed when the discussion on it had not started. They asked for clarification that the
meeting was being closed without considering agenda items 13 and 15 (Dates and venues of
upcoming Board meetings).

The Co-Chair stated that it was important that the Board had sufficient time to discuss
matters before it. They reminded the Board that the agenda had been circulated well in advance
of the Board meeting. The Board had wished to spend longer on various items than the CoChairs had estimated. The meeting was already over the scheduled time and colleagues were in
several time zones. It was therefore not possible to indefinitely extend the meeting. The CoChairs had proposed an additional half hour for the meeting, but it appeared that there was no
consensus on having a short discussion on agenda item 13. They proposed to take a few more
comments, while adhering to the time framework outlined out of respect to colleagues around
the world.
786.

787.
Another Board member noted that they were fully sympathetic to the difficulties in
managing the meeting, given the various time constraints and agenda demands. It was always
impossible to anticipate precisely how much time different agenda items would take. They
noted that the Co-Chairs had acted in good faith in allocating substantial time in the agenda for
this item. This was a very important matter for a number of Board members and warranted the
Board’s consideration. They recalled that in terms of the agenda, there was still an open agenda
item from one of the Board’s Executive Sessions, which had yet to be concluded. The Board
member also stated that they were having great difficulty with the virtual format, which did not
lend itself to every matter requiring the Board’s attention. In their case, their advisors were not
in the same city or country, which made things doubly complicated. If it was not possible to
have a substantive discussion during this meeting, they opined that it would be preferable to
close the meeting.

788.
The Co-Chair noted that there was clearly a desire for a substantive discussion on
MOPAN. It was unfortunate that there was insufficient time as there were also other significant
issues. The item would now be closed, and the Co-Chairs would consult on the best way forward
after the meeting. The Co-Chairs intended to now close other outstanding items.
789.
The Board member who had cautioned against using language about closing the agenda
item, reiterated that this item had not been opened. They stated that it should not be recorded
that it had been opened. Instead, the Co-Chairs should confirm that the meeting was being
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closed and that these agenda items (i.e. agenda items 13 and 15) would not be discussed, owing
to lack of time.

790.
The Co-Chair confirmed that there was insufficient time to discuss these items and
stated that they wished to briefly suspend the session for further consultations with their fellow
Co-Chair.

Following consultations, the Co-Chair informed the Board that the Office of the General
Counsel had advised that, as there were objections, the item was not being closed. Instead, as it
had been opened but not concluded, it would automatically be carried forward to the next
meeting (B.27). This had been agreed by the Co-Chairs. Recognizing that space was needed for
the matter to be fully discussed, the Co-Chairs remained open to suggestions from Board
members after B.26 on how to progress this item. The Co-Chairs would continue to consult to
find the best way forward. They would now take no further comments and would move to the
next item.

791.

Part 2

792.
However, while moving onto the next agenda item, the Co-Chair leading on that item
noted two further requests for the floor which related to the previous item.

793.
A Board member thanked the Co-Chairs for the proposal to ensure the Board had
sufficient time to consider the matter. However, they wished to note that it was time-sensitive,
as in effect, “the train had left the station”. It was important to suspend the issue for a few
months so as not to pre-empt the Board’s discussions, which would include agreeing on the
scope and terms of reference for the MOPAN review.

The Board member who had previously intervened on this item stated that they were
not in agreement with the way forward proposed by the Office of the General Counsel or the
fellow Co-Chair. The MOPAN process was already underway but without the approval of the
GCF Board: it was against the rules of procedure and against the authority of the Board and the
Executive Director. They requested that the process be put on hold until the next Board
meeting. The Board member wished to hear a clear statement that the work of the Secretariat
on this would be halted and that this would be recorded in the report of the meeting. Two other
Board members echoed support for these views, namely that further activities involving the GCF
Secretariat with MOPAN be suspended; that this be recorded in the report of the meeting; and
that the matter remained open for Board discussion. One also underlined that the process being
followed during the meeting was unsatisfactory.
794.

The Co-Chair confirmed that the matter remained open and that the views expressed
had been noted. Furthermore, the Co-Chairs would consult and provide appropriate guidance to
the Executive Director. Finally, they noted that GCF was awaiting details from the MOPAN
Secretariat regarding further engagement and these would be brought to the Board for
consideration.
795.

796.
Again, the Board member who had raised initial concerns regarding the handling of this
agenda item reiterated that the agenda item had not been opened and therefore could not be
closed; the Board had not discussed the substance of the agenda item and it was therefore
important that the Co-Chairs used appropriate language to capture its status. If the Co-Chairs
wished to postpone consideration of the item, then the Secretariat, with the approval of the
Board, should be instructed to suspend the process until the next Board meeting.
797.
Another Board member, who had noted earlier that the MOPAN process was already
underway, proposed that under the guidance of the Co-Chairs, the Executive Director send a
polite letter to the MOPAN Secretariat informing them that the matter was under consideration
and would be discussed at the next GCF Board meeting.
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798.
Noting the strong interest among colleagues and given that MOPAN had offered to
provide a briefing for Board members, a Board member suggested that the Secretariat organize
an informal meeting of the Board as soon as possible. This was supported by another Board
member who opined that there appeared to be contradictory arguments being presented,
namely, on the one hand, that the agenda item had not been opened, while on the other,
requesting that the Co-Chairs provide instructions to the Executive Director.

In response to the suggestion for the Secretariat to organize a briefing session for Board
members by MOPAN, two Board members expressed opposition to this. One stated that it was
not appropriate to discuss what MOPAN could offer as there was a procedural issue which
needed to be resolved. They reiterated their request that the Secretariat halt their engagement
with MOPAN until the Board had discussed the matter and provided further guidance. The
second Board member opined that it would not be appropriate to take a formal Board matter to
an informal meeting.

799.

800.
A Board member stated that, as it appeared that the agenda item had not been opened, it
was not possible to add a decision, either on process or substance; in this context, process was
also substance. The agenda item should be left unopened while noting the suggestion to have an
informal meeting with MOPAN, depending on guidance from the Co-Chairs. This view was
echoed by another Board member who noted that there was no procedural decision before the
Board. As such, neither the Board nor individual Board members could give instructions to the
Secretariat or any entity; this required a formal Board decision. They suggested that a possible
way forward was to convene an extraordinary Board meeting, but this would be for the CoChairs to consider.
801.
The Board member who had proposed that a letter be sent to MOPAN clarified that they
were not proposing a Board decision, merely a practical way forward without prejudging the
Board’s future discussions.

The Co-Chair leading the item stated that their intention was to retain this agenda item
for the next Board meeting. In the meantime, they would continue consulting, including on the
suggestions made by Board members, and no further action would be taken. They asked for the
Board’s indulgence on this. They stated that the Co-Chairs had placed this item on the agenda
because they were aware of the concerns among some Board members about the process which
had been followed. Given the divergent views and the remaining time available, the Co-Chairs
had not formally opened the agenda item, although there remained different views on whether
it had been opened or not. The Co-Chair opined that it could be carried forward to the next
meeting.
802.

803.
The Board member who had requested that the Co-Chairs instruct the Executive
Director to take no further action in respect of MOPAN engagement opined that the Co-Chairs’
approach did not address the risk that further progress would have been made before the Board
had considered the matter. They reiterated their request that the Co-Chairs ask the Executive
Director to halt the process so as not to pre-empt the Board’s discussion at the next meeting.

The Co-Chair stated that they would consult on that and how this could be
communicated to MOPAN; the Executive Director was following the discussion and understood
the divergence of views.
804.

805.
The Board member who had requested that the Co-Chairs instruct the Executive
Director to take no further action in respect of MOPAN engagement stated that they wished to
have a clear statement that the Co-Chairs would ask the Executive Director to stop the process
until this item was brought back to the Board for consideration. They also requested that this
request to the Co-Chairs be put on record.
806.
The Co-Chair stated that it was their understanding that, for an activity to be valid, it
must be authorized by the Board.
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The Board member reiterated their request and wished to hear from the Executive
Director that the process would be halted until B.27.

807.

808.
The Co-Chair asked the Board member if an extraordinary Board meeting was
considered acceptable as a way forward.
809.

The Board member confirmed that, if the process was halted, then this was acceptable.

The Co-Chair stated that this would need to be discussed during the extraordinary
meeting.
810.

811.
The Board member reiterated their request to stop the process, noting that it was not
known when such an extraordinary meeting might happen.

812.
Other Board members took the floor to express their objection to the proposal for an
extraordinary Board meeting. While recognizing that the MOPAN matter was important, one
observed that there were other more significant matters and its importance should not be
overstated. Although it was necessary to try to obtain consensus, this did not equate to
unanimity. They opined that the agenda item had not been opened and expressed support for
the proposal from the Co-Chairs for the way forward. Another Board member concurred with
the view that the agenda item had not been opened and stated that the Board could not be
expected to accommodate the views of one Board member, a point echoed by a second Board
member. A further Board member stated that they were not in favour of an extraordinary
meeting or an informal session. The agenda item had not been opened; it was an information
item and no decision had been presented. They wished to put on record that they expected the
Executive Director to fully cooperate with MOPAN. These views were echoed by another Board
member.

813.
The Board member who had proposed that a letter be sent to MOPAN opined that while
they were not in favour of head-counting, it was clear that there were several Board members
who had expressed strong concerns and wished the process to be halted. It was, therefore,
inaccurate and unfair to single out a particular Board member. They also stated that they were
not in favour of an extraordinary meeting or informal session. It had been incorrect for the
MOPAN process to be started without the knowledge of Board members. They reiterated that
the process should be frozen, and a polite letter sent to MOPAN so that the Board’s discussion
was not pre-empted.

814.
Another Board member stated that no decision had been put under this agenda item. As
a consequence, no decision could be made, and no executive direction could be given. They
requested that the Co-Chairs close the meeting.

815.
The Board member who had requested that the Co-Chairs instruct the Executive
Director to take no further action in respect of MOPAN engagement stated that it was important
for new Board members to use appropriate language when referring to fellow Board members.
It was not appropriate to single out individual Board members; GCF was unique in having a
Board where all members had equal status under the UNFCCC. It was not acceptable for some
Annex I country Board members to adopt certain attitudes towards developing country Board
members. The Board member stated that, had they been in a physical Board meeting, they
would have called a point of order; they were restricted in terms of options to react in this
virtual setting.

816.
The Co-Chair reminded the Board that the document presented to the Board indicated
that no activities would be undertaken by MOPAN until 2021 owing to the restrictions imposed
by the COVID-19 pandemic. This meant there was time for the Board to consider the matter fully
before any activities were due. This was clearly stated in the document.
817.
The preceding Board member requested that 2021 be removed from the document and
the Co-Chairs state that the matter would be suspended until the Board had discussed it.
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818.
The Co-Chair reiterated their statement that the document before the Board indicated
that no activities were planned until 2021 and that it was their intention to discuss this matter
at B.27.
819.
The Board member asked if they were confirming that no further work would be
undertaken until the Board had discussed the matter.
820.

The Co-Chair stated that they would consult with their fellow Co-Chair on this.

821.
Noting that the Board had spent more than an hour on this procedural issue, a Board
member wished to align themselves with the proposal from the Board member who had
suggested that a letter be sent. They concurred with the views expressed that a balance had to
be struck on this matter. Another Board member echoed the proposal that a letter be sent.
822.
The Co-Chair reiterated that, as no activities were scheduled until 2021, the Board
would have the time to discuss the matter at B.27.

823.
A Board member stated that in terms of the process by which the Co-Chairs addressed
agenda items, it was important to be consistent. They also supported the request to suspend
work until the Board had discussed the matter at B.27.

824.
The Board member who had proposed that a letter be sent, said that in light of the
clarification from the Co-Chairs that no activities were scheduled until 2021, they were
comfortable with the Co-Chairs’ approach as the Board’s discussion would not be pre-empted.
825.
The Board member who had stated that they expected the Executive Director to
cooperate with MOPAN, called on the Co-Chairs to close the meeting.

826.
The Board member who had requested that the Co-Chairs instruct the Executive
Director to take no further action in respect of MOPAN engagement, and speaking as a
representative of the Asia-Pacific constituency, reiterated their request that the Executive
Director halt any progress on the MOPAN review until the Board had considered this at the next
Board meeting. They also reiterated their request for this to be recorded in the report of the
meeting.
827.

The Co-Chairs confirmed that this had been duly noted.

829.

This information item was opened, but due to time constraints, it was not closed.

828.
Document GCF/B.26/Inf.12 titled “Review of the Multilateral Organisation Performance
Assessment Network (MOPAN)” was issued to the Board for consideration under this agenda
item.
830.

No decision was taken under this agenda item.

Agenda item 14: Matters related to the Head of the Independent
Evaluation Unit
831.
832.

This agenda item was considered in an Executive Session.
No decision was taken under this agenda item.

Agenda item 15: Dates and venues of upcoming Board meetings
Prior to consideration of agenda item 13, the Board held a brief discussion on agenda
item 15. There was a further short discussion in the closing moments of the meeting. These
discussions are reflected here.
833.

Part 1
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834.
The Co-Chairs drew the Board’s attention to document GCF/B.26/06 titled “Dates and
venues of upcoming meetings of the Board”.
835.
A Board member stated that they were not prepared to consider this item before the
consideration of agenda item 13.
836.

The Co-Chair leading this agenda item requested time for a Co-Chairs’ consultation.

Following a brief suspension, the second Co-Chair informed the Board that their
intention was to address key items in the remaining time available for the meeting beginning
with agenda item 15: “Dates and venues of upcoming Board meetings” and then return to
agenda item 13. The Co-Chair apologized if their communication about how they proposed to
proceed was unclear. They would now proceed to agenda item 13.
837.

Part 2

Following the Board’s discussions under agenda item 13, the Co-Chair who had drawn
the attention of the Board to document GCF/B.26/06 proposed that the Board briefly turn to
agenda item 15.

838.

839.
A Board member objected that there was insufficient time to open the agenda item and
suggested the meeting be closed.

840.
The meeting was briefly suspended while the Co-Chairs undertook further
consultations.

Following the suspension, the Co-Chair leading this matter noted that a decision had
already been adopted on the date and venue for B.27, which remained invoked. The Co-Chairs
had wished to have a discussion on this item but because of the lateness of the hour, they would
not open the agenda item and would close the meeting.
841.

842.
The objecting Board member wished to know why the item had been put on the agenda.
The member observed that the intention had been to have a round of discussions on the
difficulties of virtual Board meetings as this would have a bearing on the next Board meeting. In
affirming that a decision had already been taken on the date and venue for B.27, this incorrectly
implied that the agenda item was not required. They said that the agenda item should remain on
the table and could be considered intersessionally.

843.
The Co-Chair recalled that a legal opinion had been provided at B.25, which the Board
had accepted, namely that in the absence of a further decision, the preceding decision (decision
B.23/18), stood.

844.
The Board member opined that it was necessary to revise the agenda of B.26 and
remove agenda item 15 “Dates and venues of upcoming Board meetings”. Even if it was not
reflected in the report of meeting, by keeping it on the B.26 agenda, the item retained some kind
of procedural status. The alternative was to find some way of keeping it on the table to be
considered subsequently.

845.
A Board member asked if the Co-Chairs intended to close the meeting, which had now
overrun the scheduled time. They stated that if the Co-Chairs wished to address other agenda
items, they would need to arrange for their alternate to replace them owing to a prior
commitment.
846.

The meeting was duly closed as recorded under agenda item 17.

848.

This agenda item was not opened.

847.
Document GCF/B.26/06 titled “Dates and venues of upcoming meetings of the Board”
was issued to the Board for consideration under this agenda item.
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Agenda item 16: Other matters
849.

This agenda item was not opened.

Agenda item 17: Report of the meeting
850.
The decisions as adopted and their corresponding annexes are included in this
document.

Agenda item 18: Close of the meeting
851.

The meeting was closed on Saturday, 22 August 2020 at 2:20 a.m. KST.
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Annex I: List of conditions and recommendations
1.
The approval of the funding proposals approved by the Board pursuant to decision
B.26/02 shall be conditional upon the satisfaction of the conditions set out in tables 1 and 2.

Table 1. General conditions applicable to all funding proposals
FP number
All proposals

Conditions
(a)

Signature of the funded activity agreement (“FAA”) in a form and substance
satisfactory to the GCF Secretariat within 180 days from the date of Board
approval, or the date the accredited entity has provided a certificate or legal
opinion set out in paragraph (ii) below, or the date of effectiveness of the
accreditation master agreement (“AMA”) entered into with the relevant
accredited entity, whichever is later.

Satisfaction of the following conditions prior to the signing of the FAA:
(i)

(ii)

Completion of the legal due diligence to the GCF Secretariat’s satisfaction;
and

Submission of a certificate or a legal opinion in a form and substance that
is satisfactory to the GCF Secretariat, within 120 days after Board
approval, or the date of effectiveness of the AMA entered into with the
relevant accredited entity, whichever is later, confirming that the
accredited entity has obtained all final internal approvals needed by it and
has the capacity and authority to implement the proposed
project/programme.

Table 2. Conditions specific to individual funding proposals
FP number
FP129
(UNDP
Afghanistan)

Conditions
Relevant Board conditions
Inclusion of the following covenant in the FAA:

The accredited entity shall include in the final operational manual submitted to the
GCF prior to the second disbursement:
(a)

a governance structure in the form of a matrix that defines the roles and
responsibilities of the Government of the Host Country acting through MRRD
and its institutional arrangements, including its dedicated personnel and
resources, the relevant communities and the renewable energy services
companies (RESCOs), to support the implementation of the project;

(b)

a description of the mechanism for consultations and communication by the
Government of the Host Country acting through MRRD with the communities
involved in the project and benefiting from the project, including the way in
which the Government of the Host Country acting through MRRD will regulate
payment by communities of monthly tariffs and collect overdue payments;

(c)

a description of the governance oversight process of UNDP and the
Government of the Host Country, acting through MRRD for the entire duration
of the project, emphasizing accountability of all individual and institutional
stakeholders and establishing a clear monitoring and supervision process,
with mechanisms in place to deal in a timely manner with any grievances; and
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(d)

FP130
(UNDP Indonesia)
FP131
(IUCN Nepal)
FP132
(GIZ Georgia)
FP133
(DOE_ATG
Antigua and
Barbuda)
FP134
(FAO Colombia)

None.

an indicative plan for the three-phased process of developing the mini-grid
market in Afghanistan, outlining how RESCOs are intended to gradually
absorb more sector-specific and operational risks and mobilize and upscale
private sector investments after the end of implementation of the project
(provided however that the Accredited Entity shall not have (or be deemed to
have) any ongoing obligation in relation to such a road map or exit strategy
after the Project Completion Date).

None.
None.
None.

Relevant Board conditions
Inclusion of the following covenants in the FAA:
(a)

The accredited entity shall require under the RBP Transfer Agreement and
monitor that:

(i)

(ii)

(b)

The host country will reduce emissions from deforestation in a way that
reverts 3,174,672.3 tCO2e surplus emissions generated in the period
covering years 2013 to 2017 inclusive, and demonstrates reductions of up
to 20 Mio tCO2e up until the end of the implementation period of the
funded activity, in order to avoid compromising REDD+ RBP commitments
or agreements in Colombia. The reverted volume will be discounted from
the baseline of potential GCF REDD+ results-based payments in subsequent
periods; and
The host country will enhance the environmental integrity of results,
including through increasing future accuracy of results and more
ambitious measures included in the FREL and the updated NDC to be
submitted to the UNFCCC, while operationalizing the RENARE as a
functional, transparent and comprehensive registry system that
incorporates accounting at different scales, including private sector
initiatives.

The accredited entity shall report on and demonstrate progress in the
implementation of the above-mentioned conditions under the APRs.

Satisfaction of the following condition prior to disbursement under the FAA:
(c)

Prior to the disbursement under the FAA, the accredited entity shall provide,
in form and substance satisfactory to the GCF Secretariat, a definition of the
condition above in (a)(i) “in order to avoid compromising its REDD+ RBP
commitments or agreements”. This definition and implications for emission
reductions shall have been made in agreement with the respective partners of
such commitments or agreements within the first quarter of 2021.

Relevant independent TAP conditions
Inclusion of the following covenants in the FAA:
The accredited entity shall:
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(a)

(b)

FP135
(AFD EBAIO)
FP136
(World Bank
Ethiopia)
FP137
(UNDP Ghana)

None.

Report in the APRs to be submitted to the Fund on the actions taken and
progress by the Host Country in increasing its ambition to reduce emissions
from deforestation in accordance with (a) above, including how the actions
are reflected in the corresponding national registry.

None.

Relevant independent TAP conditions
Prior to the second disbursement in respect of the project, the accredited
entity shall submit to the Secretariat a sustainability report, in a form and
substance satisfactory to the Secretariat, which contains:
(a)

(b)
(c)

FP138
(BOAD Senegal)
FP139
(UNDP Sudan)

Require the Host Country under the RBP Transfer Agreement to increase its
ambition in reducing emissions from deforestation during the
implementation period of the project, in such a manner that at least reverts
the emission surplus generated in the period covering years 2013 to 2017
inclusive (i.e. 3,174,672.3 tCO2eq), as reflected in the independent TAP
assessment report in relation to the Funding Proposal, and monitor the Host
Country’s compliance thereto; and

None.

The financial sources and agreements to fund the CREMA (Community
resource management area) funds during and after project completion;

Details of agreements of the Forestry Commission of Ghana with the private
sector to use their committed resources and to provide further support to
sustain the shea landscapes after project completion; and

An economic analysis of the opportunities to sustain both income generation
by communities compared with accurate costs for maintaining shea
plantations, modified taungya system plantations and savannah
forests/woodlands to maintain sustainable productive landscapes in order to
ensure that communities receive sufficient income to cover the costs plus
additional profits to support better livelihoods. The analysis should propose
financial options to ensure the sustainability of the project interventions after
project completion. This analysis should be done in a participatory manner
with communities to ensure a bottom up approach.

Relevant Board conditions
Inclusion of the following covenants in the FAA:
The accredited entity shall:
(a)

(b)

provide to the Fund, together with the Inception Report, a recent updated
comprehensive conflict situation analysis which shall include a communitylevel governance review to assess the different interest groups, communitylevel resource control, decision-making, and traditional conflict management
and resolution mechanisms, in a form and substance satisfactory to the GCF
Secretariat;
provide to the Fund, together with the Independent Interim Evaluation
Report, in a form and substance satisfactory to the GCF Secretariat, a review
of the modalities put in place in respect of (i) the operation and maintenance
of the water infrastructure constructed or rehabilitated under Sub-Activities
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FP140
(EBRD High
Impact)

2.1.3, 2.2.3, 2.3.2 and 2.3.3 of the Project; and (ii) the national and state level
coordination and governance arrangements for the Project.

Relevant Board conditions
(a)

(b)

The Accredited Entity shall, following requests by the GCF and at the GCF’s
cost, provide to the GCF two additional evaluations with focus on verifying the
greenhouse gas emissions reduction results in relation to each subproject
under component 2 of the Funded Activity. Such evaluations shall be carried
out by an independent entity during the Funded Activity’s lifetime, and will be
conducted at or around the end of year 7 and year 9 from the effectiveness of
the FAA, and their results shall be made available to the GCF upon their
completion. The Terms of Reference for such evaluations shall be mutually
agreed between the GCF Secretariat and the EBRD, and made available to the
Board upon request.
Satisfaction to the GCF Secretariat of the following condition prior to the
Accredited Entity submitting the first request for disbursement of GCF
Proceeds for financing subprojects under the Programme:
(i)

(c)

Prior to submitting the first request for disbursement of GCF Proceeds
for financing subprojects under the Programme, the Accredited Entity
shall deliver to the GCF an updated Stakeholder Engagement Plan, as
part of its Programme management, to reflect the additional engagement
that will take place periodically with the National Designated Authority
and the national and local partners in each host country.

Each APR shall include details of the engagement referred to para (b) (i)
above.

Relevant independent TAP condition

Inclusion of the following covenant in the FAA:
(a)

The accredited entity shall include in the performance reports provided to the
GCF, an assessment of MWs installed and MWhs consumed, Terajoules saved
and GHG emission reductions achieved by each subproject of the Programme,
which are measured and monitored by the accredited entity in accordance
with its policies and procedures, subject to laws and regulations.

Relevant Secretariat condition
Condition prior to the signing of the FAA:
(a)

SAP014
(FAO Armenia)
SAP015

None.

Inclusion in the FAA of provisions dealing with matters relating to (i)
environmental and social safeguards requirements (including disclosure of
environmental and social safeguards documentation for category B
subprojects and relevant provisions in relation to land rights, to the extent
deemed applicable to the Funded Activity), and (ii) gender requirements and
representation, to the satisfaction of the GCF Secretariat and the Accredited
Entity.

Relevant independent TAP conditions
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(FAO Cote
d’Ivoire)

Prior to the second disbursement of the project, the accredited entity shall submit
to the Secretariat a report, in a form and substance satisfactory to the Secretariat,
that contains:

A sustainability plan including the details of the agreements reached with the
cocoa private sector companies and the Micro-financial Institutions willing to
support the project; and

(a)

(b)

SAP016
(FDB Fiji)

None.

A detailed plan on the way that the project activities will complement those of
PAMOFOR (Projet d’Amélioration et de Mise en Œuvre de la Politique
Foncière Rurale de Côte d’Ivoire), which is developing systems for land titling
in the host country.

2.
In addition, it is recommended that, for all approved funding proposals, disbursements
by the GCF should be made only after the GCF has obtained satisfactory protection against
litigation and expropriation in the country where the project/programme will be implemented,
or has been provided with appropriate privileges and immunities in that country.

It is also recommended that the accredited entity implements the following
recommendations during the implementation of the relevant project or programme.
3.

Table 3. Project-specific recommendations
FP number

Recommendations

FP129
None.
(UNDP
Afghanistan)
FP130
The independent TAP further recommends that Indonesia strengthen its quality
(UNDP Indonesia) assurance/quality control procedures in order to avoid errors in the calculations of
the FREL and the results in the future. Additionally, certain areas for future
improvement were already identified during the technical assessment, and the
revision of the BUR technical annex by the AT and LULUCF experts needs to be
addressed.
FP131
(IUCN Nepal)

FP132
(GIZ Georgia)

The independent TAP recommends that the accredited entity engage upfront with
the policy-making groups for advocacy so that necessary policy and legal gaps may
be addressed towards creating institutional enabling conditions to sustain the RBO
(River Basin Organization) and EbA (Ecosystem-based Adaptation) in Nepal.
The independent TAP recommends that the GCF Secretariat include in the FAA a
request for the following information in the annual performance report to be
submitted by the AE to the Secretariat:
(a)

(b)

Report of the lessons learned by the key stakeholders who will be involved in
and/or carry out all the activities in this project implementation. Such lessons,
when documented, will ensure that useful lessons are applied during the
replication of the success of this project in other forest areas not covered by
this intervention in Georgia and beyond; and
The GHG emission reductions achieved throughout the duration of the project
lifetime. This emission reduction reporting should cover:

(i)

(ii)

Project parameters monitored by name, value and confidence interval;
Emission reduction calculation methodologies utilized;
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(iii)
(iv)

FP133
(DOE_ATG
Antigua and
Barbuda)
FP134
(FAO Colombia)
FP135
(AFD EBAIO)

None.

FP136
(World Bank
Ethiopia)

None.

FP137
(UNDP Ghana)

FP138
(BOAD Senegal)

The quality assurance/quality control methods used in preparing and
reporting the data and the emission reduction calculations.

None.
To increase the programme’s focus on the most vulnerable groups, the independent
TAP recommends that the distribution of funds for EbA between participating
countries is reviewed, taking into account the economic development and financial
capacity of each country.

None.

The independent TAP recommends that the Secretariat include in the funded
activity agreement with the AE the requirement:
(a)

(b)

For the AE to report to the GCF in the annual performance reports (APRs) on
the lessons learned by the key stakeholders who will be involved and/or carry
out all project activities, in order to ensure that the lessons learned can be
applied during the implementation of this project as well as in any subsequent
replication of the project in Senegal or outside Senegal;

For the AE to report annually to the GCF on the GHG emission reductions (ER)
achieved by the operating project covering the duration of the project lifetime.
This ER reporting should cover:

(i)

Project parameters monitored by name, value and confidence interval;

(iii)

The procedures used to achieve the database; and

(ii)

(iv)

FP139
(UNDP Sudan)

The procedure used to develop the database; and

ER calculation methodologies utilized;

The quality assurance/quality control methods used in preparing and
reporting the data and the emission reduction calculations.

The independent TAP recommends the following actions:
(a)

(b)
(c)

That the AE create opportunities through the awareness-raising programme
on adaptation regarding sanitation and hygiene, and that it also creates
opportunities to finance the improvement of sanitation infrastructure
through the locally operated microfinance services. This will increase the
probability of improving the health and quality of life of the project target
groups including women and children;

That the project ensures women are included in decision-making positions on
local-level project management committees so that the sanitation-related
agenda is prioritized along with the supply of drinking water; and

That the AE include measures to prohibit the promotion of genetically
modified organisms while promoting drought-tolerant seed varieties, and that
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FP140
(EBRD High
Impact)

None.

SAP015
(FAO Cote
d’Ivoire)

None.

SAP014
(FAO Armenia)

None.

The independent TAP recommends that the GCF Secretariat include in the funded
activity agreement with the AE the requirement:
(a)

SAP016
(FDB Fiji)

the AE include such prohibitive measures in the environment and social
protection plan of the project.

(b)

For the AE to report to the GCF in the annual performance reports (APRs) on
the lessons learned by the key stakeholders who will be involved in and/or
carry out all project activities, in order to ensure that the lessons learned can
be applied during the implementation of this project as well as in any
subsequent replication of the project in Ovaulu, in other parts of Fiji or
outside of Fiji;
For the AE to report annually to the GCF on the GHG emission reductions
achieved during the project’s lifetime. This emission reduction reporting
should cover:
(i)

Project parameters monitored by name, value and confidence interval;

(iii)

The procedure used to develop the database; and

(ii)

(iv)

Emission reduction calculation methodologies utilized;

The quality assurance/quality control methods used in preparing
and reporting the data and the emission reduction calculations.
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Annex II: Accreditation assessment of applicant 099 (APL099)
I.

Introduction

1.
Applicant 099 (APL099), La Banque Agricole (LBA) (formerly, Caisse Nationale de
Crédit Agricole du Sénégal (CNCAS)), is a direct access, private sector entity based in Senegal.
The applicant specializes in the financing of agricultural value chains with the aim of promoting
activities in rural areas of Senegal and improving economic, social and environmental
development and sustainability. The applicant promotes responsible and sustainable
investments, resulting in an increased number of projects to upgrade agricultural
infrastructures with increased resource efficiency and greater adoption of clean and
environmentally sound technologies. In order to contribute to the priority sectors of Senegal’s
economy, the applicant provides investments in the areas of clean energy, energy generation
and access, agricultural practices, infrastructure modernization, waste management and
resource efficiency, clean technologies and adaptation to climate change.

2.
The applicant submitted its application for accreditation to the Secretariat via the online
accreditation system on 5 June 2018. Accreditation fees were received from the applicant on 28
January 2019, thereby launching the Stage I institutional assessment and completeness check.
Stage I was completed on 7 February 2020 and the applicant was progressed to the Stage II
(Step 1) accreditation review, which has been concluded with the publication of this
assessment. The applicant has applied to be accredited for the following parameters under the
fit-for-purpose approach of GCF:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

(e)

II.

Access modality: direct access, national. The applicant received a national designated
authority or focal point nomination for its accreditation application from Senegal;
Track: normal track;

Maximum size of an individual project or activity within a programme: small; 1
Fiduciary functions: 2

Basic fiduciary standards; and

Specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending and/or blending (for loans); and

Maximum environmental and social risk category: minimal to no risk
(intermediation 3 (I-3)). 3

Stage I institutional assessment and completeness check

3.
The applicant applied and was assessed by the Secretariat during Stage I under the
normal track accreditation process in accordance with the GCF policies and standards below:
(a)

“Guiding framework and procedures for accrediting national, regional and international
implementing entities and intermediaries, including the Fund’s fiduciary principles and
standards and environmental and social safeguards” (decision B.07/02);

As per annex I to decision B.08/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.08/45), “small” is defined as “maximum total
projected costs at the time of application, irrespective of the portion that is funded by the Fund, of above US$ 10
million and up to and including US$ 50 million for an individual project or an activity within a programme”.
2 Decision B.07/02.
3 As per annex I to decision B.07/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.07/11), intermediation 3 is defined as “When an
intermediary’s existing or proposed portfolio includes financial exposure to activities that predominantly have
minimal or negligible adverse environmental and/or social impacts”.
1
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(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)
(h)
(i)
(j)

2.1

“Guidelines for the operationalization of the fit-for-purpose accreditation approach”
(decision B.08/02);
“Interim Policy on Prohibited Practices” (Exhibit A of the accreditation master
agreement considered in decision B.12/31);
“Policy on Prohibited Practices” (decision B.22/19);

“Anti-Money Laundering and Countering the Financing of Terrorism Policy” (decision
B.18/10);

“Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses” (decision B.BM-2018/21);

“Environmental and social management system: Environmental and Social Policy”
(decision B.19/10);
“Comprehensive Information Disclosure Policy of the Fund” (decision B.12/35)
regarding the disclosure of environmental and social (E&S) information;
“Gender Policy and Action Plan” (decision B.09/11); and

“Updated Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan 2020–2023” (decision B.24/12).

Legal status, registration, permits and licences

4.
The applicant provided documents on its establishment and licences to operate, where
relevant, as a part of the application. The applicant (formerly, CNCAS) was established as a
public limited company under the Dakar Trade and Personal Property Credit Register (Ref. SNDKR84/B/130).

5.
As part of the implementation of the applicant’s strategic plan titled “Synergie 2022”,
the applicant has changed its corporate name, logo and signature to La Banque Agricole to
better reflect and reaffirm its commitment to contributing to the sustainable growth of
Senegal’s economy, particularly through the growth of its operations in the agriculture sector
and climate finance. The applicant’s change of name was certified under the Dakar Trade and
Personal Property Credit Register on 11 September 2019 (Ref. No. 2712/2019). The applicant
has confirmed that the change of its name does not affect its policies, operational procedures
and internal organizational structure and capacities compared with those in effect under
CNCAS. As part of the Stage III legal arrangements, should the Board accredit the applicant, the
Secretariat will seek a legal opinion to confirm the statement provided by the applicant and any
other relevant matters, such as its independent legal status prior to signing the accreditation
master agreement.

2.2

Institutional presence and relevant networks

6.
The applicant, with over 300 employees and 38 local offices and agencies, has a broad
national network to fulfil its mission of financing and improving the rural economy in Senegal.
The applicant has developed partnerships with various stakeholders (e.g. governments, local
enterprises, non-governmental organizations and international financial institutions) to
diversify its sources of funds and investments.

7.
The applicant is strongly committed to the realization of the nationally determined
contributions of Senegal. In order to assist the country to achieve its objective of reducing
national greenhouse gas emissions by 21 per cent and reducing the vulnerability of Senegal’s
economy, which is heavily reliant on agriculture and fisheries, the applicant aims to actively
participate in projects covering adaptation, mitigation and cross-cutting areas with a focus on
agriculture, land-use management, conservation of natural resources, and fisheries.
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8.
In order to advance the objectives of GCF, the applicant intends to leverage GCF finance
to undertake the following activities:
(a)

(b)

(c)
(d)

(e)
(f)

Developing, constructing, operating and maintaining, for a period of 25 years, an
independent kinetic power plant of 5-megawatt capacity. The project will facilitate the
transfer of new technology to Senegal, which could contribute to the improvement of
the energy mix and increase the share of renewable energies in electricity generation;

Installing a solar energy supply solution for the Guédé Chantier pumping station to
enable full solarization of two of the four existing pumps using a photovoltaic pumping
system to achieve a significant decrease in the cost of energy based on actual average
consumption;
Partially renewing a fleet of trucks to mitigate carbon dioxide emissions, reduce
pollution and the risk of accidents, and increase energy efficiency;

A project to transition from diesel pumps to solar pumping equipment for agricultural
irrigation: the applicant aims to scale up an existing pilot project under implementation
in the Niayes Arrondissement to other areas in Senegal in order to address the needs
expressed by farmers and contribute to greenhouse gas emissions reductions;
Promoting young women- and women-owned start-up companies in the climate change
resilient space by funding innovative technologies in the production and processing of
agricultural and forestry products; and

Scaling-up the applicant’s biodigester installation programme in rural zones with funding
from small- and medium-sized enterprises specializing in the production of domestic gas
for cooking and lighting, as well as the production of organic fertilizers marketed by
producers.

9.
In addition, the applicant plans to stimulate additional adaptation initiatives by utilizing
GCF resources and sharing its experience in the agriculture and forestry fields (particularly in
adaptative technologies in the process of products, such as the use of improved seeds), with its
stakeholders. It also plans to develop a partnership with other GCF accredited entities and
implement an action plan focused on achieving Senegal’s climate change objectives using GCF
resources with the support of the Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development of
Senegal.

2.3

Track record

The applicant is strongly committed to responsible and sustainable investments. It
promotes clean energy investments that are applicable to the agriculture sector and supports
innovative projects that have a transformative impact across the entire value chain, from land
management to processing and marketing of agricultural products.
10.

11.
The applicant’s track record in financing sustainable development to date includes
implementing – in line with its environmental and social management system and sustainable
governance objectives – the following projects:
(a)

(b)
(c)

USD 31.17 million (loans) for the Textile Fibres Development Corporation (La SA
SODEFITEX) for a cotton farming project in Senegal;

USD 13.1 million (loans) for an agricultural project by La SA SODEFITEX in Senegal;
USD 8.6 million (loans) for the SEDAB Limited Liability Company for a fertilizer
marketing project in Senegal; and
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(d)

III.

USD 6.9 million (loans) for an agricultural project in Senegal as part of the
implementation of the Banque Ouest Africaine du Développement (West African
Development Bank) special programme for food security in the West African subregion.

Stage II accreditation review assessment

12.
The applicant applied under the normal track accreditation process. Its application has
been assessed by the Accreditation Panel (AP) during Stage II (Step 1) against the standards of
GCF in accordance with the accreditation requirements set out in the GCF policies and
standards identified in paragraph 3 above.

13.
During and as an outcome of the Stage I assessment, the Secretariat recommended that
the applicant consider applying for the medium E&S risk category (intermediation 2 (I-2)) 4,
including minimal to no risk (I-3). Following further discussion between the applicant and the
AP during Stage II (Step 1), the applicant decided to apply for the medium risk category. As
such, the Stage II (Step 1) AP review was conducted against the medium risk category (I-2).
14.
As part of this assessment, the AP consulted the applicant’s website and third-party
websites, where appropriate, to complement the information provided in the application.

3.1

3.1.1.

Fiduciary standards

Basic fiduciary standards: key administrative and financial capacities

15.
LBA is a limited company licensed to operate as a bank in Senegal. It is regulated by the
Central Bank of West African States (Banque Centrale des États de l’Afrique de l’Ouest (BCEAO))
and is fully compliant with BCEAO and the West African Monetary Union (WAMU) banking
rules and regulations. Prior to September 2019, the applicant was known as CNCAS. As
indicated in section 2.1 above, the name of the applicant was changed to LBA to better reflect
the nature of its business. As such, the change was for branding purposes and the applicant has
stated that all the policies and procedures that applied to CNCAS apply equally to LBA following
the name change.

While LBA is majority-owned by State-controlled entities, it is managed as a private
company. Shareholders include the State of Senegal, BCEAO, Banque Ouest Africaine du
Développement (the West African Development Bank) and the Agence Française de
Développement. LBA has 11 directors on its board, including a chairperson. Most directors are
representatives of the shareholders, but there are currently two non-shareholder directors.
Both the Senegalese Minister of Economy and Minister of Agriculture are board directors.
Under new BCEAO regulations, one-third of the directors must be independent. LBA is currently
recruiting new independent directors to ensure compliance with this regulation by June 2020,
when the number of board directors will be increased to 12, with 4 of them being independent.
Directors serve for a three-year term and receive a modest fee for each meeting they attend.

16.

17.
There are three sub-committees of the LBA board: audit; risk and portfolio supervision;
and organization and human resources. Each sub-committee has a minimum of three members,
including at least one independent member with specific knowledge of the respective discipline.
The applicant is managed by a team headed by a General Manager who is appointed by the
4

As per annex I to decision B.07/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.07/11), intermediation 2 is defined as “When an
intermediary’s existing or proposed portfolio includes, or is expected to include, substantial financial exposure to
activities with potential limited adverse environmental or social risks and/or impacts that are few in number,
generally site specific, largely reversible, and readily addressed through mitigation measures; or includes a very
limited number of activities with potential significant adverse environmental and/or social risks and/or impacts
that are diverse, irreversible, or unprecedented”.
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board. There are four key management committees covering internal audit; compliance, control
and risk; quality control; and strategy. There is also an ethics committee, established in July
2018 with four members, which reports to the General Manager and is operationally under the
board audit committee.

LBA has provided a comprehensive 2018–2022 business plan outlining its mission to be
the leader in agricultural value chains, as well as the chosen partner of the State of Senegal in
the structural transformation of the economy while providing excellent service to its customers
and employees. The online information technology platform Synergie 2022 is used to record
and facilitate implementation and progress of the various projects in the annual action plans
resulting from the strategy, and to align them with associated budgets. The platform allows
deliverables to be shared with staff and is used to generate weekly reports for departmental
managers and semi-annual and annual reports for senior management and the board. The
applicant’s management produces a pre-established schedule of steering committee meetings
to implement, monitor and evaluate departmental objectives and targets.
18.

19.
The applicant’s financial accounts and annual reports are prepared in accordance with
the accounting rules of the Organisation pour l’Harmonisation en Afrique du Droit des Affaires
(Organization for the Harmonization of Business Law in Africa (OHADA)) as required within
WAMU. The OHADA accounting rules are fully aligned with the International Financial
Reporting Standards. A financial report application called “SAP Business Object” is used to
produce detailed financial management reports on a regular basis. The internal audit function is
governed by a comprehensive charter in accordance with the WAMU Banking Commission’s
rules on internal controls of credit institutions and consistent with the guidelines of the
Institute of Internal Auditors. LBA’s audit committee is responsible for reviewing and
monitoring the findings and recommendations of the internal auditors. Detailed internal audit
plans have been provided by the applicant for 2016–2018 and demonstrate how progress on
the implementation of recommendations is closely monitored.
20.
Information on detailed procurement policies and procedures has been provided by the
applicant, together with two sets of procurement documents which demonstrate an effective
track record of applying adequate procurement processes. However, LBA does not currently
have procedures to oversee and assess the procurement processes of executing entities.
21.
The AP finds that the applicant’s policies, procedures and capacity, supported by
evidence of its track record, partially meet the GCF basic fiduciary standards on key
administrative and financial capacities. The relevant gap is identified in paragraph 20 above
and is reflected by the corresponding condition for accreditation in section 4.2.
3.1.2.

Basic fiduciary standards: transparency and accountability

The applicant’s comprehensive code of conduct addresses conflicts of interest,
disclosure procedures and protection of whistle-blowers, fraud management and prohibited
practices. The code of conduct is provided to all staff and contractors who work for and with the
applicant and who are all required to sign a certificate confirming that they will adhere to the
code. As such, LBA is an organisation with a culture conducive to high ethical standards. There
have been no breaches of the code in the past three years and only one previous minor case of
conflicts of interest involving family members working in the same area, which was resolved
when the persons involved resigned.
22.

LBA has sound policies and procedures for detecting possible fraud, and the applicant’s
management has committed to upholding the GCF Policy on Prohibited Practices. 5 The
applicant has not been able to demonstrate a track record of managing investigations because,
as mentioned in paragraph 22 above, there have been no breaches of its code of conduct or
23.

5

Decision B.22/19 and annex XIV thereto.
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reported cases of fraud to investigate. However, the applicant has provided information on the
detailed procedures for handling investigations of possible fraud and malpractice. Possible
incidences of fraud can be reported via various dedicated means, including on the applicant’s
website. This sets in motion a process where the management rules, steps, risks, controls, key
documents and players are identified at the outset. A preliminary investigation is then
conducted, followed by interviews and an in-depth analysis of the facts and findings. The
investigation function is headed by the Director of Audit and Inspection who reports to the
General Manager and the audit sub-committee of the board. As a result of the GCF accreditation
process, the applicant’s information technology department is in the process of publishing the
terms of the applicant’s investigations process on the LBA website.

24.
The applicant’s policy on anti-money-laundering and countering the financing of
terrorism (AML/CFT) meets the requirements of the GCF Policy on Prohibited Practices.
Together with its associated “know-your-customer” (KYC) procedures, the applicant complies
with local and international banking regulations in this area. The applicant provided copies of
electronic fund transfers that demonstrated the fully functional monitoring system for fund
transfers.
25.
LBA has a successful track record of working as a financial intermediary with three
international development agencies: the West African Development Bank, the Arab Bank for
Economic Development in Africa and Agence Française de Développement.

26.
The AP finds that the applicant’s policies, procedures and capacity, supported by
evidence of its track record, fully meet the GCF basic fiduciary standards on transparency and
accountability, the GCF Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses, 6 the GCF
Policy on Prohibited Practices and the GCF AML/CFT Policy. 7
3.1.3.

Specialized fiduciary standard for project management

27.

The applicant did not apply for accreditation for this standard at this time.

28.

The applicant did not apply for accreditation for this standard at this time.

3.1.4.

3.1.5.

Specialized fiduciary standard for grant award and/or funding allocation
mechanisms

Specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending and/or blending (for loans)

29.
LBA is licensed in Senegal to provide on-lending as part of its activities as a financial
institution. As mentioned in paragraph 25 above, LBA has a successful track record of
channelling on-lending funds from international development agencies to end beneficiaries,
primarily for agricultural and energy efficiency projects in Senegal. LBA has provided
information on its policies and procedures for financial management and on-lending, including
its sustainable and responsible investment policy and credit instruction procedures. The
examples of on-lending due diligence provided by the applicant demonstrate its effective credit
assessment and processes.

30.
LBA reviews the credit portfolios of intermediaries and develops refinancing
relationships in accordance with its credit risk assessment procedures. LBA also analyses the
financial statements of intermediaries and reviews the nature and volume of credits provided
by the intermediary. However, LBA does not currently have formal procedures for evaluating

6
7

Decision B.21/25 and annex II thereto.
Decision B.18/10 and annex XIV thereto.
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the loan portfolios of executing entities, but is willing to establish a framework for such
evaluations for GCF-funded projects/programmes.

The applicant has provided its investment management policy, which has been
reviewed by the AP. However, the applicant is not regularly active in investing in market
securities. When it does, it only invests in fixed-income securities that can be refinanced with
the Central Bank of West Africa. As such, the applicant’s investment management policy is
conservative and low risk. Risk assessment and management are part of the applicant’s overall
control framework. The risk management policy has been provided by the applicant and
reviewed by the AP together with the applicant’s risk management strategies for recent years.
31.

32.
Evidence has been provided of the monitoring and evaluation function of projects
supported by the applicant’s on-lending programmes. The reports indicate the final
beneficiaries of the funds provided. The on-lending programmes are well supported by sound
asset liability management policies. The applicant has an effective and well-functioning asset
liability committee and minutes of a recent committee meeting have been provided. The
committee will meet at the end of June 2020 to review the half-year results. The applicant also
provided details of the adequate segregation of duties of the treasury function from lending and
operations.

33.
The AP finds that the applicant’s policies, procedures and capacity, supported by
evidence of its track record, partially meet the GCF specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending
and/or blending for loans. The relevant gap is identified in paragraph 30 above and is reflected
by the corresponding condition for accreditation in section 4.2.

3.2

3.2.1.

Environmental and social safeguards
Environmental and social policy

34.
The applicant’s “Environmental and Social Management System Environmental and
Social Policy Note” (ESMS/E&S Policy Note) of 2018, was updated in May 2020. It outlines the
applicant’s commitment to sustainable development and related principles. The focus of the
ESMS/E&S Policy Note is on complying with national and international requirements, applying
International Finance Corporation (IFC) Performance Standards 1 to 8 (PS 1–8), analysing E&S
risks in all credit operations and within all partnerships, and preventing or minimizing negative
E&S impacts. The ESMS/E&S Policy Note describes the roles, responsibilities and procedures.
The applicant also provided a copy of some related policies (e.g. the sustainable and responsible
investment policy of 2018). All staff have been informed about the ESMS/E&S Policy Note,
which is available on the applicant’s website.
35.
The AP finds that the applicant’s ESMS/E&S Policy Note, supported by evidence of its
track record, fully meets the GCF Environmental and Social Policy 8 and GCF interim
environmental and social safeguards (ESS) standards for a maximum E&S risk category I-2
projects/programmes with respect to GCF performance standards 1–8.
3.2.2.

Identification of E&S risks and impacts

The ESMS/E&S Policy Note provides an exclusion list similar to that of IFC; a proposal
will be rejected if it includes activities listed on the exclusion list. Allowable projects then
undergo an E&S screening procedure. The risks under each performance standard are assessed
and assigned a score. All risk scores and the scale and nature of the proposed activity are
36.

8

Decision B.19/06 and annex X thereto.
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considered when classifying a project from I-1 9 (high risk/activities that are likely to have
significant adverse E&S effects) to I-3 (low risk or activities with little to no negative E&S
impacts). The ESMS/E&S Policy Note contains the E&S screening form. Project officers complete
the intranet version of the screening form, which records the screening results. The project
category is then reviewed by the Environmental Unit. The applicant provided two I-2 project
examples of applying its screening and categorization framework (namely, a project on the
production of organic bananas funded through a loan using a line of credit from Agence
Française de Développement, and a solar pump energy project).

37.
The AP finds that the applicant’s system of identification of E&S risks and impacts,
supported by evidence of its track record, fully meets the GCF Environmental and Social Policy
and GCF interim ESS standards for a maximum E&S risk category I-2 projects/programmes
with respect to GCF performance standards 1–8.
3.2.3.

Management programme

38.
The ESMS/E&S Policy Note describes the institutional process for E&S management and
provides a flow chart showing all the steps, stages and decision points. The stages include initial
review (as described in section 3.2.2 above), due diligence, credit decision, disbursement and
monitoring. The due diligence on projects/programmes categorized as I-3 entails checking
whether the activity/client includes activities listed on the exclusion list and whether the client
complies with the applicant’s E&S requirements. The due diligence on projects/programmes
categorized as I-2 also entails an in-depth analysis, including a site visit by the applicant’s E&S
staff and a comprehensive desk review (e.g. a review of the client’s environmental and social
impact assessment, E&S performance, stakeholder engagement and labour practices). External
experts can be hired to support the E&S due diligence in the case of higher-risk projects. The
recommendations and environmental and social action plan (ESAP) are documented on the E&S
screening form and shared with management and stakeholders.
39.
The applicant’s decision-making body (Credit Committee) considers the E&S findings
when making the funding decision. All loan contracts include generic E&S provisions to ensure
compliance with the exclusion list and national laws. The Environmental Unit and the legal
officer ensure that E&S conditions and the ESAP (where relevant) are annexed to the loan
contract. The ESMS/E&S Policy Note provides a template to develop an ESAP. The applicant
provided two sample ESAP reports (e.g., for a project on the production of organic bananas and
solar pump project).
40.
The ESMS/E&S Policy Note was updated in 2020 to provide more detailed tools and
procedures to cover the IFC PS 1–8, the GCF Environmental and Social Policy and the GCF
interim ESS standards. For instance, the ESMS/E&S Policy Note now explicitly requires the
applicant to assess cumulative impacts and the impacts of associated facilities and use a
mitigation hierarchy to manage negative impacts. This represents a gap and the applicant will
need to demonstrate a track record of applying the updated tools and procedures of the
updated ESMS/E&S Policy Note.

41.
The AP finds that the applicant’s environmental management programme fully meets
the GCF Environmental and Social Policy and GCF interim ESS standards for a maximum E&S
risk category I-2 projects/programmes with respect to GCF performance standards 1–8.
However, the applicant needs to demonstrate a track record of implementing the updated tools
and procedures. The relevant gap is identified in paragraph 40 above and is reflected by the
corresponding condition for accreditation in section 4.2.
9

As per annex I to decision B.07/02, intermediation 1 is defined as “When an intermediary’s existing or proposed
portfolio includes, or is expected to include, substantial financial exposure to activities with potential significant
adverse environmental and/or social risks and/or impacts that are diverse, irreversible, or unprecedented”.
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3.2.4.

Monitoring and review

42.
The E&S monitoring objectives include assessing the E&S impacts of
projects/programmes, assessing the client’s progress in, and compliance with, the ESAP, and
identifying and reporting on changes that could lead to new impacts. The ESMS/E&S Policy
Note provides the related tools (e.g. performance indicators) and templates (e.g. a template to
monitor E&S performance covering IFC PS 1–8 and a template to report on ESAP
implementation).

43.
E&S issues are monitored by the applicant’s project staff and E&S staff on an annual
basis (or according to the frequency stipulated in the loan contract). The E&S staff manage and
follow up on the monitoring process. An external consultant or the local national agency may
assist with E&S monitoring in the case of higher-risk projects. Various types of reports are
prepared, including an annual report on the performance of the ESMS/E&S Policy Note, an
annual E&S performance monitoring report and accident reports. The three types of E&S
reports document lessons learned.

44.
The applicant provided two sample E&S monitoring reports on the implementation of
the ESAP for a project on the production of organic bananas and one E&S monitoring report for
a solar pump project (two E&S risk category I-2 projects). The applicant provided a recent
example of an external review on the implementation of the ESAP showing lessons learned
from a project financed by Agence Française de Développement.

45.
The AP finds that the applicant’s system of monitoring and review, supported by
evidence of its track record, fully meets the GCF Environmental and Social Policy and GCF
interim ESS standards for a maximum E&S risk category I-2 projects/programmes with respect
to GCF performance standards 1–8.
3.2.5.

External communications, consultations, information disclosure and grievance
redress mechanism at the institutional level

46.
The applicant provided its general complaints management procedure. The ESMS/E&S
Policy Note contains the E&S complaints mechanism: “Mechanism for handling complaints and
grievances related to Bank financing”. The E&S complaints mechanism provides the timelines
for processing inquiries and complaints. The applicant’s code of conduct and E&S complaints
mechanism provide whistle-blower protection, including protection from retaliation and
provisions for preserving confidentiality.

All inquiries and complaints received by physical or electronic mail are sent to the
General Manager, who then forwards the matter to the Audit and Inspection Division (DAI). DAI
maintains the inquiry/complaints register. Both DAI and the Compliance and Control Division
(DCCP) respond to a complaint. The investigators within DAI and DCCP operate and act
independently, and separately from project/programme operations. If there is a serious E&S
issue, the project officer may need to investigate the matter further and discuss with the client
whether to implement a corrective action plan. Where needed, the applicant can also contract
an independent expert to resolve a complicated matter. The applicant provided the curriculum
vitae of the five officers from DAI and DCCP who manage the E&S complaints mechanism.
47.

48.
The E&S complaints mechanism applies to all partners, including financial
intermediaries, and requires the establishment of a project-level complaints mechanism.
Complainants are in general encouraged to resolve issues at the project level; if a grievance
cannot be resolved at the project level, it can be submitted to the applicant’s entity-level
channel. The applicant indicated that in line with its ESMS/E&S Policy Note, it builds the
capacity of its clients to establish an independent, project-level complaints mechanism, where
needed.
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49.
The applicant provided a register of complaints for 2017 to 2019. The register shows
the date of receipt of the complaint, the name of the complainant, the issue raised, the date of
transmission to the General Manager and the decision/resolution. To date, the applicant has not
received any E&S project-level complaints on its external communications channel.

50.
The principles of the applicant’s communications policy are in line with best practices
for information disclosure (e.g. the need for clarity, transparency, comprehensiveness,
relevance, timeliness and interaction). The communications channels include the applicant’s
website, social networks, reports, seminars, public information displays and press releases. The
ESMS/E&S Policy Note commits the applicant and its executing entities to establishing and
implementing a stakeholder engagement plan based on IFC PS 1–8. The updated ESMS/E&S
Policy Note contains a revised information disclosure policy in line with the requirements of the
GCF Information Disclosure Policy 10 for category I-2 projects/programmes. This represents a
gap in track record and the applicant will need to demonstrate implementation of the revised
information disclosure policy when it submits its first GCF project/programme.
51.
The AP finds that the applicant’s system of external communications, consultations,
information disclosure and grievance redress mechanism at the institutional level, supported
by evidence of its track record, partially meets the GCF Environmental and Social Policy, GCF
interim ESS standards and GCF Information Disclosure Policy regarding E&S information
disclosure requirements for a maximum E&S risk category I-2 projects/programmes with
respect to GCF performance standards 1–8. The gap related to track record is identified in
paragraph 50 above and is reflected by the corresponding condition for accreditation in
section 4.2.
3.2.6.

Organizational capacity and competency

The applicant provided its organizational chart, showing the reporting lines for E&Srelated matters. The ESMS/E&S Policy Note summarizes the E&S responsibilities over the loan
cycle (e.g. from initial review to disbursement). In brief, the applicant’s executive board and/or
senior management ensure the availability of E&S human and financial resources. The
Inspection and Audit Department ensures compliance with policies, while the Compliance and
Control Division ensures compliance with operational procedures.

52.

53.
The Management Control, Studies and Strategy Department implements, monitors and
continuously improves the ESMS/E&S Policy Note. Specifically, the Head of the Department
assesses E&S impacts; reviews E&S documents; determines E&S loan clauses; conducts site
visits on higher-risk projects; compiles data for the E&S reports; provides or coordinates E&S
training; and supports other departments to conduct E&S tasks. The E&S monitoring and
evaluation officer monitors and ensures compliance with E&S requirements. The applicant
provided the curriculum vitae of the Head of the Department and the curriculum vitae of the
E&S monitoring and evaluation officer to demonstrate its E&S capacity.
54.
The loan officer reviews the ESAP with the client, conducts E&S compliance field visits
and ensures the integration of E&S considerations into credit procedures.

55.
All staff receive general training on the ESMS/E&S Policy Note; some staff receive indepth E&S training, based on their E&S role. The ESMS/E&S Policy Note contains the generic
training plan. The applicant also provided its E&S training plan for 2020. The training plans list
the targets of the training (e.g. the Audit Department or project officer) and the applicable
training modules (e.g. E&S risk categorization and IFC PS 1–8). The applicant provided two
training reports, with participant lists, to demonstrate E&S capacity development. The applicant
confirmed that in line with its ESMS/E&S Policy Note, the capacity of its executing entities to
10

Decision B.12/35 and annex XXIX thereto.
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implement E&S requirements will be appraised during the due diligence process related to
potential projects/programmes seeking GCF financing, and strengthened, where needed.

The AP finds that the applicant’s organizational capacity and competency, supported by
evidence of its track record, fully meet the GCF Environmental and Social Policy and GCF
interim ESS standards for a maximum E&S risk category I-2 projects/programmes with respect
to GCF performance standards 1–8.
56.

3.3

Gender

(a)

Institutionalizing gender (e.g. conducting gender training; establishing a focal point
system; conducting gender analysis; and integrating gender into policies, procedures,
results, evaluations and reporting);

The applicant provided its gender policy adopted in 2018. The policy principles include:
reducing gender inequalities; establishing a chain of accountability; and allocating human and
financial resources. The gender policy also includes a gender action plan. The strategy to
implement the gender policy consists of three components:

57.

(b)
(c)

Mainstreaming gender at the decentralized level (e.g. supporting each branch to
develop and monitor a gender action plan); and
Disseminating gender knowledge and good practices.

58.
The applicant implements a non-discrimination policy by implementing the related
provisions of its code of ethics, code of conduct and gender policy. The three documents
highlight that staff must avoid all forms of discrimination based on gender. They also
recommend prioritizing vulnerable people and indicate that salary and benefits are governed
by job classification, merit and the applicant’s salary scale.

59.
The applicant provided the terms of reference and curriculum vitae of the gender
consultant hired to develop its gender policy; the same gender expert continues to provide the
applicant with gender expertise on an ad hoc basis. The interim gender focal point is the focal
point for environment-and-climate-related matters, who coordinated the development of the
gender policy. This represents a capacity gap and the applicant will need to strengthen its
gender mainstreaming capacity by designating a permanent gender focal point, establishing a
gender committee, and conducting gender training, as foreseen in its gender policy.

60.
The applicant is reviewing existing gender resources and tools (e.g. GCF guidance on
mainstreaming gender in GCF projects). The applicant will need to adapt and adopt gender
tools and procedures to implement its gender policy and comply with the Updated GCF Gender
Policy (e.g. gender screening tool; gender analysis/assessment guidelines). The applicant will
also need to provide a dedicated budget line to implement its gender policy.

61.
The applicant has financed projects with gender elements for 30 years. For instance, it
provided financing to women’s groups and young people in its Federation of Maize Producers
project. Its Fé dé ration des organisations productrices BIO (FOPROBIO) project supported
equitable conditions for small and medium-sized producers of hibiscus, baobab, dates and
moringa, with this work mainly implemented through a women’s cooperative of producers and
processors. Its Kuwait Fund for Economic Development project provided micro credits and
small loans to women for agricultural processing, storage and marketing of food products (e.g. a
woman’s yoghurt business).

62.
The AP finds that the applicant’s gender policy, procedures and capacities partially meet
the Updated GCF Gender Policy. The relevant capacity gap identified in paragraph 59 above and
the tools and procedural gaps identified in paragraph 60 above are reflected by the
corresponding conditions for accreditation in section 4.2.
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IV.

Conclusions and recommendation

4.1

Conclusions

63.
(a)

(b)

(c)

Following its assessment, the AP concludes the following in relation to the application:

The applicant partially meets the requirements of the GCF basic fiduciary standards, the
GCF Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses, the GCF Policy on
Prohibited Practices, the GCF AML/CFT Policy and the specialized fiduciary standard for
on-lending and/or blending for loans. As reflected in paragraphs 20 and 30 above, the
applicant does not currently have procedures to oversee and assess the procurement
processes of executing entities; and does not have formal procedures for evaluating the
loan portfolios of executing entities. The related gaps are addressed in the
corresponding conditions for accreditation in section 4.2;
The applicant partially meets the GCF Environmental and Social Policy, GCF interim ESS
standards and GCF Information Disclosure Policy on disclosure of E&S information in
relation to the medium E&S risk category I-2. The gaps related to the need to
demonstrate a track record of applying the tools and procedures of the updated
ESMS/E&S Policy Note are reflected in paragraphs 40 and 50 above and addressed in
the corresponding conditions for accreditation in section 4.2; and

The applicant has demonstrated that it partially meets the requirements of the Updated
GCF Gender Policy. The gaps relate to strengthening its gender mainstreaming capacity
and to developing and applying gender tools and procedures and are reflected in
paragraphs 59 and 60 above and addressed in the corresponding conditions for
accreditation in section 4.2.

4.2

Recommendation on accreditation

(a)

Accreditation type:

64.
The AP recommends, for consideration by the Board, applicant APL099 for
accreditation as follows:

Maximum size of an individual project or activity within a programme:
small (including micro 11);
Fiduciary functions:
1.
2.

(b)

Basic fiduciary standards; and

Specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending and/or blending (for
loans); and

Maximum environmental and social risk category: medium risk (I-2)
(including minimal to no risk (I-3)); and

Conditions: the applicant will be required to submit to the AP, through the Secretariat,
information on how it has complied with the conditions. The AP will thereafter assess
whether the conditions have been met. This assessment will be communicated by the
Secretariat, on behalf of the AP, to the Board for information purposes:
Conditions to be met with the submission of the first funding proposal to GCF:

As per annex I to decision B.08/02, “micro” is defined as “maximum total projected costs at the time of application,
irrespective of the portion that is funded by the Fund, of up to and including US$ 10 million for an individual project
or an activity within a programme”.

11
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1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.

Provision of evidence by the applicant of the adoption of procedures to
oversee and assess the procurement processes of executing entities and
beneficiaries of GCF projects/programmes;
Provision of evidence by the applicant of the adoption of procedures for
evaluating the loan portfolios of executing entities for GCF
projects/programmes;

Provision of evidence by the applicant of applying the updated tools and
procedures of the updated ESMS/E&S Policy Note in the development of
its first funding proposal submitted to GCF. Relevant evidence includes
the environmental and social management framework or environmental
and social management plan, showing E&S risk and impact
identification, assessment and management, and E&S information
disclosure;
Provision of evidence by the applicant that it has developed gender
procedures and tools;

Provision of evidence by the applicant of applying the gender
procedures and tools in the development of the first funding proposal
submitted to GCF. Relevant evidence includes an adequate project-/
programme-level gender action plan and associated budget; and
Provision of evidence by the applicant of building its gender
mainstreaming capacity. Relevant evidence must include at least:
a.

b.
c.

Designation of a gender focal point with gender expertise within
the applicant’s organization;
Establishment of a gender committee (e.g. adoption by senior
management of the terms of references for the gender
committee); and

Provision of a gender capacity development plan for the
headquarter and branch-levels and evidence of the initiation of
the implementation of the gender capacity development plan.
Relevant evidence must include evidence from at least one
gender training activity.

65.
The applicant has been informed of the recommendation for accreditation, including the
accreditation type and conditions, as identified in paragraph 64 above, and agrees to the
recommendation.

4.3

Remarks

66.
The applicant may wish to seek, through a Readiness and Preparatory Support
Programme proposal made by the national designated authority, support to address the
accreditation conditions identified in paragraph 64(b)(ii)(4) to (6) above.

The applicant is already taking steps to meet the conditions identified in paragraph
64(b)(ii)(1) and (2) above.
67.
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Annex III: Accreditation assessment of applicant 101 (APL101)
I.

Introduction

Applicant 101 (APL101), the United Nations Industrial Development Organization
(UNIDO), is an international organization based in Austria. The applicant is a specialized agency
of the United Nations that promotes and leads international efforts on industrial development
for poverty reduction, inclusive globalization and environmental sustainability. With a mandate
to promote and accelerate inclusive and sustainable industrial development in developing
countries and economies in transition, the applicant has identified four programmatic fields,
which include: creating shared prosperity for all; advancing economic competitiveness;
safeguarding the environment; and strengthening knowledge and institutions. Each of these
programmatic fields contains a number of individual programmes including, but not limited to,
agribusiness and rural development, women and youth in productive activities, competitive
trade capacities and corporate responsibility, resource-efficient and low-carbon industrial
production, clean energy access for productive use, and implementation of multilateral
environmental agreements.

The applicant submitted its application for accreditation to the Secretariat via the online
accreditation system on 31 July 2015. Accreditation fees were received from the applicant on
17 August 2015, thereby launching the Stage I institutional assessment and completeness
check. Stage I was completed on 23 February 2020 and the applicant was progressed to the
Stage II (Step 1) accreditation review, which has been concluded with the publication of this
assessment. The applicant has applied to be accredited for the following parameters under the
fit-for-purpose approach of GCF:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

(e)

II.

Access modality: international access;

Track: fast-track under the Global Environment Facility (GEF);

Maximum size of an individual project or activity within a programme: small; 1
Fiduciary functions: 2

Basic fiduciary standards; and

Specialized fiduciary standard for project management; and

Maximum environmental and social risk category: medium risk (category B). 3

Stage I institutional assessment and completeness check

The applicant is eligible for, and applied under, the fast-track accreditation process as a
GEF entity. Its application has been assessed by the Secretariat during Stage I in accordance
with the requirements and gaps identified in decision B.08/03 and in accordance with the GCF
policies and standards below:

As per annex I to decision B.08/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.08/45), “small” is defined as “maximum total
projected costs at the time of application, irrespective of the portion that is funded by the Fund, of above US$ 10
million and up to and including US$ 50 million for an individual project or an activity within a programme”.
2 Decision B.07/02.
3 As per annex I to decision B.07/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.07/11), category B is defined as “Activities with
potential mild adverse environmental and/or social risks and/or impacts that are few in number, generally sitespecific, largely reversible, and readily addressed through mitigation measures”.
1
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(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)
(h)
(i)
(j)

2.1

“Guiding framework and procedures for accrediting national, regional and international
implementing entities and intermediaries, including the Fund’s fiduciary principles and
standards and environmental and social safeguards” (decision B.07/02);
“Guidelines for the operationalization of the fit-for-purpose accreditation approach”
(decision B.08/02);

“Interim Policy on Prohibited Practices” (Exhibit A of the accreditation master
agreement considered in decision B.12/31);
“Policy on Prohibited Practices” (decision B.22/19);

“Anti-Money Laundering and Countering the Financing of Terrorism Policy” (decision
B.18/10);

“Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses” (decision B.BM-2018/21);

“Environmental and social management system: Environmental and Social Policy”
(decision B.19/10);
“Comprehensive Information Disclosure Policy of the Fund” (decision B.12/35)
regarding the disclosure of environmental and social (E&S) information;
“Gender Policy and Action Plan” (decision B.09/11); and

“Updated Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan 2020–2023” (decision B.24/12).

Legal status, registration, permits and licences

The applicant provided documents on its establishment and licences to operate, where
relevant, as a part of the application. UNIDO was established in 1966 by United Nations General
Assembly resolution 2152 (XXI) and its constitution was adopted in 1979 at the United Nations
Conference on the Establishment of the United Nations Industrial Development Organization as
a Specialized Agency at its second session held in Vienna, Austria.

The constitution established UNIDO as a specialized agency of the United Nations with
the objective of promoting and accelerating industrial development in developing countries and
with the capacity to extend assistance to developing countries and assist them, at the request of
the governments of those countries, in obtaining external financing for specific industrial
projects.

2.2

Institutional presence and relevant networks

As an international organization, the applicant has 170 Member States and maintains a
field network comprising 48 regional and country offices operating in all regions around the
world. In addition, the applicant has created various platforms, centres, forums and networks in
order to fulfil its mandate and mission to promote industrial development in developing
countries and economies in transition. It has established partnerships with entities, national
governments, United Nations agencies, civil society organizations and development banks to
identify project concepts aligned with national priorities.

In order to advance the objectives of GCF, the applicant intends to maintain its field
network to actively and proactively engage with national designated authorities and other
stakeholders to identify and implement projects that are aligned with countries’ nationally
determined contributions under the Paris Agreement. In addition, the applicant intends to
contribute to GCF programming by supporting efficient and environmentally sustainable
industrial resource utilization patterns. With regard to climate change mitigation, the applicant
intends to implement programmes aimed at helping developing countries to increase the
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competitiveness of their industries by reducing industrial energy intensity and to enhance the
viability of their enterprises by increasing access to modern and renewable energy services.
With regard to climate change adaptation, the applicant intends to build resilience in areas
related to agro value chains and in various industrial sectors, thus benefiting not only the rural
poor, but also the growing populations in urban and industrialized areas.

In addition, the applicant intends to generate projects by crowding in enterprise-level
investments, utilizing GCF funding by partnering with private sector entities to stimulate
private sector finance and ultimately leading to a paradigm shift towards low-emission and
climate-resilient development. It intends to collaborate with GCF on addressing the need for
innovative and transformative programmes and to bridge the gap between public and private
finance, national development priorities and climate change commitments, and enterprise
needs and private sector interests. It aims to unlock markets for climate technology innovation,
low-emission transport and e-mobility, industrial energy efficiency, and urban–industrial
symbiosis and infrastructure.

2.3

Track record

The applicant is accredited by the GEF with no accreditation conditions. Starting with
the fourth replenishment of resources to the GEF Trust Fund (GEF-4) in 2006 and continuing
into the GEF-7 replenishment period since 2018, the applicant has demonstrated its ability to
manage projects across various focal areas, such as renewable energy, energy efficiency, water
management, clean technology, climate resilience, sustainable cities and institutional capacitybuilding. The applicant has developed revolving funds and other financial mechanisms with
third-party national and regional financial institutions in the context of its GEF projects. No
reflows are usually expected from GEF grant-funded projects.
The applicant’s track record in financing climate change-related projects to date
includes the following:
(a)

(b)

(c)
(d)

2.4

USD 3.3 million (grants) for Integrated Solutions for Energy, Water, Food, and
Ecosystem Security under Rapid Global Change at the global level;

USD 19.2 million (grants) for facilitating access to finance for low-carbon and climateresilient projects and businesses across 27 countries in Africa, South East Asia and the
Caribbean. This support is under a multi-donor trust fund, which, in 2019, raised USD
232 million in investment for Private Finance Advisory Network-supported projects and
businesses;
USD 87.4 million (grants and – through local financial institutions – loans) for
Improving Energy Efficiency and Promoting Renewable Energy in the Agro-Food and
other Small and Medium Enterprises in Ukraine; and

USD 156 million (grants and – through public and private sector co-investment – loans
and equity) for the Global Cleantech Innovation Programme for accelerating cleantech
start-ups/entrepreneurs and assisting governments in building an enabling ecosystem
for the commercialization of home-grown climate technology and resilience innovation
in Cambodia, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Morocco, Nigeria, South Africa, Turkey,
Ukraine and Uruguay.

Potential support for direct access entities

Over the past decades, UNIDO has developed a track record in capacity-building at the
global, regional, national and subnational levels through its projects and programmes. The
applicant engages and collaborates with developing country institutions and local service
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providers to propagate best practices for industrial development. If accredited to GCF, the
applicant aims to continue undertaking various capacity-building exercises and providing direct
technical support to increase the capacity of enterprises, governments, environmental service
providers, intergovernmental entities and other stakeholders in order to assist them to adopt
holistic environmental management policies and standards and promote investments in more
resource-efficient and cleaner patterns of production.

The applicant also intends to strengthen the capacity of potential subnational, national
and regional direct access entities in their accreditation to GCF. Through its field offices, the
Global Network of Regional Sustainable Energy Centres, the Climate Technology Centre and
Network and the Global Network for Resource Efficient and Cleaner Production (RECPnet), the
applicant intends to proactively partner with direct access entities to also assist in building
their capacity for the design, development, submission and implementation of paradigmshifting mitigation and adaptation projects and programmes.

Both accredited and applicant direct access entities would be provided with information
on a vast range of climate technologies; offered opportunities for South-South knowledge
transfer and peer learning from members of these networks; invited to participate in the
applicant’s climate-related events as well as policy and technical training courses that can be
tailored to the specific country and recipient needs. As such, the applicant aims to establish its
own special support programme with the objective of supporting various national and regional
centres and RECPnet members, where nominated by their national designated authorities, in
seeking GCF accreditation and becoming involved in project execution.
Furthermore, the applicant intends to utilize the expertise of the Private Financing
Advisory Network to provide guidance to direct access entities in the areas of economic
feasibility, project structure, investment and financing, and preparation of bankable projects.
UNIDO would also closely work with national designated authorities to identify partners at the
national and subnational levels that may become candidates for accreditation as direct access
entities.

III.

Stage II accreditation review assessment

The applicant is eligible for, and applied under, the fast-track accreditation process as a
GEF agency. Its application has been assessed by the Accreditation Panel (AP) during Stage II
(Step 1) against the accreditation standards of GCF and the gaps identified in decision B.08/03,
and in accordance with the accreditation requirements set out in the GCF policies and standards
identified in paragraph 3 above.

As part of this assessment, the AP consulted applicant’s website and third-party
websites to complement the information provided in the application.

3.1

3.1.1.

Fiduciary standards

Basic fiduciary standards: key administrative and financial capacities

As per paragraph 15 above, the basic fiduciary standards concerning key administrative
and financial capacities are considered to have been met by way of fast-track accreditation.
3.1.2.

Basic fiduciary standards: transparency and accountability

As per paragraph 15 above, the basic fiduciary standards concerning transparency and
accountability, with the exception of items regarding prohibited practices and whistle-blowers
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and witnesses, and anti-money-laundering (AML) and countering the financing of terrorism
(CFT) policies, have been met by way of fast-track accreditation.

The applicant’s relevant policies, including its code of ethics, Fraud Prevention Policy
and Conflict of Interest Policy, define prohibited practices in a manner that is consistent with
the definitions of such practices contained in the GCF Policy on Prohibited Practices. However,
AML/CFT is not explicitly defined as a prohibited practice in the applicant’s policies; an explicit
definition is required for full compliance with the GCF Policy on Prohibited Practices.

The applicant’s Protection Against Retaliation for Reporting Misconduct or Cooperating
with Audits or Investigations Policy (whistle-blower policy) satisfies the requirements of the
GCF Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses. In addition to its whistle-blower
policy, the applicant provided its internal audit charter and its investigation guidelines which
further ensure that the applicant’s organizational policies and procedures comply with the
requirements of the GCF Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses.
The applicant’s operations are not materially exposed to AML/CFT risks. Its operating
environment is positively influenced by the recognized entities from which it receives funding,
the due diligence procedures implemented to evaluate private sector partners, the control
procedures implemented for the disbursement of funds and the independent oversight
exercised by the applicant’s Internal Audit Department.

The applicant has not adopted a specific AML/CFT policy; nevertheless, as indicated
above, it has the required internal control and due diligence procedures, as well as the
oversight exercised by independent audit units, that demonstrate its overall capacity to
appropriately prevent the use of its operations for money-laundering or the financing of
terrorism. Due to the absence of an AML/CFT-specific policy, the applicant would only partially
comply with the requirements of the GCF AML/CFT Policy. 4
The applicant could benefit from implementing a specific AML/CFT policy. However,
considering:
(a)

The adequacy of the applicant’s control procedures and oversight units;

(c)

The low AML/CFT risk environment in which it operates;

(b)

The appropriate AML/CFT enhancements the applicant is implementing; and

the AP concludes that the applicant can meet, in the absence of a specific AML/CFT policy, the
GCF basic fiduciary standard concerning transparency and accountability pertaining to
AML/CFT and the GCF AML/CFT Policy. The AP’s conclusion is contingent upon the applicant’s
inclusion of AML/CFT-specific clauses and the definition of AML/CFT as a prohibited practice in
the general conditions of the agreements it enters into with executing entities and third parties.

The applicant demonstrated that it exercises appropriate due diligence procedures
when selecting project executing entities. The applicant’s due diligence procedures are defined
in its manual for the approval of private sector project partners and in its manual for the closing
and management of project implementation arrangements with its partner organizations.
As per paragraph 15 above, the basic fiduciary standards concerning transparency and
accountability are considered to have been met by way of fast-track accreditation. The AP finds
that the applicant’s policies, procedures and capacity meet the GCF Policy on the Protection of
Whistleblowers and Witnesses, 5 and partially meet the GCF Policy on Prohibited Practices 6 and
the GCF AML/CFT Policy. The relevant gaps are identified in paragraphs 19 and 23 above and
are reflected by the corresponding conditions for accreditation in section 4.2.
Decision B.18/10 and annex XIV thereto.
Decision B.BM-2018/21 and annex I thereto.
6 Decision B.22/19 and annex XIV thereto.
4
5
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3.1.3.

Specialized fiduciary standard for project management

As per paragraph 15 above, the specialized fiduciary standard for project management
is considered to have been met by way of fast-track accreditation.
3.1.4.

3.1.5.

3.2

3.2.1.

Specialized fiduciary standard for grant award and/or funding allocation
mechanisms
The applicant did not apply for accreditation for this standard at this time.

Specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending and/or blending (for loans, equity
and/or guarantees)
The applicant did not apply for accreditation for this standard at this time.

Environmental and social safeguards
Environmental and social policy

The applicant’s environmental and social management system is incorporated in its
Environmental and Social Safeguards Policies and Procedures (ESSPP), issued in January 2015
and last updated in July 2017. The ESSPP is a comprehensive document with well-articulated
objectives and principles, based on the E&S safeguards requirements and policies of the GEF, 7
the GCF Environmental and Social Policy and the GCF interim environmental and social
safeguards (ESS) standards, as well as the United Nations Framework for Advancing
Environmental and Social Sustainability in the United Nations System. 8 The ESSPP is accessible
to the applicant’s staff and the general public both through the applicant’s intranet and its
external website. Responsibility for its implementation lies with the applicant’s Partnerships
Coordination Division, Department of Programme and Partnership Coordination under the
Directorate of Programmes, Partnerships and Field Coordination.

The ESSPP (July 2017) applies to all UNIDO projects and, following the applicant’s
accreditation, will thus also apply to GCF projects. It states that the applicant is committed to
promoting inclusive and sustainable industrial development to harness the full potential of
industry’s contribution to the achievement of sustainable development and lasting prosperity
for all. In addition, the ESSPP sets out the applicant’s belief that E&S sustainability is a
fundamental aspect of achieving outcomes consistent with its mandate, and recognizes that
projects that foster E&S sustainability rank among the highest priorities of the applicant’s
activities. The ESSPP includes a section on an Integrated Safeguard Policy Statement, which lays
out the policy principles and describes the common objectives of the applicant’s safeguards.
The standards adopted in the ESSPP are consistent with the International Finance Corporation’s
environmental and social performance standards 1–8.
The AP finds that the applicant’s environmental and social management system,
comprising the ESSPP, fully meets the GCF Environmental and Social Policy and GCF interim
ESS standards for a maximum E&S risk category B projects/programmes with respect to GCF
performance standards 1–8.
3.2.2.

7
8

Identification of E&S risks and impacts

Available at <https://www.thegef.org/documents/environmental-and-social-safeguard-standards>.
Available at <https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/2738sustainabilityfinalweb-.pdf>.
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The ESSPP describes the applicant’s procedure for E&S risk and impact identification,
including categorization of projects, and is consistent with good international industry practice
and the GCF interim ESS standards. The applicant uses well-developed E&S risk screening
templates and rigorous review processes to enable E&S issues to be carefully mainstreamed
into project design and implementation. In particular, the section of the ESSPP on
environmental and social safeguard tools provides the applicant’s project development teams
with the tools to screen projects for E&S risks. There are several layers of review within the
Department of Programme and Partnership Coordination before final conclusions are reached.
The outcome allows the applicant to both analyse risk and maximize E&S opportunities,
depending on whether the project is classified as category A, B or C.

The AP reviewed the E&S assessment documents for category B and C projects
implemented by the applicant comprising a tannery, a small hydropower, a bamboo plantation,
a husk-fired power plant, and non-combustion facilities for polychlorinated biphenyls and
persistent organic pollutants. All these projects underwent the E&S risk and impact
identification and assessment procedure in line with the ESSPP.

The AP also reviewed the applicant’s experience with an E&S risk category A project.
The applicant submitted documents related to a project launched in 2015 that is still being
implemented, titled “Mainstreaming Climate Change Adaptation through Water Resource
Management in Leather Industrial Zone Development”. The project has included the
construction of a central effluent treatment plant; taking into consideration the potential
significant impacts on the environment and affected peoples of such an intervention, the project
has been classified as category A. Among other outputs, as a result of the E&S screening
conducted, a full environmental and social impact assessment and environmental and social
management plan were developed in line with the applicant’s policies. The applicant should
continue to document its E&S assessment experience with implementing category A projects,
including newer projects that it will be developing in the future, so as to enable the applicant to
apply for an upgrade at a later time.
The AP finds that the applicant’s system of identification of E&S risks and impacts,
supported by evidence of its track record, fully meets the GCF Environmental and Social Policy
and GCF interim ESS standards for a maximum E&S risk category B projects/programmes with
respect to GCF performance standards 1–8.
3.2.3.

Management programme

The applicant’s ESSPP includes sections on operational safeguards, which consist of a
set of 10 programmatic and two framework safeguards requirements that the applicant’s
project development teams should follow when addressing E&S impacts and risks, and a section
on the ESS steps that are part of the applicant’s project cycle, which provides guidance on the
specific procedures that the applicant’s E&S team should follow to ensure that operations meet
the requirements of the operational safeguards at each stage of the project cycle.
The management of mitigation measures is guided by the above-mentioned sections of
the ESSPP and the applicant has provided reports and assessments from the projects referred
to in paragraph 33 above and from the category A project cited in paragraph 34 above to
illustrate this.

As observed in paragraphs 33 and 34 above, the AP was able to assess several category
B projects and one category A project implemented by the applicant. The applicant, as
evidenced through the project monitoring and assessment reports it has provided, has shown
that it is able to manage the mitigation measures of such projects.
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The AP finds that the applicant’s management programme fully meets the GCF
Environmental and Social Policy and GCF interim ESS standards for a maximum E&S risk
category B projects/programmes with respect to GCF performance standards 1–8.
3.2.4.

Monitoring and review

The ESSPP describes the applicant’s process related to its E&S monitoring and reporting
system. Issues identified by the applicant during the environmental and social impact
assessment or in the environmental and social management plan are managed and monitored
during project implementation. Commitments are followed up in regular monitoring reports as
part of annual project implementation reports and midterm reviews, and assessed within the
context of terminal evaluations.

Monitoring and compliance functions to track projects and ensure compliance with the
ESSPP and with agreed ESS mitigation measures are embedded within the context of the
applicant’s Department of Programme and Partnership Coordination.

The applicant provided E&S monitoring and assessment reports for the projects
identified in paragraph 33 above. As observed in paragraphs 33 and 34 above, the AP was able
to assess several category B projects and one category A project being implemented by the
applicant. The applicant, as evidenced through the project monitoring and assessment reports it
has provided, has shown that it is able to monitor and review E&S impacts and actions.
The AP finds that the applicant’s system of monitoring and review fully meets the GCF
Environmental and Social Policy and GCF interim ESS standards for a maximum E&S risk
category B projects/programmes with respect to GCF performance standards 1–8.
3.2.5.

External communications; consultations, information disclosure and grievance
redress mechanism at the institutional level

The applicant has a well-developed external communications system. Its website
provides clear and updated information on its projects. It also has a web page dedicated to the
submission of complaints, including for adverse E&S impacts of its projects, which provides a
clear description of the complaints procedure.
The applicant has a well-developed Information Disclosure and Public Consultation
Policy among its operational safeguards, which describes in detail the norms and procedures
related to implementation of the policy, including free and prior informed consent and other
best practices in stakeholder engagement. Of particular interest is the Open Data Platform
developed by the applicant. It displays an interactive world map with detailed information on
the applicant’s programmes and projects.

The applicant has a well-developed grievance procedure. Complaints, including on E&S
issues, are handled by a compliance officer, the Internal Oversight Division, or, if necessary, by
the UNIDO grievance mechanism (which includes a grievance panel), which is the applicant’s
institutional-level grievance redress mechanism. There is, however, a gap in this system in that
the applicant does not specifically require its executing entities to establish a grievance
mechanism at the project level itself, but rather to promote and utilize the UNIDO mechanism.

The AP finds that the applicant’s system of external communications, consultations,
information disclosure and grievance redress mechanism, supported by evidence of its track
record, partially meet the GCF Environmental and Social Policy, GCF interim ESS standards and
GCF Information Disclosure Policy for a maximum E&S risk category B projects/programmes
with respect to GCF performance standards 1–8. The relevant gap is identified in paragraph 46
above and is reflected by the corresponding condition for accreditation in section 4.2.
3.2.6.

Organizational capacity and competency
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Implementation of the ESSPP is under the direct responsibility of the Director General
of UNIDO, with the Directorate of Programmes, Partnerships and Field Coordination taking the
lead in implementing ESSPP-related mandates and processes. Under the Directorate and within
the Department of Programme and Partnership Coordination, the responsibility for compliance
related tasks with the ESSPP lies with the Partnership Coordination Division.
The applicant also has several technical offices that work on E&S and climate projects,
including the Climate Technology and Innovation Division, the Energy Systems and
Infrastructure Division and the Energy Technologies and Industrial Applications Division in the
Directorate of Environment and Energy.

The AP reviewed the organizational chart provided by the applicant and the curriculum
vitae of the managers and staff performing ESS functions and finds these to be adequate. The
applicant has also implemented several ESS training programmes for managers and staff, which
are integrated into the applicant’s human resources programme.
The AP finds that the applicant’s organizational capacity and competency, supported by
evidence of its track record, fully meet the GCF Environmental and Social Policy and GCF
interim ESS standards for a maximum E&S risk category B projects/programmes with respect
to GCF performance standards 1–8.

3.3

Gender

The applicant updated its Policy on Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women
in 2019. More recently, the applicant also adopted the Strategy for Gender Equality and the
Empowerment of Women (2020–2023), as requested by its Member States. The policy outlines
clear gender equality roles and responsibilities of all personnel, while the strategy elaborates
on the applicant’s approach to and implementation of gender equality and women’s
empowerment both through targeted actions following a unified theory of change, as well as
through gender mainstreaming in all policies, projects, programmes and organizational
practices. Both documents are intended to guide the applicant’s work on gender equality, which
is also guided by best practices in the United Nations system.

Among other things, the applicant seeks to identify and integrate the different needs,
constraints, contributions and priorities of women and men into its project designs and
implementation. Where possible, according to its gender strategy, the applicant will enhance
the positive gender impacts of projects by developing mitigation measures to reduce any
potential gender-specific and disproportionate adverse impacts on gender. It has adopted
strategic objectives for the implementation of its gender policy, which in turn have led the
applicant to identify additional objectives, develop tools (e.g. its Gender Analysis Tool, Gender
Marker Guide and Gender Compliance and Marker Form) and establish mechanisms and
procedures (for mainstreaming gender considerations, such as the gender review conducted by
the applicant and incorporated in its project development and approval process) to implement
its gender policy and strategy.

The applicant has an Office for Gender Equality and Empowerment of Women, which
has a multi-annual budget. It also has several positions for gender experts at the headquarters,
which are supported by the work of the applicant’s Gender Focal Point Network, as well as
gender experts at the project and national levels. In addition, training sessions to build gender
capacity have been held by the applicant, including on the nexus of gender and energy.

The applicant provided evidence of its experience in incorporating gender into
climate/environment projects, namely energy efficiency projects in Africa and a tannery project
in Asia, where gender issues and mainstreaming strategies were specifically incorporated into
the projects based on the gender tools adopted by the applicant. For those projects, a gender
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analysis was conducted to develop indicators that would demonstrate the projects’ impact on
empowering women.

The AP finds that the applicant’s gender policy, procedures and capacities, supported by
evidence of its track record, fully meet the Updated GCF Gender Policy. 9

IV.

Conclusions and recommendation

4.1

Conclusions

(a)

The applicant meets the requirements of the GCF basic fiduciary standards, the GCF
Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses and the specialized fiduciary
standard for project management; and partially meets the GCF Policy on Prohibited
Practices and the GCF AML/CFT Policy. The applicant provided sufficient evidence that
the money-laundering and financing of terrorism risk implicit in its operations is low.
However, the applicant must provide evidence that it has included AML and CFT clauses
in the general conditions of the agreements entered into for project procurement and
with project executing entities for GCF-funded projects. The relevant gaps are identified
in paragraphs 19 and 23 above and are reflected by the corresponding conditions for
accreditation in section 4.2;

Following its assessment, and noting that the applicant has applied under the fast-track
accreditation process, the AP concludes the following in relation to the application:

(b)

(c)

The applicant partially meets the requirements of the GCF Environmental and Social
Policy, GCF interim ESS standards and GCF Information Disclosure Policy on disclosure
of E&S information in relation to the medium E&S risk (category B). The relevant gap
relates to the applicant’s policy on a grievance redress mechanism identified in
paragraph 46 above and is reflected by the corresponding conditions for accreditation
in section 4.2; and
The applicant has demonstrated that it has a policy, procedures and competencies in
order to implement its gender policy, which is found to be consistent with the Updated
GCF Gender Policy, and has demonstrated that it has experience with gender
consideration in the context of climate change.

4.2

Recommendation on accreditation

(a)

Accreditation type:

The AP recommends, for consideration by the Board, applicant APL101 for
accreditation as follows:
(i)
(ii)

Maximum size of an individual project or activity within a programme:
small (including micro 10);
Fiduciary functions:
1.
2.

9

Basic fiduciary standards; and

Specialized fiduciary standard for project management; and

Decision B.24/12 and annex XXIII thereto.
As per annex I to decision B.08/02, “micro” is defined as “maximum total projected costs at the time of application,
irrespective of the portion that is funded by the GCF, of up to and including US$ 10 million for an individual project
or an activity within a programme”.

10
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(iii)
(b)

Maximum environmental and social risk category: medium risk (category B)
(including lower risk (category C 11)); and

Conditions: the applicant will be required to submit to the AP, through the Secretariat,
information on how it has complied with the conditions. The AP will thereafter assess
whether the conditions have been met. This assessment will be communicated by the
Secretariat, on behalf of the AP, to the Board for information purposes:
(i)

Conditions to be met with the submission of the first funding proposal to GCF:
1.

2.

3.

Provision by the applicant of evidence that it has incorporated into its
standard contracts with its executing entities and third parties for GCF
projects/programmes the definition of money-laundering and financing
of terrorism as prohibited practices, requiring executing entities and
third parties not to engage, directly or indirectly, in activities undertaken
for the purpose of money-laundering or financing of terrorism;
Provision by the applicant of evidence of either the establishment of a
policy or the inclusion in an existing policy or policies of the
requirement to establish a project/programme-specific grievance
redress mechanism; and
Provision by the applicant of evidence of either the establishment of a
policy or the inclusion in an existing policy or policies of the
requirement that its executing entities for GCF projects/programmes
either:
a.

b.

Establish their own project/programme-specific grievance
redress mechanism; and/or

Use the applicant’s grievance redress mechanism as updated in
accordance with paragraph 58(b)(i)(2) above for GCF
projects/programmes.

The applicant has been informed of the recommendation for accreditation, including the
accreditation type and conditions, as identified in paragraph 58 above, and agrees to the
recommendation.

4.3

Remarks

The applicant could benefit from implementing an AML/CFT policy providing
institutional guidance pertaining to money-laundering and financing of terrorism risks, as well
as defining these activities as prohibited practices. The AP also recommends that the applicant
consider including the provisions indicated in paragraph 58(b)(i)(1) above in all of its legal
agreements entered into for project procurement and with project executing entities, beyond
those for GCF-funded projects/programmes as required by the condition.

As per annex I to decision B.07/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.07/11), category C is defined as “Activities with
minimal or no adverse environmental and/or social risks and/or impacts”.

11
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Annex IV: Accreditation assessment of upgrade application from the
Pegasus Capital Advisors, L.P.
I.

Introduction

Pegasus Capital Advisors, L.P. (PCA), is a private alternative asset management and
private equity firm based in the United States of America, aiming to provide strategic growth
capital to middle-market companies operating in the sustainability and wellness sectors. PCA
focuses its investments on the health and wellness, built environment, renewable energy, waste
and recycling, food and agriculture sectors.
The applicant was accredited by the Board on 20 October 2018 in decision B.21/16,
paragraph (b), and signed its accreditation master agreement with GCF on 30 March 2020,
which became effective on 13 April 2020, for the following parameters, as recommended by the
Accreditation Panel (AP), under the fit-for-purpose approach of GCF:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

Access modality: international access;
Track: normal track;

Maximum size of an individual project or activity within a programme: medium; 1
Fiduciary functions: 2

Basic fiduciary standards;

Specialized fiduciary standard for project management; and
(e)

Specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending and/or blending (for loans, equity
and guarantees); and

Maximum environmental and social risk category: medium risk (category
B/intermediation 2 (I-2)). 3

The applicant was accredited with conditions. As reported in document
GCF/B.25/13/Add.01 titled “Status of the fulfilment of accreditation conditions”, PCA fulfilled
and closed one environmental and social safeguards (ESS) condition to be met prior to
submission of the first funding proposal to GCF. The remaining fiduciary, ESS and gender
conditions had been fulfilled and closed by the applicant as at 1 April 2020.

The applicant submitted its application for an accreditation upgrade to the Secretariat
via the online accreditation system on 28 February 2020. Accreditation fees for the criteria
being sought by the applicant were paid at the time of initial accreditation. The Stage I
institutional assessment and completeness check was completed on 4 May 2020 and the
applicant was progressed to the Stage II (Step 1) accreditation review, which has been
As per annex I to decision B.08/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.08/45), “medium” is defined as “maximum total
projected costs at the time of application, irrespective of the portion that is funded by the Fund, of above US$ 50
million and up to and including US$ 250 million for an individual project or an activity within a programme”.
2 Decision B.07/02.
3 As per annex I to decision B.07/02 (annex I to document GCF/B.07/11), category B is defined as “Activities with
potential mild adverse environmental and/or social risks and/or impacts that are few in number, generally sitespecific, largely reversible, and readily addressed through mitigation measures” and intermediation 2 is defined as
“When an intermediary’s existing or proposed portfolio includes, or is expected to include, substantial financial
exposure to activities with potential limited adverse environmental or social risks and/or impacts that are few in
number, generally site-specific, largely reversible, and readily addressed through mitigation measures; or includes
a very limited number of activities with potential significant adverse environmental and/or social risks and/or
impacts that are diverse, irreversible, or unprecedented”.
1
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concluded with the publication of this assessment. The applicant has applied to be upgraded for
the following parameters under the fit-for-purpose approach of GCF:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

II.

Access modality: international access;
Track: normal track;

Maximum size of an individual project or activity within a programme: large; 4 and
All other criteria for which the applicant was accredited: 5 no change.

Stage I institutional assessment and completeness check

The applicant applied and was assessed by the Secretariat during Stage I under the
normal track accreditation process in accordance with the GCF policies and standards below:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)

“Guiding framework and procedures for accrediting national, regional and international
implementing entities and intermediaries, including the Fund’s fiduciary principles and
standards and environmental and social safeguards” (decision B.07/02);

“Guidelines for the operationalization of the fit-for-purpose accreditation approach”
(decision B.08/02);
“Policy on Prohibited Practices” (decision B.22/19);

“Anti-Money Laundering and Countering the Financing of Terrorism Policy” (decision
B.18/10); and

“Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses” (decision B.BM-2018/21).

3.1

Legal status, registration, permits and licences

3.2

Institutional presence and relevant networks

The applicant provided documents on its establishment and licences to operate, if any
and where relevant, as a part of the original accreditation application. PCA was created in the
form of a limited liability company on 30 March 1999. As indicated in paragraph 2 above, GCF
and PCA have entered into an accreditation master agreement.
The applicant has a strong international presence through its portfolio companies and
investments based in Israel, Peru, Singapore, Thailand and the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland covering activities in Asia, Latin and Central America, the Middle East and
Africa. PCA has also been involved in climate change-related initiatives with partners such as
R20 Regions of Climate Action, Ceres, Principles for Responsible Investment, the Global Impact
Investing Network, Confluence Philanthropy, the United States Agency for International
Development (e.g. Power Africa) and the Tony Blair Africa Governance Initiative.

In order to advance the objectives of GCF, PCA and its affiliates intend to continue
investing in industries and companies that address both climate change mitigation and
adaptation, with an expanding focus on sustainable economic development in the least
developed countries, small island developing States and African countries. The applicant

As per annex I to decision B.08/02, “large” is defined as “total projected costs at the time of application, irrespective
of the portion that is funded by the Fund, of above US$ 250 million for an individual project or an activity within a
programme”.
5 For example, the fiduciary functions and environmental and social risk category.
4
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intends to address, measure and continue investment in the following areas for both mitigation
and adaptation:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

3.3

Investing in renewable energy solutions that help governments and businesses avoid
lock-in of long-lived, high-emission infrastructure;
Increasing the number of households with access to low-emission energy;
Increasing the use of low-carbon transport;

Improving waste management, thereby contributing to greenhouse gas (GHG) emission
reductions;
Reducing vulnerability by enhancing adaptive capacity and resilience for populations
affected by the proposed activity, focusing in particular on the most vulnerable
population groups and applying a gender-sensitive approach;

Strengthening institutional and regulatory systems for climate-responsive planning and
development; and
Strengthening awareness of climate threats and risk reduction processes (e.g. through
environmental and social impact assessments conducted for PCA investments and
collaboration with applicable local authorities).

Track record

As a private alternative asset management and private equity firm, the applicant targets
the provision of scalable, replicable, innovative, financially sustainable and viable solutions to
companies focused on, among other things, climate change mitigation and adaptation. In
addition, the applicant has taken a leadership role in global environmental and social initiatives
that drive a potential paradigm shift through knowledge-sharing among multi-stakeholder
groups. It has also worked closely with municipal governments in developing strategies to
achieve aggressive climate change goals.

The applicant’s track record in financing climate change-related investments covers
projects in Africa, Asia-Pacific, Europe, Latin America and North America. The applicant has
undertaken equity investments and raised five private equity funds, four of which have invested
more than USD 250 million with a focus on the sustainability and wellness, building
technologies and energy solutions, biofuels, built environment and agriculture sectors. The
Secretariat has reviewed the relevant track record provided by the applicant to demonstrate its
experience with large-sized programme activities (e.g. investees/portfolio companies).

In addition, the applicant provided the following project examples in its original
accreditation application: 6
27F

(a)

(b)
(c)

6

USD 50 million to USD 100 million (loans and equity) in sustainable tourism in multiple
countries in Africa, Asia-Pacific, Europe and Latin America;
USD 50 million to USD 100 million (equity and guarantees) in liquid fuels storage,
distribution and marketing in Peru, including operations of a private port facility and
biodiesel production facility; and
USD 50 million to USD 100 million (equity and guarantees) in a medical nutrition
company that addresses prevalent health ailments due to poor water quality and
availability, particularly in developing countries.

See annex XI to document GCF/B.21/17 titled “Consideration of accreditation proposals”.
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3.4

Potential support for direct access entities

The applicant intends to leverage its experience to help subnational, national and
regional implementing entities and intermediaries to raise awareness about opportunities and
requirements of GCF accreditation through workshops. In addition, it intends to continue to
engage with such entities and intermediaries to identify opportunities to support their
objectives through day-to-day business. The applicant also aims to explore opportunities to
develop collaborative projects with such entities and to provide additional resources and
capacity-building support.

The applicant has been committed to working with subnational, national and regional
implementing entities and intermediaries globally to identify sustainable economic
development and wellness opportunities. It aims to continue providing policy, technical and
financial advice to national and subnational governments, financial institutions, technology
providers, academic institutions, corporations and non-governmental organizations to
implement low-carbon economic development projects in sectors that measurably reduce GHG
emissions.

II.

Stage II accreditation review assessment

The applicant applied under the normal track accreditation process. Its application has
been assessed by the AP during Stage II (Step 1) against the standards of GCF in accordance
with the accreditation requirements and GCF policies and standards identified in paragraph 5
above.
As per decision B.24/13, paragraph (a), and annex XXVI thereto, the applicant will be
assessed against the GCF Gender Policy adopted in decision B.24/12, paragraph (e), and annex
XXIII thereto at the time of reaccreditation to GCF. Any projects/programmes to be considered
by GCF following the adoption of the updated Gender Policy will be required to be in line with
the principles and requirements of the policy.
As part of this assessment, the AP consulted the website of the United States Securities
and Exchange Commission (SEC) to review the applicant’s ADV filing on 30 March 2020.

2.1
2.1.1

Fiduciary standards

Basic fiduciary standards: key administrative and financial capacities

This applicant is seeking an upgrade in its accreditation scope to the “large” size
category of projects/programmes it can present for GCF consideration. The applicant’s strategy,
governance structure and organization are the same as at the time of its original accreditation
application. This assessment focuses on the applicant’s policies, procedures and track record
and their capacity to manage large-sized projects/programmes, such as private equity funds, as
well as large-sized portfolio company investments.
The applicant’s capacity to meet the requirements of the GCF basic fiduciary standards
on key administrative and financial capacities was demonstrated at the time of its original
accreditation application.

To support its application for an upgrade in the project/programme activity size
category for which it is accredited, the applicant provided detailed portfolio reports for three
private equity funds that it is currently managing. All three funds fall within the range of largescale programmes; specifically, the average capital invested by these funds far exceeds the
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“large” size threshold. The applicant also provided evidence of its track record in managing
large-sized portfolio company investments.

As stated in the original accreditation recommendation by the AP, the applicant’s
governance structure is appropriate for the management of a private equity fund. The
regulatory requirements of the relevant federal regulations of the United States of America,
enforced under SEC supervision, provide the framework for effective governance of investment
advisers such as the applicant. The applicant’s track record demonstrates that its governance
structure is adequate for effective oversight and management of large-sized private equity
funds and large-sized portfolio company investments.

The applicant’s main governance bodies are the Investment Committees of each of the
funds and the applicant’s Compliance Committee. The Partners and Principals are members of
the Investment Committees for each of the funds managed by the applicant. The applicant’s
track record demonstrates that the operation of its oversight committees and the supervision
exercised by its Principals are appropriate for the management of large-sized funds and largesized portfolio company investments.

As concluded in the original accreditation recommendation, the applicant’s strategic
planning capacity, as well as its accounting systems, audit arrangements, and payment and
disbursement systems, are appropriate for the management of private equity funds. The
applicant’s strategic planning capacities are appropriate for the design and management of
large-sized private equity funds. To complement this upgrade application, the applicant
provided updated audited financial statements for one of the private equity funds it manages, as
well as examples of its track record with large-sized portfolio company investments.

For the assessment of its upgrade application, the applicant also provided updated
copies of its accounting manual (dated February 2020) and of its compliance manual (dated
August 2019), which establish the general guidelines for an internal control framework, based
on both the fiduciary obligations pertaining to the third-party assets it manages and compliance
with United States federal regulatory requirements. The applicant’s internal control framework
is appropriate for a private equity fund manager. Furthermore, the applicant’s track record
demonstrates that its internal control framework is appropriate for the management of largesized private equity funds and large-sized portfolio company investments.
The applicant has fulfilled the condition pertaining to procurement established in the
original accreditation recommendation and adopted in decision B.21/16 to accredit PCA. The
applicant’s procurement policy and procedures satisfy the relevant requirements of the GCF
basic fiduciary standard on key administrative and financial capacities, including for large-sized
private equity funds and large-sized portfolio company investments.
The AP finds that the applicant’s policies, procedures and capacity, supported by
evidence of its track record, fully meet the GCF basic fiduciary standards on key administrative
and financial capacities. Furthermore, these policies, procedures and capacity are appropriate
for the management of large-sized private equity funds and large-sized portfolio company
investments.
2.1.2

Basic fiduciary standards: transparency and accountability

The applicant’s updated compliance manual includes the applicant’s code of ethics,
which has been developed based on the requirements of the private equity industry and the
requirements of the SEC. The Advisers Act requires that the applicant’s code of ethics
establishes a fiduciary duty towards clients, regulatory compliance, disclosure of securities
transactions, and reporting of violations of the code of ethics. It also requires the code of ethics
to be communicated to all relevant parties. Additionally, the applicant has included provisions
for the protection of whistle-blowers, as well as periodic training on and assessment of the
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knowledge of relevant parties on the code of ethics. The applicant’s Compliance Officer provides
guidance on specific ethical questions that may arise.
The applicant’s framework for communication and management of prohibited practices
is described in the original accreditation recommendation. Additionally, the applicant’s
regulatory framework, enforced under SEC supervision, the applicant’s compliance manual and
the contractual agreements of the private equity funds managed by the applicant include and
cover the requirements of the GCF Policy on Prohibited Practices. 7

The applicant’s capacity to effectively undertake investigations is described in the
original accreditation recommendation. Given that the applicant has a track record of managing
large-sized private equity funds, and based on the original accreditation recommendation, the
AP finds that the applicant’s investigations capacity is appropriate for large-sized private equity
funds and large-sized portfolio company investments.

An important enhancement implemented after the original accreditation is the
applicant’s decision to outsource a critical component of its anti-money-laundering and
countering the financing of terrorism (AML/CFT) activities to a leading-expert service provider.
This third-party service provider was retained by the applicant to undertake the due diligence
required for onboarding and continuous monitoring of parties that invest in the private equity
funds managed by the applicant. The third party undertakes its due diligence exercises based
on the guidance provided by the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network, the Bank Secrecy Act,
the United States Patriot Act and the guidance notes provided by expert professional
associations. Additionally, the applicant provided further detail of the procedures and
technology used to authorize, issue and monitor wire transfers. The applicant’s AML/CFT
capacity, as mentioned in the original accreditation recommendation, is appropriate for
effective management of AML/CFT risks. The outsourcing of investor due diligence and
monitoring to an expert third party further strengthens the applicant’s capacity.

The AP finds that the applicant’s policies, procedures and capacity, supported by
evidence of its track record, fully meet the GCF basic fiduciary standards on transparency and
accountability, the GCF Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses, 8 the GCF
Policy on Prohibited Practices and the GCF AML/CFT Policy. 9 Furthermore, the applicant, in its
original accreditation application and in this upgrade application, has demonstrated that its
policies, procedures and track record are fit for the management of large-sized private equity
funds, as well as large-sized investments in portfolio companies.
2.1.3

Specialized fiduciary standard for project management

The original accreditation recommendation stated that: “In the case of this applicant, a
‘project’ is understood for the purpose of assessing its project management capabilities in the
accreditation review to be the identification of an investment opportunity, the due diligence
process, the investment decision and the management of the investment (including an
appropriate investment exit strategy).”

The original accreditation recommendation concluded that the applicant has the
capacity to design, prepare and successfully manage a medium-sized private equity fund.
Furthermore, the size of the investments made in portfolio companies is expected to remain, on
average, the same under a large-sized fund as is the case under a medium-sized fund; the
difference is that more financial resources will be available to increase the number of
investments that can be made. The capacity demonstrated by the applicant during the original
accreditation application, together with evidence of the applicant’s track record as reviewed by
Decision B.22/19 and annex XIV thereto.
Decision B.21/25 and annex II thereto.
9 Decision B.18/10 and annex XIV thereto.
7
8
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the AP during this upgrade accreditation application, validate the applicant’s capacity and
experience to manage large-sized private equity funds and large-sized portfolio company
investments.

The applicant’s capacity to design, prepare and successfully manage private equity
funds was demonstrated during the original accreditation application. Considering that the size
of the investments made in portfolio companies is expected to remain, on average, the same
under this upgrade accreditation application as under the original accreditation
recommendation, the AP concludes that the capacity demonstrated by the applicant during the
original accreditation application is appropriate for a large-sized private equity fund. The
applicant provided two copies of portfolio investment proposals as part of this upgrade
application that reinforce the conclusion of the original accreditation recommendation
pertaining to the applicant’s capacity to evaluate, structure and manage equity investments in
portfolio companies.

The applicant’s capacity to exercise effective oversight and control over the investments
it executes was assessed during the original accreditation assessment. In its upgrade
application, the applicant provided information on five private equity funds it manages or has
managed in the past. As at the third quarter of 2019, the average total resources invested in
portfolio companies by each of the funds managed by the applicant, for which detailed
information was provided, exceeded USD 250 million. In this upgrade application, the applicant
provided examples of investments that demonstrate its experience with large-sized portfolio
company investments.

The applicant’s capacity to monitor private equity fund investments was addressed in
the original accreditation recommendation. As part of this upgrade application, the applicant
provided copies of recent investment portfolio reports that provide further evidence of the
applicant’s track record of managing large-sized private equity funds and its capacity to
effectively monitor these portfolios. The investment portfolio reports demonstrate the
applicant’s capacity to effectively process aggregate fund (as well as investee company) data
and generate managerial information required for appropriate decision-making by the relevant
Investment Committees.

The applicant’s capacity to effectively manage investments at risk and its capacity to
implement corrective actions were demonstrated in the original accreditation application. For
all approved investments, as part of the applicant’s core business processes, permanent
monitoring of investment performance, identification of risks and implementation of corrective
actions are undertaken. The applicant’s policies and procedures pertaining to investment
management are designed for the effective management of risk and are suited to the
management of large-sized investments.
The AP finds that the applicant’s policies, procedures and capacity, supported by
evidence of its track record, fully meet the GCF specialized fiduciary standard for project
management in relation to the management of large-sized private equity funds and large-sized
portfolio company investments.
2.1.4

2.1.5

Specialized fiduciary standard for grant award and/or funding allocation
mechanisms
The applicant did not apply for accreditation for this standard at this time.

Specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending and/or blending (for loans, equity
and guarantees)

The applicant, in the original accreditation application, demonstrated that it has the
capacity to exercise appropriate due diligence to evaluate investments in portfolio companies.
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The policies and procedures it applies are appropriate for the effective management of private
equity funds. The due diligence policies and procedures are fit for the management of a largesized private equity fund, as well as for large-sized portfolio company investments.

During the original accreditation application, the applicant demonstrated its capacity
and experience in deploying equity (as the main financial instrument), loans and guarantees. To
prove its capacity to deploy equity, loans and guarantees at a large scale, the applicant provided
evidence that demonstrates its capacity and its track record of managing large-scale private
equity funds, as well as large-scale investments in portfolio companies.
In the original accreditation application, the applicant provided sufficient evidence to
demonstrate that its portfolio management policies and procedures are appropriate for the
management of a private equity fund. In this upgrade application, the applicant provided three
updated investment portfolio reports that reaffirm its capacity to effectively manage these
investments. The investment reports provided are for private equity funds that exceed the
large-sized threshold, thus demonstrating the applicant’s capacity and track record to support
the large-sized upgrade that it is seeking through this upgrade application.

The relevant competencies and track record required for satisfying the specialized
fiduciary standard for on-lending and/or blending, as assessed during the original accreditation
application, remain appropriate for this upgrade application. In terms of the size upgrade, the
applicant has provided sufficient evidence of its experience and capacity to manage large-sized
private equity funds, as well as large-sized portfolio company investments.
The AP finds that the applicant’s policies, procedures and capacity, supported by
evidence of its track record, fully meet the GCF specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending
and/or blending for loans, equity and/or guarantees. Furthermore, the applicant, in its original
accreditation application and in this upgrade application, has demonstrated that its policies,
procedures and track record are fit for the management of large-sized private equity funds, as
well as large-sized investments in portfolio companies.

III.

Conclusions and recommendation

3.1

Conclusions

(a)

3.2

Following its assessment, the AP concludes the following in relation to the application:

The applicant meets the requirements of the GCF basic fiduciary standards, the GCF
Policy on the Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses, the GCF Policy on Prohibited
Practices, the GCF AML/CFT Policy, the GCF specialized fiduciary standard for project
management and the GCF specialized fiduciary standard for on-lending and/or blending
for loans, equity and guarantees with respect to a maximum “large” size category. This
includes large-sized private equity funds and large-sized portfolio company
investments.

Recommendation on accreditation

The AP recommends, for consideration by the Board, PCA for an upgrade in its
accreditation type, as originally accredited in decision B.21/16, paragraph (b), and annex XI to
document GCF/B.21/17, as follows:
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(a)

Accreditation type:
Maximum size of an individual project or activity within a programme:
large (including micro, 10 small 11 and medium); and
All other criteria for which the applicant was accredited: 12 no change.

The applicant has been informed of the recommendation for the accreditation upgrade,
including the upgrade accreditation type, as identified in paragraph 45 above, and agrees to the
recommendation.

As per annex I to decision B.08/02, “micro” is defined as “maximum total projected costs at the time of application,
irrespective of the portion that is funded by the Fund, of up to and including US$ 10 million for an individual
project or an activity within a programme”.
11 As per annex I to decision B.08/02, “small” is defined as “maximum total projected costs at the time of application,
irrespective of the portion that is funded by the Fund, of above US$ 10 million and up to and including US$ 50
million for an individual project or an activity within a programme”.
12 Decision B.21/16, paragraph (b), and annex XI to document GCF/B.21/17.
10
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Annex V: Additional entities of other relevant funds for fast-track
accreditation eligibility
I.

Background

In decision B.08/03, paragraphs (e–g), the Board decided that entities accredited by the
Global Environment Facility (GEF), the Adaptation Fund (AF) and the Directorate-General for
International Development and Cooperation (DG DEVCO) up to and including 17 October 2014
and in full compliance with those institutions’ requirements, as contained in annex V to
decision B.08/03 (annex V to document B.08/45), are eligible to apply under the fast-track
accreditation process for the accreditation requirements of the GCF identified in the relevant
paragraphs of the decision.
1.

In decisions B.10/06, B.12/30, B.14/09, B.15/09, B.17/13, B.18/05, B.19/14, B.22/09,
B.23/13 and B.24/11, the Board expanded the list of entities eligible to apply under the same
fast-track approach, assuming all prerequisite criteria were met to include those under the GEF,
the AF and DG DEVCO up to and including 9 July 2015, 9 March 2016, 14 October 2016, 17
December 2016, 6 July 2017, 2 October 2017, 1 March 2018, 28 February 2019, 8 July 2019 and
14 November 2019 respectively.
2.

3.
The entity presented below has been accredited by AF since 31 January 2020. No new
entities have been accredited by the GEF and DG DEVCO since that time that are seeking to
become eligible for fast-track accreditation to GCF.

II.

Adaptation Fund

Table 3: The Adaptation Fund – national implementing entities since 31 January 2020a
Name

Acronym

Country

Fond Interprofessionnel pour la Recherche et le
Conseil Agricoles (Interprofessional Fund for
Agricultural Research and Advice)

FIRCA

Côte d’lvoire

a The

list of the national accredited entities of the Adaptation Fund is available at <https://www.adaptation-fund.org/applyfunding/implementing-entities/national-implementing-entity/>. See also Adaptation Fund Board decision B.35.a-35.b/2, available
at <https://www.adaptation-fund.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/Decision-B.35.a-35.b_2_Accreditation-of-FIRCA.pdf>.
4.
The national direct access entity listed in table 3 has been confirmed via evidence
provided by the entity regarding its successful accreditation as a National Implementing Entity
of the Adaptation Fund (AF Board decision B.35.a-35.b/2) on 29 April 2020.
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Annex VI: Work Programme and Budget 2020–2021
1.
Building upon the programmatic and operational progress made since B.22, this annex
provides an updated Work Programme for 2020-2021, which is fully aligned with the approved
objectives and outcomes as per decision of B.22/11.
2.
Grant-based readiness support: considering the requests in the pipeline as per Annex
VII, the implementation of new operational modalities, and the demand expected for 2020 and
2021, the Secretariat anticipates committing an additional USD 190.6 million for the following
146 grants:
(a)

USD 40 million to support 80 single-year readiness requests,

(c)

USD 75.6 million for 36 adaptation planning requests.

(b)

USD 75 million for 30 multiple-year readiness requests; and

Technical support: the Secretariat will prioritize its technical support to the most
vulnerable developing countries (including LDCs, SIDS, and countries in Africa) to access to
adaptation planning support, to the countries that have not received financial support for
standard NDA capacity-building activities, to countries and DAEs for their strategic
programming and project development efforts, and continue work through procured consulting
firms to provide tailored technical support and develop new partnership with other institutions
to support the programming process with a focus on the NDCs, LEDS, and Country Programmes.
3.

Rapid readiness support: To respond to the profound impact of COVID-19 and
overcome the constraints regarding large-scale stimulus packages, developing countries need to
rapidly mobilize financial resources for economic stimulus and recovery, including innovative
financial structuring. The GCF is positioned to respond to this urgent need in a way that helps
developing countries orient ongoing and planned economic stimulus towards resilient and lowemission development direction, craft green resilient recovery measures and incorporate them
into NDCs and stimulus packages, explore innovative approaches to finance green recovery
projects, design paradigm-shifting projects contributing to both green recovery and climate
ambition, which ultimately will help to avoid unintentional but significant increase of
greenhouse gas emission or near-term measures that may prove maladaptive over the longer
run. The Secretariat has received expressions of such requests from NDAs during the course of
2020 as part of the Secretariat assessment of pandemic impacts on the readiness portfolio in
developing countries.
4.

5.
In this context, the Readiness Programme can offer, within the scope of its approved
objectives and modalities, an avenue for developing countries to rapidly access resources for
green resilient recovery planning, measures and initiatives. The Secretariat confirms that the
provision of such support is fully consistent with the existing mandates and decisions of the
Board with respect to the Readiness Programme and follows a country-driven and country
ownership principle. This would be facilitated by the Secretariat through three possible options
without duplication, i.e. rapid standardized readiness support, adaptive management of the
existing readiness grants, and tailored technical support to NDAs and readiness delivery
partners. This support could be utilized towards the following outputs, which will contribute to
the related approved objectives of the Readiness Programme:
(a)

(b)

Impact of the COVID-19 on and opportunities for country’s climate change strategies &
plans are elaborated and validated by NDA, contributing to Objective 2;

National strategy and measures for green resilient recovery are developed and adopted
by countries, and integrated, when possible, into NDCs, stimulus packages and Country
Programmes, contributing to Objective 2; and
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(c)

Concept notes that contribute to both green resilient recovery and climate mitigation &
adaptation actions, up to three priority projects/programmes for each country
requested this support, are developed, contributing to Objective 4.

6.
Similarly, as part of the GCF support to NDC enhancement efforts, notably for CoP26, the
Readiness Programme can also help countries integrate NDCs into stimulus packages to secure
financing for critical NDC priorities.

7.
Due to the impacts of COVID-19, Structured Programming Dialogues, the Global NDA
Conference and trainings for NDAs and DAEs in 2020 will be postponed or replaced by virtual
dialogues, meetings and online trainings. Training and knowledge materials will be automated
and made available online to support self-guided learning for NDAs, DAEs and other
stakeholders. Existing lines of support can help countries to improve their ability to safely and
effectively adapt to remote working while facilitating necessary adjustments in this regard for
ongoing grants. A plan for the major events in 2021, as a key part of the Secretariat Work
Programme 2021, is under development.

I.

Objective 1: Capacity-building

1.1

Support for NDAs

(a)

Establish and lead effective national coordination mechanisms;

(c)

Enhance complementarity and coherence between the activities of the GCF and the
activities of other relevant climate finance mechanisms and institutions, to better
mobilize the full range of financial and technical capacities.

8.
The Readiness Programme will prioritize NDA capacity-building support for countries
that have not yet received such support or that are still building strong NDA offices. As
highlighted in the revised readiness program strategy this may include support to, among
others:
(b)

Ensure consistency of funding proposals from national, subnational, regional and
international accredited entities with national plans and strategies, including NDCs and
NAPs, and;

Building on the NDA training series in 2019, the Secretariat will also develop a standard
online training package and provide online or in-person standard trainings to enhance the
capacity of NDAs to engage with the GCF. These training materials will be available in English,
French, Spanish and Arabic, as well as with Russian translation in response to increasing
requests by countries to respond to linguistic specificities.

9.

1.2

Support for DAEs

(a)

Support for pre-accreditation (e.g. gap assessments and action plans) assistance to
DAEs, expanding to an additional 11 direct access entities to receive support;

10.
The Secretariat plans to strengthen readiness support to DAEs in both pre-accreditation
and post-accreditation stages, so as to contribute to priorities on strategic programming,
paradigm-shifting portfolio development, and enhancing direct access through collaboration
with NDAs and DAEs:
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(b)

Support accredited DAEs to strengthen their institutional and technical capacities in
identifying, developing and implementing innovative and paradigm-shifting projects
through:
(i)

Strategic engagement and onboarding trainings of new DAEs;

(iii)

South-South exchanges, peer-to-peer learning between DAEs, in coordination
with other partners; and

(ii)

(iv)

Mentor support by experts via onsite or remote service;

Technical assistance through a roster of sectoral consultants and ESS/gender
experts; and

11.
The Secretariat will also seek to synergize, where appropriate, the support for DAEs and
NDAs. Noting that NDAs play the critical role of identifying and nominating DAEs while also
convening national climate finance consultation to define investment priorities, this coordinated
support will allow for greater alignment of Country and Entity Work Programmes that respond
to national mitigation and adaptation priorities.

1.3

Support for other stakeholders

(a)

Training on GCF processes, policies and procedures. including Board-approved
compliance policies;

12.
Finally, to address a new support stream under the Readiness Programme, the
Secretariat will advise and support countries to develop requests to ensure the wider spectrum
of climate finance stakeholders are engaged, capacitated and involved in the national
programming process. This includes civil society, private sector entities and subnational actors
who represent overlooked or marginalized groups. Lessons learned to date indicate that DAEs
require strong local executing entities to ensure GCF investment implementation is effective,
efficient and transparently monitored and reported. This may include:
(b)
(c)

II.

Increased involvement at the national level to support NDAs in programming highquality climate investment ideas, particularly relevant for adaptation and resilience,
and;

Support to encourage country-driven coordination and planning, including through
South-South cooperation, such as demonstrated by the pilot Community of Practice of
DAEs.

Objective 2: Strategic frameworks

13.
The GCF Secretariat has set itself to continuously develop and operationalize the
procedures to ensure a proactive and strategic approach to national climate planning, including
through:
(a)

(b)
(c)

Providing support towards the development of Country Programmes, ensuring
alignment with country programming guidelines provided by the GCF, with national
priorities defined in the LEDS, NDCs, and NAP;

Supporting the development of long-term LEDS and linking the iterative NDC process to
the long-term LEDS and mid-century goals;
Supporting the update of NDCs and ensure they consist of implementable financial
strategies and pipelines, and synergize with the green stimulus and other development
plans;
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(d)
(e)
(f)

Enhancing collaboration with other funds through the implementation of the
operational framework on complementarity and coherence for aligning programming at
the national level;

Providing support for the development of MRV systems for climate finance flows
including by adapting public financial management systems to develop and deploy
climate-relevant tagging in national budgets, and;
Supporting development and/or transfer of climate technology, through the
identification and prioritization of appropriate climate technology solutions and
strengthening the enabling environment for technology deployment.

14.
The Secretariat will continue work through procured consulting firms to provide
tailored technical support and develop new partnership with other institutions to support the
programming process with a focus on the NDCs and LEDS.

III.

Objective 3: National Adaptation Plans and adaptation planning
processes

Support for the adaptation planning process contributes to strengthened national
adaptation governance and coordination, solid climate science and knowledge base,
transformational plans and strategies to catalyse action and investment, and adaptation project
pipelines, including through:
15.

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Providing further guidance on proposal formulation based on the lessons learned and
the good practices of the current portfolio including through working with partner
organizations of the Community of Practice;

Enhancing private sector engagement in adaptation which would enable the use of a
strategic diversity of financing instruments in developing adaptation concept notes and
funding proposals;

Improving the development of strong climate science to support decision-making
through adaptation planning in order to strengthen the GCF programming cycle,
including country programming, development of concept notes, and subsequent
development of funding proposals;

Supporting countries to maximize the use of available funding, including through the
submission of multiple sequential adaptation planning proposals that respond to the
iterative nature of adaptation and strengthens technical and human systems in a
progressive and responsive manner;

Supporting NDAs upon their request who wish to use national or regional delivery
partners to develop and implement their adaptation planning proposals, including by
providing coordinated technical assistance to the most vulnerable developing countries
on the development of their proposals, and;

Prioritizing the technical assistance to the most vulnerable developing countries
(including LDCs, SIDS, and countries in Africa) that have not yet accessed adaptation
planning resources in order to support their efforts to deliver at least a National
Adaptation Plan (NAP) by the end of 2021.

16.
During 2020-2021, the Secretariat intends to work with countries and their delivery
partners to approve proposals currently in the pipeline, valued at USD 80 million. In addition,
the Secretariat continues to work with partners to develop knowledge products on good
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adaptation planning practices, promote and mainstream them through platforms such as the
NAP Expo.

IV.

Objective 4: Pipeline development

17.
Based on the Board decision B.22/11, the Readiness Programme strategy places added
emphasis on paradigm-shifting pipelines of projects and programmes following the principle of
country ownership. In this regard, the Secretariat will look to support countries to enhance
pipelines by:
(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)

V.

Supporting the uptake of the GCF Sectoral Programming Guidelines through trainings,
programming dialogues, and standard knowledge products and dissemination;

Sharing best practices and encouraging countries in prioritize concept notes developed
under the readiness support;
Supporting countries and DAEs to develop innovative projects and financing
arrangement that promote green stimulus and ambitious climate actions;

Supporting processes to identify and prioritize interventions to strengthen a
project/programme pipeline and identify potential financing for each, through training,
South-South exchange and best practice approaches;
Deploying independent technical experts from an established roster to support NDAs
and accredited DAEs in a short timeframe on core aspects of PPF applications, CN and
funding proposal development, including for SAP;
Providing tailored support to different groups of countries to accelerate readiness to
access resources by those with least capacities with the understanding that some
countries, including LDCs and SIDS, require more foundational support, with SAPspecific technical support as a pilot, and;

Enhancing collaboration with other funds through increased coherence at the activity
level to expedite the process of identifying opportunities for sequencing finance or
scaling-up successful interventions.

Objective 5: Knowledge sharing and learning

18.
The continuous development of related policies, guidance, and procedures in the GCF
presents the imperative for the Readiness Programme to prioritizes resources to disseminate
those information, as well knowledge and learnings, in a timely manner to NDAs, AEs, and other
country stakeholders including the private sector, so as to ensure the implementation of and
compliance with those policies and guidance, and improve the collaboration efficiency between
the GCF and the partners. Key activities in this area includes:
(a)

(b)

Supporting the dissemination of the further guidance on country programmes building
on the initial general guidelines for country programmes provided for by the Board in
decision B.08/11, annex XVII;, the GCF Sectoral Programming Guidelines and other
related programming guidance to the NDAs and DAEs in the most effective manner;

Supporting the structured programming dialogues and (sub-)regional programming
dialogues, to be organized virtually or in-person, to develop transformation pipeline for
the GCF-1;

GCF/B.26/10/D
Page 143
(c)
(d)

VI.

Strengthening Secretariat’s capacity to review, analyse implementation reports and
deliverables to inform adaptive management measures and improve portfolio
performance and results;

Supporting the development of knowledge products and training materials for NDAs
and DAEs capacity-building; and

Readiness Programme operations

19.
The Secretariat will pursue the following operational priorities for 2020-2021. These
priorities aim to address the key findings of the Readiness Programme review and evaluation by
the IEU in 2018 and guidance by the Board through the Decision B.22/11. These operational
changes target bottlenecks and barriers to effective and efficient access to and implementation
of readiness resources, address both external factors (e.g., poor quality at entry of readiness
proposals, lack of strategic approach to readiness support) as well as internal issues within the
Secretariat (e.g., more efficient grant cycle processing, results monitoring and reporting of the
Programme).
20.
Disseminating standard operating procedures and policies for the Readiness
Programme: With the new Readiness Guidebook issued in March 2020, Administrative
Instruction (AI) and standard operating procedures (SOP) developed for the Programme, the
Secretariat will translate and release the Guidebook in other languages. Further outreach to
NDAs and delivery partners will be undertaken via webinars, including in languages other than
English. The AI and SOPs include cross-divisional and inter-divisional policies to guide the
review of readiness proposals, expedite feedback to NDAs and delivery partners in consistent
and effective manners, and clarify the entire readiness grant cycle from proposal development,
submission, review, approval to implementation and completion.

21.
Increasing NDA and delivery partner understanding of readiness proposal
development: Based on the IEU recommendations and Board Decision B.22/11, the Secretariat
will accept multiple-year strategic readiness implementation requests. The Secretariat will also
facilitate learning and promote the best practices of preparing readiness requests among NDAs
and delivery partners. Improved Secretariat human resource allocation and division of labour
will allow the Secretariat to provide upstream guidance and advice to NDAs and delivery
partners as they develop and submit readiness requests. Upon official submission of a request, a
dedicated team in the Secretariat will lead the technical review and appraisal process. This will
ensure NDAs and delivery partners receive clear, consistent and actionable feedback to improve
resubmitted proposals and shorten the timeframe from submission to approval.

22.
Improving adaptive management of grants under implementation: To further guide
and support the implementation of readiness grants by NDAs and deliver partners,
standardized policies on issues such as no-cost extension, timing of reporting, cancellation,
restructuring, change of delivery partner during implementation, refunding GCF after
completion, among others, will be developed in 2020. Templates for communicating these
changes will allow for lower paperwork demands to ensure NDAs and delivery partners can
focus on implementation rather than administrative tasks.

VII. Resource planning

The Secretariat is taking a conservative approach to resource planning during 20202021, given the uncertainty surrounding impacts related to the COVID-19 pandemic and NDA
uptake of revised readiness proposals and modalities. On the implementation side, the
challenges resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic and consequently the need for adaptive
23.

GCF/B.26/10/D
Page 144

measures to reduce the impact of implementation disruptions and/or adjust to the changed
context, will require a stronger Secretariat capacity to quickly and appropriately guide and
respond to DPs and NDAs. As NDAs and delivery partners undertake needs assessments,
develop strategic readiness plans and submit multiple-year strategic readiness implementation
requests, the volume of submitted proposals in 2020 is expected to be relatively low, with a
potential increase in 2021.
As presented in Annex VII, as at 31 May, the total funding request of the entire pipeline
is USD 125.07 million.
24.

The Secretariat has prepared a forecast of requests to be approved in 2020-2021 in
three categories: adaptation planning requests, single-year other readiness requests, and
multiple-year other readiness requests, with associated budget for each category. Consistent
with previous years’ practice, suggested budget allocations for professional services, technical
support, and events supported by Readiness Programme are also included. The total projected
budget for 2020-2021 is USD 224.23 million.
25.

Table: Estimated grant approvals 2020-2021 and associated budget (USD million)
2020

2021

Number of grants
to be approved

Total Funding

Number of grants to
be approved

Total Funding

Adaptation Planning

18

39.60

18

36.00

Multi-Year Other
Readiness

10

25.00

20

50.00

Single Year Other
Readiness

45

Professional services

N/A

Events

N/A

Technical support
Contingency
Sub-total
Note:

N/A
N/A
73

22.50

35

5.46

N/A

0.50

N/A

2.86
1.55

97.47

N/A
N/A
73

17.50

13.26
4.00
4.00
2.00

126.76

(1) For Adaptation Planning requests, the average value is expected to decrease through time from USD 2.5

million (2019) to USD 2.2 million (2020) and USD 2 million (2021).

(2) For single-year other readiness request, the average value is expected at USD 500,000, and that of the multi-

year readiness request is expected at USD 2.5 million.

26.
As at 31 May 2020, with USD 22.77 million committed in 2020, the total budget
remaining stands at USD 39.07 million, of which USD 16.97 million has been endorsed but not
yet committed. Therefore USD 22.10 million remains available for new requests. Based on the
pipeline of requests and the pace of review, the remaining funds would likely be exhausted by
the end of July 2020.
27.
To ensure uninterrupted support to developing countries in the GCF-1 and to advance
the ambitious work programme for 2020-21, an allocation of additional resources of USD
162.39 million by the Board is required.
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Annex VII: Readiness request pipeline (As of 31 May 2020)
Status

Country
Armenia

Benin
Bhutan
Botswana
Burundi
Burundi

Cabo Verde
Chad
COMIFAC

Cuba
Democratic
Republic of the
Congo
Democratic
Republic of the
Congo
Under Secretariat Review

Egypt
Eritrea
FEDERACION
LATINOAMERICA
NA DE BANCOS
(FELABAN)
Ghana
Guinea-Bissau
Kenya

Delivery Partner

Requested Amount
(USD)

Duration
(Months)

R2E2

259,486.00

24

522,000.00

24

GNHC
UNIDO-CTCN
ASCENT

National Water Fund
COMIFAC

741,750.00
597,187.50
294,659.00
493,800.00
299,840.00
300,000.00
500,000.00

599,571.00

14

2,425,791.00

18

UNDP
UNEP

2,990,115.00
2,862,466.00

UNIDO

533,165.00

FELABAN
UNDP

2,434,573.00

UNEP

2,724,540.00

UNEP-CTCN

349,921.00

Morocco

UNDP

2,527,221.00

SPREP
Ernst & Young GmbH
Ernst & Young GmbH
UNEP

2,175,558.00
5,479,945.00
981,095.00
301,289.00

Myanmar
Nauru
Niger
Nigeria
Nigeria
Nigeria
Nigeria
Oman

Sao Tome and
Principe
Sierra Leone
Sudan
Tanzania

12
12
12

Ernst & Young GmbH

599,461.00

UNIDO-CTCN

Malawi

12

3,000,000.00

Lesotho
Lesotho

12
24
18

UNDP

Ernst & Young GmbH

The Nature Conservancy

FAO
UNDP
Sultan Qaboos
University
UNEP

UNEP
FAO
Tanzania, MoFP

1,226,184.00
700,000.00
626,644.00

486,937.00
300,000.00

2,998,273.00
2,963,978.00
300,000.00
1,605,235.00
300,000.00

Note

54
24

48
42

18

NAP

NAP
NAP

48

NAP

36

NAP

36

NAP

30
12
36
24

NAP

36

NAP

18
24
12

NAP

18
36
15
24

18
18
42

NAP
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Status

UNDP

Requested Amount
(USD)
3,000,000.00

Duration
(Months)
36

APIA
UNDP
UNEP
FAO
Genesis Analytics
UNEP

349,760.00
1,867,590.00
2,994,438.00
497,246.00
197,580.00
988,537.00

12
36
42
18
12
24

FAO
FNEC
UNEP
Productive Development
Bank (PDB)
UNDP
Banque de
Développement des
Etats de l’Afrique
Centrale (BDEAC)
UNEP

999,130.00
273,926.00
299,998.00

Country

Delivery Partner

Thailand
Timor-Leste (East
Timor)
Tunisia
Turkmenistan
Uganda
Yemen
Zimbabwe
Albania
Angola
Argentina
Azerbaijan

Bangladesh
Benin
Benin
Bolivia

Burundi

Cameroon
Cameroon

Sent back to Country

Colombia

Congo Basin
Countries
Democratic
Republic of the
Congo
Djibouti
El Salvador
Ethiopia
Gabon

Gambia

Georgia

Grenada

Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Honduras
Indonesia
Jordan
Mali

UNEP-CTCN

UNICEF
Argentina
UNEP

Findeter

304,500.00

3,000,000.00
300,000.00
491,807.00

238,199.00

1,470,693.00
512,431.00

2,757,200.00
400,260.00

Ernst & Young GmbH

1,000,000.00

UNDP

1,682,374.00

Ernst & Young GmbH

998,730.00

FAO

UNEP
GGGI
FAO

EBRD
Grenada Development
Bank
FAO
Ernst & Young GmbH
Ministry of Energy,
Natural Resources,
Environment and
Mining
UNDP
AFAP

392,367.00

2,919,105.00
2,776,921.00
601,708.00
900,000.00
718,563.00

499,999.00
1,341,484.00
461,252.00

2,999,996.00
1,998,764.00
2,557,357.00

18

24
24
18

Note
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

24
12
24
24
18

NAP

36

NAP

18
12
18
24
24
36
36
18
12

NAP
NAP
NAP

36
24
24
6
18
36
24

NAP
NAP

GCF/B.26/10/D
Page 147

Status

Country

Delivery Partner
Mauritius, Ministry of
Finance and Economic
Development
CAF

Mauritius
Mexico

Montenegro
Montenegro
Montenegro
Niger

FAO

Regional Environmental
Center for Central and
Eastern Europe

Rwanda

South Sudan
Tanzania
Thailand
Togo

FAO

Tunisia

UNDP

Turkmenistan
Tuvalu
Uganda

Vanuatu
Zambia

TOTAL

700,000.00
800,000.00
296,770.00
912,054.00
499,995.00
500,000.00

957,513.00

ECREEE

Tunisia

18

FAO

UNDP
TGO
IFDD

Togo

496,822.00

2,893,334.00

576,348.00
2,665,608.00
303,947.00

GGGI

Tajikistan

NAP

FAO
UNEP
UNIDO-CTCN
UNEP

Sri Lanka

24

999,982.50

GGGI

Serbia
Seychelles
South Sudan

2,034,800.00

ASCENT
SPREP

Rwanda

Note

2,254,536.00

FAO

Niger
Papua New
Guinea
Paraguay

Duration
(Months)

UNDP

NRC / NORCAP

Niger

Requested Amount
(USD)

CAREC
SPREP
Sahara and Sahel
Observatory (OSS)
UNEP
GGGI

3,000,000.00
2,982,668.00
2,990,565.00
349,999.00
330,000.00
412,679.92
987,443.00

1,998,513.00
444,415.00
2,636,061.00
300,000.00

2,829,321.00
622,674.00

125,068,647.92

36
24
36
24
18

NAP

NAP

24
24
18
24
18
36
18
36
36
36
24
12
12
24
36
12
36
12
36
24

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
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Annex VIII: Decisions taken between the twenty-fifth and twentysixth meetings of the Board
DECISION B.BM-2020/04
The Board, having considered the document GCF/BM-2020/05 titled “Implementation of
the performance evaluation and performance-related pay for Board-appointed officials”:
(a)

Confirms the need to engage an independent external human resources firm to provide
specialist support to the Performance Oversight Committee in the conduct of the
performance evaluation of the Heads of Independent Units and the Executive Director and
the implementation of the pay increase system;

(b)

Endorses the terms of reference of the independent external human resources firms as set
out in annex I to this document 1;

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Decides that the Performance Oversight Committee, with support by the Secretariat, will
engage the independent external human resources firm consistent with GCF procurement
guidelines;
Approves the performance evaluation and performance-related pay systems as set out in
annexes II 2 and III 3;

Endorses the 360-degree methodology described in annex III as the assessment tool to be
adopted for Board-appointed officials for development purposes; and
Approves the provision of an annual budget of USD 60,000 to implement the performance
evaluation and performance-related pay systems.

DECISION B.BM-2020/05
The Board, having considered the limited distribution document GCF/B.25/13/Rev.01 and
GCF/BM-2020/06 titled “Consideration of accreditation proposals”:
(a)

(b)

Takes note with appreciation of the assessments conducted by the Secretariat and the
Accreditation Panel contained within the relevant annexes for the following applicants:
(i)

Applicant 097 (APL097) is the Bhutan Trust Fund for Environmental Conservation
(BTFEC) based in Bhutan, as contained in annex III to document
GCF/B.25/13/Rev.01; and

(ii)

Applicant 098 (APL098) is the Trade and Development Bank of Mongolia (TDB
Mongolia)) based Mongolia, as contained in annex IV to document
GCF/B.25/13/Rev.01;

Approves the accreditation of applicants APL097 and APL098, pursuant to paragraph 45
of the Governing Instrument for the GCF, subject to, and in accordance with, the
assessments by the Accreditation Panel contained in the relevant annexes to document
GCF/B.25/13/Rev.01 for each of the applicants and the completion of Stage III of the
accreditation by having an effective accreditation master agreement, in accordance with
decision B.23/11;

This annex is contained in this meeting report as annex IX.
This annex is contained in this meeting report as annex X.
3 This annex is contained in this meeting report as annex XI.
1
2
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(c)

Takes note with appreciation of the assessment conducted by the Secretariat and the
Accreditation Panel contained within the relevant annex of document GCF/B.25/13/Rev.01
for the following applicant seeking to upgrade its accreditation type:
(i)

(d)

Palli Karma-Sahayak Foundation (PKSF), as contained in annex V to document
GCF/B.25/13/Rev.01; and

Agrees to upgrade the accreditation type of the Palli Karma-Sahayak Foundation as
contained in decision B.10/06, paragraph (c), subject to, and in accordance with, the
assessment by the Accreditation Panel contained in annex V to document
GCF/B.25/13/Rev.01.

DECISION B.BM-2020/06
The Board, having considered document GCF/BM-2020/07 titled “Appointment of
members of the Accreditation Committee”:
Appoints as members of the Accreditation Committee:
(i)

Ms. Karina Ramirez Arras; and

(ii)

Ms. Johanna Pietikäinen, replacing Mr. Hans Olav Ibrekk.

DECISION B.BM-2020/07
The Board, having considered document GCF/BM-2020/10 titled “Dates and venues for
GCF Board meetings in 2020”:
(a)

Takes note of decision B.23/18 that agreed the dates for the twenty-sixth and twentyseventh meetings of the Board;

(b)

Notes the Board’s decisions B.25/01 and B.25/02 that recognize the exceptional
circumstances created by the global COVID-19 pandemic and the impact this is having on
the operations of GCF (including the Board, Secretariat, independent units, accredited
entities, and national designated authorities) as well as on other international entities;

(c)

Also notes that these exceptional circumstances have resulted in strict health guidance
that includes, but is not limited to, directives to remain at home, international and
domestic travel restrictions, and closed borders;

(d)

Reaffirms the importance of GCF remaining operational to implement its mandate, given
the current exceptional circumstances;

(e)

Notes decision B.24/04, in particular paragraph (e), and confirms that the scope of work
remaining for 2020 should ensure the approval of essential administrative and
programmatic decisions, consideration of policy items, and monitoring of implementation
and standards compliance;

(f)

Takes note of the Co-Chairs’ Consultation Plan for 2020, and welcomes the ongoing
consultation process on policy items to seek consensus as soon as possible, taking into
consideration the current exceptional circumstances;

(g)

Agrees and confirms that the twenty-sixth meeting of the Board will take place from 18–
21 August 2020, for no more than four hours per day;

(h)

Also agrees, and confirms, without prejudice to paragraph 17 of the Rules of Procedure of
the Board, that the twenty-seventh meeting of the Board will take place during the week
commencing 9 November 2020;
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(i)

Further confirms that unless the circumstances allow for a physical Board meeting, the
Board meetings in 2020 will be held as net-meetings;

(j)

Underscores the importance of the full participation and involvement of the entire Board
from all constituencies in the Board meetings and pre-Board meeting consultation
process as an essential condition for holding an effective and full participatory meeting;

(k)

Requests the Secretariat to take appropriate steps to ensure the full and effective
participation of all Board members, alternate members and advisers in the virtual
meeting, including testing the technology and providing support to developing countries
in particular;

(l)

Ensures that technical settings are in place for the full participation of active observers
and that the standard webcasting will be available for all observers;

(m)

Instructs the Secretariat to urgently issue the logistics note for the twenty-sixth meeting
of the Board, and to make other arrangements for the meeting; and

(n)

Requests the Co-Chairs to continue to monitor the impact of COVID-19 on the operations
of GCF, and to report to the Board appropriately.

DECISION B.BM-2020/08
The Board, having considered document GCF/BM-2020/08 titled “Extension of the term of
the members of Accreditation Panel”:
Decides, pursuant to decision B.BM-2018/02, paragraphs (c) and (d), to extend – on an
extraordinary basis due to the coronavirus disease 19 pandemic – the current term of the
following Accreditation Panel members as referenced in said decision from 17 October
2020 to 30 April 2021:
(i)

Mr. Mark Alloway;

(ii)

Mr. Max Contag;

(iii)

Mr. Antonio G. M. La Viña;

(iv)

Ms. Anastasia Northland;

(v)

Mr. Godfrey Tumusiime; and

(vi)

Mr. Yogesh Vyas.

DECISION B.BM-2020/09
The Board, having considered document GCF/BM-2020/09 titled “Audited financial
statements of the Green Climate Fund for the year ended 31 December 2019”:
Approves the audited financial statements of the Green Climate Fund for the year ended 31
December 2019 as contained in annex I 4.

4

This annex is contained in this meeting report as annex XII.
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DECISION B.BM-2020/10
The Board, having considered the document GCF/BM-2020/11 titled “Appointment of
members of the Performance Oversight Committee of the Executive Director and Heads of
Independent Units”:
Appoints as members of the Performance Oversight Committee of the Executive Director
and Heads of Independent Units, for a term starting on 1 July 2020:
(i)

Mr. Terje Kronen; and

(ii)

Mr. Ayman Shasly.
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Annex IX: Terms of reference of the independent external human
resources firm to support the performance evaluation and
performance-related pay systems of Board-Appointed
Officials
I.

Introduction

1.
The Board of the Green Climate Fund would like to implement a scheme of performance
oversight for its Board-Appointed Officials. The Performance Oversight Committee (POC, or
Committee) has been specifically created to oversee the performance of Board-Appointed
Officials. In carrying out its role, the Committee needs specialist support to undertake the full
performance evaluation cycle up to award of performance, where applicable.

II.

Objective of the Assignment

The independent external human resources firm (the Firm) will be expected to guide
and support the Committee through the entire performance evaluation process, including the
360-degree feedback exercise, and set up the methodology for future evaluations.
2.

III.

Activities to be undertaken by the firm

(a)

Provide internationally respected consultancy services to assist the Committee Chair
and its Members in undertaking the annual performance review of Board-Appointed
Officials through the entire performance evaluation process, and as necessary including
performance pay award, as outlined in annex II and III;

(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

Collaborate with Board-Appointed Officials and their respective Board Committee
Representatives (two, both developed and developing country constituencies) or CoChairs (the Supervisor) to develop clear objectives, in line with their respective KPIs, for
evaluating their performance at the beginning of the annual performance period. For
the purpose of the 2020 review, the Firm will build upon the current set of objectives
and assist in presenting these to the Committee. The Supervisor will be appointed by the
Board and advised by the Co-Chairs;
Engage with Board-Appointed Officials to identify their respective supervisors and
stakeholders, then undertake twice each year, a structured questionnaire to identify the
strengths and areas of improvement of each incumbent;

Develop a confidential report analyzing the results for the POC and the Board and, as
requested, provide clarification;
Support the POC in providing feedback to Board-Appointed Officials; and

Support the POC in creating a development plan for each Board-Appointed Official
which will be evaluated in a subsequent review period.

IV.

Expected deliverables

4.1

Stage 1 – Planning
(1)

Support in individual KPI development as part of annual workplans based on
Unit plans and priorities for the year and personal development area;
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(2)

Agreement of annual KPIs as part Board-Appointed Officials’ workplan;

(4)

Provide a report specifying the status of work.

(3)

4.2

Stage 2 – Mid-year review
(1)
(2)

4.3

Attendance and presentation to Board and project stakeholders; and

Support Board-Appointed Officials in preparing a written mid-year progress
report; and

Facilitate meeting between Board-Appointed Officials and first line supervisors
allowing for analysis of information, provision of constructive feedback,
formulate or adjust or change KPIs as needed.

Stage 3 – End of year performance assessment
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

Briefing with POC, review relevant documentations and agree on list of
assessors;

Issue assessment: self and supervisor assessments, 360-degree questionnaire
assigned and approved;
Support staff and assessors on completing the performance assessment
documentation;

Set up and disseminate online survey using recommended methodology;
Ongoing support to assessors while survey is live;

Gather, analyse data and assist in providing a report; and
Feedback meeting with POC and staff being assessed.

4.4

Stage 4 – Final review

V.

Confidentiality

(1)

Post POC approval Report – overview of the annual performance review process
(year-end, recommendation for bonuses process) for Board-Appointed Officials.

3.
This is a personal and confidential exercise, so the highest standards of confidentiality
will be required.

VI.

Duration of the consultancy

4.

The activities and the consultancy are expected to conclude in 2020 and 2021.
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VII. Qualifications
7.1

Qualifications of the firm

7.2

Qualifications of the team

(a)

Advanced degree in any related subject;

(c)

Proven work experience with international organizations;

The firm must be experienced in developing performance evaluation systems, including
360-degree assessments. They must also have experience of working with International
Organizations and Independent Units or have a good appreciation of the particular
characteristics of such units.
5.

Number of personnel required:

(b)

(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)
(h)

At least 5 years work experience in developing similar performance evaluation systems,
including 360-degree assessment;
Familiarity with the nature of work and mandate of financial institutions;
Excellent report writing skills;

The team leader should be a Senior Consultant with proven leadership qualities as well
as solid knowledge of the subject matter;
15 years of line-management experience in organizations similar to GCF, preferably
experience in a line Human Resource role; and
Qualifications in executive coaching or similar areas.

VIII. Reporting arrangements
6.

The consultant firm will report directly to the Performance Oversight Committee.
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Annex X: Performance Evaluation System for Board-Appointed
Officials
I.

Background

The Board decision GCF/B.22/21 Annex I created the Performance Oversight Committee
(POC) to assist the Board in carrying out the performance evaluation oversight for the Executive
Director (ED) and Heads of Independent Units (HoUs) - together referred to as “Board
Appointed Officials”.
1.

2.
This document defines the Performance Evaluation System for Board-Appointed
Officials, namely the ED and HoUs, taking into consideration the GCF Secretariat Administrative
Guidelines for Performance Evaluation and incorporating a 360-feedback survey based on best
practice from relevant multilateral development banks and international organizations.

II.

Purpose and scope

The main purpose of any performance evaluation system is to encourage regular, honest
dialogue between staff and line managers about their performance. Any system should be
designed to align individual requirements to business needs, set priorities, provide an objective
assessment of the current level of performance, and highlight areas for further development to
enable individuals to reach their full potential.
3.

4.
The performance evaluation system for the Board-Appointed Officials of the Green
Climate Fund (Fund) aims to recognize individual contributions to the Fund’s goals and
objectives while seeking to address any learning and development needs while working at the
Fund.

To effectively manage the performance of Board-Appointed Officials and support the
implementation of the methodology and processes set forward in this document, the creation of
a Supervisor role is needed. As Board-Appointed Officials report to various Committees and
Board Members for the execution of their work, the POC would benefit from nominating
“supervisors” who will ensure ongoing communication and feedback, and who would support
an effective performance evaluation system for Board-Appointed Officials. Looking at the
existing relationships between incumbents and the Board, the Co-Chairs will assume the
supervisor role for the Executive Director (ED) and Head of the Independent Evaluation Unit
while 2 Representatives (both developed and developing country constituencies) of the Ethics
and Audit Committee (EAC) will assume the Supervisor role for the Heads of the Independent
Integrity Unit (IIU) and Independent Redress Mechanism (IRM). The Supervisor(s) will
therefore assist the POC in monitoring performance of the ED and the Heads.
5.

6.
Any performance evaluation system will not be by itself sufficient to create an effective
working relationship between the POC and Board-Appointed Officials. As such, the proposed
formal meetings for performance reviews included in this performance evaluation system are
not intended to substitute regular communication and feedback between the Board and BoardAppointed Officials.

7.
The Board decision B.17/12, annex X, provides the guiding principles and methodology
for the performance evaluation of the ED, which is being recommended to form the basis of this
performance evaluation system for Board-Appointed Officials.

Based on the point above, the performance evaluation system should consider
qualitative and quantitative feedback using multiple methods, will may include self-assessment,
mid-year and end of year performance discussions and an annual 360-degree feedback.
8.
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III.

Objectives and Performance Standards/Performance Criteria

9.
Based on the Board decision B.17/12, the approved Performance Criteria for the ED to
be applied to all Board-Appointed Officials are the following:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)

Strategic Leadership and Delivery;
Organizational Capacity;
Administrative Matters;

Support to the Board; and

Relationship with stakeholders.

Based on the Performance Criteria above the Board-Appointed Officials will develop and
with their respective Supervisor(s) a set of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) which clearly
aligns with GCF Strategic Objectives.
10.
11.

These KPIs should fulfil the following SMART criteria:

(b)

Measurable: KPI must be measurable to a defined standard;

(a)
(c)

(d)
(e)

12.
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

Specific: be clear about what each KPI will measure and why it’s important;
Achievable: the incumbent must be able to deliver on the KPI;

Relevant: KPI must measure something that matters and improves performance; and
Time-Bound: it is achievable within an agreed time frame.

To ensure that KPIs are well designed, the following questions should be addressed:
What is the organization’s vision? What is the strategy for achieving that vision?

Which metrics will correctly demonstrate that the incumbent is successfully pursuing
the vision and strategy?
How many metrics should there be?
What will be used as a benchmark?

13.
Based on best practice on KPI development and evaluation, it is advisable to avoid
having too many KPIs and ensure to communicate KPIs clearly to everyone concerned, manage
data collection carefully and support people to achieve the outcome expected.

IV.

Performance Evaluation Cycle

14.
The performance evaluation cycle for the Board Appointed Officials align with GCF
Secretariat performance evaluation cycle for staff: 1 Jan – 31 Dec.

15.
The performance evaluation system is carried out in the form of 3 stages of the Annual
Performance Evaluation Cycle outlined in Table 1 below and will be complemented by a 360degree feedback survey for developmental purposes, which is expected to be carried out
between July and December.

GCF/B.26/10/D
Page 157

16.
The POC will ensure the effective implementation of the performance evaluation system.
The GCF Secretariat will support the activities of the POC. All documentation shall be completed
and submitted to HR for effective records evaluation.
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V.

Stages

Stage 1 – Planning
17.
The performance evaluation process will start with the establishment of personal work
plans consistent with the Work Programme for the Secretariat and linked to the performance
criteria areas indicated in Section 3 above. This Planning stage will be done in December prior
to the start of the performance evaluation cycle in January. Adequate templates for setting Work
Plans and Development Plans are developed and used for conducting the tasks.

Work Plans

At the beginning of the performance evaluation cycle, the Board-Appointed Officials
shall meet with their agreed supervisors to ensure the development of work plans are closely
related to organizational goals and unit work plans.
18.

19.
The workplans must include results-oriented objectives, actions required to be
undertaken to achieve such results, desired outputs and an expected timeline for each objective
set forward. There should not be more than five objectives per each performance cycle.
20.

The work plans shall be agreed with supervisor and approved by the POC.

The work plans can be updated as appropriate in response to organizational changes
and externalities.
21.

Development Plans

22.
The development plans aim to identify learning and development needs that will enable
staff to succeed in their posts. These could be addressing a skills gap, updating existing skills, or
developing new competencies required to perform their work and in support of their long-term
career plans.

The Board-Appointed Officials are expected to develop, in consultation with supervisors,
an annual personal development plan with a maximum of three learning objectives aiming to
address a skills gap, improve an existing skill, or acquire a new skill that will contribute to
career development.
23.

Stage 2: Mid-term review

24.
Apart from regular communication throughout the year between Board-Appointed
Officials and supervisors, it is important to host a formal meeting halfway through the
performance evaluation cycle (July). This will allow both the incumbent and the supervisor to
discuss the progress made by the individual against the initial agreed work plan and
development plan, identify obstacles and ways to overcome them, as well as make any
adjustments that seem reasonable. This structured meeting will also provide the opportunity
for acknowledgement of progress made in demonstrating or strengthening the skills and
competencies agreed, and the need to put in place strategies to correct any performance issues
to date.

Stage 3: End of Year Performance Assessment
Performance review

25.
By November each year or 12 weeks before the end of the incumbent’s contract, the
Board-Appointed Officials will prepare a self-assessment against the work plan and personal
development plan. This will include short descriptions of the achievements made against the
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objectives with evidence of the individual accomplishments, including any means of verification.
The self-assessment will form the basis for the performance review between the Board
Appointed Official and their supervisor.
Following the self-assessment by the individual under consideration, the supervisor
shall complete a draft evaluation based on the extent to which the Board-Appointed Official has
achieved the proposed work plan objectives and KPIs. The combined self and supervisor
assessment shall be provided to the assessed in preparation for the performance review
discussion.

26.

This discussion aims to consider the overall performance within the performance
review period. This should also present an opportunity to review Terms of Reference of the
incumbent to ensure that these are up to date and reflect the expectations on the role and
evolving nature of the work at the Fund.
27.

360-degree feedback survey

28.
Complementary to the performance review, the POC will conduct a 360- degree
feedback survey which would gather feedback from a range of sources, including peers, direct
reports, senior colleagues and other relevant stakeholders. This variety of valuable feedback
will offer wide-ranging perspectives and can facilitate the discussion of strengths and
development areas in a holistic manner.

29.
Given that GCF is seeking to introduce 360-degree feedback methodology in the
organization to provide a broader base of input and offer a more holistic perspective of
performance for development purposes, the patterns and themes emerging from such a survey
will feed into the discussion regarding a personal development plan between the Board
Appointed Official and their supervisor.

30.
Upon the completion of 360-degree feedback, data will be analyzed and aggregated to
generate an individual report. Feedback to the incumbent regarding what emerged as personal
strengths and potential development areas should be provided by a trained consultant, who will
highlight themes and patterns.
31.
The Board-Appointed Official will use this information to complete a first draft of a
personal development plan.
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VI.

Rating system

The following rating system is in line with GCF Performance Evaluation System for Staff,
as it will provide an easy correlation with overall performance evaluation at GCF and related
pay performance increases.
32.

33.
When analyzing the achievements made by the Board-Appointed Officials against
performance expectations and the work plan (including KPIs), one of the four rating categories
for each of the objectives will apply:
(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)

Exceeds expectations: The incumbent has achieved beyond the performance
expectations both in quality and quantity for the majority of the agreed objectives;

Successfully meets expectations: The incumbent has achieved the performance
expectations for the majority of the agreed objectives within the performance cycle;
Partially meets expectations: The incumbent meets some of the performance
expectations for some of the objectives but demonstrates potential to develop the
required skills;
Does not meet expectations: The incumbent does not meet the performance
expectations for the majority of the objectives.

34.
Performance review ratings will be used for each year as an input for the performance
related pay increase applicable as per approved guidelines in annex III.

35.
Regarding the personal development plan, the ratings given for identified objectives will
be the following:
(a)

(b)

Met: The incumbent has successfully achieved the development objective by
demonstrating the application of the skills, knowledge or competency;

Partially met or not met: The incumbent has not been able to achieve the development
objective. This rating should provide the reasons why this has not been met with a
concrete plan to ensure its completion is prioritized or an alternative action is identified.
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VII. Roles and responsibilities
Board-Appointed Officials
(a)

Initiate and take responsibility for personal work plans and development plans;

(c)

Initiate self-assessment at mid-year review and end-of-year performance assessment
against TOR and work plan; and

(b)

(d)

Ensure progress reports highlighting obstacles and recommends solutions;

Maintain regular and pro-active communication with supervisor seeking clarification on
individual performance expectations.

Supervisor(s)
(a)

Develop the work plans and development plans with the Board-Appointed Officials;

(c)

Review progress reports, assesses obstacles and agrees on solutions; and

(b)

(d)

Maintain regular communication with Board-Appointed Officials providing ongoing
feedback and support;
Conduct mid-year and annual performance reviews.

Performance Oversight Committee
(a)

Set performance criteria for Board-Appointed Officials;

(c)

Coordinate administrative works related to the Performance Evaluation and
Performance-Related Pay Systems with the support provided by the external HR firm;

(b)

(d)
(e)
(f)

(g)

Oversee effective management of Performance Evaluation System;

Approve the work plans and development plans for the performance year;

Endorse any developmental measures following supervisors recommendations;

Approve the final rating regarding the Performance Reviews of Board-Appointed
Officials; and
Approve the Performance Related Pay increases.

HR-GCF Secretariat
(a)

Provide support to supervisors and POC members in managing calendars and records
management.
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Annex XI: Performance-Related Pay System for Board Officials
Background

Section 5, page 73 of the Administrative Guidelines on Human Resources defines the
philosophy and principles of the Green Climate Fund’s (Fund) salary increase for its Secretariat.
The Fund’s compensation policy enables the recruitment and retention of staff of an appropriate
caliber while maintaining internal equity and remaining conscious of providing value for
money.
1.

2.
The design of performance-related pay system for Board-Appointed Officials takes into
account the fact that these senior leadership positions have a direct and meaningful impact on
the achievement of overall Fund objectives and models the performance-based culture of the
Fund. The performance pay policy for Board-Appointed Officials ensures harmonization and
equity with Secretariat staff.

3.
The objective of the annual performance-based pay system is to recognize performance
that is linked to the overall Fund’s objectives and provides a salary progression closer to the
midpoint of the salary level, subject to budget availability.

Timing
(a)

Effective 1 January for the previous performance review period (January-December).

(b)

The incumbent should have successfully completed the probation period, or any other
similar clause linked to the first year of service;

Eligibility

(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)

The incumbent must have worked for at least six (6) months in the previous
performance year to enable the Rater to assess the performance;

The performance evaluation should be completed and signed off by the Rater and the
Board-Appointed Official, and the final performance rating should have been recorded in
the relevant Secretariat-approved system;
The Board-Appointed Official should have received a performance rating of at least
“successfully meets expectation” or “exceeds expectation” to be eligible for performance
pay;
On renewal or extension of contract, the period of service under the two contracts are
considered as continuous service for the purpose of performance-based pay; and

Board-Appointed Officials with less than one year of service as of 31 December will get a
prorated pay increase percentage.

Base Salary Increase Percentage
(a)

The actual base salary increase applicable will be determined on an annual basis
considering various factors like budget considerations, Secretariat Salary Increase (SI)
matrix, market movement of similar roles, inflation and any other factor that may be
deemed important for these roles. The Secretariat SI matrix will be adopted with the
following exceptions:
(i)

A salary increase is granted when the performance rating is at least “successfully
meets expectation”;
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(ii)

The amount of salary increase will be capped so that the base salary is, at
maximum, at the midpoint of the salary level. A salary increase beyond the
maximum may be considered in cases where the performance rating is “exceeds
expectation”.

Administration
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

The Budget Committee assigns a budget for Board-Appointed Officials following the
guidelines used by the Secretariat for budgeting;
Performance pay increase process should be completed at the same time as the
Secretariat implementation for all other staff;

The Performance Oversight Committee is delegated the authority to approve the annual
base salary increases, subject to budget availability; and
The Secretariat HR team manages the administration process of seeking annual
recommendations, submitting these for approval, issuing letters to staff and clarifying
on guidelines.
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Annex XII: Audited financial statements of the Green Climate Fund for
the year ended 31 December 2019

The audited financial statements of the Green Climate Fund for the year ended 31 December 2019
are contained below.
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Annex XIII: Members and alternate members of the Board of the
Green Climate Fund as at 10 March 2020
Members

Alternate members

Mr. Nagmeldin Goutbi Elhassan
Mahmoud
(Sudan)
Senior Researcher
Higher Council for Environment
and Natural Resources

Mr. Wael Ahmed Kamal Aboul Magd
(Egypt)
Ambassador
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Mr. Cheikh Sylla
(Senegal)
Senior Technical Advisor
Office of Prime Minister

Mr. Tanguy Guillaume GahoumaBakale
(Gabon)
Permanent Secretary
National Climate Council

Mr. Richard Muyungi
(United Republic of Tanzania)
Director
Vice President’s Office

Mr. Tlou Emmanuel Ramaru
(South Africa)
Policy Analyst
Department of Environmental
Affairs and Tourism

Mr. Ayman Shasly
(Saudi Arabia)
International Policies Consultant
Ministry of Petroleum and Mineral
Resources

Ms. Loren Legarda
(Philippines)
Senator
Chairperson of Committee on
Finance and Climate 17th Congress

Mr. Ali Gholampour
(Iran, Islamic Republic of)
Minister Counsellor/Senior Climate
Finance Expert
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mr. Nauman Bashir Bhatti
(Pakistan)
Deputy Head of Mission
Embassy of Pakistan, Brussels,
Belgium
Mr. Philip Weech
(Bahamas)
Assistant Vice President
University of the Bahamas

Mr. Walter Schmelings Schuldt
Espinel
(Ecuador)
Counsellor
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Ecuador

Constituency/Regional
group
Developing country
Parties from the African
States

Developing country
Parties from the AsiaPacific States

Mr. Il Young Park
(Republic of Korea)
Director General, Development
Finance
Ministry of Economy and Finance
Ms. Xia Lyu
(China)
Director
Ministry of Finance

Mr. Jorge Alberto Ferrer Rodriguez
(Cuba)
Minister Counselor
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Mr. Ignacio Lorenzo
(Uruguay)
Director of Climate Change
Ministry of Housing, Land Planning,
and Environment

Developing country
Parties from the Latin
American and the
Caribbean States
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Ms. Brenda Ciuk Cano
(Mexico)
Deputy Director General for
International Financial
Organizations
Ministry of Finance and Public
Credit

Ms. Lorena Palomo
(Chile)
Senior Economic Adviser for Trade
Policy and Sustainable Development
Ministry of Finance

Developing country
Parties from the Latin
American and the
Caribbean States

Mr. Jeremiah Garwo Sokan
(Liberia)
National Coordinator
National Climate Change
Secretariat Environmental
Protection Agency

Developing country
Parties from least
developed country
Parties

Mr. Ronald Jumeau
(Seychelles)
Ambassador
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Mr. Karma Tshering
(Bhutan)
Head of Policy and Programming
Services
National Environment Commission
Secretariat

Developing country
Parties from small island
developing States

Ms. Ornela Çuçi
(Albania)
Deputy Minister
Ministry of Tourism and
Environment

Janine Felson
(Belize)
Ambassador and Deputy Permanent
Representative of Belize to the
United Nations
Permanent Mission of Belize to the
United Nations
Mr. Victor Viñas
(Ecuador)
Technical Director
HDC Internacional

Developing country
Parties not included in
the regional groups and
constituencies above

Ms. Niamh McGuire
(Ireland)
Assistant Principal
Department of Finance, Ireland

Developed country
Parties, Spain, Ireland,
and New Zealand

Mr. Tobias Von Platen-Hallermund
(Denmark)
Chief Adviser
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Ms. Marjolein Geusebroek
(Netherlands)
Senior Policy Adviser
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Developed country
Parties, Denmark,
Luxembourg, and
Netherlands

Ms. Heike Henn
(Germany)
Deputy Director General,
Commissioner for Climate Policy
and Climate Financing
Federal Ministry for Economic

Ms. Susan Krohn
(Germany)
Head of Division
Federal Ministry for the
Environment, Nature Conservation
and Nuclear Safety

Developed country
Parties, Germany

Mr. Luis Marti Alvarez
(Spain)
Advisor, Deputy Directorate for
Financial Multilateral Institutions
Ministry of Economic Affairs and
Digital Transformation

Mr. Christophe Bories
(France)
Deputy Director of Multilateral
Financial Affairs and Development
Division, and Directorate General of
the Treasury

Mr. Leonardo Puppetto
(France)
Head of Multilateral Finance for
Development and Climate
Directorate General of the Treasury

Developed country
Parties, France
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Cooperation and Development

Mr. Masahiro Takasugi
(Japan)
Deputy Assistant Minister, Deputy
Director General, Internal
Cooperation Bureau
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Mr. Yoshitomo Kondo
(Japan)
Director for Development Issues
Ministry of Finance

Developed country
Parties, Japan

Mr. Hans Olav Ibrekk
(Norway)
Policy Director, Section for Energy
and Climate
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Developed country
Parties, Norway and
Iceland

Ms. Sue Szabo
(Canada)
Director General Food Security and
Environment
Global Affairs Canada

Mr. Terje Kronen
(Norway)
Senior Adviser
Norwegian Ministry of Climate and
Environment

Developed country
Parties, Canada and
Belgium

Ms. Paola Pettinari
(Italy)
Senior Adviser, International
Finance Relations Directorate
Ministry of Economy and Finance

Ms. Liesbeth Loddewykx
(Belgium)
Assistant Director, Environment and
Climate, FPS Foreign Affairs
Foreign Trade and Development
Cooperation
Mr. Jose Delgado
(Austria)
Senior Climate Policy Advisor
Ministry of Finance

Developed country
Parties, Italy, Austria, and
Portugal

Mr. Jan Wahlberg
(Finland)
Ambassador for Climate Change,
Unit for Sustainable Development
and Climate Policy
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Developed country
Parties, Finland,
Hungary, and
Switzerland

Mr. Mattias Frumerie
(Sweden)
Deputy Director-General
Ministry for Foreign Affairs

Developed country
Parties, Sweden

Ms. Ashufta Alam
(United Kingdom)
Deputy Director ICF UK
Department of Business, Energy and
Industrial Strategy UK

Developed country
Parties, United Kingdom

Mr. Stefan Schwager
(Switzerland)
Head, International Climate and
Biodiversity Finance
Federal Office for the Environment
Mr. Lars Roth
(Sweden)
Deputy Director, Division for
Climate, Energy and Environment
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Mr. Josceline Wheatley
(United Kingdom)
Head of International Team,
Climate and Environment
Department
Department for International
Development
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Mr. Mathew Haarsager
(United States)
Deputy Assistant Secretary for MDB
Operations and Policy
Department of the Treasury

Ms. Trigg Talley
(United States)
Director of the Department of State’s
Office of Global Change
Department of State

__________

Developed country
Parties, United States

