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What We Need To Know: Contributing to the development 
of the Global Fund’s New Funding Model  
 
Issues Briefing Number 31: Decision Point of New Funding Model (NFM) for 
28th Global Fund Board Meeting2 
   
 
This third brief will summarize key issues of the New Funding Model paper (GF/B28/023) to be 
presented to the 28th Global Fund Board Meeting as an outcome of the 5th SIIC4 Meeting5. This 
document is based on the decision point (GF/B27/DP7) from the 27th Board Meeting, as well as 
informed by consultations after the 27th Board Meeting. 
 
The paper presented focuses on five areas of the NFM: the length of the allocation period and of 
grants, country bands and principles for allocation, the access to funding process, determining 
recommended funding amounts, and piloting the NFM. It provides recommendations from the SIIC 
for the decision point to be endorsed by the Global Fund Board at the 28th Global Fund Board 
Meeting: 
 

1. The length of the allocation period and of grants  
a. A three-year allocation period, aligned with the Global Fund’s replenishment cycle will 

increase predictability for implementers over the allocation period as it takes into account 
the resources available at that point in time. The Chief Financial Officer (CFO) will maintain 
a rolling, annual six-year forecast of committed and forecast assets that will inform 
discussions on potential future funding available.  

b. The standard length of a grant to be three years, with the Secretariat having the flexibility 
to extend continuity of resources beyond the three-year duration, or to provide a short-
term infusion of funds when a new grant is being developed.  

 

2. Country Bands and principles for allocation 
a. Principles for establishing Country Bands include having (i) a great enough number of 

countries and adequate resources for flexibility to attain sufficient critical mass within each 
Band; (ii) approximately comparable countries within a band so that there is logical 
coherence within each band; (iii) a country only be part of one Band so that Bands should 
not be country-specific; and (iv) simplicity for easy communication and implementation.  

b. A three-step process will be used to allocate funding to Country Bands.  
i. Step 1: Distribution of funding by disease 

 At the start of each allocation period, resources would be apportioned between 
the three diseases from the total projected resources of the allocation period. 
The measure to estimate the disease burden and demand across all three 
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diseases will be developed by the Secretariat under the oversight of the SIIC, 
and will be presented to the Board for approval no later than September 2013. 

ii. Step 2: Apportion to Bands of countries based on formula and the selected 
qualitative criteria 

 Countries would be assigned to Bands according to their “Ability To Pay” (ATP), 
measured by Gross National Income per capita (GNIpc) and disease burden. 
Principles to apply include ensuring (i) Transparency and objectivity of available 
and widely accepted data; (ii) Proportionality that would take disease-burden 
measures into account in absolute numbers (not percentages) of the three 
diseases in country; and (iii) Comprehensiveness through aggregating composite 
disease burden for each country so that it sits in only one Band. 

 There will be four Country Bands, with one being a “Targeted Band” for 
interventions specifically targeted at key affected populations (also known as 
MARPs6), as well as those with a higher income and lower burden. For these 
countries, the funding for each disease will be based on a separate 
methodology being developed by the Secretariat to the SIIC for approval.  

 The Board will revisit the composition of the Bands as necessary, based on 
recommendations from the SIIC, prior to each allocation period.  

 An allocation methodology that utilizes quantitative and qualitative variables7 
will be used. Key principles of the formula to apportion funding to Bands are (i) 
ensuring Proportionality for countries so that the resulting split of funding per 
disease at country level would not be the same as that used at the global level; 
(ii) having Flexibility in the NFM to apportion funding between the three 
diseases and Health and Community Systems Strengthening (HCSS) at country 
level; (iii) being able to adjust the initial figures calculated from the allocation 
formula with qualitative factors to factor for different circumstances in each 
country to maintain Sensitivity; and (iv) Calibrated Eligibility under the current 
Global Fund policy as not all countries are eligible for all three diseases and 
HCSS.  

iii. Step 3: Split funds within each Band between indicative and incentive funding 

 The Board will decide on the required resource levels of the indicative funding 
(for prioritized needs), and then allot monies to the incentive funding based on 
the amount of available assets identified at the start of each allocation period in 
absolute dollar terms. Additional principles to guide the division between 
indicative and incentive funding, along with a final definition of what defines 
“prioritized needs” will be presented by the SIIC for approval by the Board at its 
Twenty-Ninth Meeting8. 

 

3. The Access-to-Funding Process 
a. The Country Dialogue process is designed to enable the Global Fund to engage more 

consistently with all stakeholders9 and contribute towards a country’s broader national 

                                                        
6
 Most-at risk populations (MARPs) will be defined as subpopulations, applying to HIV/AIDS, malaria and TB, within a 

defined and recognized epidemiological context: 

 That have significantly higher levels of risk, mortality and/or morbidity; 

 Whose access to or uptake of relevant services is significantly lower than the rest of the population; 

 Who are culturally and/or disenfranchised and therefore face barriers to gaining access to services. 
7
 Using ATP and GNIpc as quantitative variables and looking at major sources of external financing and minimum required 

level as qualitative variables. (Please refer to Brief 2 for details)  
8
 The Twenty-Ninth Board Meeting is currently scheduled 8 – 9 May 2013 

9
 This includes CCMs, implementers, technical partners, other donors, and in-country stakeholders 

http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-classifications
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planning and funding needs. The Country Program Review process will allow for partners 
and implementers to assess country-level evidence and develop strategic investments and 
applications. This will be supported by the Secretariat through the provision of guidance on 
operational elements that need to be addressed, as well as facilitating support from 
technical partners. As part of its overall guidance to applicants, the role of the Secretariat 
will also include providing information on the amount of available funding and operational 
issues to applicants. 

b. Qualitative factors will be applied by the Secretariat to create indicative funding ranges, 
and will be used by the Secretariat during and after the Country Dialogue and could lead to 
upward/downward adjustments. These qualitative factors would include (i) Major sources 
of external financing10; (ii) Minimum funding levels11; (iii) Willingness to pay (WTP); (iv) Past 
program performance and absorptive capacity; and (v) Risk.  

c. A Concept Note that should be kept as concise as possible should provide enough 
information for the technical assessment of the funding request by the Secretariat and 
TRP. In cases where Concept Notes are submitted by countries with a strong National 
Strategy or investment cases, the additional information that will be required would likely 
be reduced. The Concept Note should clearly articulate the “full expression of demand” for 
its requests, and include the collection and analysis of data on disease epidemiology, 
existing funding and services, demand, and estimated costs of any unmet demand. In 
addition, it should state which portions of this demand are to be met by the Global Fund.  

d. A single Concept Note can encompass a single, combination, or all of the three diseases, 
and/or cross-cutting Health and Community Systems Strengthening, and describe clearly 
how the request aligns with an overall National Strategy. A Concept Note can be submitted 
at the discretion of a country, though bearing in mind that the Technical Review Panel 
(TRP) will review the submissions on a periodic basis, during several windows of time each 
year. The TRP will then review an applicant’s prioritized full expression of demand, and 
determine its technical quality. It will be important to include prioritized full expression of 
demand in the application as a means to support further resource-mobilization, as it is 
unlikely that there will be sufficient resources from the Global Fund to fund all of the 
requests.   

e. Non-CCM (subject to applicable rules) and Multi-Country (Regional) applications will 
continue to be accepted, although the Concept Notes will likely be project-based 
applications, and thus, differ in content. 

 

4. Determining recommended funding amounts 
a. The SIIC will be presented the process and methodology developed by the Secretariat for 

awarding incentive funding in 2013 based on principles12 of ambition, strategic focus, 
alignment, sustainability, simplicity, and co-investment (or WTP).  

b. The following are approaches put forth by the Secretariat to make the full roll-out of the 
NFM feasible: 

i. Before a Concept Note proceeds into grant-making, the funding amount (including 
any amount from the incentive stream) should be included; 

ii. All applicants in a Band can access incentive funding, but there is no guarantee that 
applicants will receive funding; 
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 This criterion has already been applied prior to aggregating resource allocations to the level of Bands, but will be 
revisited during and after the Country Dialogue 
11

 This criterion has already been applied prior to aggregating resource allocations to the level of Bands, but will be 
revisited during and after the Country Dialogue 
12

 For more information on incentive funding, please refer to Briefing Paper 2  
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iii. The point of time in which an application submits a Concept Note will not influence 
the decision for incentive funding, as incentive funding should be made available 
throughout the allocation period; 

iv. The Secretariat will apportion the incentive funding to each of the TRP review 
windows per Band per year, and will make recommendations to the TRP on the 
distribution of this funding to applicants reviewed; and 

v. Incentive funding will be awarded based on the comparative merits of Concept 
Notes across applications within a window. 

c. The Secretariat will maintain a register of unfunded quality demand, and present a 
methodology for prioritizing and awarding financing to unfunded quality demand to the 
Finance and Operational Performance Committee (FOPC) and/or SIIC, for approval in 2013, 
prior to the NFM rollout. The methodology for prioritizing and awarding financing to 
unfunded quality demand will be based on the same approaches described in 4.b. 

 
 

Concerns Raised by Civil Society: 
A. The current methodology to assign countries to Bands would be the hybrid proposal 

(Alternative 313) of the SIIC discussion paper.  Even though there would be discretion to move 
countries across bands, there would still be outstanding concerns as follows: 

 Applying this methodology to the current portfolio of investments would result in 
potentially 60 countries in the Targeted Pool for funding – 19 from Latin America & the 
Caribbean (LAC), 15 from Eastern Europe & Central Asia (EECA), 12 from East Asia & the 
Pacific (EAP), three from South Asia, eight from North Africa & the Middle East, and three 
from Sub-Saharan Africa. Looking across the other three bands, there would only be six 
LAC and EECA countries. This raises legitimate concerns of the threat of countries being 
pushed out of the Global Fund Portfolio14, and diminishes the commitment of the Global 
Fund in remaining responsive to global needs.  

 These 60 countries in the Targeted Pool now currently access 10% of Global Fund 
resources, with some countries like Papua New Guinea, Egypt, Iraq, West Bank/Gaza where 
it is difficult to obtain data that is truly reflective of their needs and demands. In addition, 
it is unlikely that civil society will be supported in their involvement and engagement in 
developing National Strategies15 and having a truly meaningful role on the CCMs.   

 Countries placed in the Targeted Pool may not allow for resources to be allocated towards 
treatment unless they are specifically for key affected populations, this might turn out to 
be problematic for some countries with a higher disease burden for a particular disease 
(and lack of epidemiological evidence) to be placed in a Band for resources to be 
specifically targeted at these populations.  

B. The decision point now states that absolute dollar terms will be used to apportion resources to 
indicative and incentive funding, and the Finance and Operational Performance Committee will 
recommend to the Board what this dollar amount would be at the 29th Board Meeting. This 
indirectly results in the creation of envelopes, as the likely result of allocating an absolute dollar 
amount (as opposed to an earlier recommendation of using a range of percentages) would be a 
disproportionately high allocation to indicative funding. This could result in applications not 
prioritizing interventions/programs based on Community Systems Strengthening (CSS), the 
Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity (SOGI) Strategy, and the Gender Equality Strategy. In 
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 Please refer to the aidspan summary for the scenario 
14

 Please refer to commentary on “The New Funding Model will push LAC out of the Global Fund Portfolio”   
15

 Noting that this is not a concern only for the countries mentioned in the simulation, and is an issue that faces civil society 
and communities in all countries 

http://theglobalfund.org/en/board/committees/
http://www.google.com.sg/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&cad=rja&ved=0CC4QFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.theglobalfund.org%2Fdocuments%2Frounds%2F10%2FR10_InfoCSS_Note_en%2F&ei=VtOHUPvGMMytrAeEoIG4Bw&usg=AFQjCNEKgBYJopiz9oE6sXhV2-t-PY9sWw&sig2=nGWcoCrm4sh_HSX_iEFOew
http://www.google.com.sg/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&ved=0CB4QFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.theglobalfund.org%2Fdocuments%2Fcore%2Fstrategies%2FCore_SexualOrientationAndGenderIdentities_Strategy_en%2F&ei=k9OHULjPCY6rrAfk5oDQCA&usg=AFQjCNG0Q9Dfiii-yXuDsefUE_9aquC8Fg&sig2=3dSSmYhjd_bM0wLhRRKBmw
http://www.google.com.sg/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&ved=0CB4QFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.theglobalfund.org%2Fdocuments%2Fcore%2Fstrategies%2FCore_GenderEquality_Strategy_en%2F&ei=vNOHUP67DI3qrQevwYHwBA&usg=AFQjCNGS9PZwV8Pytc2pPTdfS71P7vs4Ng&sig2=PugrGdrGRHqvjK4fs74UZw
http://www.aidspan.org/documents/nfm/Scenarios.pdf
http://www.aidspan.org/gfo_article/new-funding-model-will-push-lac-out-global-fund%E2%80%99s-portfolio
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addition, interventions providing life-saving commodities and services (for instance, harm 
reduction) would potentially not be prioritized by some countries.  

 

5. Transition to the NFM – Piloting the NFM 
a. A portion of currently available uncommitted assets16 will be used in a transition phase to 

pilot elements of the NFM. The Secretariat will invite a number of countries17 that have 
existing grants, to participate in the Transitional Phase (‘the pilot’) with a focus on 
countries that are: 

i. “Underfunded”18 over the 2013 – 2014 period; 
ii. At risk of service interruptions; 

iii. Able to demonstrate rapid impact; and 
iv. Diverse across size, geography, capacity, and proposal modalities. This would include 

non-CCM and regional applications.  
b. Resources will be apportioned to Country Bands by first splitting the total projected 

resources between the three diseases based on the historical distribution of the Global 
Fund’s portfolio of 52% for HIV, 32% for malaria, and 16% for TB. The Secretariat will then 
determine an indicative funding range for each participating country by the extent to 
which each country is “underfunded”, based on the principles approved by the Board for 
the allocation formula, and as adjusted by qualitative criteria19.  

c. A subset of participating countries will be invited to pilot the Concept Note process, and 
will have an opportunity to access incentive funding (limited to a ceiling established by the 
Secretariat at the time the pilot is launched), in addition to the indicative funding range 
amounts per country. In addition, a guidance package will be made available by the 
Secretariat to CCMs in the pilot, and will include Strategic Investment Frameworks and 
Minimum Standards.  

d. During the pilot, the Secretariat and TRP will jointly identify entry points and opportunities 
for the TRP to review and provide feedback and recommendations on funding requests. 
This will change the composition and modalities of the TRP from current practice as part of 
the piloting of the NFM. 

e. The Board will electronically approve the investments negotiated by the Secretariat and 
recommended by the TRP during the piloting, and authorizes the Secretariat under the 
oversight of the FOPC and SIIC, to make temporary exceptions to, or apply restrictions 
contained in, existing policies and procedures so as to carry out and implement the 
transition phase of the NFM. 

 

Concerns Raised by Civil Society: 
A. Even though non-CCM and regional applications will be considered, the details of how non-CCM 

proposals and regional proposals will be funded are still unclear. 
B. In the list of countries presented as “underfunded” in the SIIC discussion paper, some have had 

a history of underperformance. Although qualitative criteria will be applied, it is also unclear on 
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 This will be based on a recommendation by the FOPC before the end of 2012 and will be voted by the Board 
electronically 
17

 This will not preclude accessing new funds through the full NFM 
18

 The following countries are listed as underfunded: Botswana, Niger, Mozambique, Côte d'Ivoire, South Africa, 
Mauritania, Malaysia, Tanzania, Cameroon, Philippines, Nigeria, Pakistan, Chad, Congo (Democratic Rep.), Uganda, 
Afghanistan, Zimbabwe, Zambia, Kenya, Guinea, Myanmar, South Sudan, India, Russian Federation, Korea (Dem. Peoples 
Rep.), Gabon, Malawi. Please refer to the aidspan summary for more details. 
19

 The qualitative criteria will include external financing, absorptive capacity, performance of current and previous Global 
Fund grants and risk 

http://www.aidspan.org/extract/part-6-pilot-testing
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the specificities of how the qualitative criteria are measured, and whether the environments 
(political and otherwise) that result in underperformance will be considered. 

C. There is a significant risk that people living with the diseases representatives and key affected 
population representatives on the CCMs of invited countries outside of the Targeted Pool, will 
not be able to meaningfully partake in the conversations around the development of the 
Concept Note. Mechanisms will need to be put in place to ensure that the prioritized needs of 
the countries in the Concept Note adequately reflect and address the specific needs of KAPs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


