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What We Need To Know: Contributing to the development 
of the Global Fund’s New Funding Model  
 
Issues Briefing Number 41: Outcomes of the 28th Board Meeting2 
 
This fourth brief summarizes key issues from the decisions taken at the 28th Global Fund Board 
Meeting held in Geneva, Switzerland on the 14th and 15th November 2012. 

 
1. New Funding Model (NFM) 

The final Decision Point for the NFM was developed based on Decision Point GF/B27/DP7 taken at 
the 27th Global Fund Board Meeting held from 13th – 14th September 2012 in Geneva, Switzerland.  
The Decision Point taken at the 28th Board Meeting is divided into two parts – GF/B28/DP4 is on the 
elements of the NFM, and GF/B27/DP5 elaborates on the transition phase of the NFM.  
 
During the discussion of the NFM at the 28th Board Meeting, there were particular concerns from 
various constituencies on the Board, which blocked the original Decision Point3 resulting from the 
SIIC Meeting held in October 2012. The constituencies are the Communities, Developed Country 
NGO, Developing Country NGO, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Eastern Mediterranean 
Region (EMRO). Concerns from these constituencies were then fed into the final decision points.  
 
These concerns included the following: 
a. Country Bands 

Countries would be allocated to Country Bands according to disease burden and Gross National 
Income per capita (GNIpc). There were particular concerns regarding the 60 countries that were 
sitting in the Targeted Band that had generalized epidemics for particular diseases, as well as 
concentrated epidemics for others, and were perceived to only be able to access funding for 
key populations (also known as MARPs). This was especially of concern, as the allocation 
formula for the Targeted Band would be based on a separate methodology that is still under 
development by the Secretariat. The original decision point was then amended to recognize 
that the particular needs of countries in this band included multi-country grants, regional 
grants, small island states and key populations.  
 

b. Timeline for the roll out 
The original decision point could have been interpreted to mean that countries would only be 
able to access funding in late 2014 for the NFM. This would have an impact on grants that 
would not have funding in the interim when their funds have run out and are not eligible for the 
Transitional Funding Mechanism. In order to align with the Board’s desire to ensure 
acceleration in the rollout of the NFM, the Decision Point was amended to imply that the NFM 
would be rolled out during the Transition Phase rather than being “piloted”, and that countries 
that are not invited to participate in the Transition Phase are encouraged to work on developing 
strong national strategies that reflect full expressions of demand, and begin Country Dialogue 
and iterative processes to encourage Concept Notes to be ready for funding, based on the 
replenishment which would begin in early 2014.  
 

                                                        
1 This is the 4th of a series of briefings designed to help civil society understand and contribute to the 
discussions surrounding the Global Fund’s New Funding Model. Other issues of the brief are available at 
http://www.csathubs.org/ 
2 The 28th Global Fund Board Meeting was held on 14- 15 November 2012 in Geneva, Switzerland 
3 Please see ICASO Brief 3 

http://theglobalfund.org/documents/board/28/BM28_DecisionPoints_Report_en/
http://theglobalfund.org/documents/board/27/BM27_DecisionPoints_Report_en/
http://www.csathubs.org/
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c. Delegation of authority in the Transition Phase 
The original Decision Point delegated authority to the Secretariat to identify countries that 
would take part in the Transition Phase. Although principles were outlined, it was unclear how 
the Secretariat would make the decision on which countries were of higher priority and what 
role the Board had to play in the final decision of the countries to be invited to participate in the 
Transition Phase. In addition, the original Decision Point stated that the Finance and 
Operational Performance Committee (FOPC) and SIIC would agree on the amount of resources 
available for the Transition Phase, which was of concern to some delegations as the decision 
would be better made by the SIIC through the recommendation of the FOPC.  The final Decision 
Point was then amended for the Secretariat to report quarterly to the SIIC on the identity of 
countries participating in the Transition Phase; and for the SIIC to have the final authority to 
decide, with the recommendation from FOPC, on the amount of resources available for the 
Transition Phase. 

 
After the amendments were made, the vote was passed for the NFM Decision Point Part Two with 
all in favor with the exception of an abstention from EMRO, and an objection from the Communities 
Delegation. For NFM Decision Point Part Three, all were in favor with an abstention from EMRO.  
 

Concerns Raised by Civil Society: 
a. Further development of key elements of the NFM 
Key elements of the NFM including what principles guide the division between indicative and 
incentive funding and a final definition of prioritized needs will be approved by the Board at the 29th 
Board Meeting, based on the recommendations of the SIIC.  In addition, the allocation methodology 
for countries in the Targeted Band will be developed by the Secretariat to be submitted to the SIIC 
for approval.  
 
As principles are further developed, including the definition of what prioritized needs are, they must 
align with the Global Fund Strategy 2012 – 2016, that puts human rights as a core objective of the 
Global Fund Strategy. It will also be important to ensure that there is a more logical coherence 
within the bands to allow countries to be compared to one another.  
 
b. Access to Indicative and Incentive Funding 
Although the access to funding process will be based on country dialogue and reviews where the 
Global Fund is part of joint country-led processes for the development of a Concept Note, access to 
Indicative and Incentive Funding is not defined.  
 
Qualitative factors have been outlined in the Decision Point for Access to Indicative Funding, 
however, it is stated that the determination of indicative funding ranges will be supplemented by 
qualitative factors including, but not limited to the elements described in the Decision Point. 
Therefore, it is important that the willingness to pay of a country, risk, and external funding levels 
for a country will not be used to reduce the funding amounts available for countries, but to assist 
countries in moving forward to have impact on the three diseases.  
Even though the methodology for incentive funding would conform to principles as expressed in the 
Decision Point, it will be important to note that the principles of co-investment and willingness to 
pay do not penalize the communities in countries that are able to co-invest and do not have health 
as a prioritized expenditure, which can be seen in some countries within EMRO.   
 
c. Learning from the National Strategy Applications (NSA) 
During the NSA process, communities and civil society organizations were concerned about the 
involvement of civil society, communities, and especially key populations in the development of 
National Strategies.  
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For the development of the National Strategy Applications, the Global Fund organized several 
consultations that were attended by civil society from both the Global North and South, to 
understand more of the concerns of civil society and communities in participating in the 
development of the National Strategies. It is unclear how the lessons learned in the piloting of 
National Strategic Applications can be applied to the New Funding Model, with special attention 
being paid to the role of communities, key populations, and civil society organization in the 
development of the National Strategies or Investment Frameworks.   
 
d. Human Rights within the New Funding Model 
Country dialogues and the iterative process will be important for ensuring that human rights issues 
(including the implementation of the Gender Equality Strategy, and the Sexual Orientation and 
Gender Identities Strategy) are explicit and to guarantee that through the iterative process, grants 
can be ensured to protect the rights of key affected populations and not serve to criminalize 
applicants.  
 
 
 

2. The Appointment of New Executive Director 
 
The 2012 Executive Director Ad-Hoc Nominations Committee (AHNC) established at the Twenty-
Sixth Board Meeting, was tasked to provide the Board with “a list of up to four persons that 
represent the strongest candidates across the globe for the role of Executive Director, which must 
have at least as many women as men, and be based on the selection criteria approved by the Board 
in June 2012.” 
 
The Board appointed Dr. Mark Dybul as the next Executive Director of the Global Fund on the 15th 
November 2012 (GF/B28/DP7). He is expected to begin in his new role on or around February 4th 
2013. 

Concerns Raised by Civil Society: 
It will be important for Dr. Mark Dybul upon his immediate appointment to meet with the key 
affected populations and networks to understand their concerns and to be able to act on them, and 
to demonstrate that his leadership at the Global Fund can be supported by the communities that the 
Global Fund is committed to, and seeks to serve.  
 
 

3. Termination of Employment of Inspector General (IG) 
The Board made a decision during the Executive Session4 to terminate the employment of the 
current IG, John Parsons. This is based upon unsatisfactory performance from a performance review; 
an independent external review of the audit function; and a report to the Board by the Audit and 
Ethics Committee (AEC).  
 
 An interim IG will be appointed shortly, while a similar process used during the recruitment of the 
new Executive Director will be employed for the search of a new IG that is expected to take about six 
months. 

                                                        
4 The Executive Session is a closed-door session and is only be attended by the Chair and Vice-Chair of the 
Board, and the Board and Alternate Board Members of each of the Delegations. 


