
INTERVENTIONS:
33rd Board Meeting of the Green Climate Fund
Angelo Kairos Dela Cruz, Deputy Executive Director, ICSC
Alternate CSO Active Observer for developing countries

As delivered during the 33rd Board Meeting of the Green Climate Fund (GCF) in Incheon, South Korea
from July 17-20, 2022. ICSC deputy executive director Kairos Dela Cruz, as Alternate CSO Active
Observer for developing countries, delivered the following interventions on behalf of the GCF Observer
Network of Civil Society, Local Communities, and Indigenous Peoples. Also representing the Institute in
the Board Meeting is ICSC lead analyst for climate finance Janssen Mozar Martinez.

Comments on GCF/B.33/10: Updates on addressing gaps in the current portfolio for
measurement

We welcome this update on the remediation activities to address the gaps in the current
portfolio for measurement. This initiative is a critical one that should improve the impact of
projects currently under implementation, strengthen the ability for stakeholders to hold
projects accountable for their planned results, and inform the Secretariat of ways to further
build capacity and expectations for getting results management and monitoring and
evaluation right prior to project and programme approval and implementation.

We note that this initiative is entirely premised on the willingness of accredited entities (AEs)
to engage and appreciate the AEs that did so. As the three AEs that declined the offer from
the beginning were multilateral development banks (MDBs), we reiterate the importance of
working to channel the majority of the GCF’s funds through direct access entities (DAEs) that
are willing to increase their capacity and demonstrate a connection to their project area. We
do have concerns about what the drop-out level in the process, both initial and after
negotiations commenced, may imply for the willingness of AEs to support participatory
monitoring.  As stated within the monitoring and accountability framework, “At the
project/programme level, the AE should include participatory monitoring, involving
communities and local stakeholders, including civil society organizations, at all stages of the
project/programme cycle from the beginning.” If an AE is unwilling to engage with the
Secretariat that knows its project/programme on a very technical level, how enthusiastic will
it be to bring stakeholders into the process when that may require providing additional
information and framing to enable  their meaningful engagement?
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We would also ask that some note of the AE’s willingness or unwillingness to engage be
considered as part of the re-accreditation process. We also hope that engagement in
remediation (or that remediation was declined) will be clearly reflected in each annual
performance review (APR).

We note that remediation activities are required across both mitigation and adaptation
projects and want to use this opportunity to reiterate that the evidence from this initiative, as
well as from the downward adjustment of the total emissions reduction estimate from the
assessment of 63 approved projects, shows that mitigation projects should be given equal
scrutiny to adaptation projects. In the future,the lessons learned from this process should
inform the review and assessment of funding proposals, to avoid the overestimation of
impacts.

We are eager to see how the capacity-building work under this initiative can inform and
strengthen the Secretariat’s capacity-building initiatives with DAEs in particular.

We do not share the Secretariat’s optimism that the Integrated Results Management
Framework (IRMF) and the accompanying Results Handbook may prevent the need for
future activities, though we certainly share the hope that it will lessen it. We urge the Board
as a clear next step to take up another assessment with the second batch of 100 funding
proposals, as the first assessment that instigated this work covered only the 100 funding
proposals that had been approved up to B.22, and since the IRMF’s Results Handbook for the
IRMF is not yet available for AEs.

Now that the Results Handbook is currently under consultation, the GCF observer network
requests to be engaged in this consultation process (as we do for others as well). Our
history in this process, particularly in analyzing funding proposals on their assumptions and
indicators, and general expertise across sectors would contribute to strengthening the
accessibility and utility of the handbook.

Comments on FP 189: E-Mobility Program for Sustainable Cities in Latin America
and the Caribbean

The Civil Society, Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities network in the GCF believes
that projects that promote the development of low-carbon, climate-resilient urban
transportation systems are a step in the right direction to tackle climate change. However,
we have a few concerns on this proposal:

First, we are concerned with the central role of green hydrogen. While the proposal clearly
states that it will only develop subprojects tied to green hydrogen and not other types of
hydrogen, the production of this type of energy can be as intensive as dirtier energy
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alternatives and can result in social conflicts over water. The project implementers are
attentive to this and state that the pilot projects in areas with limited freshwater availability
must prove that the hydrogen production activity will not reduce freshwater availability,
however they should  put in place additional safeguards to prevent these types of conflicts
wherever freshwater is used. We also note that in the computation on electricity cost, the
proposed actions do not translate as to how much energy is being saved. Further, though the
proposal states the positive co-benefits that a green hydrogen based transport system
would bring to the environment related to mitigation and improvement of air quality, detail is
lacking about the socioeconomic and environmental impacts a transition to a low-carbon
transport system might create. It should also further elaborate the specific measures it will
take related to the ecological and social impacts that transitioning to e-mobility might have
in the extraction of “transition minerals”, such as lithium and copper, and the social conflict
and negative impacts on communities that such infrastructure projects may bring.  To help
mitigate these potential impacts, attention must be paid to supply chains and plans should
be put in place to make sure no one is harmed due to the increased demand for these
materials. Further consulting with local communities and stakeholders should be a critical,
ongoing part of this programme, including that subprojects should be designed and
developed with the timely and effective participation of the local communities and
stakeholders.

Moreover, while the Gender Assessment provides a comprehensive overview of gender data
and dynamics in the countries in which the projects will be carried out, as well as in relation
to transport and e-mobility, the actions proposed by the GAP focus on the incorporation of
women in the development of e-mobility technologies, leaving actions that address the
gendered dimensions of the use and access to transportation behind. This latter
consideration should be at the core of each of the actions developed, not only to avoid
women’s negative and unsafe experiences with public transportation, but to facilitate an
inclusive experience for public transport users of all genders, ages, and backgrounds. In
relation to representation of vulnerable and concerned groups, the proposal also failed to
point out its efforts to engage and include transport groups  (taxi operators, bus operators,
bus drivers, etc.), who will be impacted directly or indirectly by the project implementation.

Lastly, we note to the AE and Secretariat that the allocation of percentages of the project
across the results areas and GCF and co-financed funding seems to be reported incorrectly
in section A.4 and urge this data be corrected as it forms an important basis for
understanding the project and the overall GCF portfolio.

Comments on FP 190: Climate Investor Two

The GCF Observer Network of Civil Society, Local Communities, and Indigenous Peoples has
serious concerns about this proposal. As we have pointed out repeatedly with these types of
programmes, our key concerns are linked to the inability of stakeholders, including local
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communities, CSOs, NDAs and even the GCF itself, to properly evaluate eventual subprojects
and ensure they are designed in a way that not only avoids harm, but also ensures positive
outcomes, including adaptation outcomes, for all stakeholders and especially vulnerable
communities. The unavailability of an exclusion list in this proposal makes this assessment
even harder.

The case of Climate Investor Two (CI2) is particularly worrisome because this programme
focuses mostly on the development and construction of big grey infrastructure projects in
terms of ports, water utilities, and other water related infrastructure. By its very nature the
programme does not demonstrate the climate rationale of its adaptation components, since
it lacks the site-specific context that would allow an ex ante evaluation of the impacts of
climate change and other external factors in the area, to assess whether the proposed
responses are appropriate. This unearned assumption of climate rationale has the potential
to lead to instances of maladaptation, for example, by building water related infrastructure in
areas where the availability of water resources could be compromised in the future by
climate change or exacerbated by the subprojects themselves. It may also prejudice
infrastructure as the answer, such as building infrastructure that enables agribusiness’s
continued overuse of water and contributes to corporate profits, when more effective,
equitable, and ecosystem-based approaches would serve communities and their livelihoods.
Since the programme does not propose an integrated management approach to deal with
such issues, this potential is indeed high. This type of approach also makes it impossible to
evaluate the likelihood of projects being implemented in areas where Indigenous Peoples are
present, in order not only to avoid harm to them, but to ensure their meaningful participation
and engagement in subproject activities.

We have reached out to CSOs, local communities, and Indigenous Peoples’ groups and they
have expressed strong opposition over the privatisation of water utilities and concessions,
and waste-to-energy projects, both of which are listed as kinds of prospective projects that
this programme seeks to finance. Speaking from their Indigenous and local knowledge and
experience, CSOs, local communities, and Indigenous Peoples’ groups deem these kinds of
prospective projects as exacerbating not only the climate crisis and water scarcity in
developing countries, but also the economic inequalities brought by privatisation of public
goods and services such as water. These kinds of projects undermine the principles of
climate justice, which, in the first place, is what climate finance through the GCF is intended
for.

Additionally, it is worth noting that in the case of port infrastructure, it would be valuable to
evaluate the kind of impact that the expansion in this type of infrastructure might have on
GHG emissions, to avoid having the GCF finance infrastructure that will promote and
increase trade and transport of fossil fuels or other carbon intensive products, and generally
promote unsustainable production and consumption that is not rooted in local communities'
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wellbeing, food sovereignty, and rights to their land and natural resources. This assessment
is not possible either.

All of these concerns are more urgent in light of the ITAP’s assessment that though the
implementing entity, CFM, is experienced in fund management and in making equity
investments in climate-focused sectors and projects, it does not have investment experience
or a track record in the water sector and ocean-related investments.

Another important concern is that highly scarce concessional finance for adaptation
activities in developing countries is being allocated to finance private sector activities that
will profit private investors without ensuring any real benefits to local communities. We
question the need to provide this type of concessional finance to private funds, as did the
ITAP, especially when what they seek is to privatise what is usually public goods and
services, without any guarantees that this will benefit local stakeholders or at least not hurt
them. As civil society and Indigenous Peoples’ organisations we have long promoted the use
of grants for adaptation activities, but this should be aimed at financing approaches that
support country-driven, people-centred and locally-owned, gender-responsive, and human
rights compatible actions.

In addition, the Gender Assessment and the Gender Action Plan of the proposal, because of
the limited amount of time that the consultants who developed these components were
given, lack the elements required to comply with the GCF Gender Policy which aims to
promote gender-sensitive climate action. For instance, while the proposal does provide a
broad overview on the relation of gender and WASH, it only presents an in-depth gender
analysis of some but not all of the countries in which the projects would take place, despite
their evident cultural and historical differences. Moreover, engagement with relevant
stakeholders for the gender assessment was only carried out in some of the subproject
countries. Furthermore, the actions presented by the GAP are too vague, as they lack specific
information on how they will be carried out, how they will look in countries with different
gender contexts, and the expected quantitative goals.

For these reasons, we strongly oppose the approval of this programme, and also
recommend that the GCF reconsiders more generally the financing of such programmatic
approaches, especially without a relevant policy in place, in light of their inability to
demonstrate potential climate benefits, in the context of sustainable development, and the
inability of all relevant stakeholders to participate in the design, approval, and monitoring of
individual subprojects.

###
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