
CSO Comments on Consideration of Accreditation Applications (BM15, December 
2016) 

 
We note that at the last meeting we were not given the opportunity to intervene with regard to 
concerns on individual applicant entities. So, first off, we want to make sure that (1) each accreditation 

applicant is discussed individually, and (2) that we will be allowed to speak on each applicant as it 
comes up for discussion. If not, we’ll attempt to provide comments on individual AE applicants now.  

 
The lack of a clear definition of direct access, regional access, and international access continues to 
cause confusion. We therefore urge the board to adopt unambiguous definitions and suggest the 
following definitions: 

• Direct access entities should be defined as domestic institutions based in developing countries that 
focus on implementing activities in that same country.  

• Regional direct access entities should be limited to specific circumstances, like those of SIDS, where 

it is not possible to have national entities in individual countries.  
• Outside of these specific circumstances, all other entities – whether from developed or developing 

countries - that wish to implement GCF activities in multiple countries can be considered via the 
international access track.  

 
On the basis of such a refined definition of direct access, we request a clear prioritization of national 
and sub-national developing country direct access entities in the application pipeline.  

 
We welcome the development of modalities for third party input, to be discussed at B16. However, we 
reiterate that it will not be possible for third parties – such as civil society, affected communities, etc. - 
to provide input without transparency of the accreditation pipeline. If we don’t know what’s in the 
pipeline, we cannot provide comments.  
 
We remain deeply concerned that the Accreditation Panel’s due diligence continues to be more about a 
check on the mere existence of policies and procedures on paper than on verification of the track 
record of the applicant and the implementation of these policies by the candidate entities. The AP’s 

review of one particular accreditation applicant demonstrates the holes in the  panel’s due diligence –- 
it does not even mention the assassination of one of the world’s most prominent environmental 
defenders and Indigenous Peoples leaders in Honduras, killed while she led a peaceful campaign 
fighting a dam being financed by that particular accreditation applicant. → some board members might 
remember that we had brought Berta Kaceres murder to the attention of the Board at the 12th Board 
meeting in March this year to highlight the very real dangers communities are facing at the same time 
as we speak very abstractly here in Board roomabout environmental and social safeguards and risk 

categories... 

 
We reiterate the need to for the Board to revise the risk categorization so that only AEs accredited as 
Intermediation-1/Category A can finance Category A sub-projects. At present, Intermediation-
2/Category B AEs can also finance Category A sub-projects, a situation which we find unacceptable. 

 
In addition to the concerns we have previously raised about the fossil fuel portfolios of AEs, we here 
raise concerns about AEs where large hydropower features prominently in their portfolios, which is the 
case for at least one of the AEs. This old-school technology has a track record littered with enormous 
cost and time overruns and very serious social and environmental harms. Further, big dams often make 
water and energy systems more vulnerable to climate change and impair the ability of rivers to act as 



global carbon sinks, and methane produced from rotting vegetation in dam reservoirs actually causes 

climate change.  
 
Comments on Applicants: 
 
Applicant 043: Foreign Economic Cooperation (China) 
We note with concern that the current practice by FECO of information disclosure of just 10 days for 
Category B projects is clearly not in line with the GCF Information Disclosure Policy. Although the 
Accreditation Panel did not address this, we would request that the accreditation of FECO is made 
conditional on FECO’s upgrade of their current practice of 10 days to 30 for all category B projects. 
 

Applicant 044: Korean Development Bank (KDB) 
We would like to seek clarity on the intended access modality of the Korean Development Bank as 
“direct access, national.”   National direct access should mean that the focus of the entity is on projects 
within its own country.  Is this the case for KDB? This seems to be inconsistent with details articulated 
in its application, which explicitly refer to partnering with and contributing to developing countries. 
  
We are gravely concerned about the following issues: 

• KDB’s track record in financing fossil fuel projects – KDB has been responsible for at least $2.9 

billion in fossil fuel finance since 2011, with nearly $500 million in the first half of 2016 alone. 
Looking at the most recent data, from 2015 to mid-2016, KDB has provided almost five times as 
much financing for oil, gas, and coal projects as they have for non-hydro renewables ($1.3 billion 
vs. $270 million). As part of a paradigm shift in climate finance responses required by all GCF AEs, 
KDB should indicate, report and demonstrate through policy, an intention to significantly shift its 
investments away from fossil fuels. 

• KDB’s emphasis on promoting public-private partnerships. PPPs are often considered as the solution 

to resource constraints in public projects especially those involving infrastructure development. But 
experience has shown that PPPs are not necessarily the only option nor the best option. We have 
seen far too many examples of PPPs with negative outcomes. Several challenges to PPPs include 
the public assumption of private risks through the inclusion of various forms of public guarantees, 
users assuming a greater share of costs as compared to public projects, comparatively higher 
tariffs, and frontloading of the costs incurred by the public partner which then often require public 
sector borrowings on the basis of future public revenues.   It is of critical importance to examine 
KDB’s approach to and design of public-private partnerships, and the track record and outcomes of 

its PPP projects. 

We concur with the Accreditation Panel’s assessment to downgrade KDB’s application based on 
weaknesses in project management, and lack of experience in gender policy application and 
implementation of environmental and social management systems. We strongly recommend that 
addressing the above concerns be included among the conditions for KDB’s accreditation. 

Applicant 045: PT Sarana Multi Infrastruktur (PT SMI) 
Prior to BM15, there was a strong call among CSOs in Indonesia to reject the accreditation of PT SMI. A letter 
addressed to the BMs, containing information about PT SMI's bad track record, was circulated during the 
meeting, but it was forcefully recalled by the secretariat before it reached the board members. 

 
While we generally welcome the accreditation of more National Entities to address the huge imbalance 
in favor of international entities – there are several major concerns about this entity. These concerns 
are expressed in a letter to the GCF Board prepared and signed by many Indonesian CSOs and 
supported by various regional and global CSO networks. Given these concerns many civil society 



organizations from Indonesia have strong reservations if not outright opposition to the accreditation of 

PT SMI. Among the concerns discussed in the letter are: 
 

1. Track record of PT SMI in transparency and information disclosure - In the experience of 
Indonesian CSOs, PT SMI does not provide basic and timely information for public interest 

 

2. Resistance by local communities against PT. SMI’s projects - Our Indonesian colleagues say 
communities affected by the Passelorang Dam project in South Sulawesi are resisting their forced 
displacement and rejecting the compensation offered by PT SMI. Community protestors are being 
harassed and intimidated security forces hired by PT. SMI. 

 

3. Non-compliance with fiduciary standards - As pointed out by the AP, PT. SMI only partially 
meets GCF fiduciary standards and does not meet the specialized fiduciary standards for loan 
and/or equity, and procurement.  A related issue is the problems with the Indonesia Infrastructure 
Corporation, of which PT SMI owns 30%. The AP report did not elaborate on this issue but it can 
be read at World Bank’s website. 

 

4. Lack of experience in implementing its newly created Environmental and Social Safeguards of 2016, 
flawed process and its substantial weaknesses - PT. SMI’s Environmental and Social Safeguards 
(ESS)was adopted only in 2016 and only partially meets the GCF temporary ESS standards. PT. SMI 
still needs experience in its implementation. The process of developing these guidelines did not 
involve meaningful consultations with Indonesian CSOs. The draft was released very late with 
insufficient time for study and discussion of key issues – and not all relevant documents were made 
available. The Guidelines are also substantively weak and do not meet the minimum standards for 
(ii) information disclosure for the public; (ii) public participation and consultation; and (iii) 
environmental impacts assessment.    

 

5. Lack of experience in implementing its newly created Gender Framework and Gender Action - Plan 
PT. SMI lacks knowledge of and experience with gender issues and best practices particularly in 

(i)gender risk and impacts assessment, (ii) meaningful consultation of women in decision making 
processes, (iii) information disclosure and measures to reach women, and (iv) grievance 
mechanisms. Moreover, Indonesian colleagues did not see public consultations during the process 
of creating its gender Framework and Gender Action Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 


