
CSO Comments on Safeguards (BM6, Feb 2014) 

 
Safeguards are critical; we know this from experience of "business as usual" from WB and IFI, IFC – 
based on our experiences with these institutions, we can’t adopt these same policies and repeat the 
same mistakes, we need to go beyond.  There is a reputational risk for GCF if rights are violated. 

 
On process, 

- Concern on the inclusiveness of the process for defining safeguards and the fact CSO experts 
were not considered in the process. 

- Importance of launching a process of submissions and consultation open to CSOs for defining 
the safeguards as well as the operational policies and procedures 

- Importance on addressing and prioritizing communities engagement/participation within the 
safeguards 

 

On substance, 
- progress report provides relatively clear standards to prevent financial/fiduciary risks (good) 
- in contrast, report fails to propose robust safeguard policies that are needed protect the lives 

and livelihoods of peoples and communities who may be adversely impacted by projects 
- “principle-based” approach that is promoted here should be avoided and instead a clear rule-

based approach that harmonizes upward to best standards, should be utilized 
- Compliance with human rights law and all international instruments mentioned in the document 

are a must (the word respect or guidance as they appear in the report is too weak)  
  

- Best practices:  GCF should build on best practices from a range of institutions, rather than rely 
on the Adaptation Fund’s policies, which are not appropriate in the GCF context, or IFC 
performance standards, which have proven to be insufficient for preventing damages on the 
ground 

 
- We need further clarity on what the broader safeguard framework will look like; report provides 

what the framework “may” include but that’s not sufficient (para. 54); we need explicit 
language indicating that further elaboration (e.g. operational policies and procedures) are 
needed to clarify how these safeguard policies will be implemented, monitored and assessed 

 

- Need to revise Annex I, para 10:  “It is to be expected that not all of the criteria will be relevant 
to all funding proposals and that the specific geographic setting and context will determine 
which criteria are applicable.” You can’t say “all programs will be consistent with enviro & social 
criteria” and then “actually, not all of them need to comply” 

 
- Avoid the use of vague and ambiguous language:  this language provides a direct threat to the 

most vulnerable people and ecosystems; in this draft, only “disproportionate” impacts must be 
avoided on “vulnerable groups” and only “unjustified” forced resettlement, “unjustified” 
destruction of biodiversity, “unjustified” natural habitat destruction must be avoided 

 
- References to outcome-based safeguards are not acceptable. 

 

- Importance to ensure communities' food security/sovereignty is not being threatened and/or 
impacted by the project 


