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Looking at the 28 funding proposals in the pipeline expected to be ready to be brought to the Board for 

consideration over the next 12 months, we are dismayed to see that there are only 3 direct access 

proposals, which are the 3 that the Board is discussing here today. So without concentrated special 

efforts – which should be a priority to ensure that the imbalance is not further tilted in favor of 

international access -- , it could be conceivable that over the next several Board meetings only the 

proposals of multilateral accredited entities get the consideration of the Board.  This would further 

solidify the perception that MIEs are benefitting from the vast amount of GCF funding at the detriment 

of direct access national entities. 

Two proposals to be considered during the 15th BM of the Fund in December relate to hydroelectric 

dams, to be built in Nepal and the Solomon Islands respectively.  Incidentally, both are also examples 

for funding proposals that have been languishing in the pipelines of MIEs, and where the additionality 

of financing through the GCF is at best doubtful.  

In this context, and without getting into the details of such projects (civil society can share a short 

paper on this with Board members separately), we would like to raise the issue of dams as being 

inadequate for GCF funding. Large hydropower is a non-innovative energy source with a long track 

record of exceedingly high financial, environmental and social costs.  Moreover, recent studies evidence 

hydropower reservoirs emit significant amounts of greenhouse gases, particularly methane, which is up 

to 20 times more climate intensive than CO2. They also make water and energy systems more 

vulnerable to climate change. As such, large hydropower projects are not fit to contribute to the 

paradigm shift the GCF pursues. Approval of any of those two projects would set an unfortunate 

precedent. 

A look ahead at the project pipeline also shows that there are a great number of community focused 

projects ahead, but without having the Board’s Environmental and Social Policy (ESP) in place.  

The Board should not consider any funding proposals with high social and environmental risks until 

it has adopted and operationalized (1) a full Environmental and Social Management System (ESMS) 

with its Environmental and Social Policy (ESP) and (2) a stand-alone Indigenous Peoples Policy that is 

in line with the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People and other applicable 

international standards and instruments. In the absence of an ESMS, there are no mandatory 

guidelines or clear divisions of responsibility on critical issues such as project categorization, oversight, 

and performance benchmarks.  

This will exacerbate risks that have been well-documented in the intermediary portfolios of other 

international lenders, including the IFC Institutions, which have struggled to appropriately manage the 

environmental and social impacts of sub-projects funded through their financial intermediary portfolios. 

As increasingly more financial intermediary programs and fund-of-fund approaches with medium and 

high risk sub-projects come before the GCF Board, caution is warranted, as we see a danger of 

mischaracterization of category A sub-projects as Category B, as well as significant shortcomings in 

self-reporting.  



 

Similarly, the Board should not approve any programs until it has decided how to treat approval of 

category A and B sub-projects. To that end, Category A and B sub-projects should be subjected to 

the identical Board approval process as the same category projects. 

 The Board should urgently fix its social/environmental risk categorization so that programs are 

categorized based on the risk level of the highest risk sub-project.  If there is a possibility that the 

accredited intermediary might fund even one category A sub-project, that proposal should be 

categorized as Intermediation-1/category A. 

Finally, just at looking at upcoming projects in the pipeline we are worried that a number of them 

are labeled as cross-cutting when the proposal name seems to suggest they are mitigation.  


