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Climate-Friendly Agribusiness Value Chains Sector Project  
 
As Civil Society repeatedly pointed out in previous board meetings, we urge the members of 
the Board not to accredit any programme of work or institution that is based on Climate Smart 
Agriculture (CSA). This proposal has used the term “Climate Friendly” in its title, but failing to 
provide evidence and having insufficient information as to how its outputs will be truly 
beneficial to the climate, communities and farming systems, seem to follow projects labeled as 
Climate Smart.  
 
In fact, one of the project’s component include promotion of Climate Smart Agriculture, 
which is aimed at production and multiplication of ‘improved’ varieties of crops across 
Cambodia. It did not clarify whether or not these varieties of crops are genetically modified, 
and whether the project’s plan to support a Plant Biotechnology Laboratory through GMO, 
fertilizer and pesticide lab testing, will supply these crop varieties. It does not also specifically 
say that it will not use synthetic (inorganic) fertilizers. As we have raised in the past, 
genetically modified crops and use of chemical fertilizers may result to massive disappearance 
of plant and seed diversity from farmers’ fields, which is necessary so farmers can save and 
develop crops that adapt effectively to the multiple challenges of climate change. The 
proposal’s plan to deploy such ‘improved’ or artificially manipulated crops can not only have 
long-term, if not permanent, damage to Cambodia’s agricultural soils, but can also increase 
vulnerability of farmers and food systems in the short and long run.  
 
The proposal also does not discuss the possible environmental and social impacts of the 
introduction of these new varieties of crops. Based on the document, it will be on pilot base 
that has no supportive agricultural baseline or supportive assessment of viability of the crops 
in the target areas. It also does not discuss social implications once the crops are introduced 
as exports in the global market. This may potentially lead to the reduction Cambodian farmers’ 
income and may exacerbate conditions of poverty. GCF should never contribute to the 
creation of ‘economic vulnerability’ in order to address the ‘climate vulnerability’. 
 
The document also failed to present how meaningful consultation with stakeholders, especially 
the farmers and women, were undertaken. Our CSO colleagues in Cambodia verified that they 
were not consulted, otherwise they would have presented the Joint Principle for Adaptation 
(JPA) that Cambodian CSOs developed to promote effective and equitable adaptation to 
climate change, and enforce compliance of projects to several national policies on agriculture 
and contract farming (i.e. Extension Policy, Agri-Cooperative Law).  
 
Furthermore, the project lacked information about the type of infrastructure that will 
be built to rehabilitate Cambodia’s water management system. Will these be in form of 
building dykes, dams, and/or seawalls? CSO colleagues consider these structures as 
maladaptive. 
 



For the proposed construction of a climate resilient, 250km farm road – the proposal did 
not indicate details about location, the communities that might be affected, and 
whether or not displacement and other Mekong transboundary problems may 
arise. 
  
Green financing and risk sharing mechanism is also presented as part of the project, but it 
failed to clarify certain details like interest rates on loans, and 
communities’/farmers’ compensation should losses happen due to extreme weather 
events caused by climate change. 
 
Since the project will involve construction of infrastructures, our CSO colleagues in Cambodia 
believe that an Independent third party institution must be involved to monitor the work 
between the project proponent and government institutions. Corruption remains a rampant 
issue in Cambodia and a third party institution can ensure the quality of work and standards 
are met. 
 
Finally, we have noted that the draft decision text for this proposal referenced a document 
that will outline conditions: 
“… funding proposal 076 for the amount of USD 40,000,000, submitted by the Asian 
Development Bank, subject to the conditions set out in document GCF/B.19/22/Add.30 and in 
the respective term sheet set out in document GCF/B.19/22/Add.31/Rev.01” 
 
This is to register that we cannot find these documents in the GCF website and therefore 
cannot review what the conditions are. 
 
Given these, we deem that the project should not be approved as many of its parts lack 
explanation and its CSA component will only undermine the country’s agro-ecological system. 
Since there are no actual means to ensure that a ‘Climate Smart Agriculture’ project is actually 
smart for the climate, for agriculture, or for farmers, we recommend the project proponent to 
focus more on activities that will truly strengthen climate resilience, reduce GHG emissions, 
and be beneficial to the climate, communities and farming systems. 


