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Climate Investor One 
We had the opportunity to meet the Accredited Entity and received written responses to some of 
concerns regarding this funding proposal. As civil society we remain uncomfortable and not convinced 
about this approach and the role of these kind of approaches in the Green Climate Fund. 
 
This program does not help improve the already very skewed balance between mitigation and 
adaptation and between the proposals of international and national direct access entities. Furthermore. 
we feel it is really odd to provide 100 million in reimbursable grants to an International Entity, when 

many national direct access entities are often provided loans. 
 
During our meeting and in their written responses, the Accredited Entity has made several 
commitments regarding disclosure, information sharing, stakeholder engagement, GCF Indigenous 
Peoples Policy, and grievance redress, among others, as a response to our concerns. We very much 
welcome those commitments. However, we would like to see these commitments clearly articulated in 
the FAA or formalized legally in writing in another way. Furthermore, as civil society we would be 
happy to engage on the implementation of these commitments. Upon request we can share these 
commitments to the Secretariat. 

 
We appreciate the references to grievance redress and remind FMO, CFM and CIO that providing 
independent and accessible grievance redress mechanisms at multiple levels and clearly informing 
potentially affected communities of their existence is critical. 
 
We find the uncertainty over what types of renewable energy sub-projects that CIO is aiming to fund 
problematic. The proposal mentions solar, wind, and run of river hydro as main target areas, but does 
not explicitly exclude very undesirable “renewable” energy pathways such as biomass and thermal 
power.  Rather than explicitly excluding certain types of projects, it says this is an option ‘in certain 

conditions’, and these “conditions” are not specified any further.  Without a clear exclusion list of 
activities that can’t be funded by Green Climate Fund money in this proposal, there is an existing that 
potentially problematic high or medium risk projects will be undertaken.  
 
We feel there are clear problems with run of river hydro activities as small-scale hydro can have similar 
negative consequences as large hydro. Run of river projects is not a well-defined term and has been 
used for a wide-range of hydropower projects that can and often do have significant impacts on the 
ecology and biodiversity of the river system, impacts on downstream communities, including 
indigenous communities, and are subject to climate change as can be even more impacted by 

decreased rainfall. (see https://www.internationalrivers.org/blogs/352-6). Interestingly, in the proposal the negative 
impact of large hydro is mentioned. We would also look to point out that FMO does not have a great 
track record with hydropower projects in the recent past, be they small run of river, as in the case of 
Agua Zarca in Honduras, or large dam, like Barro Blanco in Panama.  
 
Furthermore, we feel it is very problematic CIO is focusing on the energy generation through investing 
in infrastructure for renewable energy, but does not specifically mention increasing energy access in a 
series of countries, many of which still have significant population segments living in energy poverty. 
The key indicators mentioned are the amount of electricity it can produce, number of people it can 

serve, and potential avoided GHG emissions. This will not automatically translate into ensuring energy 
access in a gender-responsive way. So who will really benefit from the energy that will be generated? 

https://www.internationalrivers.org/blogs/352-6

