
September 27, 2013 
 

Comments from Canada on CTF Dedicated Private Sector Programs –  
draft document for comment 

 
Dear Patricia,  
 
We would like to thank the CIF Admin Unit, MDBs and Trustee for their ongoing efforts in 
refining the DPSP proposal for consideration. Canada continues to support the idea of having a 
CTF private sector set-aside to help the CTF mobilize greater private sector investment.  
 
We would like to make some general points on the proposed approach, as follows:    

 Regarding the important ‘governance’ and ‘country ownership’ considerations, we 
appreciate the additional information provided on how these could be addressed in the 
DPSP.  Regarding the former, we reiterate our strong preference for all project/sub-
project approvals to be made by the Trust Fund Committee, even where, as noted in 
paragraph 15 of the document, a program/sub-program is implemented by a single MDB.  
One previously stated reason of the proposed delegation is speed of programming; to 
keep the approval process streamlined for the DPSP, we recommend that project/sub-
project Trucst Fund Committee approvals be sought on a non-objection basis by e-mail.  
As for country ownership, we would appreciate clarification of how the CTF country 
ownership principles (paragraph 12c) would be applied in practice.  

 We agree with the UK and Germany that the DPSP programs/sub-programs should be 
closely monitored, and we would prefer having a minimum of at least semi-annual 
reporting. 

 We emphasize the need for the DPSP to focus on innovative programming, and not 
innovative financial mechanisms.  In addition to this general preference, given the fact 
that the CIFs do not yet have the necessary financial risk management systems in place 
(i.e., ERM framework, Senior Risk Management Officer), it is premature to discuss any 
programming that would require the use of complex financial products. 

 The proposal for the Committee's consideration and decision in October should be limited 
to existing resources and existing pilot countries.  As and when new contributions are 
made, a separate decision for the use of those funds should be proposed for the Trust 
Fund Committee's consideration.  

 We agree that given the current allocation of USD 150 million, prioritization of sub-
programs is warranted, as are country caps, as proposed in principle in paragraph 10 
(e.g., no more than 30 percent of the DPSP to a single country, plus a regional 
concentration limit). 

 
As for the request for direction regarding the Committee's prioritization of the sub-programs 
proposed for consideration, Canada notes the following:  

 Given the funds available, and for sufficient scale for impact, Canada's preference is that 
two proposals be prioritized.  In this regard, Canada proposes Options 1 (Utility-Scale 
Renewable Energy) and Option 3 (Renewable Energy Mini-Grids and Distributed Power 
Generation).  

 For Option 1 (Utility-Scale Renewable Energy), we would like to see the focus 
immediately expanded beyond geothermal energy to include concentrated solar power 
and biomass energy.  For the October paper, we request that the proposal be elaborated 
upon by addressing the gap linking the concept to its implementation. For example, in the 
case of geothermal, if the demonstration cases prove to be viable, there is an assumption 



that the described financing would be sufficient to achieve scale and financial 
sustainability. However, the business case does not sufficiently outline the types of 
revenues that would make this type of investment attractive to commercial investors. In 
addition, the paper notes public finance has been the most reliable source of support for 
the “up front” costs of these types of projects.  We would welcome further work to 
substantiate the case for CTF support for geothermal energy. 

 For Option 3 (Renewable Energy Mini-Grids and Distributed Power Generation), we note 
that this proposal would be a welcome addition to a number of worthwhile and related 
initiatives in this area, and are pleased to see the important potential for co-benefits from 
this proposal.  We note that one aspect common to most initiatives is the issue of scale.  
While focusing on financing mini grids in one geographical region is valid, do these 
projects adequately decrease emissions and are they structured in a manner that would 
make them interesting to investors? One potential approach to address these concerns 
could be “bundling” packages of appropriate mini-grids and distributed power generation 
projects, which would attract investment and potentially address climate change in a 
more significant manner.  We look forward to these questions being addressed in the 
October paper. 

  
We look forward to receiving the final document for consideration, and look forward to having 
the above-mentioned considerations addressed in that paper along with those made by 
Germany and the UK.  
 
Kind regards,  
 
Michelle Kaminski 
 


