
July 3, 2013 
 

Comments from Sweden and Netherlands on Proposal for Reporting on Enabling 
Environments for Promoting Energy Investments 

 
Dear Patricia, 
  
Thank you for sharing this proposal.  
  
On behalf of Sweden and the Netherlands, we would like to share with you that we strongly 
support the initiative to develop a tool and the capacity to assess the enabling environment for 
renewable energy investments, but that we request a further revision of the current proposal. 
  
We note that only one budget scenario is being presented in the concept note, and that the 
proposed budget for SREP is USD 340,000 instead of the 175,000 that was discussed as upper 
limit at the SREP Subcommittee meeting in Washington DC (which we already considered rather 
high). Therefore, we wish to see alternative budget proposals, including the USD 175 000 
scenario.  
  
We would like the revised proposal to address at least the following cost reduction options: 
 

 We would need more information and motivation on why it would be necessary for the consultant 

(specialist and analyst) to conduct trips to all SREP countries (for USD 240 000). There might be 

other ways to gather the relevant information, for example via telecommunication, SREP pilot 

country meetings or with help from MDBs on the ground.  

 It is not clear if STEP2 has already been carried out at the pilot country meeting (or this was just an 

initial consultation). The timetable seems to suggest that a separate validation will still be needed. 

 Since this project would be of high relevance for the WB, including with regards to the SE4All 

process, in our view it would be rational if the WB took a larger share of the costs, than what is being 

proposed in the concept note.  

 We request to further clarify how this work relates to the similar indicator work (such as IFC’s 

Investment Climate work) and to what extent it can make use of those investments to reduce its own 

budget. 

 We would also like the revised proposal to elaborate how this work can be based on, and 
integrated in, recipient country monitoring structures. This is important to demonstrate its direct 
contribution to transformative change in the recipient countries, as well as its sustainability. We 
asked in the Washington meeting what would happen after year one. It now looks like that this is a 
one-time job by an international consultant that can be repeated after two years (at significant 
cost). For us, the preferred approach would be to place the BEE work much more in the context of 
building up the monitoring/tracking capacity of host countries. 
  
We value to see the CIFs as light touch structure and see as much as possible the SREP financial 
contribution being used in direct support to low carbon development in the recipient countries.    
  
Best regards, 
  
  
Åsa Wiberg and Frank van der Vleuten 


