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Comments from TFC Members on the Dedicated Private Sector Programs- draft document and 

responses 

 

 

1/ Canada 

 

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.  Para 13 (e) explicitly says “the project/sub-program 

will be submitted to the Trust Fund Committee for CTF funding approval.”   

Furthermore, the provisions for single MDB implementation follow current practice as 

noted in the footnote to para 15.  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. This is ensured through 

consistency with the country assistance strategy that is agreed between the MDB and the country 

authorities in the first instance, and for specific projects and programs, “consultations and 

engagement by MDBs with the recipient country stakeholders during the design of 

projects/sub-programs concepts under the programs” as indicated in para 12 (d). 

 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.  Current 

practice as applies to all CTF interventions is for 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 proposals provided contain a range of modalities and 

mechanisms as was requested by the TFC Committee last May. The TFC is invited to give 

guidance on the type of funding modalities they would like to see, but there has been an effort on 

the part of the MDBs to propose both innovative programming and innovatice financing 

mechanism. The future ERM will better equip the CTF to monitor this type of financing. . 

  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.  The paper provides an indication of the resources that could be absorbed by the 



different programs given MDB appreciation of underlying country circumstances.  The TFC is 

invited to make this stipulation explicit in its review and discussion of the document 

 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).   

Noted. 

  

2/ France 

 

France welcomes the work that has been done so far on describing those initiatives. We consider that the 

initiatives 1 and 2 seem very relevant, legitimate, and are addressing relevant market failures, even if we 

still have some questions. We are looking forward the next version of this paper to better understand the 

potential for initiatives 3 and 4.  

  

Eventually, like our Spanish colleagues, we also underline the importance of ensuring additionality of the 

DPSP, so that it does not duplicate work done by other programs. 

 

3/ Germany 

 

General Comments and Questions 

 

We appreciate the efforts made in elaborating the DPSP proposal in further detail and in presenting 4 

distinct sub-programs for further consideration.  

 

We especially welcome that governance and ownership issues which were discussed during the last TCF 

meeting have been addressed in the revised paper. 

 

In general terms, GER continues to be supportive to the establishment of private sector programs under 

the CTF. As we noted that the proposed programs involve a very broad variety of sometimes complex and 

risky financial instruments, we would like to reiterate the importance of applying certain basic principles 

to the potential implementation of any of the sub-programs under the DPSP:  The proposals encompass a 

wide range of modalities and mechanisms to enable the TFC to decide which ones they feel are worthy of 

support.  Further details will be developed for the selected proposals once guidance has been received 

from the TFC and once funding envelopes have been allocated. 

- A long term investment perspective should be adopted with a view to ensure sustainability and avoid 

crowding out/market distortions;  All MDB programs put forward subscribe to this objective. 

- To ensure the effective supervision and control of CTF portfolio risk, all DPSP sub-programs should 

feed into the consolidated financial risk management system of the CTF (yet to be established); 

Noted. 

- In the absence of a well defined ERM framework financial products shouldn’t be too complex in 

nature in order to keep the financial risk involved manageable. Noted; it is hoped that the TFC 

selection of proposals will provide guidance as to the acceptable level of complexity tolerated. 



- Investments in broader programs should be managed by a professional fund manager against 

recognized benchmarks for asset classes and overall investment returns managed across the portfolio;  

in general, MDBs employ this model for their investments via funds. 

- All DPSP sub-programs should be closely monitored and reported upon on at least a semi-annual and 

preferably on a quarterly basis;  This is different from current practice for private sector 

programs/projects under the CTF which require reporting on an annual basis. 

- All DPSP investments should be fully in line with CTF investment criteria, all sub-programs and 

projects should be evaluated and monitored accordingly.  All activities under this proposal will follow 

CTF principles and objectives, as outlined in paras. 5-9 

 

Given the funds currently allocated for the DPSP (USD 150 million), we would appreciate to have the 

four proposals prioritized for the selection of maximum 3 proposals, which could then be further 

developed. Our preference (as can be deducted from the specific comments below) is with program 1 and 

3, followed with some caution by program 2.  We have deliberately chosen not to prioritize the proposals, 

given the side range of mechanisms and modalities embodied in them.  We request the TFC to select one, 

two, three or all four proposals for support based on TFC member priorities and desires, and to allocate 

funding to them so that the MDBs can develop detailed programs and projects to fit the available funding. 

 

We would also like to point out - already at this early commenting stage - that we understand any sort of 

endorsement of the proposal to be limited to phase 1 (existing resources in existing pilot countries). 

Expansion of activities in subsequent phases in our understanding requires approval by the TFC.  Phase 2 

is delineated merely to provide an indication of demand and potential uptake in other countries or beyond 

the limited envelope of Phase 1. 

 

Specific Comments and Questions to the general part (I. to VII.) 

 

Ad para 10.: We consider the proposed regional concentration limits and a funding cap for the individual 

projects/sub-programs in a certain amount as useful. Noted. 

 

Ad para 13.: Procedures - The relationship between para 13 (e) and para 15 is not quite clear. Does it 

mean that TFC approval per project is not required in the case where a single MDB implement the 

program or sub-program?  Para 15 is consistent with current procedures. 

 

Ad para 18./19.: Reporting and Monitoring - We would prefer semi-annual reporting as long as the senior 

risk manager has not been recruited. Please note that this is a departure from current practice where 

annual reporting is provided for private sector projects. 

 

 

 

 

4/ Spain 

 

Thank you very much, first of all, to the Cif AU and the MDBs for their efforts in preparing this 

comprehensive DPSP proposal and sorry for the delay in sending our comments. Spain supports the 

program proposed and wants to share with you some ideas. 

 

We value specially the wide range of financial instruments planned to be used in all of the four proposals. 

It is very important to emphasize the role of the CTF in terms of being innovative and making efforts to 

test new approaches and generate as many lessons learned as possible, so that this experience can feed the 



GCF in the future.  This is why we included proposals that encompass a wide range of modalities and 

mechanisms. 

 

We also want to emphasize the importance of involving all the relevant stakeholders at the very beginning 

of the project/program designing process. That has been taken into account in the development of the four 

proposals, something we appreciate.  

 

We welcome the flexibility that the framework provides when there is the necessity of reallocating funds 

between MDBs based on project readiness.  

We have an additional comment regarding rapid disbursement. It is obviously necessary to ensure a 

healthy use of CTF funds and an agile disbursement. However, that should not lead to a situation where 

more difficult projects that require a more costly preparation in terms of both efforts and time, is taken out 

of the pipeline. Of course we rely on the expertise of the MDBs at this point, it is only to emphasize how 

important this factor is.  Noted. 

 

We have some concerns regarding the funding. We understand the necessity of making some kind of 

“overprogramming”, so that there are no delays when new funds become available. However, a 

programming that implies 325-350M$ is too high in our view and could drive to unrealistic expectations 

for recipient countries. Maybe the CifAU could make some kind of research through CTF donors to have 

an idea about the appetite for allocating new funds in this program in the medium term. The phasing 

provided in the proposals is designed to allow implementation of the proposals based on resource 

availability,  The broader envelopes are provided to enable an appreciation of demand and potential 

uptake of the proposals within and beyond the CTF pilot countries.  Detailed proposals will be developed 

to fit the resource envelope that is allocated. 

 

We want finally to point out the importance of ensuring additionallity of the DPSP, so that it does not 

duplicate work done by other programs.   

 

 

5/ UK 

 

The UK would like to thank the Admin Unit and MDBs for their efforts in preparing the Dedicated 

Private Sector Proposal and welcomes the ideas presented. We want to see greater private sector 

engagement and co-financing in the CTF and believe that the Dedicated Private Sector Program is a key 

way to achieve this. To ensure these sub-program proposals offer excellent value-for-money, we have 

some comments and questions to guide further development. These are outlined below: 

 

DPSP Implementation  

 Phase 1 and phase 2 sound like sequential stages whereas it is clear in the paper that any 

additional funding would allow phase 2 to move forward in parallel to phase 1. Are there other 

names for this distinction that could be less confusing? For example, “countries supported with 

existing CTF pledges” and “countries supported with additional contributions”.   As the paper 

explicitly indicates (para 2), Phase 1 is confined to the existing resource envelope of $150 

million; Phase 2 potential is indicated in the proposals to illustrate potential demand and uptake 

should additional funding be available and allocated to the program. 

 Rightly, countries have been selected where there is potential for fast disbursement. Given the 

focus on fast disbursement, how will the CIF AU and MDBs ensure good quality projects are 

presented to the TFC for our consideration?  In a first step, the MDBs will themselves agree on 

the projects that will be put forward to the TFC based on the funding envelope allocated.  This 



process will weed out “substandard” projects and ensure that resources are focused on the highest 

quality interventions. 

 We want to see a strong learning component built into the DPSP, with an emphasis on results. 

How will MDBs ensure that the lessons learnt from DPSP sub-programs are shared both within 

the sub-program but also externally? How will these lessons be disseminated across the private 

sector and local public actors to ensure replication effects and sustainability of the program?  As 

para. 7 indicates “Through the results framework, the MDBs would be expected to monitor 
achievement of results, promote accountability for resource use, and document and 
disseminate results and lessons learned.” 

 Across all four proposals, we need to be confident that proposed investments are not duplicating 

efforts being made under existing CTF and SREP country investment plans and other bilateral 

and multilateral investments that are being made in similar sectors?  

 Across all four proposals the focus on the private sector and the way that projects / instruments 

will be designed specifically to encourage private sector investment needs to be strengthened. The 

proposals are focused on the private sector; once the TFC selects all or a subset of the proposals 

for support, each selected proposal will be further developed and fleshed out. 

 Throughout the paper the risks are discussed, but not the returns. It is essential that the risk / 

return balance is clear in the proposals as this will drive private sector engagement while avoiding 

the risk of over-subsidy. The detailed proposals for selected initiatives will provide additional 

information on the risk-return tradeoffs. 

 

 

 

 

6/ United States 

 

Clean Technology Fund Private Sector Proposal  --  U.S. comments 

  

We thank the MDBs and CIF Admin Unit for the work that went into refining these 

proposals.  We believe that there are several promising proposals in here that could have a 

substantial positive impact in terms of testing new business models and take a creative approach 

to particular technologies. We look forward to discussing the paper in more detail. 

  

Process  

U.S. comments:  We are comfortable with the approach outlined on country consultation and 

CTF approval processes.   

  

 

7/ Brazil 

 

Dear colleagues, 

 

We would like to thank the CIF Administrative Unit and the MDBs for preparing this draft on a 

proposal for the CTF Dedicated Private Sector Programs. We look forward for the final version 

of this document, presenting in more detail each program.  Detailed programs will be developed 

for selected proposals, based on TFC endorsement and guidance. 

 



First, in order to frame the proposal more clearly in line with the decisions taken by the Trust 

Fund Committee, we are of the view that the programs (or subprograms, as expressed in the 

decion) should be developed with a focus on current CTF pilot countries, utilizing USD 150 

million of dedicated existing CTF resources. The draft document proposes programs that would 

need USD 325 million in funding just for the 1st phase, with siginificant additional resources 

expected for a 2
nd

 phase. In order for the TFC to approve any set o programs, they would need to 

fit in the approved envelope of funds, and any decision on the extension of these programs will 

be taken only subsentely, when and if additional resources become available. This extension 

would be a totally separate decision, and the viability of the programs considered for the current 

envelope of USD 150 million should be clearly demonstrated.  The proposal indicates that Phase 

1 is confined to $150 million and CTF pilot countries (para. 2).  It further indicates that demand 

greatly exceeds the available resource envelope, and so all four proposals cannot be piloted at the 

same time.  The larger envelope is provided to demonstrate the additional demand and uptake 

that would be possible if additional resources were to be available, and/or if the proposals could 

be extended beyond the CTF pilot countries. 

 

We also would like to see further development of proposals for programs that can be applied at a 

global scale, to be financed if new contributions occur. These global programs should not be 

considered as a « phase 2 » of any program to be approved by the TFC in its next meeting. In 

fact, we should learn from the present experience in order to improve and the development of 

scaled up programs dedicated to the private sector.  The proposals present the activities that 

could be undertaken if additional resources were to be made available.  If no additional funding 

is available, then Phase 2 would not be implemented. 

 

The main features of an improved process for the design of global private sector programs 

should be, in our view : 

 Improve the engagement with country focal points. The programs should not be 

developed and proposed solely by the MDBs. There should be a shared effort to identify 

priority areas and understand the potential of the CTF to promote transformational 

investments.  We welcome proposals and ideas from the country focal points. 

 A more transparent, open, transparent and competitive process. The TFC should not 

receive for consideration only proposal “ready-made” by the MDBs. Concepts and ideas 

for programs should be sought after in the private sector and civil society. There is a 

huge potential for innovative proposals from outside the “MDBs comfort zone”, and we 

should take advantage of it. Indeed we would welcome that non-traditional clients of 

MDBs´ private sector arms could participate in this process, moving away from business 

as usual. We should encourage competition for access to CTF financing, with a view to 

improve the quality of proposals and create a transparent and more efficient process of 

resource allocation. Proposals from the private sector should be received and analyzed 

based on objective criteria, and concepts should not be “narrowed-down” before the TFC 

has an opportunity to consider them.  This is beyond the scope of the CIF Administrative 

Unit or indeed the MDBs, and we urge you to discuss these ideas with the TFC. 
 


