September __, 2022

President Joseph Biden 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20500

Dear President Biden,

The undersigned __ organizations urge you to advocate for the removal of the World Bank Group (WBG) president, David Malpass. 

The WBG is the world’s most important institution for global development and poverty reduction, and the climate crisis is by far the biggest threat to those goals. According to the Bank’s own research, climate change may push over 130 million people into poverty by 2030. The WBG therefore should be led by a committed climate champion. David Malpass is plainly not that person.  

He recently declined to recognize—at a high-profile climate change event, no less—the scientific consensus that the climate crisis is man-made and exceedingly dangerous. Malpass has previously expressed similar views on the ‘uncertainty’ of climate change while running for office and also sat on the board of Manhattan Institute, an organization that has promoted climate doubt for decades.[endnoteRef:2] During his tenure as president, the WBG has slow walked and even deterred climate action.  [2:  https://www.nytimes.com/2010/08/25/nyregion/25debate.html; https://www.timesunion.com/local/article/GOP-Incumbent-must-go-630539.php; https://www.desmog.com/manhattan-institute-policy-research/; https://archive.ph/E0pwL#selection-152.102-152.112; https://archive.ph/9xb7d#selection-230.22-309.72\ ] 


Under his leadership, the WBG has continued to be a major investor in projects contributing to the climate crisis. Data from Oil Change International show that the WBG funds more fossil fuel projects than any other multilateral development bank ($14 billion in project financing since the Paris Agreement). This does not include significant amounts of financing going through financial intermediaries, and other indirect channels through which the Bank enables fossil fuel expansion, like policy-based operations. 	Comment by Thwaites, Joe: I discussed last week with OCI and they noted that this figure may include some indirect financing, so "project financing" or just "financing" is a better phrase to use here.

As led today, the WBG is not doing enough to speed the clean energy transition. The institution must play a leading role in reducing risk and encouraging investment in clean energy in developing countries. However, as former US Vice President Al Gore pointed out in recent remarks, the World Bank Group has done little to support climate vulnerable countries to lower the cost of borrowing for the transition to clean energy and alternative economic activities. We cannot ask countries who contributed little to global emissions and are suffering the most severe climate impacts to pay more for clean energy and face a worsening crisis in part due to WBG investments in fossil fuels.[endnoteRef:3]  	Comment by Brad Hall: Would move this section up - this is the main punchline. Need an earlier rebuttal of their point that they are doing more than anyone else on climate financing - which may be true, but it’s not enough to meet the scale of what’s needed	Comment by Brad Hall: There are a lot of other non-climate reasons why they can’t attract investment too, not sure if you need to mention or not. Probably fine either way - but I don’t think that climate-driven events are the primary reason as much as broader political/economic risks	Comment by Colleen Shea: Make it broader about one reason is we need a robust WBG on clean energy assistance is because the cost is increasing because of the changing climate itself. Even more reason why WBG should lead the charge- climate chaos is making it harder. 
 [3:  https://www.npr.org/2021/11/11/1054809644/climate-change-cop26-loss-and-damage#:~:text=Developing%20countries%20have%20lower%20emissions,heat%20waves%2C%20floods%20and%20droughts. ] 


While the WBG has agreed to increase its climate finance it falls short of the level of other leading multilateral development banks. Malpass played a direct role in watering down the ambition of the joint Multilateral Development Banks’ announcement to set deadlines and targets for climate finance at COP26. Given the urgency of the challenge, there is a huge need for the WBG to significantly increase its climate finance. Further, while Malpass likes to boast about the scale of the institution’s lending to address climate change, concerns remain about quantity and quality of WBG financing. There is a significant lack of transparency from the WBG on its climate finance accounting and what qualifies as a “climate project.”	Comment by Schmidt, Jake: Moved from below.	Comment by Schmidt, Jake: Need to frame this up not just about transparency. It is about the quantity and the quality of their financing. Quality is reflected in transparency, but isn’t the only issue. Quantity is also something we need to hammer him on as he is touting his increase in finance but it is well short of the 50% that other leading MDBs have committed to.

Yet, under his leadership the WBG continues to be out of step with aligning its investments with what the science demands. The 2021-2025 World Bank Group Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP) delayed the alignment of the institution’s financing with the Paris Agreement until 2023, and until 2025 for its private sector arms. The International Energy Agency has declared that if we are to limit warming to 1.5C, “there is no need for investment in new fossil fuel supply.”[endnoteRef:4] However, the WBG has failed to restrict financing to all fossil fuels, failed to lay out targets for decarbonizing the IFC’s financial intermediary (indirect lending) portfolio, and to address the ways in which the Bank’s policy-based lending, a significant amount of the Bank’s budget, enables fossil fuel expansion and dependency.[endnoteRef:5] 	Comment by Brad Hall: Would reference IEA saying no new fossil fuel projects for 1.5C	Comment by Colleen Shea: Add in. 	Comment by Thwaites, Joe: Corrected to the exact IEA language - they were not as strong as the previous wording implied. [4:  https://www.iea.org/reports/net-zero-by-2050]  [5:  https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/35799 ] 


In 2021, you recognized the importance of finance in energy transition with your executive order  directing US government agencies to end funding for carbon-intensive projects abroad.[endnoteRef:6] This order – along with recent historic investments in clean energy – will be vital in slashing emissions. But all this progress will face headwinds if the WBG keeps financing oil and gas projects pushing us ever closer to a point of no return, while also failing to significantly ramp-up its climate finance given the urgency of the moment.[endnoteRef:7]  [6:  https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/04/22/executive-summary-u-s-international-climate-finance-plan/]  [7:  https://foe.org/blog/finance-to-fossil-fuels-world-bank-imf/ ] 


As we hurtle toward devastating climate thresholds, we cannot afford for the world’s pre-eminent international financial institution to slow the global just transition to clean energy critical to halting rising temperatures as well as enhancing climate resilience.[endnoteRef:8] 	Comment by Schmidt, Jake: Moved from above as this seems like the closing punch.	Comment by Thwaites, Joe: Should we have something on resilience too? [8:  https://www.ipcc.ch/2022/04/04/ipcc-ar6-wgiii-pressrelease/ ] 


Change must start with leadership. As the largest shareholder of the WBG, the United States has an obligation to work to replace David Malpass with a leader who is ready to prioritize climate action.[endnoteRef:9] The world cannot afford to wait.  [9: https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/unitedstates/overview#:~:text=As%20the%20World%20Bank%20Group's,support%20of%20Bank%20Group%20programs. ] 



Sincerely, 





