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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme (“Readiness Programme”) aims to strengthen
countries’ institutional capacities to directly access the Fund. To meet these objectives, the Readiness
Programme supports five key activity areas, as outlined in the Board’s decision at B.13: (i) establishing
and strengthening national designated authorities (NDAs) or focal points; (ii) strategic frameworks,
including the preparation of country programmes; (iii) support for accreditation and accredited direct
access entities (DAEs); (iv) information sharing, experience exchange and learning; and (v) the
formulation of national adaptation plans (NAPs) and/or other adaptation planning processes.
At the most recent Board meeting (B.18), the Secretariat requested a budget of USD 190 million to
finance anticipated Readiness requests for the rest of 2017 and 2018. Of this total, the Board approved
USD 50 million for development of NAPs and/or other adaptation planning processes for 2017. Before
considering the approval of remaining funds, the Board requested the Secretariat to conduct an initial
review of the Readiness Programme and present a revised Work Programme and 2018 budget request
based on the findings.
Accordingly, the objectives of this initial review are to:
(i) Help GCF clearly articulate the objectives of the Readiness Programme and alignment with overall
GCF ambitions;
(ii) Assess the Readiness Programme’s performance in its current structure; and
(iii) Identify areas for improvement and strengthening.
The Secretariat commissioned Dalberg Advisors to support it in conducting the initial review of the
Readiness Programme. Dalberg’s study was conducted over a period of seven weeks at the end of
2017 and has been informed by interviews with over 50 stakeholders and the operational experience
of GCF in administering the Programme for more than three years. This initial review comes ahead of
an independent evaluation of the Readiness Programme to be conducted by the Independent
Evaluation Unit (IEU) in 2018.

FINDINGS OF THE REVIEW
Overall, the Readiness Programme is addressing key needs in building capacity for country-owned
climate action. It is regarded as the umbrella platform for Readiness support across regions and
climate topics. While most support so far has focused on foundational capacity-building efforts within
NDAs and DAEs (e.g., establishing no-objection procedures, accrediting nominated entities), this is
expected to enable countries to effectively lead more complex preparatory processes, such as
developing strategic frameworks and adaptation plans. Structured dialogues have increased
knowledge of GCF procedures, but have not yet effectively supported knowledge-sharing among
country-level stakeholders. Given that many Readiness activities are still in the initial stages of
implementation, it remains too early to robustly assess the Programme’s effectiveness and impact.
The Programme's scope and the links between various components of Readiness and other GCF
mechanisms need to be clarified. The Programme lacks a clearly articulated Theory of Change, causing
confusion among stakeholders about its activity areas and intended results.
While steps have been taken to improve the efficiency of the application process, many stakeholders
consider the investment required to be disproportionate to the Readiness support available. Lack of
transparent evaluation criteria and consistent, clear guidance from GCF have contributed to significant
2
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back-and-forth during the application process. The quarterly submission policy and limited capacity at
the Secretariat have resulted in backlogs and submission of lower-quality proposals. Furthermore,
clear policies and expectations on timelines for receiving feedback and decisions on proposals have
not been set, inhibiting accountability and resource planning.
The impact and sustainability of the Programme would benefit from a more strategic, long term
approach, grounded in an assessment of the needs in each country. To maximize their use of the
annual USD 1 million allocation for non-adaptation planning funding, some countries have applied for
Readiness grants on an ad hoc basis, and lack an overarching strategy linking various Readiness
activities together. The sustainability of capacity-building efforts at the national-level may also be
hindered by the dependency on international consultants and Delivery Partners to implement
Readiness activities. Additionally, the inadequate institutionalization of capabilities and processes
across government may pose a risk to the sustainability of the Programme, particularly if capacitybuilding efforts are designed to only target a small number of individuals within NDAs.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND PRIORITIES
Based on the findings and analysis of similar programmes, Dalberg identified a number of
recommendations to improve the design and execution of the Readiness Programme. In addition,
Dalberg presented an independent view of the immediate and longer-term priorities for GCF to
consider.
Recommendations for improving Programme design
•

•

•

Develop a Theory of Change for the Readiness Programme which clearly articulates the
activity areas, outputs, outcomes, and vision of the Programme and situates Readiness within
broader GCF and climate financing contexts. Alongside the Theory of Change, GCF should
define key performance indicators which can be used to support future monitoring and
evaluation efforts.
Clearly communicate and promote flexibility in the scope of activities supported by the
Programme, and encourage countries to leverage the flexibility intended by the Programme
to help strengthen needs-based approaches.
Enable long-term, strategic approaches to Readiness by supporting gap assessments and/or
providing more flexible funding. Gap assessments could help identify specific needs and
inform the development of strategic plans for how Readiness support can address these, while
more flexible Readiness funding over longer periods of time could provide countries with
increased certainty over future budgets.

Recommendations for improving Programme execution
•
•

•

Clarify lines of authority within GCF for Readiness Programme areas and the processing of
individual applications to improve accountability, coordination, and communication.
Clarify roles and responsibilities of all Readiness Programme stakeholders and support
coordination at national levels. GCF could also provide guidance on how these actors can,
based on best practices, optimally work together to strengthen country ownership.
Increase capacity of the Secretariat and regional advisors to improve outreach and support
to countries. For example, by hiring additional Secretariat staff and/or external support
dedicated to managing the Readiness Programme and strengthening the role of regional
3
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•

•

•
•

•

advisors (e.g., ensuring full-time engagement, enhancing interactions with the Secretariat,
and establishing regional networks).
Strengthen available capacity of technical experts at national levels to deliver Readiness
activities. GCF could establish a verified roster of technical experts, simplify requirements for
non-accredited entities to become Delivery Partners, or establish strategic partnerships with
organizations who can support implementation.
Streamline and provide more transparency on application process and timelines. GCF should
develop clear procedural timelines for application review and provide more flexible windows
for submission and disbursement to improve accountability, transparency, and efficiency.
Facilitate local translation of Readiness proposals into English to reduce the burden and
transaction costs for non-Anglophone countries.
Enhance communications and ensure clear, consistent guidance and assessment criteria are
available in multiple languages, to support countries in efficiently developing high-quality
proposals.
Strengthen emphasis on peer-to-peer learning. GCF should organize additional structured
dialogues and events, tailor agendas to country needs, and support new platforms that intend
to promote peer-to-peer knowledge-sharing (e.g., the Direct Climate Action Platform).

Immediate priorities
A number of high-impact recommendations can be implemented as part of the 2018 Work Programme
to optimize performance in the existing structure. These recommendations, which can be
implemented in the near-term while the independent evaluation is being undertaken, include: (i)
Developing a Theory of Change for the existing Programme, defining key activities, outputs, and
outcomes for the Programme and how it complements other GCF instruments; (ii) Increasing capacity
of the Secretariat and regional advisors to improve outreach and support to countries; (iii)
Strengthening available capacity of technical experts at national levels to deliver Readiness activities;
and (iv) Enhancing communications and ensuring clear, consistent guidance and assessment criteria
are available in multiple languages.
Longer-term priorities
In the longer term, the GCF Secretariat could consider further improving the strategic positioning of
the Readiness Programme by (i) Refining the Theory of Change, aligning on broader situation of GCF
Readiness within the climate financing landscape and responding to the results of the independent
evaluation of the Programme; (ii) Enabling long-term, strategic approaches to Readiness by supporting
gap assessments and/or providing more flexible funding; and (iii) Clarifying lines of authority for
Programme areas and application processing.

4
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 CONTEXT AND OBJECTIVES
The Green Climate Fund (GCF) was established in December 2010 with the purpose of making a
significant and ambitious contribution to combatting climate change. GCF aims to mobilize up to USD
100 billion by 2020 to support developing countries to design and implement strategies, policies, and
projects that limit or reduce their greenhouse gas emissions and help them adapt to the impacts of
climate change. GCF is governed and supervised by a Board that has responsibilities for funding
decisions, and is supported by a Secretariat that executes the day-to-day operations including the
provision of administrative, legal and financial expertise. GCF is guided by the principles and provisions
of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and GCF’s Governing Instrument.
As articulated in GCF’s Governing Instrument, the aim of the Readiness Programme is to provide
resources for readiness and preparatory activities, technical assistance, and in-country institutional
strengthening to enable countries to directly access the Fund. 1 As noted in the Readiness and
Preparatory Support Guidebook, the Programme provides resources, in the form of grants or technical
assistance, for strengthening the institutional capacities of national designated authorities or focal
points and direct access entities to efficiently engage with the Fund.2
At the most recent Board meeting (B.18), the Secretariat requested a budget of USD 190 million to
finance anticipated Readiness requests for the rest of 2017 and 2018. Of this total, the Board
approved USD 50 million to cover funding for development of National Adaptation Plans (NAPs)
and/or other adaptation planning processes for 2017. Before considering the approval of the
remaining funds, the Board requested the Secretariat to implement immediate measures to address
the quality issues identified in the Readiness Programme Progress Report and re-submit a 2018 budget
request as part of a revised Work Programme based on an initial review of the Readiness Programme.
In response to this decision, the Secretariat commissioned Dalberg Advisors to support it in
conducting the initial review of the Readiness Programme. The objectives of the review are to: (i)
help GCF clearly articulate the objectives of the Readiness Programme and alignment with overall GCF
ambitions, (ii) assess the Readiness Programme’s performance in its current structure, and (iii) identify
areas for improvement and strengthening. The review was conducted over a period of seven weeks
at the end of 2017 and its results are presented in this report.
The results of the initial review come ahead of an in-depth independent evaluation of the Readiness
Programme planned for early 2018 by GCF’s Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU). As per the Board’s
decision at its seventeenth meeting, the IEU will conduct a comprehensive independent evaluation of
the Readiness Programme.3 The independent evaluation is expected to assess the effectiveness and
impact of the Readiness Programme and review trends in its implementation.4
This report is a product of Dalberg’s independent analysis and aims to inform GCF’s decision-making
on the Readiness Programme. Dalberg conducted a desk review of relevant documents and

1

Paragraph 40 of the Governing Instrument states: “The Fund will provide resources for readiness and preparatory activities and technical
assistance, such as the preparation or strengthening of low-emission development strategies or plans, NAMAs, NAPs, NAPAs and for incountry institutional strengthening, including strengthening of capacities for country coordination and to meet fiduciary principles and
standards and environment and social safeguards, in order to enable countries to directly access the Fund.”
2 GCF Readiness and Preparatory Support Guidebook (Version 4.0, September 2017)
3 See Decision B.17/07
4
GCF RFP 2017/C/020
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interviewed over 50 stakeholders 5 to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the Readiness
Programme in its current structure. Stakeholders consulted included NDAs, DAEs, international and
local Delivery Partners, members of the Board, and members of the Secretariat. Based on challenges
identified through the consultation process, the Dalberg team has shared suggestions on how the
Readiness Programme can be improved in both design and execution and considerations for
implementing these recommendations. Dalberg’s analysis has also been informed by the operational
experience of GCF in administering the Readiness Programme for over three years and a
benchmarking of readiness support programmes of other institutions and funds.6

1.2 LIMITATIONS OF THE REVIEW
Stakeholder consultations prioritized inclusiveness; as such, the following limitations can be
observed:
• While Dalberg received responses from, and interviewed, more than 50 stakeholders,
perspectives are limited to those who chose to participate in the study.
• The sample consulted is not representative of stakeholders across geographies, development
status, or experiences with the Readiness Programme.7
• Self-selection among interviewees could bias the input received to inform the analysis.
The extent of Dalberg’s analysis is limited by availability of, and access to, current datasets. The
primary datasets analysed for this report were the Readiness Programme Progress Report presented
at B.18 and GCF’s internal Readiness KPI Database. The data in the B.18 Progress Report are expected
to be updated for the B.19 meeting, where findings from this initial review will also be shared with the
Board. To avoid duplication and to prevent inconsistent reporting across documents, Dalberg’s
analysis of the current status of the Programme has been kept to a high-level summary and focused
on detailing the Programme’s reach (e.g., by activity type and geography). To the extent possible, data
in the Readiness KPI Database has been analysed to inform the understanding of the Programme’s
processes and status. However, detailed data on outcomes of individual Readiness activities was not
available for analysis. Due to limited availability of data sources, much of the analysis has been
informed by anecdotal evidence gathered through stakeholder interviews.
Dalberg’s assessment of the Programme’s effectiveness and impact is limited by availability of
completed Programme results and defined evaluation indicators. With few completed Readiness
activities, it remains too early to evaluate the Programme’s effectiveness and impact. Furthermore,
GCF has not yet defined clear performance indicators against which Programme results can be
measured. As a result, this analysis has a greater focus on assessing Programme processes and
structures.

5

Annex B presents a full list of interviewees.
Annex C presents detailed findings from Dalberg’s analysis of six benchmark readiness programmes: the Adaptation Fund’s Readiness
Programme for Climate, BMUB’s Green Climate Fund Readiness Programme, BMZ’s Climate Finance Readiness Programme, the Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)’s REDD-Readiness Programme, the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol,
and the World Bank’s Partnership for Market Readiness.
7 Of the 19 NDAs consulted during the study, eight are from countries in Latin America and the Caribbean, five from Africa, three from
Eastern Europe, and three from Asia-Pacific. Of the eight Board members consulted, six represent developed countries and two represent
developing countries. Dalberg also spoke to five international Delivery Partners and eight direct access entities who are supporting
Readiness activities.
6
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1.3 OVERVIEW OF READINESS PROGRAMME
The mandate of the Readiness Programme stems from GCF’s Governing Instrument. The Governing
Instrument directs the Fund to provide resources for readiness and preparatory activities, technical
assistance, and in-country institutional strengthening in order to enable countries to directly access
the Fund.8 The Governing Instrument also instructs the Fund to provide support for capacity-building
in developing countries.9
As per this mandate, the Board initiated development of the Readiness Programme as early as its
second meeting. At its eighth meeting in October 2014, the Board approved the operationalization of
the Readiness Programme and provided guidance on its core objectives, activities, modalities,
approach and allocation.10 The Board has since issued updated guidance on these areas, most recently
at its thirteenth meeting in June 2016.11
The Readiness Programme plays a key strategic role in GCF’s business model. The business model
defines the channels through which GCF aims to achieve its intended impact, and embodies the Fund’s
high-level strategic decisions including how it interacts with stakeholders. Within this, the Readiness
Programme is designed to enhance country ownership and access to the Fund.12
Figure 1: Illustration of the role of the Readiness Programme within GCF’s current business model

Countries develop national
adaptation plans with
identified priorities and
financial needs

Entities who wish to submit
funding proposals and access
GCF resources go through an
accreditation process

AEs develop projects with
support from countries (including
a No-Objection Letter), and
submit funding proposals to GCF

AEs implement projects across
GCF’s eight impact areas,
which will deliver mitigation
and adaptation benefits

GCF reviews proposals
against six investment
criteria and disburses
funding to approved projects

Co-financing and private
sector investments are
leveraged, where
relevant

Paradigm shift towards
low-emission and
climate-resilient
development pathways

Readiness Programme

GCF engages with countries
(NDAs or focal points) and
public & private sector AEs
to build capacity

To achieve its objectives, the Readiness Programme funds a variety of activities. As per the Board’s
decision in its thirteenth meeting,13 the Readiness Programme supports five key activity areas:14
8

See paragraph 40 of GCF Governing Instrument
See paragraphs 35 and 38 of GCF Governing Instrument
10 See Decision B.08/11
11 In Decision B.13/09, the Board decided to include support for the formulation of national adaptation plans and/or other adaptation
planning processes as a separate activity area of the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme and to make an additional USD 3
million per country available through the Readiness Programme for this support. In Decision B.13/32 the Board also adopted a revised list
of indicative of activities that can be supported by the Readiness Programme.
12 As articulated in GCF 101 and GCF Readiness and Preparatory Support Guidebook
13 See Decision B.13/32 and “Annex VII: Indicative list of activities to be included in the readiness programme” from B.13.
14 These five activity areas encompass a range of sub-activities, including but not limited to the mobilization and engagement of the private
sector.
9
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(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

establishing and strengthening NDAs or focal points;
strategic frameworks, including the preparation of country programmes;
support for accreditation and accredited DAEs;
information sharing, experience exchange and learning; and
the formulation of NAPs and/or other adaptation planning processes.

The Readiness Programme provides countries with up to USD 1 million per year to finance the first
four activities, of which up to USD 300,000 may be requested to establish and strengthen NDAs and
focal points. The Readiness Programme provides a separate funding pot of up to USD 3 million per
country to support the fifth activity focused on the formulation of NAPs and/or other adaptation
planning processes. In addition, GCF facilitates the building of readiness by hosting regional structured
dialogues and workshops to provide an opportunity for national and regional stakeholders to interact,
share good practices, and learn from each other’s experiences.
All requests for Readiness support must be made through NDAs, and are reviewed and approved by
the GCF Secretariat. While the responsibility for submitting proposals lies with NDAs and focal points,
they may receive support to prepare submissions from DAEs, Delivery Partners, GCF’s regional
advisors, or other consultants. Once a Readiness proposal has been formally submitted, the Division
of Country Programming (CPD), with regular participation from other divisions and units in the
Secretariat, coordinates a completeness check and review and provides applicants with feedback.
Revised proposals are then considered by the Readiness Working Group (RWG), who have the
authority to endorse proposals either with or without conditions, or request a resubmission.15 Once
specific conditions have been met by applicants and verified by the member(s) of the RWG that
attached them, the Readiness proposals are approved by the appropriate authority within the
Secretariat.16 Applicants with approved proposals must then conclude legal agreements with GCF,
usually through a grant agreement. A legal opinion is requested from the relevant Delivery Partner to
declare the grant agreement effective. Once the legal agreement comes into effect, the Secretariat
requests the necessary documents (e.g., disbursement request form, letter of authorized signatures,
copies of passports) to disburse the first tranche of Readiness funding to the applicant. During
implementation, Readiness grant recipients are required to submit progress reports which are
monitored by the Portfolio Management Unit (PMU) according to expected deliverables, timelines,
and budget.

15

The Readiness Working Group is a cross-divisional group with representatives from relevant divisions, offices and teams within the
Secretariat including the Division of Country Programming (CPD), Division of Mitigation and Adaptation (DMA), Private Sector Facility (PSF),
Portfolio Management Unit (PMU) Legal, Finance, Risk, Compliance and Procurement.
16
The approving authorities for Readiness proposals are defined in the Administrative Instructions for the Readiness Working Group
according to the type and amount of Readiness support requested. For NDA strengthening and country programming development
activities, the Director of CPD and the CFO/Director of DSS approve proposals up to USD 300,000, while the Executive Director approves
proposals of more than USD 300,000. For all other Readiness activities, the Director of CPD is responsible for approving proposals up to
USD 150,000, while the Executive Director approves proposals of more than USD 150,000.
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Figure 2: Overview of application process
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1.4 CURRENT STATUS OF GCF READINESS PROGRAMME
As of August 2017, GCF has received 215 Readiness proposals totalling USD 154 million, with the
majority (53%) requesting support for activities related to NDA strengthening and country
programmes. Almost 20% of proposals received have been for activities providing support to DAEs,
while only 16% and 12% of proposals were for adaptation planning and strategic frameworks
respectively. While the majority of proposals focus on NDA strengthening and country programmes,
the largest amounts requested under the Readiness Programme are for NAPs and/or other adaptation
planning processes, which are the newest category of Readiness support.17 The recent Board decision
to provide countries with up to USD 3 million in funding for the development of NAPs and/or other
adaptation planning processes is leading to a surge in related requests and a concomitant increase in
Readiness Programme budget needs. The relative balance of funding is expected to continue shifting
towards adaptation planning over the next few years, as more countries submit proposals for this
component of Readiness.

17

Requests for NAPS and/or adaptation planning processes total USD 97 million, while requests for NDA strengthening and country
programmes total USD 37 million.
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Figure 3: Breakdown of Readiness proposals received by activity type18 (number of proposals and total
value requested as of August 2017)
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Of the 215 Readiness requests, 123 (57%) have been approved and 73 (34%) have received their first
tranche of funding. As illustrated in Figure 4, the rates of approval for proposals relating to DAE
support and NDA strengthening and country programming are higher than for proposals on adaptation
planning and strategic frameworks. The low approval rate for adaptation planning proposals may be
due to the fact that capacity to manage these proposals was only recently mobilised within the
Secretariat and because these proposals tend to be larger, more complex, and require review by
technical consultants outside of the Secretariat. Around 40% of approved projects are yet to receive
first disbursements from the Readiness Programme. Since operationalization, 12 Readiness projects
(6%) have been completed. The total amount of funding disbursed today accounts for approximately
26% of approved commitments.19

18

Activity areas shown here are as reported in GCF/B.18/07 “Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme: progress report” and may not
align with activity areas as defined in Decision B.13/32 and “Annex VII: Indicative list of activities to be included in the readiness
programme” from B.13.
19
It is important to note that disbursements occur in tranches and so not all approved commitments are ready for immediate disbursement.
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Figure 4: Breakdown of Readiness project progress by activity type20 (proportion of total number of
proposals as of August 2017)
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Of the 144 countries that have NDA or focal point designations to the GCF, 114 (79%) have submitted
funding requests, with 60 countries (42%) having successfully received funding for approved
activities.21 The Readiness Programme is on track to meet targets set by the Board to serve small
island developing states (SIDS), least developed countries (LDCs), and African countries. As of August
2017, the Readiness Programme has approved funding for 29 of 49 LDCs (59%), 35 of 59 African
countries (59%), and 19 of 38 SIDS (50%). Over 80% of disbursed Readiness funding serves these
particularly vulnerable countries, exceeding the Board’s target of 50%.22 Readiness support is fairly
evenly distributed across regions with the Africa, Asia-Pacific, and Latin America and Caribbean regions
each accounting for 28-36% of approved Readiness proposals, although Eastern Europe only accounts
for 5%. Proposals submitted by countries in Asia-Pacific and Latin America and the Caribbean have a
higher approval rate than those submitted by African and Eastern European countries.

20

Activity areas shown here are as reported in GCF/B.18/07 “Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme: progress report” and may not
align with activity areas as defined in Decision B.13/32 and “Annex VII: Indicative list of activities to be included in the readiness
programme” from B.13.
21 Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme: progress report (GCF/B.18/07)
22
See Decision B.08/11
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Figure 5: Overview of Readiness activities by country (as of November 2017)23
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23

Based on GCF’s internal Readiness KPI Database (24 November 2017).
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2 FINDINGS OF THE REVIEW
2.1 OVERVIEW OF THE REVIEW FRAMEWORK
While the Secretariat regularly provides status updates on the Readiness Programme to the Board,
a comprehensive assessment of the Programme has not yet been conducted. An in-depth,
independent evaluation of the Readiness Programme is planned for early 2018 and will be carried out
by GCF’s IEU. Ahead of the independent evaluation, this initial review provides an assessment of the
Readiness Programme’s performance to date.
This initial review of the Readiness Programme assesses performance across the OECD’s five
evaluation criteria for development assistance: (i) relevance, (ii) effectiveness, (iii) efficiency, (iv)
impact and (v) sustainability. These criteria provide a holistic framework within which the strengths
and weaknesses of the Readiness Programme can be assessed. Figure 6 below provides an overview
of the five evaluation criteria and key metrics that have guided Dalberg’s assessment. In each of the
subsections that follow, Dalberg provides its assessment of the Readiness Programme’s performance
against these criteria.
Figure 6: Overview of assessment framework
Criteria
1

Evaluation metrics
•
•
•

Alignment with needs and priorities of countries
Scope of activities
Complementarity with existing initiatives

•

Extent to which individual activities help to achieve the Readiness
Programme’s objectives

Efficiency

•
•
•

Availability and consistency of guidance
Transparency of processes
Complexity of procedures

Impact

•
•
•

Scope of impact
Added value of Readiness support
Extent to which Programme is reaching target recipients

Sustainability

•
•

Ability to retain long-term capacity
Ability to institutionalize processes

Relevance
2
Effectiveness
3

4

5

2.2 RELEVANCE
Dalberg has identified three key metrics to assess the Readiness Programme’s relevance: (i) alignment
with country needs, (ii) appropriateness of scope of activities, and (iii) complementarity with existing
initiatives.
Overall, activities funded by the Readiness Programme are addressing key needs and gaps that
countries face in preparing for climate action. Across the board, stakeholders indicated that
Readiness activities are essential for building capacity for country-owned climate action. Many NDAs
13
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noted that Readiness funding will enable them to set national priorities and empower them to select
and develop aligned projects, rather than responding to external requests on an ad hoc basis.
Additionally, the Readiness Programme is viewed as a useful mechanism for establishing processes
and capabilities that enable effective access to GCF project financing.
However, the relevance of individual Readiness activities depends on a country’s level of
development and specific context. Many stakeholders view Readiness as a stepwise journey
(illustrated in Figure 7Error! Reference source not found.), where certain activities help build NDA
and DAE capacity and a strong foundation to enable them to effectively lead more complex
preparatory processes. This framing could provide an explanation as to why most Readiness proposals
received by GCF today are targeted towards NDA and DAE capacity-building.24 As outlined in the B.18
Progress Report, approved Readiness proposals have focused primarily on achieving three of six key
results: developing no objection procedures, accreditation for DAEs, and engaging country
stakeholders in national dialogues.25 It is important to note that as countries progress through the
‘Readiness journey’, demand for activities relating to more advanced efforts (e.g., strategic
frameworks, adaptation planning) is expected to increase.
Figure 7: Illustrative journey of ‘Readiness’
Establishing and strengthening
NDAs

Strategic frameworks, including
country programmes
Full funding proposals

Support for accreditation and
accredited DAEs

NAPs and other adaptation
planning processes

Baseline readiness

Mature readiness

Prepared for access

While Readiness support is valued, there is a lack of clarity on the scope and strategic design of the
Programme. Over time, the scope and articulation of key components of the Readiness Programme
has evolved. This evolution, together with inconsistent communication from GCF, has led to confusion
about which activity areas are supported by the Readiness Programme (see Figure 8). Furthermore,
there is limited understanding about how various components of the Readiness Programme relate to
one another. For example, preparation of country programmes is referred to as a component of both
NDA strengthening and strategic frameworks in different GCF documents. The Readiness Programme

24

More than 70% of Readiness proposals received are for activities related to NDA strengthening or DAE support while less than 30% are
for adaptation planning or development of strategic frameworks. See: Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme progress report
(GCF/B.18/07)
25 Annex I of the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme progress report reports on six results areas for approved proposals: no
objection procedure developed (69%), direct access entities accreditation supported and pipeline developed (50%), national stakeholders
engaged in dialogues on country programmes (66%), country programmes and pipeline developed (38%), private sector engaged and
mobilized (28%), and adaptation planning processes developed (3%). Analysis based on characteristics of 120 approved proposals listed in
Annex I (three approved proposals are not listed). In instances where the same result was listed multiple times for the same Readiness
proposal, it was only counted once. Please note that results areas as classified in Annex I of the progress report do not map one to one to
activity areas or individual activities as listed in Decision B.13/32 and “Annex VII: Indicative list of activities to be included in the readiness
programme” from B.13. Data on the specific activities included in Readiness proposals has not been available for analysis. See: Annex I,
Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme progress report (GCF/B.18/07).
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currently lacks a clearly articulated Theory of Change26 with clearly defined outputs that are expected
within each category of Readiness, which could help stakeholders to better understand the strategy
and scope of the Programme.
Figure 8: Articulation of scope of Readiness Programme across GCF documents
Document

List of activity areas

List of outcomes

GCF/B.08/45
Decisions of the
Board - Eighth
Meeting of the
Board October 2014

• Establishing and strengthening NDAs or
focal points
• Strategic frameworks, including the
preparation of country programmes
• Selection of intermediaries or implementing
entities and support for accreditation
• Initial pipelines of programme and project
proposals
• Information sharing, experience exchange
and learning

• N/A

GCF/B.13/32/Rev.01
Decisions of the
Board - Thirteenth
Meeting of the
Board June 2016

• Establishing and strengthening NDAs or
focal points
• Strategic frameworks, including the
preparation of country programmes
• Support for accreditation and accredited
DAEs
• Information sharing, experience exchange
and learning
• Formulation of national adaptation plans
and/or other adaptation planning processes

• N/A

Readiness and
Preparatory Support
Guidebook

• Establishing and strengthening NDAs or
Focal Points
• Strategic frameworks, including the
preparation of country programmes
• Support for accreditation and accredited
DAEs
• Formulation of national adaptation plans
and/or other adaptation planning processes

•
•
•
•
•

Readiness
Programme
Overview

•
•
•
•
•

• N/A

Readiness and
Preparatory Support
Programme
Progress Reports

• Strengthening NDAs and country
programming
• Support to DAEs
• Strategic frameworks
• Adaptation planning processes

Strengthening NDA and Focal Points
Strategic frameworks
Accreditation of implementing entities
Pipeline development
Information and experience sharing

26

Country capacity strengthened
Stakeholders engaged
Direct access realized
Access to finance
Private sector mobilization

• Strategic frameworks, including country
programmes and pipeline development
• National stakeholder engagement processes
• Strengthening DAE capacities and pipelines
• Establishment of no-objection procedures
• Private sector engagement and mobilization
• Adaptation planning processes developed
• Knowledge sharing and learning
strengthened

A Theory of Change explains how a particular programme or intervention will lead to the intended results, by defining the logical causal
links between activities, outputs, outcomes and a long-term overarching vision.
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GCF 101 - Readiness
Support

• N/A

• Strengthening country capacity
• Engaging stakeholders in consultative
processes
• Realizing direct access
• Providing access to finance
• Mobilizing the private sector

Some stakeholders also noted that Readiness could be strengthened by clarifying the level of
flexibility in the scope of fundable activities. Currently, there is confusion regarding the degree of
flexibility allowed in letting countries define their own Readiness activities. Many country-level
stakeholders perceive the indicative list of Readiness activities provided by GCF as the fixed menu of
options from which proposals should be formed. Stakeholders suggested, instead, that the Readiness
Programme should define the intended outcomes of Readiness support and clearly communicate that
countries have the flexibility to design activities to achieve these. By emphasizing the illustrative
nature of the indicative list of Readiness activities, GCF can encourage countries to capture
opportunities beyond what has been currently articulated by the Programme. Interviewees noted that
additional support for country-to-country learning to promote best practices and share lessons
learned would be useful in preparing countries to access GCF financing. Others suggested that
Readiness should include support for conducting NDA gap assessments, preparing action plans for the
implementation of Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs), and developing scientific capacity,
including strengthening climate information and scenario planning.
GCF’s Readiness Programme fills a much-needed gap in the existing readiness landscape. GCF is
considered as the umbrella platform for Readiness support across regions and climate topics. While
other funds have existing readiness initiatives, they are often tailored to niche targets. For example,
the Adaptation Fund’s Readiness Programme for Climate Finance provides small grants to support
South-South cooperation, project formulation, and technical assistance for adaptation initiatives.27
The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility’s Readiness Fund supports tropical and sub-tropical developing
countries in preparing to participate in REDD+ activities. Moreover, readiness efforts supported by the
German government, which served as a precursor to GCF’s Readiness Programme in preparing
countries to engage with GCF, are now ramping down. As such, stakeholders have noted that GCF’s
Readiness Programme is, and will remain, essential to enable broad-based preparedness for accessing
climate financing.

2.3 EFFECTIVENESS
Effectiveness is measured as the extent to which activities resulted in planned outputs and outcomes.
In order to assess effectiveness, it is crucial to have well-defined metrics of success, a robust baseline
assessment, and ongoing monitoring of results.
The Readiness Programme is missing a number of important elements that would facilitate a review
of its effectiveness. Currently, GCF does not have an agreed-upon framework that details the
expected outputs and outcomes of the Readiness Programme. Without a cohesive understanding of
the Programme’s objectives, it is difficult to establish key performance indicators which can be used
to assess the effectiveness of either the Programme or individual Readiness activities and grants.

27

https://www.adaptation-fund.org/readiness/readiness-grants/
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Furthermore, it is crucial to have a baseline assessment against which results can be compared to track
progress. Without these anchors, it is challenging to robustly assess effectiveness.
While not supported by indicators, perceptions from stakeholders suggest that the effectiveness of
the Programme has been mixed across the Programme’s five key activity areas:28
(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

Activities to establish and strengthen NDAs or focal points have resulted in some
concrete outcomes; however, sustainability of this support is unclear. For example,
some countries are developing, or have already developed, no-objection procedures with
Readiness support. However, some countries have relied heavily on external consultants
for implementation of NDA strengthening, especially international consultants, which
limits the ability of NDAs to develop institutional capacity.
The effectiveness of activities to develop strategic frameworks, including the
preparation of country programmes, remains unclear. Some countries, such as Antigua
and Barbuda, have successfully developed country programmes and strategies for
implementation. However, many Readiness grants for establishing strategic frameworks
and country programmes are still being implemented, making it too early to assess their
effectiveness. A key component of developing strategic frameworks and country
programmes is enabling private sector participation. As of August 2017, 35 approved
Readiness proposals included expected results for engaging and mobilising the private
sector. Of these 35 approved proposals, 15 have received disbursements, but none have
yet been completed.
Support for accreditation and accredited DAEs appears somewhat effective in
establishing DAEs at the country-level. As of August 2017, 12 Readiness projects aimed
at supporting entities nominated by their NDAs to achieve accreditation have been
completed.29 In each of these projects, institutional gaps were identified for entities and
action plans were developed to address these gaps. To date, two of these nominated
entities have been successfully accredited by GCF, and three are in the final stages of the
accreditation process.
Efforts related to information sharing, experience exchange, and learning have been
effective at increasing knowledge of GCF procedures, but fall short in supporting
knowledge-sharing among NDAs and DAEs. Structured dialogues have helped build a
baseline understanding of how to work with GCF. 30 However, these dialogues are
perceived to be very process-oriented and have not yet been an effective platform for
South-South learning, as the focus on country experiences has been limited. Going
forward, most NDAs and DAEs expressed interest in having dialogues that are focused
more on technical content and the sharing of experiences between participants.
It remains too early to determine the effectiveness of activities related to the
formulation of NAPS and/or other adaptation planning processes. As of August 2017,

28

As articulated in decision B.13/32 and “Annex VII: Indicative list of activities to be included in the readiness programme” from B.13
Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme progress report (GCF/B.18/07)
30 As per the Guidelines for Enhanced Country Ownership and Country Drivenness (GCF/B/17/14), structured dialogues are held at the
national and regional levels, facilitated or supported by the Fund, to enhance country ownership through meaningful engagement and to
share lessons and experience to strengthen the pipeline development process. Structured dialogues offer an opportunity for the
Secretariat, NDAs/FPs, relevant AEs and other stakeholders, including the private sector and civil society, to develop country programmes
and determine which priorities identified by country strategies are the best match for GCF support. Structured dialogues aim to help
NDAs/FPs to identify the best AE and other partners to design programming that meets the investment criteria of the GCF as well as country
needs.
29
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only three Readiness grants related to these topics have been approved. Of these, only
two have received disbursements.
Overall, there are questions about the effectiveness of Readiness support in preparing countries to
develop and implement a strong pipeline of projects/programmes for climate action. Anecdotally,
there is evidence that many countries are simultaneously developing frameworks to establish national
priorities with Readiness support and applying for full-funding project/programme proposals through
GCF. This raises key questions about the role of Readiness in preparing countries to develop successful
project/programme proposals. Furthermore, it remains unclear whether countries have the necessary
capacity to deliver on the frameworks, programmes, and adaptation plans which are being developed
through Readiness. The required capacities to successfully build and implement a strong pipeline may
extend beyond the scope of GCF Readiness, which focuses on building the capacities of NDAs and
DAEs. For example, the implementation of national strategies and a strong pipeline of projects may
require specific capabilities from other government, private sector, and civil society actors who are
not designated as NDAs or DAEs.

2.4 EFFICIENCY
Efficiency is a relative measure of the time and resource costs required to execute activities and
achieve objectives. In the context of Readiness support, efficiency is a function of (i) availability and
consistency of guidance, (ii) transparency of processes, and (iii) complexity of procedures.
Limited guidance from GCF on expectations and assessment criteria contributes to significant backand-forth during the review process. While the GCF Readiness and Preparatory Support Guidebook
provides a list of review considerations and good practices for NAPs and/or adaptation planning
processes proposals, no such guidance is provided for other types of Readiness proposals. Without
clear guidance on assessment criteria, applicants have found it difficult to develop successful
proposals upon first submission and often receive multiple rounds of feedback prior to endorsement.
In addition to prolonging the application process, these iterations increase the burden on the
Secretariat staff responsible for reviewing proposals.
While proposal templates have been simplified, challenges with adjusting to new templates and
dealing with remaining shortcomings continue to complicate the application process. Several NDAs,
DAEs and Delivery Partners recalled having to reformat a Readiness proposal multiple times as
templates were frequently revised by GCF. Some stakeholders also noted that the current template
does not align with GCF expectations.31 Although GCF has demonstrated some flexibility in allowing
applicants to divert from the template to enable successful submission, a template that is tailored to
GCF’s specific expectations would enable more efficient submission.
Contradictory and uncoordinated communication from GCF creates further challenges. Country
stakeholders have reported receiving conflicting guidance from regional advisors and the Secretariat
because regional advisors are not fully integrated into operations at GCF headquarters.32 NDAs also
noted that the Secretariat itself has sometimes provided contradictory guidance across various rounds
of feedback. Moreover, the channels of communication between NDAs, Delivery Partners, regional
advisors and the Secretariat are not clearly defined, resulting in misinformation and misinterpretation.
31

Multiple stakeholders pointed to strict word limits on sections of the proposal where the GCF Secretariat requires detailed explanation as
a pain-point in the application process. In some instances, GCF eventually allowed the submitting NDA to exceed the word limit.
32 The quality of support received by NDAs varies and appears to be linked to personal relationships. Some NDAs have noted very positive
interactions with regional advisors and coordinators within the Secretariat, but these experiences are not universal.
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Some Delivery Partners also noted that inconsistencies between GCF policies on project management
costs for Readiness and full-funding proposals have caused confusion and led to significant back-andforth with GCF during proposal review.33
Non-English speaking countries face significant barriers in engaging with the Readiness Programme.
Currently, Readiness proposal submissions must be made in English and guidance in other languages
is limited. Many NDAs and Delivery Partners from non-Anglophone countries have made significant
investments in translating documents, yet this creates risks that guidance will be mistranslated or
misinterpreted as a result. Some stakeholders also noted that the reliance on English has been a
barrier to effective participation in regional events, such as structured dialogues.
There are significant bottlenecks in reviewing proposals and disbursing funding for approved
projects. Currently, NDAs have to go through a series of more than 50 steps from the point of
submission to receiving first disbursement. This complex and cumbersome procedure hinders the
rapid deployment of Readiness resources. Furthermore, GCF does not give countries clear
expectations and timelines for receiving feedback and decisions on Readiness proposals. GCF currently
accepts Readiness requests on a quarterly basis, but this system appears to be creating backlogs and
putting additional strain on a Secretariat that is already under-resourced. These delays are critically
important as Readiness funding is intended to be quick and responsive to country needs. Some
Secretariat members also observed that countries often rush and submit lower quality proposals to
meet application deadlines because there are only four windows per year.
While some improvements have been made, the transaction costs34 required to access Readiness
support are perceived to be disproportionate to the amount of funding available. Stakeholders
provided clear and consistent feedback that the process of accessing GCF Readiness support is unduly
cumbersome in relation to the amount of financing provided. Many stakeholders reiterated that for
NDA strengthening grants (of up to USD 300,000), the investment required on behalf of the NDA
and/or Delivery Partner is unsustainable.

2.5 IMPACT
In this initial review, Dalberg has limited its review of impact to high-level considerations regarding
the potential impact of the Programme, including: (i) the scope of impact, (ii) the value-add of
Readiness support; and (iii) the reach of the Programme among its intended recipients.
As with effectiveness, it is challenging to assess the Programme’s impact without a clearly defined
Theory of Change, articulated metrics of success, and ongoing monitoring of results. Furthermore,
Readiness activities at the country-level are in early stages, making it too early to assess impact. Going
forward, it will be crucial to have a defined set of impact indicators and a comparison against the
baseline scenario to enable a robust assessment of impact. Impact indicators should be defined in
relation to the Programme’s Theory of Change.
Impact so far has been focused on preparing countries to access GCF financing. To date, much of
Readiness support (e.g., NDA capacity-building, structured dialogues) has focused on increasing
familiarity with GCF processes and building country capacity to engage with GCF specifically. These

33

While full-funding project/programme proposals allow Delivery Partners to charge a fee for project supervision and a separate fee for
project management costs, the Readiness proposals do not.
34 These transaction costs include time, resource, and opportunity costs related to managing and completing the Readiness application
process.
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Readiness activities will enable countries to more effectively and efficiently access GCF financing in
the future, but may not contribute to their ability to engage in broader national climate action efforts.
Potential impact could be inhibited as countries appear to take a short-term view of Readiness that
is not grounded in a needs-based approach. The annual allocation of USD 1 million for non-adaptation
planning Readiness funding per country has led to countries applying for grants on an ad hoc basis,
without an overarching strategy that links various Readiness activities together to achieve a common
objective. Countries noted feeling pressure to develop short-term projects, which are often unrealistic
relative to their current capacity and not needs-driven, because they fear missing out on available
funding. If Readiness efforts are not coordinated or are implemented with a short-term perspective,
impact in the long-term could be limited.
The potential impact of the Readiness Programme may be restricted by the high transaction costs
associated with accessing support stemming from efficiency challenges. As previously noted, 79% of
countries which have designated NDAs or focal points have submitted Readiness proposals and 42%
have received Readiness funding. However, certain countries, particularly LDCs and non-Anglophone
countries, may not fully leverage available Readiness support due to barriers in applying for funding.
If countries continue to perceive the investment required to access Readiness, both in terms of time
and resources, as disproportionate to the potential benefit, they may opt out of participation.
Reduced participation in the Programme would subsequently limit its potential impact in both
preparing countries to engage with GCF and in effectively catalyzing climate action.

2.6 SUSTAINABILITY
Sustainability is measured as the extent to which activities continue to deliver results in the long-term
or after funding has concluded. In the context of the Readiness Programme, sustainability hinges on
retaining capacity at the national-level and establishing institutional processes that enable countries
to iteratively set and operationalize national climate priorities.
A heavy reliance on international consultants and Delivery Partners poses a risk to the sustainability
of the Programme. The dependency on international, “fly-in, fly-out” consultants to implement
Readiness activities reduces the likelihood of building sustained capacity at the national and local
levels to develop national climate action priorities and drive them forward. To date, more than 50%
of approved Readiness projects have an international organization as the nominated Delivery
Partner.35 Additionally, 86% of proposals submitted for development of NAPs and/or other adaptation
planning processes have nominated international Delivery Partners. 36 While collaboration with
international institutions can be helpful for facilitating knowledge and expertise transfers to the
national level, it is important to ensure that country-level experts become more engaged in delivery
over time.
A key challenge to sustainability is the inadequate institutionalization and integration of Readiness
processes at national levels. A key risk to sustainability is when capacity-building efforts are only
designed to target an individual focal point or a small number of staff within NDAs. As some NDAs
35

Annex I, Readiness and Preparatory Support: progress report (GCF/B.18/07). As of August 2017, of 120 approved Readiness proposals, 63
(53%) had nominated international organizations at the Delivery Partner and 55 (46%) had nominated regional or local Delivery Partners.
One approved proposal did not have a Delivery Partner indicated in the database, and an additional three approved proposals are not
listed in Annex I. Classification of international vs regional and local Delivery Partners was based information presented in the GCF
Readiness KPI Database and the GCF’s Accredited Entity Directory.
36 GCF Readiness KPI Database as of November 24, 2017. Of 44 proposals submitted for development of NAPs and/or other adaptation
planning processes, 38 (86%) nominated international Delivery Partners. In particular, 18 proposals (41%) nominated UNDP, while 17 (39%)
nominated UNEP.
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noted, a turnover in staff risks loss of the acquired knowledge and capacity and can lead to an ongoing
need for Readiness support. Some stakeholders also noted that Readiness activities may not be
sustainable unless the NDA is able to integrate processes that help establish national priorities at the
highest levels of government.
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3 RECOMMENDATIONS
The design of the Readiness Programme determines its contribution to GCF’s impact and its
execution determines how this contribution is achieved. The following paragraphs provide a
comprehensive overview of recommendations to be considered for improving the Readiness
Programme. The next chapter provides an initial prioritization of these recommendations.
Figure 9: Focus areas for suggested recommendations to Readiness Programme

1

2

Programme Design

• Vision and objectives
• Scope of activities
• Principles of approach

•
•
•
•

Programme Execution
Structure and governance
Capacity
Policies and processes
Tools and systems

3.1 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE DESIGN OF THE READINESS PROGRAMME
VISION AND OBJECTIVES
Recommendation #1: Develop a Theory of Change which clearly articulates activities, outputs,
outcomes, and vision of the Programme and situates Readiness within broader GCF and climate
financing contexts
GCF should develop a clear Theory of Change for the Readiness Programme which clearly articulates
the activity areas or components it will fund, intended outputs and outcomes, and how these
collectively support a common vision. The Theory of Change can be used to convey a coherent, logical
story about how the initiatives of the Readiness Programme contribute to the overall vision of GCF,
thereby overcoming some of the current confusion about its scope and strategy. The Theory of Change
should define the components or ‘pillars’ within which Readiness activities will be funded, the specific
outputs or ‘building blocks’ that are expected to be achieved within each component, and how these
outputs will support broader outcomes and objectives of the Programme. A Theory of Change will
provide NDAs and DAEs with additional clarity on what types of activities they can apply for under the
Readiness Programme and what these activities should strive to achieve. It will also help GCF to define
key performance indicators which can be used to support future monitoring and evaluation efforts of
the Readiness Programme. These indicators should be aligned to the identified outputs of the
Programme as well as to internal processes (e.g., time taken to process Readiness proposals).
Developing a Theory of Change is best practice within programme management, and several
benchmark readiness programmes, including the Partnership for Market Readiness and the Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility’s Readiness Fund, publish these online to make the intended impact of
their programmes clear to applicants and broader stakeholders.
GCF could also provide clarity on how the Readiness Programme fits into the overall journey of
accessing climate finance, both within and potentially beyond the GCF. Clearly setting out a specific
roadmap of how to successfully access GCF project financing could help countries to approach the
fund with a longer-term strategic view. Outlining this journey will help to clarify which GCF funds
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countries should be accessing at certain stages of their development, and will hopefully increase
synergies between Readiness, PPF and full funding proposals by indicating how their expected
outcomes link to each other.

SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES
Recommendation #2: Clearly communicate and promote flexibility in the scope of activities
supported by the Programme
GCF could provide greater clarity on the level of flexibility in the scope of activities covered by the
Readiness Programme. As noted earlier, stakeholders suggested that clearly communicating the
flexibility in the range of Readiness activities that can be funded by the Programme could help improve
its ability to meet the needs of recipients. For example, some stakeholders noted that additional
support in conducting NDA gap assessments, developing action plans for the implementation of NDCs,
and developing scientific capacity would be useful in building their readiness; but they weren’t sure
whether these activities were eligible under the current scope of the Programme. GCF should clearly
communicate that the indicative list of Readiness activities is only illustrative and encourage countries
to leverage the flexibility intended by the Programme. It should be noted that providing recipients
with the flexibility to determine which activities will be implemented to achieve desired results
requires GCF to clearly define the expected outcomes of the Readiness Programme (as noted above).

PRINCIPLES OF APPROACH
Recommendation #3: Enable long-term, strategic approaches to Readiness by supporting gap
assessments and/or providing more flexible funding
To ensure the Readiness Programme adopts a needs-based approach, it should, at the request of
countries, support an initial country-level gap assessment to identify specific Readiness needs and
develop a strategic plan for how the Readiness Programme can meet these. Countries currently
select Readiness activities from the indicative list provided by GCF, but these can sometimes be
selected ad hoc with little regard for long-term impact. Conducting a gap assessment at the beginning
of the Readiness journey will help identify relevant activities and frame GCF’s Readiness support
within a broader approach of preparing countries and entities to develop national policies, strategies,
and projects and access climate finance through GCF. To facilitate this process, and establish clear
outcomes for Readiness funding in each country, GCF should define what is expected from a country
that has achieved ‘readiness’. Additionally, it could be helpful to assess other external readiness
initiatives to ensure that GCF is not duplicating existing efforts. This needs-based approach has been
successfully adopted by BMZ’s Climate Finance Readiness Programme which works with countries to
conduct an initial assessment of barriers to accessing climate finance in order to inform the design of
a tailored package of readiness support.
To facilitate long-term, strategic approaches to Readiness, GCF should consider providing more
flexible Readiness funding over longer periods of time. The amount of Readiness funding available
for non-adaptation planning activities is currently limited to USD 1 million per country per year. This
has contributed to a “use-it-or-lose-it” mentality, resulting in some countries submitting applications
for ad hoc activities that don’t contribute to a cohesive vision of Readiness. Providing a more flexible
funding approach, for example, by agreeing in principle to a USD 4 million cap per country over 4
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years, will provide countries with increased certainty over available budgets for Readiness activities.37
This could encourage countries to develop overarching strategies for Readiness and provide the
financial security to implement longer-term activities, for example hiring full-time staff within the NDA
to coordinate national efforts and manage all GCF-related initiatives and communications. Such
support would enhance country ownership and help ensure both continuity and sustainability of
essential capacity, as evidenced by the experience of the Multilateral Fund, which provides long-term
funding for the recruitment and retention of national ozone officers in each eligible country.

3.2 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE EXECUTION OF THE READINESS PROGRAMME
Within the execution of the Readiness Programme, Dalberg has identified four key areas for
improvements: (i) structure and governance, (ii) capacity, (iii) policies and processes, and (iv) tools and
systems.

STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE
Recommendation #4: Clarify lines of authority within GCF for Readiness Programme areas and
the processing of individual applications
GCF should clarify the lines of authority within the Readiness Programme and consider appointing
dedicated staff to manage its activities. While cross-divisional participation is crucial for informing
the design and execution of the Readiness Programme, GCF could benefit from assigning the
responsibility of managing engagement across divisions and overseeing implementation of specific
Programme components to individual staff. These individuals should have the authority to collate
input among the Secretariat and make final decisions on guidance and feedback provided to countries.
This would ensure cross-divisional ownership of the Programme, while also avoiding situations where
applicants receive contradictory input from multiple members of the Secretariat. The team
responsible for managing NAPs has already benefited from such a structure, by having the authority
to issue clear guidance and provide consistent advice on what is expected from proposals.
GCF should, as capacity allows, assign dedicated focal points to each applicant to avoid inconsistent
or contradictory messaging. There is confusion amongst some applicants about which members of
the Secretariat they should approach for different Readiness-related queries. Establishing dedicated
focal points will help to clarify these communication channels and ensure that GCF’s guidance and
feedback on proposals is collated and filtered to avoid contradictory messaging. Organizing the CPD
team into regional desks could facilitate this process.
Recommendation #5: Clarify roles and responsibilities of all Readiness Programme stakeholders
and support coordination at national levels
GCF should clearly articulate the roles and responsibilities of each actor within the structure of the
Readiness Programme. Several stakeholders requested clarity on what their exact roles and
responsibilities were as NDAs, DAEs or Delivery Partners. Clearly defining and communicating the
scope of each actor’s responsibilities will help them to work together more efficiently. Anecdotally,

37

The suggestion of a USD 4 million cap per country over 4 years is purely illustrative, based on inputs received from country-level
stakeholders.
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NDAs that have a clearer sense of their responsibilities feel more empowered to use their authority
to push back against Readiness proposals or concepts that aren’t aligned to their national priorities.
GCF could provide guidance on how these actors can optimally work together to strengthen country
ownership, for example, by promoting country coordinating mechanisms as an element of national
capacity-building. This guidance should be based on best practice and experiences of how other funds
have approached similar coordination issues. Information on best practices could help countries
develop the coordination framework that best meets their specific needs and country context. For
example, the Colombian NDA has created a cross-ministerial body with representatives from the
Ministries of Finance, Environment, and Foreign Affairs to ensure alignment across government on
GCF issues, and to ensure that resulting projects are truly country-owned. This cross-ministerial body
is responsible for defining country priorities, granting no-objection letters, and providing guidance to
current and future accredited entities. When faced with similar challenges, the Global Fund to Fight
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria established Country Coordinating Mechanisms (CCMs) in each eligible
country, which are multi-stakeholder national committees that submit funding applications on behalf
of the entire country. They include representatives from government, the private sector, technical
partners, civil society, and communities living with the fund’s target diseases.

CAPACITY
Recommendation #6: Increase capacity of Secretariat and regional advisors to improve outreach
and support to countries
In line with the recommendations of the Dalberg report presented to the Board at B.18, the
Secretariat should expand its capacity to effectively manage the Readiness Programme. 38 The
responsibility for managing the Readiness Programme currently lies with several members of CPD,
many of whom are overburdened with additional responsibilities beyond Readiness. As per the B.18
decision of the Board on the structure and staffing of the Secretariat, the number of staff dedicated
to managing the Readiness Programme is expected to increase to approximately 6 FTEs in 2018, while
the number of supporting country operations staff is expected to increase to approximately 14 FTE.
In addition to enhancing capacity within the Secretariat, GCF should consider hiring external support
for the Readiness Programme on an as-needed basis in the short-term. In order to effectively manage
the Programme, GCF could engage qualified external services providers to undertake specific tasks
while additional staff are recruited to the Secretariat. For example, external consultants could be hired
to review and provide feedback on Readiness proposals to help alleviate existing backlogs in the
pipeline. Similarly, external support could be hired to help strengthen operational processes where
capacity is currently lacking, for example, on oversight of databases and knowledge management.
GCF should also strengthen the role of its regional advisors, both in terms of their capacity and their
responsibilities. As noted earlier, regional advisors play a crucial intermediary role between countries
and the Secretariat, particularly given time zone differences. However, each regional advisor manages
relationships with multiple countries, thereby reducing their capacity to engage more deeply with
each one. Stakeholders requested that this regional support function be strengthened both in the
number of advisors available and in the type of guidance provided, for example by providing technical
advice on the content of proposals rather than focusing on the intricacies of GCF’s application
procedures. In addition, Songdo-based staff should engage more frequently with regional advisors to
38

GCF/B.18/10 – Structure and staffing of the Secretariat.
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improve coordination and ensure that countries and entities are receiving consistent advice. The role
of regional advisors could also be strengthened by establishing formalized regional networks and
ensuring that advisors work with countries within their networks to develop needs-based agendas for
structured dialogues and other events. This modality could also support the Secretariat’s 2018
strategic initiatives for enhanced knowledge sharing among NDAs and DAEs.
Recommendation #7: Strengthen available capacity of technical experts at national levels to
deliver Readiness activities
GCF should review ways of increasing the available capacity of technical experts to implement
Readiness activities, for example by establishing a verified roster of technical experts or through
strategic collaborations with other organizations. The implementation of Readiness activities is
currently hindered by limited NDA capacity and the lack of local experts with sufficient understanding
of GCF procedures and technical expertise for building readiness. GCF could overcome this challenge
in several ways, for example, by establishing a roster of national-level consultants that have been
verified as being able to provide adequate technical advice. The Secretariat has already adopted this
approach with respect to developing adequate environmental, social, gender and fiduciary standards
to meet GCF’s expectations, and this good practice could be extended to other elements of technical
assistance that are currently underserved. Alternatively, GCF could consider simplifying the
requirements for non-accredited entities to become Delivery Partners, for example, by reconsidering
and/or repurposing the Financial Management Capacity Assessment (FMCA) procedures. 39 Finally,
GCF could consider establishing strategic partnerships with organizations that already have the
technical capacity to support implementation of Readiness activities. For example, PwC has supported
at least ten nominated entities to identify institutional gaps in becoming accredited and develop action
plans for overcoming them.

POLICIES AND PROCESSES
Recommendation #8: Streamline and provide more transparency on application process and
timelines
GCF should clarify its submission processes so that applicants can distinguish between informal
guidance and the point at which their proposals are officially submitted for review. Some regional
advisors currently provide NDAs and DAEs with informal guidance on the content of their Readiness
proposals. To avoid confusion, it would be beneficial for GCF to clarify the responsibilities of regional
advisors in the review process and define the point at which a Readiness proposal formally enters the
GCF review process.
GCF should establish clear procedural timelines to provide applicants with more certainty on the
application process. Given the relative infancy of GCF and its Readiness Programme, many
interviewees acknowledged that slow timelines were to be expected. However, they noted that they
would benefit from having clarity on when they could expect to receive feedback on their proposals.
Such a process has already been adopted by the team reviewing proposals for NAPs and/or other
adaptation planning processes, with an initial review guaranteed within eight weeks of submission. A
similar approach should be adopted across the entire Readiness Programme.
39

All entities that are not accredited by GCF but want to serve as the Delivery Partner for implementing Readiness support must complete
a Financial Management Capacity Assessment (FMCA) questionnaire which is used to assess their capacity to effectively manage project
finances.
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GCF should provide more flexible windows for submission and disbursement of funds to allow more
effective management of the Readiness proposal pipeline. As previously noted, quarterly submission
windows have unintentionally created backlogs and led to the submission of incomplete Readiness
proposals. Allowing more frequent submission of Readiness proposals will help GCF to more
effectively manage its pipeline of proposals and will avoid unnecessary spikes in workload around
submission deadlines. Allowing more frequent disbursement of funds will also reduce waiting times
for applicants whose Readiness proposals have been approved.
Recommendation #9: Facilitate local translation of Readiness proposals into English
GCF could consider funding local translation of submissions into English. For many NDAs and DAEs
operating in non-Anglophone countries, the costs of developing English-language proposals and
translating their supporting documents (i.e., operating manuals, environmental and social safeguard
policies) represents a substantial barrier to participation in the Readiness Programme. In addition,
some applicants expressed frustration at having to restart the translation process due to frequent
changes in templates and the types of supporting documents required. Facilitating local translations
into English could increase access to the Readiness Programme and amplify its potential impact.

TOOLS AND SYSTEMS
Recommendation #10: Enhance communications and ensure clear, consistent guidance and
assessment criteria are available in multiple languages
GCF should ensure that its guidance and templates are consistent, up-to-date, and available in
multiple languages. While the guidance and templates provided for the Readiness Programme have
recently improved, stakeholders still noted challenges with inconsistent messaging. GCF should ensure
that its templates align with the expectations of the RWG, for example, by increasing the word limit
on certain sections (e.g., Section 3: Additional Information) and ensuring that there is sufficient space
to outline a clear Theory of Change. In addition, and as noted earlier, it could be cost-efficient for GCF
to translate its guidance documents into French and Spanish to ensure that non-Anglophone countries
can develop high quality Readiness proposals. This approach has been adopted by several other
readiness programmes and, anecdotally, is valued by applicants. For example, the Multilateral Fund
and the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility both publish key guidelines and templates for their
programmes in English, French and Spanish. Several interviewees noted that they had already
translated some of GCF’s guidance documents, and were often willing to share these with GCF, which
could further reduce the costs of this intervention. GCF should also consider making video
presentations on key Readiness policies available online in multiple languages to improve information
dissemination and transparency.
To facilitate the development of high quality Readiness proposals, GCF should provide clear
guidance on the assessment criteria used to evaluate these proposals. GCF already provides guidance
on the ten criteria used to review proposals related to NAPs and/or other adaptation planning
processes.40 This level of transparency has been praised by stakeholders who noted that it helped
them develop more thorough proposals prior to first submission. As such, GCF should expand this
transparency to the other Readiness components. Clearly defining the expected outputs for each
‘pillar’ of support could enable the GCF to develop a common set of review criteria for all Readiness
40

See Annex V: Adaptation Planning Good Practices and Review Considerations in “GCF Guidebook: Accessing the GCF Readiness and
Preparatory Support Programme”
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proposals. In addition, GCF could publish examples of successful or illustrative proposals to
demonstrate to applicants what a ‘high quality’ Readiness proposal looks like. Several other readiness
programmes, including those of the Adaptation Fund and the Multilateral Fund, publish their
assessment criteria. Anecdotally, this has been praised by applicants for helping them to develop
higher quality initial proposal drafts and providing a clear structure within which they can understand
feedback provided.
Recommendation #11: Strengthen emphasis on peer-to-peer learning
GCF should support new platforms that intend to promote peer-to-peer sharing of knowledge and
experiences, and ensure complementarity between them. The lack of peer-to-peer interaction has
been noted by NDAs and DAEs as a persistent challenge to building their capacity to engage with GCF
and developing high quality project pipelines. As a result, several knowledge-sharing initiatives have
recently been launched, including the Direct Climate Action Platform (DCAP) and the Direct Access
Community of Practice.41 GCF should promote these platforms as a tool for fostering capacity-building,
while ensuring complementarity between them to avoid duplication of activities.
GCF should organize additional structured dialogues and events, and tailor agendas to country
needs. GCF should aim to organize multiple (e.g., minimum of two to three) regional dialogues per
year. These meetings should support the Secretariat’s strategic initiatives, and where desired, focus
on more technical aspects of Readiness such as proposal writing and the sharing of best practices. In
particular, NDAs and DAEs expressed an interest in meetings where the participants are selected not
based on geographical location, but rather on the types of Readiness they are trying to access, as this
will allow actors facing similar challenges to learn how others have overcome them. In advance of
structured dialogues, GCF could solicit input from participants on the suggested content to ensure
that they are covering priority topics that suit the current needs of participating NDAs and DAEs. A
simple feedback process following the structured dialogues could also help to strengthen their
effectiveness.

41

DCAP aims to assist developing countries in accessing climate finance through the exchange of knowledge, the sharing of technical
expertise on a voluntary basis, and the fostering of capacity-building. The Direct Access Community of Practice aims to help entities that
have been accredited by, or are seeking accreditation from, the GCF and Adaptation Fund to successfully access climate financing from
these funds. See: www.dcap.community and www.directaccesscommunity.org
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4 THE WAY FORWARD
The Board has requested the Secretariat to leverage findings from the initial review of the Readiness
Programme to develop a revised Work Programme and budget request for 2018 and to take
immediate action in addressing identified gaps.42 As GCF considers the long list of recommendations
presented in this initial review, it is important to take a strategic view in prioritizing the
implementation of recommendations to drive change within the Programme and ensure that it
addresses country needs, is well-executed, and contributes to GCF’s broader vision and impact.
Two primary considerations for prioritizing recommendations are the value and feasibility of
suggested solutions. Prioritized solutions should enable GCF to (i) promptly deliver Readiness support
on the ground; (ii) monitor progress of Readiness activities; and (iii) demonstrate Programme impact.
To ensure that recommendations are actionable, GCF should also have (i) the required resources and
capacity; (ii) stakeholder alignment and buy-in; and (iii) timelines required to successfully implement
recommendations. Feasibility in the short-term should also consider whether recommendations could
benefit from the outcomes of the forthcoming independent evaluation prior to implementation.
Keeping in mind the Board’s request and the considerations outlined above, Dalberg has identified
key opportunities for strengthening the Readiness Programme. The prioritization of
recommendations that follows reflects Dalberg’s view on how GCF can best position itself to improve
the Readiness Programme in the short- and longer-term. Dalberg has first identified a set of highimpact recommendations that can be implemented as part of the 2018 Work Programme to optimize
performance in the existing Programme structure. These recommendations can be implemented in
the near-term, in no particular order, even as results of the independent evaluation are pending:
▪
▪
▪
▪

Develop a Theory of Change for the existing Programme, defining key activities, outputs, and
outcomes and how it complements other GCF instruments
Increase capacity of the Secretariat and regional advisors to improve outreach and support to
countries
Strengthen available capacity of technical experts at national levels to deliver Readiness
activities
Enhance communications and ensure clear, consistent guidance and assessment criteria are
available in multiple languages

Secondly, Dalberg has outlined a set of recommendations that, in the long-term, can help to improve
the strategic positioning of the Readiness Programme. These recommendations may be informed by
results of the independent evaluation and will require shifts in the Programme’s structure and capacity
that may only materialize in the longer-term:
▪
▪
▪

Refine Theory of Change, aligning on broader situation of GCF Readiness within the climate
financing landscape
Enable long-term, strategic approaches to Readiness by supporting gap assessments and/or
providing more flexible funding
Clarify lines of authority for Programme areas and application processing

High-level considerations for the implementation of these prioritized recommendations are outlined
below.
42

Decision B.18/09
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4.1 IMMEDIATE PRIORITIES
Recommendation #1: Develop a Theory of Change for the existing Programme, defining key
activities, outputs, and outcomes and how it complements other GCF instruments
The most immediate priority for the GCF is to develop a Theory of Change for the Readiness
Programme in its current structure. The Theory of Change should define the activities, outputs, and
outcomes of the Programme, providing clarity on the scope and strategy of the existing Programme.
It should also define how the Readiness Programme links to GCF’s other activities and contributes to
its overarching mandate. A clearly articulated Theory of Change is foundational, as it can help inform
the implementation of other recommendations and changes to the Programme. It can also facilitate
the Readiness Programme in becoming more outcomes, rather than activities, focused. Defining a
Theory of Change will also enable robust monitoring and evaluation of the Programme and align
stakeholders on a common understanding of how the Programme can be most effectively leveraged
to achieve its intended impact.
The Readiness Programme’s outcomes affect many teams within GCF, and developing a Theory of
Change will require cross-divisional alignment. A core cross-divisional team within the Secretariat
should be assembled to lead the process of developing a Theory of Change. The responsible team
should be led by CPD and include representation from DMA, PSF, and PMU, at a minimum. This team
would be responsible for reviewing existing guidance from the Board and conducting internal
consultations to inform the articulation of a draft Theory of Change for the existing Programme. In
addition to defining the expected activities, outputs, and outcomes of the Programme, the Theory of
Change should ideally provide guidance on how the Readiness Programme links to other GCF
mechanisms, such as EDA, PPF, and projects and programmes. Once agreed upon, the Theory of
Change should be systematically communicated to internal and external stakeholders, including
regional advisors, NDAs, accredited entities, and Delivery Partners.
GCF should seek to begin developing a Theory of Change as soon as possible. Since Dalberg’s review
commenced, an internal team has started working on a draft Theory of Change for the Readiness
Programme. The cross-divisional team should aim to develop a draft Theory of Change, refine it based
on feedback, and communicate it to internal and external stakeholders as soon as possible.

Recommendation #6: Increase capacity of the Secretariat and regional advisors to improve
outreach and support to countries
Another critical priority is to strengthen the managerial and operational capacity of the Secretariat
and regional advisors to support countries through the Readiness Programme. GCF’s ability to
effectively achieve the Programme’s objectives depends on its capacity to support countries in
applying for, implementing, and evaluating their Readiness Programme activities. With the ongoing
growth in Readiness activities and the recent inclusion of NAPs and/or adaptation planning processes
within the Programme’s scope, it is essential to increase the Secretariat’s capacity to fill existing
resource gaps. Additionally, converting existing regional advisors into full-time roles and recruiting
additional regional advisors will enable the Readiness Programme to more effectively engage and
support countries. Currently, most regional advisors work on a part-time basis and are responsible for
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serving a large number of countries.43 Furthermore, implementing the recommendations as outlined
in this initial review will require expanding capacity beyond the status quo.
In addition to capacity, GCF should seek to strengthen the capabilities of its Secretariat and regional
advisors. To ensure that additional staff are most appropriately positioned, GCF should conduct a
review of existing capacity based on the newly-agreed Theory of Change to identify technical or
operational skill gaps. In particular, GCF should seek to improve coordination between the Secretariat
and regional advisors in order to equip them with the knowledge to most effectively respond to
country needs. For example, GCF could establish platforms for regular engagement between the
Secretariat and regional advisors, such as an online portal, formalized regional networks, or monthly
global teleconference meetings. These channels for virtual engagement could be supplemented with
regular (e.g., biannual or annual) regional advisor meetings hosted at GCF headquarters in Songdo.
GCF should leverage external sources of support, where needed, to increase capacity. GCF could
consider outsourcing targeted responsibilities to external partners through strategic partnerships
and/or consultants. For example, external partners could be engaged to support GCF in reviewing
Readiness applications to reduce the current burden on the RWG and other Secretariat staff.
GCF should look to hire additional Secretariat and regional advisors in the next 6 to 12 months, and
engage external support before that. Following the Board’s decision at B.18 on the structure and
staffing of the Secretariat, there are plans to increase the number of staff dedicated to managing the
Readiness Programme to 6 FTEs in 2018 and increase supporting country operations staff to 14 FTEs.
Developing appropriate job descriptions, posting vacancies and recruiting the appropriate talent will
take time. In the interim, GCF can immediately look to identify key areas where external support could
be useful and start contracting to qualified service providers.

Recommendation #7: Strengthen available capacity of technical experts at national levels to
deliver Readiness activities
As part of the 2018 Work Programme, GCF should support efforts to promote awareness and
availability of local technical experts. The effectiveness and impact of Readiness efforts will depend
on the capacity to successfully implement Readiness activities to a high quality at national levels. GCF
should focus on supporting improved implementation at the country-level, alongside making
necessary internal strategic and operational improvements to the Programme.
GCF will need to align on the most appropriate option(s) to enhance the availability of technical
expertise at the national-level to support Readiness implementation. These options include, but are
not limited to: (i) developing and publishing a roster of local consultants; (ii) establishing strategic
partnerships with organisations that can provide tailored implementation support to NDAs and
entities; or (iii) supporting countries to hire long-term staff within NDAs that are responsible for
Readiness coordination and implementation. GCF should assess the potential benefits and risks of
suggested options and decide on the appropriate package of interventions required to support
capacity at national levels. Based on the selected package of interventions, GCF should assign specific
responsibility for operationalization within the Secretariat. For example, if GCF decides to publish a

43

Currently eight regional advisors are intended to support the 144 countries who have designated an NDA or focal point, an average of one
regional advisor for every 18 countries.
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roster of consultants, there should be clearly assigned roles for identifying appropriate consultants,
verifying their capabilities, and maintaining an up-to-date database.
The timelines required to implement this recommendation will depend on the selected package of
interventions. Firstly, GCF should seek to conduct the initial assessment of relevant options and
decide on the appropriate range of interventions. As soon as the package of intervention has been
finalized, an additional 1 to 6 months may be required for operationalization of selected options
depending on the nature of interventions prioritized. For example, developing a national roster of
consultants may only take one month to operationalise, while it will likely take longer to identify
strategic partners and negotiate terms of agreement.

Recommendation #10: Enhance communications and ensure clear, consistent guidance and
assessment criteria are available in multiple languages
GCF can take immediate action to improve the quality of Readiness proposals and reduce
transaction costs associated with the application process by enhancing communications and
transparency. Currently, a clear lack of understanding about what constitutes a high-quality proposal
has resulted in Readiness proposals being subject to multiple rounds of feedback and review. This
places strain on Secretariat capacity and causes delays in the deployment of Readiness funding. By
providing clear, consistent guidelines in multiple languages, GCF can help countries to develop higherquality proposals in a more efficient manner.
The RWG needs to clearly define and publish the criteria used to assess all Readiness proposals. As
has been done with Readiness proposals for NAPs and/or other adaptation planning processes, GCF
should provide transparency on the assessment criteria used to review all Readiness proposals. The
RWG could supplement this guidance by developing a list of good practices to demonstrate how highquality proposals can be developed. Once the assessment criteria have been agreed upon, Country
Dialogue Specialists within CPD and regional advisors should ensure this revised guidance is
communicated and made available at the country-level. GCF should ensure that the updated
assessment criteria are published in the Readiness Guidebook and make guidance in multiple
languages available through the GCF website. Furthermore, GCF should organize an information
session to review the updated guidance with regional advisors and ensure they are equipped to
answer questions and support country stakeholders in responding to the updated guidance.
GCF should review its current guidance documents and templates to ensure consistency and
alignment with expectations of the RWG. Once assessment criteria and good practices for Readiness
proposals have been agreed upon, GCF should ensure that the latest proposal templates are aligned
with the RWG’s expectations. Revised proposal templates should be posted on GCF’s website and
disseminated directly to NDAs by Country Dialogue Specialists and/or regional advisors. GCF should
also consider translating existing guidance documents into Spanish and French to ensure consistent
communication with non-Anglophone countries. In the short-term, translation of these documents
could be outsourced to external service providers to avoid placing additional burden on already overstretched Secretariat staff.
GCF should seek to update and clearly communicate guidance to applicants prior to the first
Readiness submission deadline in 2018. Assessment criteria for non-adaptation planning Readiness
proposals and revised guidance should be developed within a two- to three-month window. To
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maximize impact on the Readiness pipeline for 2018, it will be crucial to ensure that revised guidance
is clearly communicated to countries in advance of the first Readiness proposal submission deadline
in Q1 2018.

4.2 LONGER-TERM PRIORITIES
The following recommendations have been prioritized for the longer-term, as their design and
implementation may be informed by the results of the independent evaluation scheduled for 2018.
Recommendation #1: Refine Theory of Change, aligning on broader situation of GCF Readiness
within the climate financing landscape
In the longer-term, GCF should seek to align internal stakeholders on the appropriate vision and
situation of the Readiness Programme vis-à-vis the broader climate financing landscape. There is an
open question regarding the breadth of the Readiness Programme’s scope, for example whether it
should prepare countries to access GCF financing or prepare countries to take climate action more
broadly. While it is important to ensure institutional alignment on the objectives of the Readiness
Programme, this strategic question would benefit from the results of the independent evaluation and
should therefore be considered in the long-term. As noted previously, in the immediate future, GCF
should prioritize articulating the Theory of Change for the existing programme to ensure that it can
operate effectively and efficiently in the short- to medium-term.

Recommendation #3: Enable long-term, strategic approaches to Readiness by supporting gap
assessments and/or providing more flexible funding
While it is important for GCF to consider how to enable more strategic approaches to Readiness, the
independent evaluation may further inform how this objective can be most effectively met. A more
detailed understanding of country-level Readiness outcomes could help GCF to better understand how
to operationalize gap assessments to identify Readiness needs and subsequently develop national
action plans. Similarly, the potential risks and benefits of providing more flexible funding can be
informed by a closer assessment of how well the current funding model is operating and the results it
has achieved. GCF’s ability to enable more strategic approaches to Readiness may also be
strengthened once a Theory of Change for the existing Programme has been developed, as this would
allow Readiness to take a more outcomes-driven approach.

Recommendation #4: Clarify lines of authority for Programme areas and application processing
GCF will need to first align on its key programme areas and capacity targets prior to designating lines
of authority within the Programme. Prior to defining centres of responsibility for specific components
of the Readiness Programme, GCF needs to define what these components are in its Theory of Change.
Additionally, the Secretariat should align on the intended capacity targets for the Readiness
Programme and priority roles that are to be filled prior to assigning specific responsibilities within the
Secretariat.
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ANNEX A: LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
Organization

Document title

GCF

Readiness Programme Overview

GCF

GCF Guidebook: Accessing the GCF Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme

GCF

Progress and Outlook Reports for the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme
(B.11-B.18)

GCF

Work Programme for the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme (B.06, B.08, B.17)

GCF

Modalities for Readiness and Preparatory Support (B.03, B.05)

GCF

Indicative list of activities to be included in the Readiness Programme (Decisions from B.08
and B.13)

GCF

Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund

GCF

Minutes from Readiness Working Group (1st to 70th meeting)

GCF

Templates (Readiness proposals, Financial Management Capacity Assessments)

GCF

Internal briefing memo prepared by CPD for B.18

GCF

Responses from the Economist Intelligence Unit

GCF

GCF Readiness KPI Database (as of November 24, 2017)

GCF

Administrative Instruction on Establishment of Readiness and Preparatory Support
Working Group

GCF

GCF Readiness Programme Processes presentation

Adaptation
Committee

Information paper on the experiences of countries in accessing the readiness programme
of the GCF to finance adaptation activities (AC/2017/16/8ai)
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES
Category

Position

National
Designated
Authorities and
Focal Points

Antigua and Barbuda
Cameroon
Colombia
Cook Islands
Dominican Republic
El Salvador
Georgia
Honduras
Jamaica
Lesotho
Kenya
Macedonia
Mauritania
Montenegro
Peru
Philippines
Seychelles
Thailand
Uruguay

Direct Access
Entities

Centre de Suivi Ecologique (CSE)
Corporación Andina de Fomento (CAF)
Environmental Investment Fund of Namibia
FAO Kenya
Fundación Avina
Observatoire du Sahara et du Sahel (OSS)
Profonanpe
South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI)

Delivery Partners

Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN)
International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED)
IUCN
UNDP
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Category

Position
UNEP

Board Members
and Alternates

Diann Black-Layne (Antigua and Barbuda)
Ignacio Lorenzo (Uruguay)
Karsten Sach (Germany)
Kate Hughes (United Kingdom)
Lars Roth (Sweden)
Ludovica Soderini (Italy)
Merete Villum Pedersen (Denmark)
Sally Truong (Australia)

Secretariat

Anupa Lamichhane (CPD)
Clifford Polycarp (CPD)
Diane McFadzien (CPD)
Eduardo Freitas (CPD)
Jason Spensley (CPD)
Jessica Jacob (CPD)
Min Soo Kim (CPD)
Neil McFarlane (DMA)
Rajib Ghosal (CPD)
Sandra Freitas (CPD)
Sohail Malik (PMU)
Sujala Pant (CPD)
Linus Hong (PMU)
Paul Horwitz (external consultant)
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ANNEX C: DETAILED FINDINGS FROM BENCHMARK ANALYSIS
As part of the initial review of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme, Dalberg
analysed the current structure and approach of six benchmark readiness programmes. The findings
below helped drive Dalberg’s recommendations on GCF’s overall approach to Readiness and how the
Readiness Programme can better meet the needs of its stakeholders. Benchmark readiness
programmes were selected in collaboration with the Secretariat, and include: the Adaptation Fund’s
Readiness Programme for Climate, BMUB’s Green Climate Fund Readiness Programme, BMZ’s Climate
Finance Readiness Programme, the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)’s Readiness Fund, the
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol, and the World Bank’s Partnership
for Market Readiness.

Adaptation Fund’s Readiness Programme for Climate Finance44
Overview of programme
Mandate: To help strengthen the capacity of national and regional implementing entities to receive
and manage climate financing, particularly through the Fund’s Direct Access modality, to adapt and
build resilience to counter changing climate conditions in sectors ranging from agriculture and food
security to coastal zones and urban areas.
Types of support provided
• Provision of project-by-project grants to accredited implementing agencies to (i) facilitate
South-South cooperation and enable accredited implementing agencies to provide peer
support to entities wishing to gain accreditation; (ii) formulate projects and undertake specific
technical assessments during the project preparation and design stage (i.e. environmental
impact assessment, vulnerability assessment); and (iii) build capacity and implement policies
for managing environmental, social, and gender risks within their projects.
• Capacity-building and training, including seminars for accredited implementing entities,
climate finance readiness seminars for entities seeking accreditation, and development of tools
and guidance documents to support entities seeking accreditation.
• Knowledge sharing to foster ongoing dialogue and collaboration in climate finance readiness,
including the publication of country case studies, facilitation of peer-to-peer learning among
accredited implementing entities, and documentation of lessons learnt. The Programme has
also launched the Climate Finance Ready online platform, in partnership with the Climate and
Development Knowledge Network (CDKN), to provide best practices, news articles, links to
resources, and opportunities for sharing experiences.45
Recipients of support: National and regional accredited implementing entities
Number of countries: 2246

Number of projects: 2547

44

Based on Adaptation Fund website
See: https://climatefinanceready.org/
46 Total number of countries that have been approved for Readiness grants.
47 Total number of Readiness grants approved since the Programme started.
48
Total value of Readiness grants approved in 2016.
45
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Benchmarking insights
Process for reviewing proposals
• Adaptation Fund has adopted a staggered submission approach for two of its three readiness
grant programmes. While entities can submit Project Formulation Assistance Grants at any time
throughout the year, the Adaptation Fund typically issues one call per year for South-South
Cooperation Grants and Technical Assistance Grants.
Monitoring and evaluation
• Grant recipients are required to report on progress every six months.
• Grant recipients must submit a project completion report, which outlines the activities supported,
expected outcomes, whether or not they were achieved and why, at least three months but no
more than six months after project completion.49
Key success factors50
• Facilitates engagement with the Secretariat and other applicants. Adaptation Fund hosts regular
webinars on various procedural and technical aspects of readiness, providing implementing
entities the opportunity to share experiences and ask questions to the Secretariat. They also
provide resources for in-person meetings each year to share experiences, knowledge, and best
practices.
• Provides transparent assessment criteria. Adaptation Fund provides a clear list of criteria against
which readiness proposals are assessed, which has helped applicants develop high-quality tailored
proposals. These criteria are consistently used when providing applicants with feedback on
proposals so they know which criteria haven’t been met and why.
• Restricts use of international consultants for certain capacity-building activities. For some
capacity-building activities, Adaptation Fund has restrictions that applicants cannot hire
international consultants to ensure that local capacity is truly enhanced.

49

See Project Completion Reporting Template - Readiness Grants: https://www.adaptation-fund.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/Projectcompletion-report-template_readiness-grants.docx
50
Stakeholder interviews, November 2017
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BMUB’s Green Climate Fund Readiness Programme51
Overview of programme
Mandate: To prepare developing countries to effectively and efficiently plan for, access, manage,
deploy and monitor climate financing, including through GCF. The programme was launched in 2013
with EUR 15 million from the German Government’s Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature
Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB), and is implemented through UNDP, UNEP and
the World Resources Institute (WRI).
Types of support provided52
• Capacity-building for NDAs, including strengthening NDA capacities to manage, monitor and
report climate finance; establishing national institutional structures; and identifying and
nominating potential entities for accreditation. The aim is to prepare national mechanisms to
access, allocate, disburse, and report on climate finance.
• Capacity-building for accreditation, including preparing a capacity development strategy to
address identified needs, and helping to close these gaps through technical assistance, training
and systems development. The programme provides advice on fiduciary and institutional
capacities; transparency and self-investigative powers; monitoring and evaluation; financial and
programme management; and environmental, social and gender safeguards.
• Identification of priority areas for climate action and development of country programmes.
This support includes facilitating national climate investment consultations on topics such as
policy; finance and project development priorities; the legal framework for private-sector
investments; barriers to investment; required capacities of stakeholders to identify and make
climate investments; and economic assessments and cost-benefit analyses. These activities
should result in national or sector-specific financial plans related to climate change.
• Development of project pipelines which are aligned with national climate change strategies,
plans and policies. This support includes preparing guidelines and tools to identify investment
options and prioritize funding proposals; conducting feasibility studies and related assessments
of proposals; and assessing the potential for private sector engagement.
Recipients of support: NDAs/FPs, Potential GCF-accredited entities
Number of countries: 953

Number of projects: Data not
available

Annual disbursements: Data
not available

Benchmarking insights
Process for reviewing proposals
• Information not available/accessible to identify insights.

51

Based on GCF Readiness Programme website (http://www.gcfreadinessprogramme.org) and UNEP’s Green Climate Fund Readiness
Programme factsheet (http://app.olela.net/database/files/factsheet/Project%20Fact%20Sheet%20-%20GCF.pdf).
52
The Programme delivers ten support modules across four areas: (i) planning climate finance at the national level, (ii) accessing climate
finance at the national level, (iii) delivering climate finance and implementing activities, and (iv) monitoring expenditures and
transformative impacts. These support modules have been grouped into broad categories of types of support.
53 Benin, Colombia, El Salvador, Fiji, Ghana, Kenya, Nepal, the Philippines and Uzbekistan. See:
http://www.gcfreadinessprogramme.org/partner-countries
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Monitoring and evaluation
• Information not available/accessible to identify insights.
Key success factors
• Compiles and publishes guidebooks, tools, and lessons learned from implementation of the
Programme. These documents have been developed by WRI, UNDP, UNEP and other partners
and cover topics such as monitoring and evaluation, business sector prioritization and
engagement, direct access accreditation, environmental and social safeguards, and cost-benefit
analysis. For example, on the topic of monitoring and evaluation, their website includes
introductions to M&E frameworks, training on developing logic models, sample templates, and
examples from peer countries.
• In some cases, provides onsite consultants that are embedded within government to encourage
sustainability and longer-term impact. For example, in Colombia, financial support was used to
hire staff within the government to support capacity-building initiatives and this staff capacity has
been retained after the funding from BMUB stopped.54

54

Stakeholder interviews, November 2017
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BMZ’s Climate Finance Readiness Programme55
Overview of programme
Mandate: To provide institutional and strategic support to a limited number of partner countries to
prepare them for engaging with GCF and other climate funds. The aim of the programme, launched
in late 2012 by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ),
was to bridge the gap until readiness activities were financed by GCF. The programme is
implemented jointly by GIZ and KfW Development Bank and has also received funding from USAID
and the Ministry of Environment of the Czech Republic.
Types of support provided:
• Institutional support for countries and entities, including NDAs, focal points, and regional and
national climate finance institutions seeking direct access accreditation. This support includes
supporting country coordination and multi-stakeholder consultation mechanisms, as well as
providing advice on compliance with GCF’s fiduciary standards and environmental and social
safeguards.
• Strategic advice in developing and implementing national climate strategies, such as
Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAs) and NAPs. This support includes
establishing links between national and sectoral strategies, and integrating them into broader
national development, planning, and budgeting processes.
• Project pipeline development, based on developing national investment plans in key sectors
focused primarily on GCF. This support includes technical, financial and economic advisory
services for the evaluation and prioritization of investment proposals, and the financing of
prefeasibility studies for the most promising project proposals.
• Knowledge-sharing platforms and climate finance tools with the aim of facilitating ongoing
conversations on best practices in climate finance readiness. This support includes national and
international workshops, South-South exchange, and climate finance webinars.
Recipients of support: NDAs/FPs, Potential GCF-accredited entities
Number of countries: 1556

Number of projects: ~3057

Annual disbursements: N/A58

Benchmarking insights
Process for reviewing proposals
• Information not available/accessible to identify insights.

55

BMZ, Climate Finance Readiness Programme: Early Action for Ambitious Goals, 2013; GIZ, The Climate Finance Readiness Programme: A
Summary of Our Support So Far, 2017; GIZ, Ready for Climate Finance – GIZ’s Approach for Making Climate Finance Work, 2015; GIZ,
Climate Finance Readiness In Action: CF Ready Toolbox, 2014.
56 Bangladesh, Cambodia, Grenada, Jamaica, Morocco, Namibia, Peru, South Africa, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, Tajikistan, Tanzania,
Uganda, Viet Nam and Zambia. See: https://www.giz.de/expertise/html/19694.html
57 Full list of projects not available, so number of projects is based on overview of country profiles. See:
https://www.giz.de/expertise/html/19704.html
58 The Climate Finance Readiness Programme does not provide countries with direct funding, but rather supports them in accessing
financial resources through the GCF and other climate funds. See: https://www.giz.de/expertise/html/19694.html
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Monitoring and evaluation
• Information not available/accessible to identify insights.
Key success factors59
• Tailors support to each country based on an initial assessment of barriers to accessing GCF. Prior
to providing support, the Programme works with relevant government ministries and other
stakeholders to assess their current needs and design a customized package of support. This
process is facilitated by the Programme’s Climate Finance Reflection Tool (“CliF Reflect”) which
aims to assess a country’s current level of readiness by diagnosing existing capacities to mobilize
and effectively manage climate finance. The Tool’s framework is guided by the scope of GCF’s
Readiness Programme and focuses on five modules of readiness: (i) strategic planning and
developing policies, (ii) strengthening institutions and good financial governance, (iii) accessing
international climate finance, (iv) effective and transparent spending and implementation, and (v)
promoting private sector engagement.
• Develops tools for assessing and building climate finance readiness, and ensures they are made
publicly available. The Climate Finance Ready Toolbox covers topics such as accreditation selfassessments, climate finance readiness training, stock-taking for NAPs, and ESS training. For
example, the Climate Finance Readiness Training (CliFiT) aims to train staff within relevant
government ministries on the availability of international climate finance (including GCF),
coordination between stakeholders, and engagement with the private sector. The ESS Toolkit
enables institutions to plan, build and operationalize the necessary capacity required to meet the
ESS requirements of GCF’s accreditation process.
• In some cases, local GIZ staff are embedded within recipient organizations to ensure continuity
of support and sustainability of interventions. In most situations, permanent GIZ staff work
locally for the Climate Finance Readiness Programme so they can provide long-term technical
assistance and guidance to recipients.

59

GIZ, Climate Finance Readiness In Action: CF Ready Toolbox, 2014; GIZ, Assessing Needs for Climate Finance Readiness: The Climate
Finance Reflection Tool – CliF Reflect, 2013.
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Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)’s Readiness Fund60
Overview of programme
Mandate: To support tropical and sub-tropical developing countries in preparing to participate in a
future, large-scale, system of positive incentives for REDD+. The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility
(FCPF) was established in 2008 by the World Bank.
Types of support provided:
• Provision of individual grants including formulation grants, which are used to develop
Readiness Preparation Proposals, and preparation grants, which are used to fund technical
assistance and capacity-building activities.
• Capacity-building and training, including organizing stakeholder engagement workshops with
civil society and indigenous peoples.
• Knowledge sharing including hosting Knowledge Exchange Days and facilitating knowledge
exchange among participating countries. Topics covered in such events include defining
national development and REDD+ strategies, REDD+ safeguards, creating forest reference levels
for UNFCCC, and lessons on Emission Reductions Program development and review.61
Recipients of support: Governments of tropical and sub-tropical developing countries
Number of countries: 3662

Number of projects: 3963

Annual disbursements:
USD 35 million64

Benchmarking insights
Process for reviewing proposals
• Countries submit a Readiness Plan Idea Note to FCPF for review and approval.
• Approved countries prepare a Readiness Plan, which is a framework for a country to set a clear
plan, budget and schedule to undertake REDD+ activities.
• FCPF reviews and assesses Readiness Plans, and decides on the allocation of FCPF grants to
countries.
Monitoring and evaluation
• FCPF uses a Readiness Assessment Framework to measure countries’ progress on core readiness
activities. The two-stage process involves (i) a national multi-stakeholder self-assessment, which
results in an “R-Package”; and (ii) an assessment of the self-assessment by the FCPF’s Participant’s
Committee with input from the Technical Advisory Panel, the Delivery Partner and others.65

60

Based on Forest Carbon Partnership Facility website
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, FMT’s Report: Progress Update and FY17 Annual Report, September 2017.
62 As of June 2013, 36 forest developing countries (13 in Africa, 15 in Latin America and the Caribbean, and eight in the Asia-pacific region)
are currently included in the FCPF. See: Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, A Guide to the FCPF Readiness Assessment Framework, June
2013.
63 Number of grant agreements signed
64
Total value of grant disbursements to date is USD 110.5M. For breakdown by financial year. See: Forest Carbon Partnership Facility,
FMT’s Report: Progress Update and FY17 Annual Report, September 2017.
65 The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Participants Committee is comprised of equal number of forest (REDD+) countries and financial
contributors, as well as observers representing indigenous peoples, civil society, international organizations, the UN-REDD Programme, the
UNFCCC Secretariat and the private sector.
61
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• The assessment documents progress, captures lessons learned, assesses remaining gaps, and
identifies activities to transition to the implementation of performance-based activities. Progress
is measured across nine sub-components and 34 corresponding assessment criteria.66 The scope
of the Readiness Assessment is national and encompasses all core readiness activities (regardless
of whether readiness activities are financed by FCPF or other development partners).
• The development of an R-Package is voluntary and is not a reporting requirement under the FCPF
Readiness Fund. However, if a country wishes to participate in the Carbon Fund, which provides
funding for piloting REDD+ incentive payments, then it becomes a mandatory requirement.
Key success factors
• Publishes a clear Theory of Change for the programme which lists outputs, outcomes, and
impacts, as well as output indicators such as number of Readiness Preparation Proposals received,
number of grant agreements signed, and number of progress reports received.67
• Requires applying governments to set up multi-stakeholder participatory mechanisms to ensure
that civil society and indigenous peoples are meaningfully consulted during the formulation and
implementation of their country’s Readiness Plan and REDD+ Strategy, given their historical role
as stewards of tropical forests.
• Publishes templates, guidance and best practices in multiple languages. Templates for the
Readiness Preparation Proposals, as well as guidelines and best practices for developing them,
are provided in English, French and Spanish.
• Provides tools and guidance for self-assessment of needs. The step-by-step guide provides
advice on preparing for, conducting, and disseminating the outcomes of the multi-stakeholder
self-assessment, based on existing good practices.68
• Has increased the number of Delivery Partners to improve the availability of appropriate
technical support. FCPF expanded its pool of Delivery Partners from the World Bank to include
additional international-level partners such as UNDP and IDB.69 This has enabled FCPF to utilize
the comparative advantage of various partners and increase its ability to provide timely assistance
to countries.70

66

Progress made against each criterion is rated as follows: Green “significant progress” Yellow “progressing well, further development
required”, Orange “Further development required”, and Red “not yet demonstrating progress”
67
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, FMT’s Report: Progress Update and FY17 Annual Report, September 2017.
68 Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, A Guide to the FCPF Readiness Assessment Framework, June 2013.
69 Delivery Partners provide readiness preparation support (i.e., providing feedback on Readiness Preparation Proposals) and safeguard
and fiduciary support (i.e., ensuring compliance of readiness activities with key policies).
70
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, Optimizing Delivery to REDD Country Participants, March 2010

44

Initial Review of GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme | Dalberg report

Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol (“Multilateral
Fund”)71
Overview of programme
Mandate: To help countries phase out the use of ozone-depleting substances to comply with the
Montreal Protocol.
Types of support provided:
• Provides ongoing funding to establish national ozone units within governments, with the aim
of covering the costs of basic office infrastructure, communications, and at least one full-time
staff member. Financial assistance is provided in the form of grants or concessional loans.
• Outsources implementation of training and technical assistance to four agencies with existing
capacities, expertise, global networks, and programme development capabilities: United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), United Nations Development Programme (UNDP),
United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), and the World Bank.
o UNEP supports institutional strengthening activities, facilitates regional networks, produces
training materials, and helps to prepare country programmes.
o UNDP organizes demonstration and investment projects, technical assistance, and
feasibility studies
o UNIDO prepares and appraises investment project proposals and implements phase-out
schedules at the plant level
o The World Bank focuses on large-scale phase-out and investment projects at the plant and
country-levels
Recipients of support: Eligible national governments, 72 Implementing agencies (UNEP, UNDP,
UNIDO, World Bank)
Number of countries: 147

Number of projects: 40073

Annual disbursements:
USD 113 million74

Benchmarking insights
Process for reviewing proposals
• Eligible countries must first develop a Country Programme, which outlines the strategy and action
plan that a country will follow to eliminate the consumption and production of ozone-depleting
substances. The Multilateral Fund provides preparation funding to eligible countries to support
the development of Country Programmes; countries are requested to submit completed Country
Programmes within nine months of disbursement.
• Secretariat reviews Country Programmes against pre-defined assessment criteria and provides
feedback to countries.

71

Based on Multilateral Fund website and Multilateral Fund Overview Document:
http://www.multilateralfund.org/InformationandMedia/publications/Shared%20Documents/English2007.pdf
72 Eligible countries are those with an annual per capita consumption of ozone-depleting substances of less than 0.3 kilograms per year, and
are known as Article 5 countries.
73 Total number of active projects, with 30-35 projects approved each year.
74
Annualized approved disbursements based on USD 3.46 billion allocated since becoming operational in 1991.
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• Revised Country Programmes are submitted to the Executive Committee for approval. 75 The
Executive Committee meets two to three times per year.
• Following approval, the Treasurer of the Fund is instructed to disburse funding immediately.
• Country Programmes form the basis for the Multilateral Fund to finance additional programmes
within countries. To develop programmatic proposals, countries collaborate with implementing
agencies and submit proposals to the Secretariat for review. Following feedback, programmatic
proposals are submitted to the Executive Committee for approval.
Monitoring and evaluation
• Countries that have developed Country Programmes must present annual progress reports on
their implementation. The Multilateral Fund provides an online form and guidance for submitting
progress reports virtually. These reports are used to assess compliance with reduction targets.
• Annual performance assessments of the Fund’s implementing agencies are also conducted to
assess progress made towards the targets set in annual business plans (for example on ozonedepleting substances phase-out targets, cost-efficiencies to be achieved, and level of funds to be
disbursed).
• Several independent thematic or sector evaluations are conducted each year to provide feedback
on results and impact of ongoing and completed projects, as well as lessons learned and
recommendations for policy development.
Key success factors
• Provides funding for full-time staff presence in national governments as part of capacitybuilding. This has helped to build country ownership of national ozone protection programmes,
supported the retention of institutional memory, and established a clear focal point within
government that is responsible for managing Multilateral Fund-related queries from
implementing agencies and other stakeholders. Since 2000, the Multilateral Fund has also
provided financial support to UNEP’s Compliance Assistance Programme (CAP) which has enabled
UNEP to relocate staff to regions and deliver more timely advice and assistance to both individual
countries and regional networks.76
• Established regional and sub-regional networks to facilitate peer-to-peer support. The
Multilateral Fund has nine networks of national ozone units worldwide that provide a platform
for discussing regional issues, disseminating information, and gathering feedback on Multilateral
Fund policies. 77 The Multilateral Fund provides financial support for in-person meetings with
national ozone officers, implementing agencies, and representatives from developed countries.78
• Provides transparent guidance on proposal assessment criteria. For each activity that the
Multilateral Fund supports, it provides countries with clear criteria for how their proposals will be
evaluated (e.g., country programmes, project proposals, institutional strengthening). Criteria for
project eligibility and proposal review are published by the Executive Committee.

75

The Executive Committee comprises seven members from eligible (Article 5) countries and seven from non-eligible (non-Article 5)
countries.
76 See: http://www.multilateralfund.org/Our%20Work/countries/default.aspx
77
The nine regional networks of ozone officers are: Africa – English-speaking, Africa – French-speaking, Latin America and Caribbean – South
America, Latin America and Caribbean – Central America, Latin America and Caribbean – Caribbean, South Asia, South East Asia and Pacific,
West Asia, and Europe / Central Asia.
78 For example, the Government of Sweden initiated and funded a regional network for South-East Asia and the Pacific to enable national
ozone officers from that region to meet twice a year.
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• Provides guidance and templates in multiple languages. For example, its guidebooks and
templates for reporting on implementation progress are available in English, French and Spanish
while its guidelines for renewal of institutional strengthening projects are available in English,
French, Spanish and Arabic.
• Uses online systems to enable countries to upload electronic progress reports. This has
expedited the process for countries who must report annually on progress made in implementing
Country Programmes, and ensured that reports are consistent and can be easily accessed and
managed.
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Partnership for Market Readiness79
Overview of programme
Mandate: To support countries to assess, prepare, and implement carbon pricing instruments to
scale up greenhouse gas mitigation. The Partnership for Market Readiness (PMR) became
operational in April 2011.
Types of support provided:
• Provision of one-off preparation grants to prepare countries to access the PMR. Eligible
countries are allocated USD 350,000 in preparation funding to identify capacity-building gaps
and develop a Market Readiness Proposal. The Market Readiness Proposal provides a detailed
roadmap for implementing readiness components that will support the planning, designing and
piloting of market-based instruments for greenhouse gas mitigation, including timelines and
budgets.
• Provision of one-off grants to implement activities outlined in the Market Readiness Proposals.
The size of the grant depends on the extent of requested activities, and is set at either USD 3, 5
or 8 million.
• Technical support, including policy analysis to support countries’ efforts to determine their
post-2020 mitigation scenarios and identify packages of cost-effective policies to achieve
climate change mitigation. Going forward, this technical support will expand to supporting
countries in modelling and assessing the impact of carbon pricing policies.
• Capacity-building and training, including hosting >50 technical workshops to discuss technical,
regulatory, and institutional aspects of carbon pricing.
• Knowledge-sharing between countries, international organizations and technical experts on
three main themes: (i) emissions trading systems, (ii) carbon taxes, and (iii) offsetting and
crediting instruments. It also provides guidance and knowledge products on cross-cutting
themes such as data management and registries, baselines, benchmarks, stakeholder
engagement, and monitoring, reporting and verification.
Recipients of support: Government entities, Delivery Partners
Number of countries: 3280

Number of projects: 1581

Disbursements:
USD 61 million82

Benchmarking insights
Process for reviewing proposals83
• Interested countries must submit an Expression of Interest and an Organizing Framework to
PMR’s Partnership Assembly for consideration and endorsement.84 The Organizing Framework
79

Based on Partnership for Market Readiness website and Partnership for Market Readiness Information Brochure January 2017.
19 Implementing Country Participants that receive funding and technical support from the PMR plus 13 Contributing Participants that
contribute funding and share relevant experience.
81 As of 18 October 2017, 15 countries have entered the implementation phase, one country (Colombia) has been allocated implementation
phase funding but has not yet started implementation, and three countries have submitted an organization framework but have not yet
completed their Market Readiness Proposal. See PMR Dashboard: https://www.thepmr.org/content/pmr-process
82 Total value of grant allocations between December 2013 and October 2017. See PMR Dashboard:
https://www.thepmr.org/content/pmr-process
83 See: https://www.thepmr.org/content/pmr-process
84
PMR’s Partnership Assembly comprises the 13 Contributing Participants and 19 Implementing Country Participants.
80
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should outline a country’s mitigation objectives, current emissions profile, target sectors, and
potential readiness components or market-based mechanisms that would form part of their full
proposal. Upon confirmation of their Organizing Framework, a country is allocated USD 350,000
in preparation phase funding.
• Countries must then develop a Market Readiness Proposal which provides a detailed roadmap for
planning, designing and piloting a carbon pricing instrument.
• Countries receive feedback on draft proposals from an independent expert group and PMR’s
Secretariat. Following revisions, the final proposal is presented to PMR’s Partnership Assembly.
• PMR’s Partnership Assembly decides on the allocation of funding for project implementation
based on the extent of requested activities (either USD 3, 5 or 8 million).
Monitoring and evaluation85
• Countries are required to submit Project Implementation Status Reports on an annual basis. These
reports include information on the progress of activities based on the indicators and objectives
outlined in their proposals, challenges faced, and lessons learned. Status reports are publicly
available on the PMR website.
• PMR launched an Operations Monitoring System in 2015 to monitor the status and progress of
PMR activities at the country-level. This system includes a publicly available dashboard which
monitors country progress against key administrative milestones of PMR’s process.86
• PMR is also subject to periodic independent evaluations to assess its global performance against
its objectives, as laid out in its Governance Framework, and its overall impact on the greenhouse
gas mitigation agenda.
Key success factors
• Publishes guidebooks to support countries in the development of carbon pricing instruments.
For example, they published “Emissions Trading in Practice: Handbook on Design and
Implementation” which distils best practices and lessons learned from more than 100 technical
experts and policy practitioners on emissions trading and outlines a ten-step process for
designing, implementing and operationalizing an effective emissions trading system.
• Provides a variety of options for peer-to-peer interactions, as well as tailored meetings for
country-specific support. For example, they facilitate country exchanges through in-person
technical workshops, public events, and virtual webinars, to suit countries with different time and
budgetary constraints. They also hold technical meetings that are tailored to the needs and
programs of specific countries.
• Provides transparent guidelines on the content required in funding proposals. The Tool for
Market Readiness Proposal document provides guidelines on what PMR looks for within each
section of the proposal.
• Provides a clear Theory of Change for the programme which links PMR’s inputs and activities to
outputs, outcomes and impact. This has facilitated independent evaluators to assess the
performance of PMR and the causal links between its activities.87

85

Partnership for Market Readiness Annual Report FY16; https://www.thepmr.org/content/pmr-process
Milestones tracked include: Submission of organizational framework, Presentation of draft MRP, Endorsement of final MRP, and Signing
of grant agreements.
87
See PMR Results Framework.
86
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