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Executive Summary
Programme scope
The ‘Strengthening the Governance of Climate Change Finance to Benefit the Poor and Vulnerable in Asia Pacific (2012-16)’ programme is: 
· funded by SIDA with a grant of some US$ 4.5m 

· implemented by UNDP Bangkok Regional Hub (BRH), of 4 years duration, and concludes in December 2016
· focused on providing regional knowledge sharing, as well as supporting targeted national level actions in Bangladesh, Cambodia, Indonesia and Thailand

· part of a broader regional progamme implemented by UNDP BRH, which is also supported by UK’s DFID  

· has 3 planned outputs, namely: (i) Fiscal policies are formulated and institutions are strengthened to facilitate the delivery of climate change finance to the poor in countries of Asia and the Pacific; (ii) Government budgets delivering more climate change programmes that reach the poor and vulnerable; and (iii) Capacity of regional institutions strengthened to provide products, services and skills that better meet the climate finance needs of Asia and the Pacific.
Objectives of the review and method
As noted in the Terms of Reference for the final review, it will:  ‘…assess progress towards the achievement of objectives in both a qualitative and quantitative manner, assess the process and quality of project delivery, and outline future delivery needs.  It offers an opportunity for all stakeholders to identify potential improvements in the design of a future programme, and….and make recommendations regarding specific actions or new approaches that might be useful.
The review was undertaken by one independent consultant, providing a total of 28 days input during May and June 2016.  The review was based on review of programme documents and interviews with key respondents (some 74 in total).  Visits were made to Bangkok, Phnom Penh, Jakarta and Dhaka.  No primary data was collected except or the opinions of key respondents.  
Main conclusions 
The programme has been:
1. Highly relevant to need, particularly in terms of supporting integration of aid effectiveness principles in to the dialogue on climate change finance (CCF) policy and practice.  The overall approach of working with and through partner government systems has promoted strong government ownership of programme supported initiatives.  
2. Somewhat constrained by weaknesses in the quality of design.  Objectives were over-ambitious and key parts of the initial implementation strategy were inadequately defined, particularly with respect to what constitutes a climate change fiscal policy reform measure, how such a programme would in practice impact on poverty / vulnerability, and how it would strengthen regional institutions.  
3. Effective in promoting the development and use of analytical tools that have helped government partners make more informed assessments of the extent to which their climate change policies are being reflected in budget preparation and allocation processes.
4. Effective (as a regional hub) in promoting and supporting information / knowledge generation and sharing between countries on CCF governance issues, particularly in relation to management of the national budget. 

5. Marginally effective, to date, in demonstrating that government budgets are delivering more climate change programmes to benefit the poor and vulnerable.  
6. Challenged in trying to identify how to promote gender equality objectives as a core progamme theme, although some progress has been made.  
7. Relatively ineffective in strengthening the capacities of other regional institutions to provide products, services and skills that better meet the climate finance needs of Asia and the Pacific; and
8. Well managed and has used the (limited) available resources efficiently, particularly with respect to leveraging additional resources for country level implementation (in close collaboration with UNDP Country Offices).  

Recommendations for the proposed future phase of support
These recommendations are elaborated in more detail in the main body of the report:
Recommendation 1 : Continue to pursue the core strategy of supporting aid effectiveness principles and synergies of effort with UNDP Country Offices. 

Recommendation 2 :  Re-design the programme logic and results framework, including key elements of the overall theory of change, so that objectives are more realistic and the limited resources available to the programme are more effectively targeted. 

Recommendation 3 : Continue to give clear focus to helping countries better target domestic climate change finance to benefit the poor and vulnerable, but more clearly define what the programme can realistically influence in this regard, including with respect to promoting gender equality. 

Recommendation 4 : Prioritise the programme’s role in generation of empirical evidence / data and knowledge products to influence the allocation of budgetary resources to meet climate change policy priorities. 

Recommendation 5 : Should the programme seek to expand in to the Pacific, ensure that this is appropriately resourced within the region. 

Recommendation 6 : Continue to actively seek the merging all donor financing for the regional programme into one mutually agreed / unified programme.

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Programme description
‘Strengthening the Governance of Climate Change Finance to Benefit the Poor and Vulnerable in Asia Pacific (2012-16)’ is a regional programme (henceforth referred to as ‘the programme’) implemented by UNDP and supported by Swedish SIDA.  The programme is part of a larger UNDP regional programme on ‘Governance of Climate Change Finance and Development Effectiveness’, which is also directly supported by the UK’s Department for International Development (DFID). 
Programme scope is summarised in the table below: 

	Programme Title
	Strengthening the Governance of Climate Change Finance to Benefit the Poor and Vulnerable in Asia Pacific (2012-16)

	Overall objective
	Improve the governance of international and domestic climate change finance, particularly for the poor and vulnerable in Asia and the Pacific

	Bridging objective / outcome
	Equitable use of climate finance widely recognized as a national policy priority within Asia and the Pacific, with specific measures put in place to channel resources to the poor and vulnerable

	Outputs
	1.  Fiscal policies are formulated and institutions are strengthened to facilitate the delivery of climate change finance to the poor in countries of Asia and the Pacific;

2.  Government budgets delivering more climate change programmes that reach the poor and vulnerable; and
3.  Capacity of regional institutions strengthened to provide products, services and skills that better meet the climate finance needs of Asia and the Pacific.

	Key donor and financing 
	Swedish SIDA total financing of SEK 31,900,000 (as amended in October 2015).  Released in 4 tranches with US$ value of USD 4,567,340 (using exchange rates at the time of each tranche release – see Annex 5 for details). 

	Start and finish date / duration
	Financing agreement signed in December 2012 and first financial tranche disbursed to UNDP, initially for a 3.5 year programme (completion in July 2016)
In October 2015, programme completion date amended to December 2016, with additional SEK 1,500,00 also allocated. 

	Country coverage
	SIDA financing covering Cambodia, Bangladesh, Indonesia and Thailand. 
The regional dimension of the programme aims to contribute to the generation and replication of knowledge and good practice across the Asia-Pacific region, through various tools including policy and technical briefs, advocacy communications, workshops, and promoting South-South dialogue on the governance of climate change financing.

	Key implementing partners 
	UNDP country offices in the 4 focus countries

Finance and Planning agencies / Boards of Budget, Ministries of Environment, identified Sectoral Ministries, Research / Training institutions 
Relevant regional institutions / institutions in the region 


1.2 Objectives and scope of the review
Objectives

Building on findings and recommendations from the mid-term review (MTR) conducted in December 2014 and based on the agreed logical framework and the approved workplans, the Programme Final Review (PFR) will assess progress towards the achievement of objectives in both a qualitative and quantitative manner, assess the process and quality of project delivery, and outline future delivery needs.  It offers an opportunity for all stakeholders to identify potential improvements in the design of a future programme, identify and document lessons learned, and make recommendations regarding specific actions or new approaches that might be useful.  The PFR is expected to serve as a means of validating success of the programme and challenges that the programme has faced and may face in the future.  To this end, the PFR will serve to:

· Review success and challenges that the project has encountered by identifying potential areas to be continued and strengthened or to be excluded in the future programme;
· Enable informed decision-making;

· Assess the sustainability of the project’s interventions;

· Create the basis of replication of successful project results achieved; and
· Serve as a platform for dialogue and focused consideration among project partners and stakeholders of the progress made and the overall approach to project implementation.
The full Terms of Reference (TOR) for the review are provided at Annex 1. 
Approach / method

The review was undertaken by a single independent consultant, working closely with and supported by the programme team in Bangkok and the UNDP Country Offices in target countries.  The consultant visited each of the four target countries (Thailand, Cambodia, Indonesia and Bangladesh), spending two full working days in each of Phnom Penh, Jakarta, and Dhaka and five days in Bangkok (not including travel time).  The review schedule is provided at Annex 2. 

The review was primarily formative in nature, with a particular focus on making strategic recommendations for the planned future phase of support.  

The review has been participatory and conducted in the spirit of ‘appreciative enquiry’.  That is to say, the review has not been looking to find faults or problems that are not already known, but rather focused on further analysing / verifying UNDP’s self-reported achievements and challenges, facilitating further reflection, and identifying ways in which any future support can be made most effective.  

The review has relied on existing secondary sources of information, primarily desk review of the approved programme proposal/design, annual workplans and progress reports, the mid-term review, programme publications, records of meetings / training events, and other relevant programme records and reports.  The review did not collect any additional primary data, except for the opinions of key respondents through semi-structured interviews with individuals and groups.  Respondents were purposively (not randomly) selected, and included: (i) UNDP / programme staff at regional and national levels; (ii) implementing partners in the four target countries; and (iii) representatives of SIDA and the EU.  A list of the individuals and agencies consulted / interviewed during the review is provided at Annex 2.  In total some 74 people were directly consulted (44 men and 30 women).  
A list of key review questions is profiled in the PFR matrix at Annex 3.  Key reference documents are listed in Annex 4.  

The principle of ‘triangulation’ was used throughout the review to support the validity of the analysis and findings.  This primarily involved asking similar questions to a range of different respondents, and also further checking / validating those responses through reference to other sources of information such as contained in management reports, administrative records and technical reports. 

The option of including an on-line questionnaire as part of the review method was discussed between the consultant and the UNDP Programme Manager, and it was agreed that this was not likely to add much value given the country visits and significant range of stakeholders to be interviewed face to face.  
The review report has been prepared primarily for use by the UNDP regional programme team and for SIDA.  Nevertheless, it is hoped the findings, conclusions and recommendations might also be of value to other current or future stakeholders.  
Limitations 

The main limitations of the review are as follows:

· The review was undertaken by a single consultant who does not have specific expertise in either climate change finance or public finance management (PFM) reform.  The focus of the review has therefore been more on strategic planning and management issues, rather than on the technical details of climate change financing or PFM reform.  
· The review was undertaken over a relatively short period of time, with 5 days spent on initial desk review, developing a work plan and preparing an inception report; 16 days spent on the country visits (including travel time and preparation and presentation of initial findings in Bangkok), and 7 days writing up the draft and final reports.  There has therefore been relatively little time for deep reflection. 

· Interview respondents in each country were purposively selected by UNDP, based primarily on their engagement with (and knowledge of) the programme and their availability at the time of the review.  Discussions were (by necessity) generally broad in nature, no additional quantitative (e.g. government budget) data was collected, and it was not possible for the review consultant to assess the content or quality of government documents written in the national language.  
Acknowledgements and disclaimer

The review consultant would like to thank all those who gave their time to answer questions, share ideas and provide information to support the review process.  The UNDP regional programme team in Bangkok and UNDP country office staff provided excellent logistical support and were at all times helpful and responsive to the reviewer’s requests for information. 
While hopefully capturing and reflecting the views of key stakeholders, the findings and recommendations presented in this report are those of the independent reviewer alone and should not be considered to represent the views of UNDP or any other programme partners.  Any errors of fact are also the responsibility of the reviewer alone.  
2 Development context
Key elements of the broad development context within which this programme fits are as follows:
	Climate change 
	The earth is going through a period of warming, and it is widely believed that human activity (primarily through the emission of increased levels of CO2) is a significant contributor.  The results of this warming include: (i) sea level rise; (ii) more frequent and intense adverse weather events, including floods, drought and cyclones; and (iii) secondary impacts on such things as agricultural production (e.g. spread of ‘new’ pests and diseases) and health (e.g. spread of areas at risk of vector-borne diseases).   

	Climate change impact 
	Climate change impacts society at large.  Floods, droughts and cyclones impact economic production and human welfare.  Sea level rise increases soil / water salinity in coastal areas and will, in time, inundate low-lying coastal areas where many people live, including in megacities.  A changing climate may also cause major migrations of displaced peoples which will affect all countries. 
However, it is the poorest people who are impacted most severely, given their lack of opportunities and resources to re-locate and adapt.  Women are also especially vulnerable to climate change impacts in countries where they already suffer significant gender inequality.  Women, particularly in rural areas, are usually responsible for climate sensitive tasks such as securing food and water, and have the added burden of childcare, and looking after aged and disabled family members.  Climate change and the accompanying increase in extreme weather events are likely to magnify existing patters of gender disadvantage, unless gender sensitive responses are designed and implemented. 

	Not just an environmental issue
	Climate change is not just an ‘environmental’ issue – given its impact on the economy and human welfare.  There is therefore a need to better mainstream climate change responses throughout government institutions as part of a coordinated effort.  The private sector and civil society also play a critical role in both climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts.  

	Mitigation, adaptation, DRR and social protection
	Mitigation of climate change is primarily concerned with reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions through de-carbonising the economy (e.g. increased use of renewable energy sources, increased energy efficiency (production and use), and protection of peat lands and forests).  Adaptation is concerned with the response to climate change, aimed at reducing the negative impacts on people and the economy (e.g. flood proofing infrastructure, drought proofing agriculture, and increasing community resilience and adaptive capacities).  There is an integral link between climate change adaptation, disaster risk reduction (DRR) and social protection for the most vulnerable.  In the poorest countries and communities – effective adaptation is the priority.  

	Climate finance 
	The international community has agreed to commit significant financial resources to help developing countries address climate change (e.g. the Green Climate Fund and Private Sector Facility under the UNFCCC).  Effectively channeling this money to ‘good’ investments and to those most in need is now a key challenge.  However, while there is significant focus given to this ‘new’ international money, existing government budgets (and the domestic private sector) is where the bulk of climate relevant finances will need to be sourced.  Strengthening the ability of national governments to effectively finance their climate change policies and plans is therefore a key priority.  Strengthening government systems to absorb international finance is also consistent with implementation of aid effective principles. 


3 Findings

3.1 Relevance and quality of design
Findings with respect to relevance and quality of design are provided in response to the three guiding questions below (drawn from the PFR matrix shown at Annex 3).  
Question 1: Are programme objectives appropriately aligned with global, regional, national and/or donor policy priorities and strategies on strengthening the governance of climate change financing to benefit the poor and vulnerable? 
Global policy context

In the global context, the programme’s objectives appear to be drawn primarily from discussions held, and principles agreed, at the Fourth High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness that took place in Busan, Korea in November 2011.  At the forum, the Busan Building Block (BBB) on Climate Finance and Development Effectiveness was established as a voluntary partnership to promote coherence and collaboration across climate and development communities.  Its aims are to: (i) strengthen linkages between climate finance and countries’ planning, budgeting and public financial management systems; (ii) support regional platforms that promote lesson-learning across countries and policy areas; and (iii) share lessons across diverse international policy processes, and pursue coherent approaches to the effective delivery of international finance based on common principles.  The programme objectives are directly aligned with meeting these aims.  They also give particular emphasis to the need for the use of climate finance to be led and owned by recipient countries (aligned with their policies and plans), and to be channelled (at least in significant part) through existing public finance management systems.  This is the aid effectiveness agenda being applied to climate finance. 
Also at the global level, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) provides the overarching framework for taking coordinated international action on climate change.  The Convention has established a Financial Mechanism to provide funds to developing country Parties, which includes the operation of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the Green Climate Fund (GCF) and the Adaptation Facility (under the Kyoto Protocol).  A Standing Committee on Finance supports the Parties in exercising their functions with respect to climate finance.  The UNDP programme is aligned with UNFCCC objectives to the extent that it aims to support the more effective allocation and use of climate finance in developing countries.  The programme design identifies a particular niche role for UNDP to play within this broader framework, namely to focus primarily on analysing and then influencing the national / sub-national budget process and systems so that existing domestic public resources are better allocated and used to meet climate change policy objectives.  This makes sense in as much as it has been demonstrated (through CPEIR analysis) that national budgets are a significant source of climate relevant finance (e.g. 2.7% of the total budget in Thailand, up to 7.5% in Bangladesh, and up to 16.9% in Cambodia).  Strengthening country systems also directly support the aid effectiveness agenda (e.g. ownership, alignment and a partnership for results). 
With respect to poverty and vulnerability, poverty reduction remains at the top of the global development agenda.  Addressing gender inequality is also a policy priority for most international development agencies – both bi-lateral and multi-lateral.  The programme’s specific reference to benefitting the poor and vulnerable is therefore consistent with this global development policy focus, as is the choice of Bangladesh and Cambodia to be included as target countries given their high poverty rates.  
Given UNDP’s role as a champion of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the programme’s relevance to these goals is important to consider.  At least in terms of the programme’s stated objectives, it is clear that the programme is consistent with supporting SDG 1 (Poverty); SDG 5 (Gender equality) and SDG 13 (Climate Change).  
Overall, the programme’s relevance to global policies on climate change and poverty reduction are therefore considered high.  

Regional policy and institutional context

At the regional level, the ASEAN Working Group on Climate Change (AWGCC) was established in 2009 to oversee the implementation of the relevant action lines in the ASEAN Social and Cultural Community Blueprint.  An Action Plan on Joint Response to Climate Change was also developed in 2012 to provide a more detailed reference in implementing the Blueprint.  The design notes that the programme ‘will contribute to and assist in building closer cooperation with ASEAN’ and ‘contribute to strengthening the position of ASEAN as a regional actor’.  The design also talks about supporting ‘regional capacity development alongside policy advocacy through regional institutions’, and (in addition to ASEAN) makes mention of institutions such as the Lee Kuan Yew School in Singapore and the Energy and Resources Institute in India .   
However, the design is not particularly clear about how this regional engagement would, in practice, be achieved.  The regional nature of the project, and how effective it has been in strengthening regional institutions, is discussed further later in the report.  
Regional relevance, at least as articulated in the design, is considered largely theoretical.  
National level policy and institutional context  
The programme design builds on the information and ideas generated through the conduct of national level Climate Change Public Expenditure and Institutional Reviews (CPEIRs), which at the time of design had been conducted in Bangladesh, Thailand, Cambodia and Indonesia (among others).  Given the nature of the CPEIR process (being country-led and built on an analysis of domestic policies, institutions and PFM systems), the programme strategy is considered to be well aligned with national climate change policies and priorities.  The design strategy also emphasises the need for support to be tailored to each country context and need, in support of ownership and sustainability objectives.  
The design also articulates a clear strategy to work in support of ongoing or emerging country initiatives (being supported by the UNDP Country Offices and other donors) that aim to strengthen the governance of climate change finance.  This has been an effective strategy in promoting the country-level relevance of the regional programme’s support activities.  
National level policy relevance is considered high. 
Donor context 
SIDA approved UNDP’s programme proposal in 2012, so it can be reasonably assumed that it is (or at least was) in line with SIDA’s Strategy for Regional Development Cooperation in Asia focusing on Southeast Asia.  In 2010 SIDA also supported some initial work by UNDP which helped to kick start the regional programme.  Many other donors are also involved in this area of work, including ADB, DFID, GIZ, USAID, EU, Australian Aid and the World Bank.  The programme’s general relevance to donor policies on climate change finance, poverty reduction and aid effectiveness is therefore considered high.  However, donor policies can be ‘fickle’ and their policy priorities change.  
Question 2 : Has the original design provided a clear and robust framework to support ongoing programme implementation and monitoring (e.g. clear theory of change, clear indicators and targets, and sound governance / management arrangements)? 
The original design has provided a reasonably robust framework for guiding programme implementation over the past 3.5 years.  In particular, the overall implementation strategy of working with and through partner government institutions and systems, and supporting existing / emerging UNDP country office supported programmes/projects, has helped ensure a flexible and responsive approach to the provision of regional programme support.  Using the CPEIRs as the entry point in each target country has been a sound and successful approach.  

The relative simplicity and generality of the output structure (only 3 programme outputs) and corresponding indicators and targets, has also allowed for flexibility in annual work planning, a learning by doing approach and ease of quantitative reporting.  

The fact that the regional programme has not had an overarching steering / coordinating committee (only annual review meetings with the primary donor SIDA) has kept governance arrangements simple and easy to manage.  
However, while the broad scope of the design is fairly clear, there are some notable weaknesses (at least in hindsight).  These include: 

1. Overly ambitious objectives, particularly in light of the short time line (originally only 3 years duration) and the limited resources available to work in four very different countries.  The time required to influence change in government policy and systems, and see subsequent changes in the delivery and monitoring of climate finance to the poor, does not seem to have been adequately factored in to the original design.  
2. The programme’s objective (outcome) statement and output statements are not clearly differentiated in terms of the logical hierarchy of results.  This has led to the same / similar things being reported at the outcome and output levels.  The outcome statement could have been more clearly focused on desired changes in government policy and / or practice (behaviour change within partner institutions), while the outputs could have been more clearly focused on supporting delivery of the knowledge, systems and/or tools that would in turn support subsequent changes at the outcome level.  
3. Some outputs are not very clearly specified and therefore open to subjective interpretation.  For example, it is not clear exactly what is meant by ‘fiscal policies’ in Output 1, nor ‘capacities of regional institutions’ in Output 2.  One might hope this would be clarified by reference to the corresponding indicators, however this is not necessarily the case.  For example, the first indicator for Output 1 is ‘presence of climate change policy within government medium and annual fiscal policy formulation’, which provides no greater clarity as to what constitutes a fiscal policy.  
4. Output indicators and targets focus on quantitative changes (e.g. number of countries with improved fiscal policies, % of climate relevant expenditures reflected in the budget, number of South-South Cooperation meetings) without reference to monitoring / measuring the quality of either products or processes.  
5. The design does not explicitly articulate the programme’s theory of change with respect to how it would influence the knowledge – policy – practice continuum, and in what depth.  In this respect the programme’s capacity development strategy is also unclear, particularly in terms of how it would support the actual delivery of more climate change programmes to the poor and vulnerable (Output 2) and strengthen the capacities of regional institutions (Output 3).  The intent is fairly clear, but not the specific means.  
6. The regional nature of the programme, and what constitutes a regional institution, is also not well defined in the design.  In practice, it seems that the programme has defined ‘regional institutions’ as ‘institutions in the region’.  In retrospect at least, it is clear that the design was overly ambitious in its expectations with respect to building capacities of regional institutions.  

7. Meeting the needs of the poor and vulnerable through strengthened governance of climate change finance is highlighted in the programme’s title, outcome statement and Output 3 statement.  However, the design does not provide any clear analysis of how a regional programme of this nature would actually go about doing this.  This has indeed been a particular challenge for the programme during implementation, although a lot has now been learned which can be integrated in to the design of any future programmes. 
Question 3 : Does the design scope remain relevant to need?  
In a broad sense the answer is a clear ‘yes’.  With an increased incidence of extreme weather events occurring, and the negative impacts being felt most acutely by the poor and vulnerable, helping countries to better link their climate change and poverty policies and plans to the allocation of the necessary budgetary resources to implement them remains a very clear need, and will remain so for the foreseeable future.  There is also a valuable role to be played by a regional programme of this nature with respect to information and knowledge sharing.  Nevertheless, a number of lessons have been learned through the process of programme implementation that can be factored in to improving the design of future programme phases.  Recommendations in this regard are provided in the final section of this report.  
3.2 Effectiveness 
3.2.1 Overview of achievements and challenges 
This section of the report presents the consultant’s findings under four main headings, namely the programme’s outcome and three output statements.  Where relevant, the corresponding indicators and targets are referenced.  However, given some overlap between the outcome and output statements, and weaknesses in the formulation of some indicators (as noted in the previous section on relevance), it is not always useful to focus only on these indicators as measures of programme achievement.  

Further details of specific country level achievements and implementation issues are provided in Annex 5, which should be referenced to get a full picture of review findings. 
Bridging Objective / Outcome : Equitable use of climate finance widely recognized as a national policy priority within Asia and the Pacific, with specific measures put in place to channel climate resources to the poor and vulnerable 
Achievements

The programme, working with and through UNDP Country Offices (COs) as well as other development partners, has effectively engaged with senior government officials in all target countries to advocate for strengthening the management of climate change finance.  Awareness has been raised through the generation of evidence / information (including the initial CPEIRs, Climate Change Fiscal Frameworks, analytical tools such as CCBA and budget tagging, publications and regional workshops/conferences) and triggered changes in either policy, systems, thinking and/or practice in all countries.  The programme’s focus on advocating for Ministries of Finance to be more actively engaged in the climate change financing policy discourse has also borne fruit, particularly in Bangladesh, Cambodia and Indonesia (as further profiled under Output 1 findings below).   
The programme has also had influence beyond the four target countries, with CPEIRs reported to have been undertaken (as of August 2015) in 11 countries in the Asia-Pacific region, and 5 countries in Africa.  CPEIRs are also reported to be underway in other countries in Africa and South America.  Other evidence of the programme’s broader influence is reported to include: (i) the World Bank’s publication of its ‘Climate Change Public Expenditure and Institutional Review Sourcebook’ in 2014, drawing significantly on the CPEIR experience; (ii) recognition by the UNFCCC that the CPEIR represents the most thoroughly documented approach to assessing and reporting on domestic climate finance flows; and (iii) OECD’s recognition of CPEIRs as a useful tool in contributing to a better understanding of climate resiliency planning.  
Some progress has also been made in supporting the development of measures to channel climate resources to the poor and vulnerable.  The most notable country level progress has been made in Bangladesh, where the programme has supported the development of the Inclusive Budgeting and Financing for Climate Resilience (IBFCR) and Local Government Initiatives on Climate Change (LOGIC) projects, which both have a clear focus on channelling funds to poor / vulnerable communities.  The programme is also supporting the conduct of an Adaptive Social Protection (ASP) study in Bangladesh, which it is hoped will help inform the implementation of the IBFCR and LOGIC projects, and stimulate thinking about how the Government’s National Social Security Strategy can be more effectively delivered to increase climate resilience among the poor.  In Cambodia, poverty and gender assessment has been incorporated into the grant application guidelines for a multi-donor Climate Change Trust Fund.  The programme has also updated its guidelines on conducting CPEIRs to give greater emphasis to analysis of poverty and gender issues.  The two sub-national CPEIRs undertaken in NTT and BaBel provinces of Indonesia have thus, reportedly, included stronger poverty and gender assessments.  .  
Challenges

While the programme has clearly influenced the debate on policy and practice regarding the equitable use of climate finance, this remains early days in developing better understanding of climate finance governance issues in many developing countries.  In both international and domestic climate finance debate, there is also still a stronger focus on managing ‘new’ international climate finance (e.g. access to and use of Green Climate Fund resources) rather than improving allocation and use of resources from domestic budgets.  

It is clear that the programme has initially struggled to deliver on its stated poverty and vulnerability objectives, given that it: (i) has not been specifically resourced to tackle these issues, (ii) has been working primarily at the national level on budget analysis and management issues (somewhat remote from the poor and vulnerable); (iii) did not have much in the way of other related work to draw experience from; and (iv) did not have a clearly articulated poverty / vulnerability strategy from the outset.  Also, while the link between climate change vulnerability and poverty is clear enough to understand, the links to gender inequality are conceptually more complex.  It is also important to note that the original design did not have a specific focus on trying to address / integrate gender equality objectives.  
There is also, as yet, no evidence of programme supported measures actually delivering increased funding flows to the poor and vulnerable, although the IBRCR and LOGIC projects in Bangladesh promise to do so in the near future.  However, it is important to question whether delivery of increased climate finance to the poor should be an indicator of the programme’s success, given the limited resources at its disposal, its broad regional coverage, and its primary focus on policy and systems change.  
At the outcome level, the programme initially had three indicators of progress / performance, namely: 

1. Number of countries that have established new policies to effectively govern climate finance
2. Number of poor and vulnerable groups accessing climate finance in selected countries

3. Number of regional institutions that are prioritising South-South collaboration on managing climate finance

Indicator 2 was at some point dropped and never reported on (for good reason, as this was clearly beyond the scope of the regional programme itself to directly influence or measure).  The other two indicators are covered / duplicated by output level indicators, so are assessed below under output level findings.  
Output 1 :  Fiscal policies are formulated and institutions are strengthened to facilitate the delivery of climate change finance to the poor in countries of Asia and the Pacific 

Progress against this output has been reported under three sub-headings, namely: (i) reform programmes; (ii) tracking systems; and (iii) cross-ministerial coordination systems.  
REFORM PROGRAMMES
Achievements 

Indicator:  3 countries develop and reference climate change specific policy measures within medium and annual fiscal reform measures at national level

In each country, the conduct of CPEIRs has been the critical, and effective, entry point.  Good progress has subsequently been made in Cambodia, Indonesia and Bangladesh with follow-up work on supporting the development of national climate fiscal / financing frameworks and other related measures.  
In Cambodia this has included: (i) the development of the national Climate Change Financing Framework (CCFF) which was formally approved in November 2014; (ii) supporting cost benefit analysis of sector budgets and preparation of costed sectoral action plans (within selected pilot Ministries); and (v) skills training for public sector officials from central and line Ministries (primarily on Climate Cost Benefit Analysis (CCBA)), through a partnership between UNITAR and the Economy and Finance Institute (EFI). 
In Indonesia this has included: (i) preparation of the National Mitigation Fiscal Framework (MFF) and its publication by Government of Indonesia (GoI) in May 2013; (ii) conduct of two subnational level CPEIR’s during 2014/15 (in NTT and Babel provinces), designed primarily to provide analysis which would help the provincial governments improve the allocation of finance in support of their emission reduction and climate change adaptation policies and commitments; (iii) ongoing support for a review of existing performance-based budgeting (PBB) systems in the context of national mitigation, adaptation and biodiversity strategies (under the ongoing UNDP Country Office’s Sustainable Development Financing (SDF) Programme).  
In Bangladesh this has included: (i) development of a Climate Fiscal Framework (CFF), which was published in June 2014 by the Finance Division of the Ministry of Finance (MoF); (ii) development of the Inclusive Budgeting and Financing for Climate Resilience (IBFCR) project, which is designed to support implementation of a number of the CCF policy recommendations; and (iii) supporting an Adaptive and Social Protection (ASP) study, aimed primary at helping inform policy and practice with respect to how the Government’s National Social Security Security Strategy (and associated financing) might be made more effective in strengthening resilience of vulnerable groups (including women) to covariate shocks, including those being exacerbated by climate change.  The ASP concept is particularly interesting in terms of bringing together work on poverty / vulnerability, disaster resilience and climate change adaptation.  
In Thailand, the focus has been on working with priority line Ministries (selected based on CPEIR findings) to help them undertake CCBA of proposed investments, using case study examples.  The primary aim has been to support their ability to argue for increased budget allocation based on a clear economic analysis of climate change adaptation or mitigation benefits.  CCBA guidelines have been produced, and the programme is now supporting advocacy efforts to have their application mainstreamed into the work of (priority) line Ministries through issuance of a formal government regulation.  
While not a direct part of the SIDA financed programme, a Climate Change Integration Index (CCII) methodology has been developed by the programme based on the World Bank’s Public Expenditure and Finance Accountability (PEFA) assessment tool.  While as yet untested, the CCII could be an excellent complement to the CPEIR and CFF tools, providing a set of metrics that would help measure institutional change over time.  
In undertaking all this work, a notable achievement of the programme is the active engagement of senior government officials, and thus their strong sense of ownership of the products and the lessons being learned.  CPEIRs are now being repeated / updated in Cambodia and Bangladesh with a lead role being undertaken by government.  
Based on the indicator and target used to track this element of Output 1, the planned results are reported to have been achieved. 
Challenges
Notwithstanding these significant achievements, the following challenges are noted:
While the he CPEIRs and CFFs have clearly been effective in generating useful information, prompting new ideas and follow-up action, there remain methodological limitations, primarily related to the availability of data and reliance on expert opinion.  The recommendations emanating from CCFFs, as noted also by the MTR, might also benefit from clearer prioritisation to help in sequencing their implementation. 
The CCBA approach makes technical sense in trying to help line agencies analyse and justify their budget proposals in the context of addressing climate change impacts, however the Guidelines are a relatively complex technical product, and the ability (and incentives) to apply any such economic cost benefit analysis within many of the targeted government agencies is limited.  While the programme has supported some training in CCBA application (in Thailand and Cambodia), it remains to be seen whether or not this will produce a sustainable (institutional strengthening) benefit.  
Supporting PBB improvements in Indonesia is ongoing.  Making systemic improvements to PBB at country level will be a formidable capacity building challenge, and it raises questions about the extent to which a programme like this should itself ‘drill down’ in to such complex areas of capacity building work.  
As previously noted, the programme does not have a clear definition of what constitutes a fiscal policy (or a fiscal reform programme).
  As a result, the programme reports a variety of achievements under this output heading which may or may not be accurately defined as fiscal policy formulation or reform.  While it is true that CPEIRs and CCFFs have the potential to influence fiscal policy, and contain agreed recommendations for change, it is not clear whether they should really be defined as a fiscal policy measure.  To my mind, a change in climate change fiscal policy might include such things as: (i) increased tax on fossil fuels; (ii) increased government subsidies for renewal energy production; (iii) issuance of a government regulation requiring changes in budget preparation processes to take account of climate change; (iv) increased budget appropriations for climate change adaptation programmes; and/or (iv) establishment of new funding mechanisms that help the poor / vulnerable access more resources to adapt to climate change impacts.  
However, the above observation should not be taken to infer that the programme should necessarily be more directly focused on or accountable for bringing about such ‘real’ fiscal policy changes.  Rather, the observation is provided to prompt further thinking about outcome / output and indicator formulation, the theory of change, and expectations about what this modestly resourced programme can be realistically expected to achieve or influence at the country level and over what time period.  National policy change / reform is usually a long and complex process over which external development partners may have limited direct influence.  The programme’s main strength is in generating information / ideas / knowledge through application of technical tools, and then advocating for change in the way that climate finance is managed to benefit the poor and vulnerable.  This issue is further discussed in section 3.2.2 (Reflections on the Theory of Change).
A further challenge with respect to assessing / measuring progress under this output is the lack of clarity concerning the programme’s definition of ‘institutional strengthening’, as well as expectations with respect to exactly what the programme aims to help achieve and how (its capacity development strategy).  The extent to which institutional strengthening may or may not have occurred in terms of policy formulation is therefore difficult to assess, even though it is clear that the programme’s overall approach has effectively engaged with senior decision makers within key government institutions.  Achievements reported focus primarily on the development of analytical products and tools, not on institutional strengthening of policy making processes / capacities per se.  This issue is also discussed further in section 3.2.2. 

TRACKING SYSTEMS 
Achievements
Indicator: National budgetary processes in at least 3 countries are tracking and analysing climate expenditures by 2016

In Indonesia, following production of the CPEIR / MFF in 2012, UNDP and UNEP subsequently supported the conduct of a national level ‘Low emission budget marking and scoring system’ (LESS) study, which was presented at a workshop in September 2013.  The GoI has since developed and issued a Ministerial Decree (launched July 2014) which includes the ‘Budget Tagging for Climate Change Mitigation’ system, which is mandatory for seven key line Ministries.  The DG budget has developed an online application and thematic budget coding system (embedded within the budget application template) that allows Ministries to tag the budget for mitigation, adaptation and biodiversity activities.  The SDF programme has since supported the conduct of training and awareness raising on the implementation of the LESS system, which became operational in 2015.  The programme has also supported LESS tagging pilots in three Provinces and the generation of subsequent recommendations for further discussion with MoF and the Ministry of Home Affairs (MoHA). 
In Cambodia, the programme has supported establishment of a system to track international climate change financing in the Council for the Development of Cambodia’s ODA database.  CDC is now able to produce Climate Change Finance reports which include a breakdown on ODA support for climate change relevant initiatives, as well as for other cross-cutting issues such as promoting gender equality.  Climate finance budget tagging of the national budget is being considered.  
In Bangladesh, plans are in place to introduce climate finance budget tagging, which will be progressed under the recently approved IBFCR project.  
Based on the programme’s indicator and target for this area of work, it is therefore likely that this will be significantly achieved, with some qualification. 

Challenges

Climate finance budget tagging can be conceptually and methodologically complex, particularly for adaptation budgets.  In Indonesia (where this work is most advanced) the quality of budget tagging (undertaken by responsible line Ministries) is recognised to be weak, largely subjective and in need of ongoing improvement.  
Budget tracking systems help indicate the level of planned expenditure being allocated to climate change programmes and projects, but as yet do not track actual expenditure.  Budget tracking systems in themselves also tell us nothing about the results being achieved, unless there is a sound performance based budgeting system in place which feeds back information on actual performance into future planning and budgeting.  

Institutional reforms of this nature, and the required institutional capacity building, take time and significant resources.  The required institutional capacity strengthening is certainly well beyond the scope of the current programme, which is focused on providing technical assistance / ideas / tools, not a suite of capacity building initiatives.  The programme’s engagement of UNITAR to develop and help deliver training on CCBA and related issues is one clear capacity building measure (at least in terms of skills development), however this has so far only been delivered in Cambodia (of the SIDA target countries) and it is as yet too early to judge its effectiveness.   

The programme’s MTR report recommended ‘development of a capacity development strategy working through national institutions’.  This remains out-standing, however a key question to be answered first is to what extent the programme should be engaged in institutional capacity strengthening over and above what it is already doing in terms of influencing broader thinking and institutional processes.  This issue is again discussed further in Section 3.2.2. 
CROSS MINISTERAL COORDINATION MECHANISMS
Achievements
Indicator : Clearly defined inter-ministerial mechanism with a mandate to report on the delivery of climate finance to the poor’

In all countries, key respondents noted the valuable role that UNDP can play in promoting inter and intra agency consultation and cooperation.  As a trusted ‘middle-man’, UNDP can raise issues and facilitate consultations that help break down institutional ‘silos’ and bring agencies together to discuss and resolve issues of common concern.  This is one of UNDP’s core strengths.  
In Thailand, there is an Interagency Task Force on Climate Change which the programme has been working with on the development of the CCBA Guidelines.  There is also a National Climate Change Committee chaired by the Prime Minister, which has established a Sub-Committee on Climate Change Planning and under which it is anticipated a Technical Working Group on Climate Finance will be established.  The Office of National Energy Policy (ONEP) is the Secretariat to this Sub-Committee, and one of UNDP’s partner implementing agencies.  
In Bangladesh, UNDP is supporting the Climate Fiscal Framework Committee which is chaired within the Budget Department of the Ministry of Finance, and is also engaging with MOF’s Economic Relations Division in its new role as National Designated Authority for the Green Climate Fund.  
In Cambodia, the National Council for Sustainable Development (NCSD) was established in May 2015, which takes on, among other things, the mandate of the previous National Climate Change Committee.  UNDP continues to engage with the work of the NCSD.  
Challenges

While the programme continues to facilitate cross agency discussion on climate change finance issues, and supports cross-agency coordination mechanisms in varying ways, no country yet has a ‘clearly defined inter-ministerial mechanism with a mandate to report on the delivery of climate finance to the poor’.  
Changing institutional behaviour, particularly the tendency to work in silos, is a big challenge for all those concerned – and particularly for externally funded, and small scale, programmes such as this.  Ambition is good, but the reality is that progress will be slow and results are not easily attributable to any one discrete set of actions.  
Output 2 :  Government budgets delivering more climate change programmes that reach the poor and vulnerable. 

There is some duplication of the achievements reported under this output with those of Outputs 2 and 3.  This is not in itself of any significant concern, given the necessary linkages between the work streams under each output.  However, it does suggest that improvements could be made in output definition and indicator selection / specification.  
Achievements 

There are three main indicators used to track progress under this output.  
1.  Percentage change in the climate change related investments captured in the budget

· In Thailand, the programme reports that the target (35% of the budget proposal from MOAC will have integrated Climate Change Analysis) will be achieved in 2017 for the 2018 budget proposal.  

· In Cambodia, the target is that 15% of climate related expenditure be reflected in the budget / ODA tracking system.  The programme has only supported climate finance tracking in the ODA system, where 100% of climate related donor funding is now tracked.  

· In Bangladesh, the target of 100% of on-budget climate change expenditures being tracked has not yet been met due to longer than expected time-lines in getting the IBFCR project approved (which has the resources to do this work).  Nevertheless, this target could yet be achieved over the next 12 months. 

· In Indonesia, the target of 100% of direct mitigation expenditures being tracked in the budget has been partially met, with 7 key line ministries now tagging their mitigation expenditures.  
2.  Official reports analysing the relationship between climate, poverty and gender related expenditures at national or sub-national levels

· In Cambodia, it is reported that an Adaptive Social Protection (ASP) Strategic Paper was developed that provides a 10 year road map for taking forward ASP programming.  However, no reference was made to this during the review consultant’s mission to Cambodia. 
· In Bangladesh, an ASP review is being undertaken, with results expected by end of August 2016.  Two government committees have been established to review the study results, which it is hoped will lead to official endorsement of the final publication.  There is clearly significant interest in this study, which is (among other things) collecting and distilling the life stories of more than 150 poor women (eligible for social welfare payments) in climate stressed areas.   
· In Indonesia, two sub-national CPEIRs have been conducted which incorporate poverty and gender analysis, although the final reports have not yet been completed or formally endorsed.  The conduct of these reviews has clearly stimulated interest and discussion within the provincial planning agencies concerned, however they probably raise more questions than answers about how to implement changes.  
· In Thailand, a study of the indirect social benefits that would accrue to climate change vulnerable communities living along the Chao-Phraya river has been conducted (in terms of reduced stress and anxiety if flood diversion projects were successfully implemented) using contingent valuation methods.  The collaboration between MOAC and research / academic institutions in undertaking this work appears to have been mutually beneficial as a learning exercise.  
3.  Number of poverty programmes which have established mechanisms to ensure that climate vulnerable populations’ needs are addressed in planning, implementation and M&E frameworks

· In Bangladesh, two programmes (IBFCR and LOGIC) have been developed that meet this criterion. 
· In Cambodia, the application guidelines and M&E framework for the CCCA managed multi-donor trust fund have been revised to include a requirement for poverty and gender analysis.  
· In Indonesia, the conduct of the sub-national CPEIR in NTT province is expected to help further inform the ongoing UNDP/UNEP supported ‘Strategic Planning and Action to strengthen climate Resilience of Communities in Nusa Tenggara Timor province’ (SPARC) programme.  
Challenges
As currently worded, this is a very ambitious output for such a regional programme.  Delivery of more climate change programmes / money would be better captured in an outcome or impact statement.  As yet there is no direct evidence (linked to this programme) of government budgets delivering more climate change programmes that reach the poor and vulnerable.  
The indicators being used do not directly measure the achievement of the output as stated.  For example, the percentage of climate related finance being tracked in the budget does not (at least at this stage) tell us if more government finance is being allocated - it is essentially just starting to identify what might be considered existing climate relevant finance.  This percentage figure could therefore increase, simply as a result of better identification of existing climate relevant expenditures.  
As noted elsewhere in this section of the report, the programme has a broad set of ambitions - but only limited resources to work with.  While it has been successful in leveraging the resources of others to achieve much more than it could achieve alone, there is still considered to be a need for the programme to more clearly define what it can (and cannot) effectively influence.  This issue is further discussed in section 3.2.2. 

Output 3 :  Capacity of regional institutions strengthened to provide products, services and skills that better meet the climate finance needs of Asia and the Pacific
Achievements 

There are three indicators used to track achievements under this output. 
1.  At least 2 global climate finance processes (namely UNFCCC and HLF on Aid Effectiveness) are informed by the preferences of country representatives, mediated through regional institutions

· The programme is reported to have met this target, having provided input to: (i) the UNFCCC Standing Committee on Finance in 2014, with specific reference made to programme generated data; (ii) the Global Partnership on Effective Development Cooperation High Level Forum in Mexico, raising awareness of the importance of using country systems for managing international climate finance; (iii) further engagement with the UNFCCC in 2015, with the tabling of 2 submissions (on MRV and climate change finance reporting); and (iv) a presentation made to the 3rd International Conference on Finance for Development in Jakarta in April 2015. 
· The programme has also started advocating at regional and global levels on aligning the UNFCCC’s National Adaptation Plan (NAP) process with country level planning and budgeting systems, and is promoting synergies of effort between NAP and UNDP led processes through joint work planning for TA delivery.  
2.  At least 3 south-south meetings supported in response to demand from country policy makers and practitioners for climate finance support and at least 4 knowledge products developed

· The programme is reported to have met this target having supported: (i) the Global Forum on Using Country Systems to Manage Climate Change Finance (Korea, December 2014); (ii) a Regional Technical Workshop on Climate Responsive Budgeting (Bangkok, November 2014); and (iii) a Regional Forum on Climate Change Finance and Sustainable Development (Jakarta, September 2015).  
· The programme has also supported what it terms a ‘regional skills building initiative’ in partnership with UNITAR.  Training has been delivered in Cambodia (in partnership with the EFI), however the planned programme of training in Thailand has not progressed as planned.  The programme has also contributed to developing the idea of establishing a Regional Peer Learning Network (RPLN), which was discussed during a Climate Finance Training Programme developed and delivered in collaboration with the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), International Centre for Climate Change and Development (ICCCAD) and UNITAR.  The training took place in Dhaka, Bangladesh from 31 January – 04 February 2016. 
· The knowledge product target has also been met, including production of: (i) CPEIR Methodological Guidelines (updated 2015); (ii) The Climate Budget Tagging Paper (July 2015); (iii) Budgeting for Climate Change – How Governments have used National Budgets to articulate a response to climate change; (iv) Climate Change Fiscal Frameworks Note – Cambodia Case Study; and (v) Incorporating Gender and Poverty Analysis in the CPEIR : A Methodological Note (October 2014).  The programme has also developed a number of communication tools and materials, including policy briefs, a web-based information portal, and a video on climate finance. 
· Feedback from country level respondents during the review indicates the useful role the programme has played in generating and sharing knowledge between countries and thus facilitating learning.  

3.  At least 3 donor signatories to the BBB have undertaken specific measures to improve coordination with country governments (in at least 3 countries) over the management of climate finance. 
· This target was reported as having been met in 2013-14, with Switzerland, Korea and Mexico having taken specific measures to better coordinate with country governments on the management of climate finance.  
Challenges

While all targets are reported to have been met under this output, and the programmes’ role in generating ideas and sharing knowledge is clearly well appreciated, the following challenges are noted:
The programme’s original intent with respect to strengthening regional institutions has not been met.  Indeed, the idea that the programme could strengthen such institutions as the AWGCC is considered unrealistic.  Plans to engage with an institution such as the Lee Kwan Yew school have also not materialised.  The programme has instead worked with a few institutions in the region that have the capacity to provide relevant services.  But this has been primarily a collaboration on service provision (namely training and / or knowledge sharing, such as with UNITAR and ICCCAD), not an institutional capacity building exercise.  For the moment at least, it would appear there are no regional institutions that the programme can realistically strengthen.  Indeed, at least in the short to medium-term, it might be better to think of UNDP BRH as the regional institution that should be strengthened to continue to carry out this work.  

The RPLN is potentially a good idea, however, its actual operation raises as many questions as answers.  Interviews with some of those who attended the Dhaka meeting where the RPLN was discussed raised questions such as: (i) what is its regional scope – who can join?; (ii) what are the incentives for ‘peers’ to actively engage in the network; (iii) how exactly will learning be supported; and (iv) is the network only for individuals, or can / should institutions also be involved?  Clearly more thought needs to be given to the practicalities of implementing and sustaining this idea.  
While the technical quality of key knowledge products and information materials (including Guidelines) appears good, they are sometimes inadequately edited for clarity and quality of English.  Core messaging, particularly to influence senior officials / policy makers, could also benefit for further improvement.  The programme has not been able to fully or effectively implement its original Communications Strategy, partly due to lack of dedicated resources to do so.  This issue is discussed further in Section 3.3 (Programme Management / Efficiency). 
3.2.2 Reflections on the programme’s theory of change
Both the MTR and this Final Review note that the programme design was overly ambitious and did not realistically account for many of the political-economy challenges that would be faced in trying to advance the broad and ambitious scope of work initially envisaged.  

Clarification of the programme’s ‘theory of change’ (ToC) has been suggested as a way to help address this problem.  However, discussions with the programme team, as well as UNDP staff in Country Offices and the lead donor, indicate there is no clear consensus as to what constitutes a ToC.  

In the reviewer’s opinion, the basic elements of the programme’s current ToC are as follows:

1. By working in support of key aid effectiveness principles / commitments, the programme will support government ownership, alignment with national systems, mutual responsibility for results and better donor coordination.  This will help promote relevance, effectiveness and sustainability of benefits, whatever the exact scope of support provided. 
2. Because climate change is a development issue (not just the concern of environmental agencies), it requires the coordinated action of multiple agencies, including both central and line Ministries / Departments.  

3. In order to implement their climate change policies and priorities, governments / senior officials need to better understand what they are spending on climate change related programmes and projects, as well as the institutional arrangements for managing this money.  Because delivering benefits to the poor and vulnerable is an overarching programme objective, better understanding is also required as to how climate finance can more effectively targeted at meeting their needs.  
4. If governments / senior officials are to better understand the climate relevance of their budgets and the institutional mechanisms required to improve climate finance delivery (also taking into account poverty and vulnerability targeting), they need the tools by which to collect and use this information (e.g. CPEIRs, CCFFs, Budget tagging, CCBA, climate vulnerability data, poverty data, gender inequality data)
5. If this information is effectively generated and then used to strengthen policy measures and systems, then plans and budgets will be more effectively targeted at meeting climate change mitigation and adaptation priorities 
6. If the money is effectively spent and managed in line with improved plans and budgets, then benefits will accrue to the economy, environment and target groups. 

However, a few key things are not explicitly clear, including the following: 

Theory and practice.  Programme / project specific theories of change have their value in helping to think through how change might be effected.  However, when they don’t adequately take account of the resource limitations of the programme / project in question, their practical value is significantly compromised.  Given the very limited resources available directly to this programme (e.g. on average about US$ 100,000 per target country per year for specific country-related support) – the gap between theory and practice seems considerable.  

Knowledge to policy.  The programme’s most significant role, and comparative advantage, would appear to in generating information and knowledge that can in turn be used to inform / influence policy and (to some extent) practice.  The programme has indeed been described as a ‘thought-leader’, for example in its development and application of analytical tools such as the CPEIR and CFF.  However, this knowledge to practice (K2P) role is not explicitly emphasised in either the design or any of the ongoing progress reports.  In the reviewer’s opinion, the K2P nature of the programme could be given clearer priority, and be elaborated in more detail, in its theory of change.  As part of this (as previously noted) the programme’s definition of fiscal policy reform would benefit from some clarification.  Also, the programme would need to more clearly elaborate, and give greater focus to, how it would: (i) ensure the quality of the information / knowledge products it helps to generate: (ii) appropriately present and package information / knowledge for different audiences; (iii) understand and engage in the policy making process / systems; and (iv) engage in networks that can jointly channel policy advice and evidence to where it can be most effectively used.  
Institutional strengthening / capacity building.  The programme’s objectives (at outcome and output levels) imply a significant focus on strengthening institutional capacities.  Governmental agency institutional capacities are dependent on a number of things, including : (i) leadership, political support and influence; (ii) quality of policies, plans and budgets; (iii) effectiveness of operational procedures and systems, including monitoring and accountability mechanisms; (iv) budget / financial resources available; (v) quality and number of staff; and (vi) stock of physical assets and equipment.  However, the specific role of the regional programme in strengthening such elements of institutional capacity, as well as the scope of the institutional strengthening support it could realistically provide, is not clearly defined.  In the reviewer’s opinion, to the extent that a regional programme such as this can influence institutional capacities, it should focus primarily on (ii) above, and be extremely cautious in directly venturing in to any of the other areas.  Nevertheless, given the way that the programme works with and through UNDP Country Office supported programmes, as well as with other global and donor funded initiatives, it does have the capacity to indirectly influence / support these other elements of institutional capacity.  

Impacting poverty and vulnerability / gender.  The programme’s theory of change does not clearly articulate how the programme would help deliver benefits to the poor and vulnerable, including women.  In practice, this has therefore entailed learning by doing, with ongoing pressure from SIDA to advance this area of work.  In order to strengthen the theory of change in this regard (for future design / programming), it might be useful to consider the following : 
· each of the main tools being used / promoted by the programme to strengthening climate change fiscal policies and budget formulation do not necessarily need to directly incorporate poverty and gender analysis in order to help meet this objective.  Poverty, vulnerability and gender inequality data / information is often already available, and can therefore be ‘overlaid’ on to the climate finance data / analysis as a related, but separate, step in the analysis.  More clearly articulating such an approach might make the application of the climate finance specific tools more manageable for practitioners; 
· a core issue of concern for the programme is how to best influence the effective targeting of climate relevant finance towards poor and vulnerable groups.  To do this, there may be (further) opportunities for the programme to engage with agencies that have core poverty alleviation / social protection / gender equality mandates, bringing them in to the CCF policy dialogue with both central ministries and other key line ministries (such as agriculture, local government, etc).  This engagement has started to happen (e.g. in Bangladesh), but the programme is not currently well resourced to provide specific technical assistance / thought leadership in this area of work.  
· on balance, climate change adaptation expenditures are more easily linked to addressing poverty / vulnerability than mitigation expenditures.  Focusing primarily on increased allocation of adaptation expenditures to benefiting the poor and vulnerable is therefore where most attention should be focused, particularly with respect to agriculture, land/water resources management, disaster risk reduction and adaptive social protection programmes; 

· impacting poverty and vulnerability can clearly only happen in practice at the local level, primarily through implementation of sub-national programmes / projects.  While the programme has the capacity to contribute to / influence the development of such programmes (as it has already done in Bangladesh, for example), it cannot realistically play any direct role in their implementation; and finally

· given that the programme is working far away from the coal face (primarily on upstream / policy and systems issues), the extent to which it can or cannot influence actual delivery of benefits to the poor and vulnerable needs to be more carefully and realistically defined.  
Regionality.  The theory of change in the design assumed that the programme would somehow strengthen the capacities of regional institutions to deliver climate change financing knowledge and services, and thus provide a sustainable flow of such services.  This has proved to be unrealistic, at least with the time and resources available.  In practice, the programme itself has nevertheless provided a very useful role as a regional mechanism for sharing information and knowledge within the region (and indeed beyond), and as a conduit for sharing lessons learned and country concerns back up into global fora.  
Accountability mechanisms / engagement with NGOs/CSOs and Parliaments.  While the design notes the important role of NGOs / CSOs and Parliaments in helping hold governments to account for service delivery (including the use of climate finance to benefit the poor and vulnerable), and while the programme has engaged with NGOs/CSOs to some extent in some countries, this has not been a priority focus for the programme.  Indeed, with all the other work to do, and limited resources, the programme has not been in a position to substantively engage in this area of work.  In this respect, the theory of change was once again vague about what the programme could realistically influence.  
3.3 Programme management / efficiency 
Overall, the programme has been well managed and achieved a great deal over the past 3.5 years with limited resources.  SIDA’s flexibility and streamlined financing and management arrangements have been instrumental in supporting efficient programme management.  Specific achievements and challenges are profiled under the sub-headings below:
Governance / management arrangements
The programme has benefited from not having any complex multi-stakeholder governance arrangements put in place.  Decisions on programme strategy, plans and budgets have been made primarily through ongoing consultation with UNDP Country Offices, and an annual review process involving the programme team (namely the Programme Manager) and SIDA alone.  This has proved efficient and effective.  
The programme also appears to have effectively avoided (or at least managed around) much of the complex bureaucracy that can be associated with UN programmes, such as the need to plan within, and report against, multiple layers of UN strategies and results frameworks.  The programme has been flexible and responsive.  

The strategy of working with and through UNDP Country Office programmes (and with other development partners) has also been well managed, allowing the programme to have influence well beyond its own modest budget.   

The two donor-financed elements of the programme (SIDA and DFID) appear to have collaborated well and worked in synergy.  However, there are transaction costs for the programme in having two different results frameworks, timelines and reporting requirements to meet.  Ideally, the two programmes would be merged under one set of programme planning and reporting arrangements.  
A key challenge for the programme moving forward (and for UNDP in general), is UNDP’s financial situation.  With continuing contraction in core funding, UNDP is increasingly dependent on specific short-term project financing from individual donors.  This impacts negatively on UNDP’s ability to be programmatic in its approach, and means that it must continually seek cost recovery opportunities.  UNDP is also increasingly in competition with other UN agencies for a limited pool of donor money, and indeed different parts of UNDP are increasingly in competition with each other.  While there may be some benefits to this (e.g. increased pressure to demonstrate results and value for money), there are also significant transaction costs in chasing money, and UNDP is not currently well set up to compete in this way.  
Finance and personnel management 

Overall, the programme’s finances appear to have been well managed, with no issues of (significant) concern raised by any review respondents.  However, the review did not undertake any kind of financial record inspection or audit. 
The programme has consistency under-spent against annual budgets.  For example, overall disbursement rates were 67% at end of Year 1, 65% at end of Year 2, and 54% (so far) for Years 3 and 4.  This underspend is on planned country level activities, not on management and international TA costs.  This suggests some weaknesses (or at least over-ambition) in the quality of country level work planning.  Nevertheless, on the plus side, this is also an indication of the programmes ability to be flexible and not overly driven by an imperative to spend.  Donor funding arrangements have been key in this regard, with up-front payments being made in four main tranches, and unspent annual budgets being automatically rolled-over.  
Some weaknesses in the clarity of financial reporting were previously noted by the MTR, and by SIDA representatives during the review.  These relate mainly to trying to show clearer linkages between use of the SIDA specific grant funds, implementation of specific activities and achievement of results.  However, expectations need to be realistic in this regard, given that most activities at the country level, and certainly the achievement of results, are jointly supported by many different actors and funding sources.  In the reviewer’s opinion, the main improvement in financial reporting that could be made is to more clearly, and regularly, report total cumulative expenditure against budget, rather than just focusing on annual budgets and expenditures.  
With respect to personnel management, the programme team appears to be technically competent and well respected by their peers.  The team has a good mix of technical, process management and cross-cultural communication skills.  They work well together as a team, are motivated to do a good job and achieve results.  Core team member positions have been filled in good time, and there has been no problem with untimely staff turnover.  Nevertheless, given the over ambitious nature of the original design, the team has been stretched to try and deal with all the demands on their time.  As previously noted, some areas of work have consequently been under-resourced, such as with respect to progressing the poverty and gender agenda and implementing the communications (including the K2P) strategy. 
The issue of basing some of the programme’s international TA outside Bangkok (e.g. within other ‘target’ countries) was raised during the review.  The DFID financed element of the programme already does this.  However, in the reviewer’s opinion, there is a risk that this could compromise regional team work / ongoing communications as well as ‘capture’ of the posted TA by the specific country in which they are located.  With the current suite of countries being supported (all within a relatively short and convenient flight from Bangkok), there does not seem to be a compelling reason to ‘break up’ the regional team.  Nevertheless, if future plans include any targeted support in the Pacific, then a dedicated TA to cover that work would certainly be best based in that region (e.g. Fiji).  
Work planning, monitoring and reporting
Work planning has been undertaken on either an annual or 18-monthly basis.  Work plans are prepared at both the regional and country levels.  In most cases the country level work plans have not been fully implemented as planned, as also reflected in under expenditure against budget.  This might be attributed to inadequate appreciation of the local political economy in each country, as well as a natural tendency to be somewhat over-optimistic when formulating plans of this nature.  Nevertheless, in reviewing some of the country-level work plans (particularly for the current planning period), they do appear at times to have been compiled in some haste, could contain a bit more detail, and may have benefited from greater quality assurance.  It also appears that the work plans are not necessarily being reviewed and updated in a regular and consistent way.  
Programme monitoring is primarily undertaken in an informal way, through regular personal communication within the regional team and between the regional team and country-level partners, particularly UNDP CO staff.  There appear to be few structured monitoring tools being used by the regional team, apart from making some reference back to the annual work plans / budgets / indicators and targets, and the use of feedback forms at workshops / training events.  As noted earlier in this report, there are some weaknesses in the formulation of programme indicators, namely that they don’t necessarily measure the real intent of the objective statement as written, and focus only on quantitative targets with no clear measures of quality. 

In terms of monitoring country-level progress, the programme relies on UNDP CO programme / project monitoring systems, as well as personal communication.  Overall, this is considered by the reviewer to be a practical approach, given the limited resources being spent by the regional programme in each country and the team’s own resource constraints in terms of the level of more ‘sophisticated’ monitoring they could realistically undertake.  Nevertheless, if the programme’s overall theory of change was better clarified and specified (e.g. what are the 2 or 3 key things it should focus on and realistically be able to influence, and how would this be measured), then more attention could be given to developing some more structured (primarily qualitative) programme monitoring tools.  
The programme has produced annual progress reports, primarily for the benefit of SIDA.  SIDA representatives interviewed during the review process complemented the programme on the clarity and quality of these reports.  They nevertheless also suggested that some more regular brief documented updates on progress would be useful, and at times they would like to get a better understanding of what it exactly that the SIDA financed elements of the programme have achieved.  In the reviewer’s opinion, the annual progress reports’ main limitation comes back to the quality of the original design, namely duplication in the logic hierarchy / results framework, and thus a tendency for repetition in reporting.  Also, while not noted as a concern by SIDA, the fact that the annual reports are not generally finalised and approved until more than six months after the end of the reporting period seems unduly ‘late’. 
As a final point, it would be useful in any future phase if the annual financial and narrative reporting could be aligned to the calendar year.  

Publications and communications 
The programme has produced, and contributed to, a number of important publications which appear to have been generally well-received.  Key publications / knowledge products have already been listed in this report in Section 3.2.2 under Output 3.  As noted in the MTR, the quality of some of these publications could nevertheless have been improved through more rigorous quality assurance processes, such as through peer review and final editing by a professional editor or communications specialist.  While the programme has indeed started using a process of peer review for key publications, there is considered to be scope for some ongoing improvement.  Engaging more peer reviewers from outside the UN system might be useful in this regard.  
The programme has established and maintains a useful information portal on the web, where all key documents are made available.  A CPEIR data base is also available for interrogation, although the reviewer found this a little cumbersome to use.  By comparison the World Bank’s Climate Change Knowledge Portal is easier to navigate and interrogate, even though it does not include the CPEIR specific data.  

The programme developed a Communications Strategy document in 2013.  On paper this looks basically sound (from a non-specialist’s perspective), however only some elements have been implemented in practice.  The main constraint is simply one of resources.  The programme staff member specifically tasked with overseeing and directing the programme’s communications strategy has many other duties, and estimates she has only been able to spend about 10% of her time specifically on communications issues.  While she has had some additional support for the past six months or so from the programme’s NAP/Policy Specialist, if the programme’s communication ambitions are to be met going forward (a new Communications Strategy has recently been developed), more dedicated specialist resources will be required.  In the reviewer’s opinion, the key area for greater focus is in distilling and delivering key messages (based on credible evidence), that support the programme’s K2P objective.  

Mobilising and leveraging other resources
In 2013, building on the experience of the SIDA financed design and early implementation experience, the programme mobilised an additional US$ 4.5m from DFID for UNDP to directly implement the programme in Nepal and Pakistan.  More recently, the programme has also helped the UNDP CO in Bangladesh secure some US$ 15m for implementation of the LOGIC programme.  
As of February 2016, the programme also reports leveraging a significant amount of other resources for implementation of specific country level programmes, including US$ 70,000 in Cambodia, US$ 450,000 in Thailand, US$ 1,020,000 in Indonesia, and US$ 150,000 in Bangladesh.  

Taken at face value, these reported figures indicate that the programme has been extremely successful in influencing funding decisions and actions that complement the use of SIDA’s core contribution.  
3.4 Sustainability 

Given that the programme is ongoing, it is only possible to comment on the likely prospects for sustainability should the regional programme cease to operate. 
At the country level, many of the regional programme supported initiatives would likely continue in some form, as long as the UNDP CO’s have the resources to continue to provide related support.  Some initiatives have also now been (at least partly) institutionalised within government / local systems and would likely continue (e.g. climate change budget tagging in Indonesia and for the ODA database in Cambodia; ongoing reference to / use of CPEIR and CCFF data and recommendations in Cambodia, Indonesia and Bangladesh; and, possibly, the use of CCBA ideas / analysis in Thailand and Cambodia). 
The individual knowledge and skills that the programme has helped develop / foster will remain with those individuals, and assuming they stay in related work, are likely to be used to continue to progress country level work on improving the governance of climate change finance.  

In a broad sense, the programme’s underpinning strategy of working in support of government policies, and working with and through existing or emerging government systems, bodes well for sustainability prospects.  There is in general a strong sense of commitment to, and local ownership of, the regionally supported initiatives at country level.  This is a significant achievement for a small regional programme of this nature.
Nevertheless, some initiatives would almost certainly stop if the programme ceased to operate (and no-one else picked them up), namely the regional information generation, sharing and learning function (including the UNITAR training and the RPLN).  No other regional institutions, or institutions in the region, are currently prepared / primed to take on these particular functions.  
4 Conclusions
4.1 Strengths 
The following are considered to be the programme’s main strengths: 

1. Sound approach to providing technical support in line with country policies, priorities and systems.  The programme has effectively supported implementation of aid effectiveness principles. 
2. Strong government ownership of and engagement in initiatives supported by the programme, as a result of working with and through government systems.  UNDP regional and CO staff have good access to senior government officials, are seen as a trusted and objective partner and have the ability of facilitate to cross agency communication and coordination.  The programme has played an effective advocacy role at national levels. 
3. Effective working relationships with UNDP CO’s and strong synergies of effort.  It is not often that a regional programme of this nature is so well linked to CO programmes.  Working with and through CO programmes was a good strategy and has been effectively implemented.  As a result, the programme has had influence way beyond its own modest country-level budgets.  
4. Mobilised or leveraged additional resources for related climate finance work.  The programme has been effective in helping to design and secure financing for related programmes and projects in all four countries.  
5. Valued technical inputs and products.  Programme supported processes and products have generally been very well received and considered useful by government partners.  One of the advantages of having a small operational budget is that the programme has had to focus on the quality of ideas and its ability to influence, and has not been ‘distracted’ by having to administer a big budget or hitting ambitious spending targets.  
6. Valued role in information / knowledge sharing between countries.  The regional meetings / workshops supported by the programme, and the related information products, have been well regarded by participants.  UNDP’s regional convening power and links to global forums is one of its clear comparative advantages.  

7. Well-functioning and professional management team.  The programme is well managed, and consists of a core team with a good mix of technical, process management and inter-personal / cultural communication skills.
8. Supportive and flexible donor.  SIDA is considered an exemplary donor, providing clear strategic guidance on its priorities, providing its financial support in a timely and transparent manner, keeping bureaucracy to a minimum, and allowing the programme to progressively engage and take a ‘learning by doing’ approach.  
4.2 Weaknesses 
The programme’s primary weaknesses are considered to be the following: 

1. Over-ambitious scope of design and weaknesses in the results framework.  This has resulted in some lack of prioritisation as to what can be realistically achieved / influenced by such a modestly resourced programme, and some duplication of reporting under both outcome and different output statements.  
2. Limited use of structured qualitative monitoring tools to help assess the programme’s influence on knowledge, attitudes and/or practices.  The focus has instead been on reporting against a few quantitative targets, which given weaknesses in the logic hierarchy and results framework, do not necessarily provide a clear picture of progress against stated objectives. 
3. The programme’s institutional strengthening / capacity development strategy and ambitions (within each country) remain somewhat unclear.  This risks the programme being pulled in many directions as well as ‘in to the weeds’, given that the capacity development needs (or at least demands) are almost endless, particularly in the less developed countries such as Cambodia and Bangladesh.  
4. The programme’s regional strategy is also still unclear.  This risks the programme wasting time and resources on trying to achieve the un-attainable, for example strengthening regional institutions (or institutions in the region) that have neither the appropriate mandate nor interest to be strengthened.  
5. The programme has not had adequate core technical resources / expertise to: (i) give sufficient priority to progressing its stated poverty and vulnerability objectives (including with respect to gender equality); or (ii) fully implement the communications strategy.  However, even with additional resources, there is still a need to further refine and define what the programme can realistically influence, and how.  
6. The quality of some of the programme’s documented products has been less than optimal.  This has the potential to undermine the effectiveness of the programme’s important advocacy and influencing role.  
7. While working with and through UNDP COs is a clear strength of the programme, it could turn in to a weakness if, at some point, the interest and/or resource capacities of CO’s in target countries to engage with the programme significantly diminish.  This is a programme ‘vulnerability’ 
8. Also, while not impacting negatively on the programme so far, UNDP’s core funding constraints and resulting donor dependence could prove to be a weakness in the future.  
4.3 Summary ratings of programme quality
At SIDA’s request (following review of the draft report), Annex 7 provides the reviewer’s summary ratings of programme quality.  
5 Recommendations for forward programming
The Final Review Terms of Reference require the consultant to help ‘make recommendations regarding specific actions or new approaches that might be useful’ and ‘identify potential areas to be continued and strengthened or to be excluded in the future programme’.  
In this light, the following recommendations are provided with respect to the proposed next phase of support: 
Recommendation 1 : Continue to pursue the core strategy of supporting aid effectiveness principles and synergies of effort with UNDP COs. 
This includes:

· Continuing to work in support of national planning and budget systems so that they can more effectively identify and track climate relevant finance (primarily from the domestic budget)
· Working with and through existing or new UNDP CO programmes 

· Being flexible and responsive to local needs and priorities, including those of UNDP COs; and  
The programme should also be in a position to provide some core financial support to each CO, e.g. for a dedicated locally-engaged staff member to help interface between the regional programme and the CO. 
Recommendation 2 :  Re-design the programme logic and results framework, including key elements of the overall theory of change, so that objectives are more realistic and the limited resources available to the programme are more effectively targeted. 

This includes:

· Re-defining programme impact, outcome, and output statements, which are more logically linked in a hierarchy of means to an end.  Output statements should be more clearly within the influence of the programme to deliver.  
· Improving outcome and output indicators to more directly measure achievement of outputs and contribution to outcome, including an assessment of process and product quality. 

· Discontinuing the objective of trying to directly strengthen the capacity of other regional institutions, while continuing to share knowledge and undertake collaborative actions with institutions in the region.  

· Continuing to strengthening UNDP BRH’s own role as a regional platform for knowledge sharing; and  
· More clearly defining (and limiting) the country level ‘capacity development’ role that the programme is expected to directly play and support.  

Recommendation 3 : Continue to give clear focus to helping countries better target domestic climate change finance to benefit the poor and vulnerable, but more clearly define what the programme can realistically influence in this regard, including with respect to promoting gender equality. 

This includes: 

· Not trying to integrate poverty and gender analysis directly in to all climate financing analytical tools, but rather using other complementary data sets /information to overlay on to the financing analysis / information. 

· Focusing particularly on improved analysis of CC adaptation budgets / expenditures (rather than mitigation), primarily for agriculture, land / water resource management, disaster risk reduction and adaptive social protection programmes.  

· Continuing (albeit cautiously) to support ongoing country-level assessment / analysis of the role that Adaptive Social Protection approaches and programmes can play in helping deliver climate finance benefits to the poor and vulnerable, at least in Bangladesh and Cambodia.  

· Seeking additional dedicated programme resource for analysing and integrating poverty / vulnerability and gender dimensions into climate finance work, and helping produce relevant knowledge products.  
Recommendation 4 : Prioritise the programme’s role in generation of empirical evidence / data and knowledge products to influence the allocation of budgetary resources to meet climate change policy priorities. 

This includes: 

· Building on and continuing to support the review, updating and improvement of CPEIRs and/or CFFs, given the demonstrated interest in the work undertaken so far, ongoing scope for improvements, and the useful role this can play in helping analyse changes over time. 

· Pursuing opportunities to implement, test and refine the Climate Change Integration Index methodology already developed.  
· Giving greater focus to the programme’s role in supporting ‘knowledge to policy’ processes.  This would require, among other things, enhanced attention to and resourcing of, key elements of the programme’s (updated) Communications Strategy.  
· More clearly limiting programme activities in other areas, such as for national capacity development and providing any direct support for implementation of national level projects, given overall programme budget limitations.  
Recommendation 5 : Should the programme seek to expand in to the Pacific, ensure that this is appropriately resourced within the region. 
This includes: 
· Funding a full time international TA position, probably best based in Suva Fiji, ideally within an established regional agency such as the Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat (assuming the programme would wish to provide support to more than just one Pacific Island country); and
· Ensuring adequate administrative and technical support was also provided for working in this geographically wide / dispersed region. 
Recommendation 6 : Continue to actively seek the merging all donor financing for the regional programme into one mutually agreed / unified programme.

This includes:
· Seeking to establish a unified programme results framework, time line, budget and reporting requirements that is jointly financed by all interested donors. 
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Annex 3 – PFR Matrix and guiding questions

PFR Matrix: 

The focus of the review is on four main areas of enquiry, namely (i) relevance and quality of design; (ii) effectiveness; (iii) efficiency / programme management; and (iv) sustainability.  The review is forward looking, with a view to helping identify what, if anything, could be done differently or better under any future phase of work. 

The table below summarises the reviewer’s understanding of what is being reviewed and why under each of these four headings: 

	Area of enquiry
	What is being reviewed?
	Why?

	1. Relevance and quality of design
	The extent to which the activity is suited to the priorities and policies of the target group, recipient and donor

Quality of design in terms of evidence base, stakeholder participation/input, theory of change / realistic objectives, governance / management arrangements, and evaluability  
	To help determine the extent to which the initial design has supported or hindered effective implementation and achievement of results, its continued relevance, and improvements that might be made to future programme designs 

	2. Effectiveness
	The extent to which the activity attains its objectives (at regional and national levels), including with respect to impacting on poverty and vulnerability

The major factors that have influenced the achievement or non-achievement of objectives 

The effectiveness of the programme’s capacity development and partnership building approaches
	To help determine whether or not desired results are being achieved, why/how, and what might be done to improve programme effectiveness in the future

	3. Efficiency and programme management
	The extent to which inputs, activities and outputs were delivered on time and at reasonable cost. 

The quality of: (i) work planning and budgeting;  (ii) monitoring, review and learning systems; (iii) programme reporting and communications; and (iv) financial and personnel management. 
	To help determine whether or not the programme represents value for money, is being managed well (with a results focus), and what might be done to improve programme efficiencies / quality of management in the future

	4. Sustainability
	Whether the benefits of the activity are likely to continue after donor funding has been withdrawn. 

The major factors influencing likely sustainability of benefits. 
	To help determine prospects for longer-term sustainability of benefits, and what might be done to strengthen such prospects 


The matrix below profiles the proposed key questions to be asked during the review, proposed method of information collection, and key sources of information/data.  It is important to note that these generic questions will be appropriately modified depending on the respondent in question (e.g. UN, Government, regional agency, or donor representative).  Also, not all questions will be asked of each respondent – taking into account each respondent’s knowledge, role, and the time available for each interview. 
	Key questions
	Methods 
	Information sources

	RELEVANCE & QUALITY OF DESIGN

	1. Are programme objectives appropriately aligned with global, regional, national and/or donor policy priorities and strategies on strengthening the governance of climate change financing to benefit the poor and vlunerable? 

2. Has the original design provided a robust and clear framework to support ongoing programme implementation and monitoring (e.g. clear theory of change, clear indicators and targets, sound governance / management arrangements, etc). 

3. Does the design scope remain relevant to need?  What changes might make it more relevant in the design of any future phase of support? 
	Document review, interviews, triangulation


	Global / Regional / National climate change financing strategy documents (WB, UN, SIDA, ASEAN, target countries, etc)

Programme design document

Programme progress reports & MTR

UNDP staff, Government implementing partners and donor partners

	EFFECTIVENESS

	1. What have been the programme’s main achievements / successes to date?  Evidence / Why? 

2. What have been the weaknesses of the programme / what has been less successful?  Evidence / Why? 

3. Looking forward, how could the programme be made more effective? 

Prompting questions, as required, on:

· Quality of programme outputs (e.g. knowledge products, technical advice, training, conferences)

· Balance of work and achievements at regional and national levels?

· Benefits for the poor and vulnerable (including gender issues)?   

· Strengths / weaknesses of institutional capacity building approach (at regional and/or national levels)? Evidence of change in behaviour / practice?

· Strengths / weaknesses of partnership approach (at regional and/or national levels)?
	Document review, interviews, data analysis (e.g. indicators / targets, funds leveraged), triangulation


	Programme progress reports & MTR

Programme publications / knowledge products

Training / workshop / conference reports 

National government policy documents / regulations / guidelines influenced by the programme (to extent available in English)

UNDP staff, Government implementing partners and donor partners

	EFFICIENCY & PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT

	1. Have staffing and financial resources been efficiently managed?  Examples? 
2. Have monitoring and reporting systems been well managed and useful in tracking progress and informing forward planning? 
3. Has the communications strategy been effectively implemented / managed? 
4. Do the programme’s governance and management arrangements support timely and responsive decision making? 

5. What improvements could be made to improve the way in which the programme is managed? 

Prompting questions, as appropriate to the respondent, on: 

The quality of: (i) work planning and budgeting;  (ii) monitoring, review and learning systems; (iii) programme reporting and communications; and (iv) financial and personnel management.
	Document review, interviews, data analysis (e.g. budget / expenditure), triangulation


	Programme work plans, progress reports  and MTR

Additional budget, expenditure and staffing records / reports

UNDP staff (including finance / admin) Government implementing partners and donor partners

	SUSTAINABILITY

	1. If the programme was discontinue at the end of this year (2016), would the benefits achieved so far be continued?  What and how? 

2. What are the major factors influencing likely sustainability of benefits? 

3. What could the programme do differently to further enhance prospects for the future sustainability of benefits? 
	Document review, interviews, data analysis (e.g. budget, expenditure mix, funds leveraged), triangulation


	Programme progress reports  & MTR

Development partner policy documents and reports (e.g. WB)

National government policy documents / regulations / guidelines influenced by the programme (to extent available in English)

Views of all key stakeholders, particularly government implementing partners and partner regional agencies / institutions


Annex 4 – Key reference documents 
A wide variety of programme-related documents (both formal and informal) were briefly reviewed in either hard copy or on the web. The most significant of these were: 

1. Cambodia Climate Change Financing Framework : Briefing Note, CCCA, 2103

2. Climate Change Benefit Analysis Guidelines, UNDP, 2015

3. Climate Change Public Expenditure Institutional Reviews, for Cambodia, Bangladesh, Indonesia and Thailand (2012)

4. Climate Change Public Expenditure and Institutional Review Sourcebook, World Bank, 2014

5. Climate Fiscal Framework, Ministry of Finance Bangladesh, 2014

6. Climate Finance and Development Effectiveness : A road map for a country-led approach in Asia and the Pacific, UNDP, 2011

7. Final project proposal (programme design document), UNDP, 2012 (as annexed to SIDA financing agreement)

8. Financing Local Responses to Climate Change : Implications of Decentralisation on Responses to Climate Change, UNDP / UNEP / UNCDF, 2013

9. Incorporating Gender and Poverty Analysis in CPEIRs : A Methodological Note, UNDP, 2014

10. Integrating Climate Change and Sustainable Development in Development Planning and Budgeting (Presentation by Cambodia at Regional Forum on Climate Change Finance), Jakarta 2015

11. Making Sense of Climate Finance : Linking  public finance and national climate change policy in the Asia-Pacific region, UNDP 2012

12. Measuring the Integration of Climate Change in PFM Systems, UNDP, 2015

13. Methodological Guidebook : CPEIRs, UNDP, 2015

14. Mid-Term Review Report, Mokoro, 2015

15. National Climate Funds : Learning from the experience of Asia-Pacific countries, UNDP, 2012

16. Programme Progress Reports x 3

17. Programme Work Plans x 3

18. Summary of the workshop on CPEIRs : Past experience and the way forward, UNDP, 2012

19. Various policy briefs and other technical reports produced by the programme 
Annex 5 – Country level findings

This annex presents a summary of the ‘field’ notes taken during each country visit, based primarily on respondent interviews.  

Cambodia

In Cambodia, the programme works with and through the Cambodia Climate Change Alliance (CCCA).  The CCCA was already operating prior to the commencement of the programme.  The CCCA is established within the Ministry of Environment (MoE), is well regarded by contributing donors (which include SIDA, EU and the UNDP Country Progamme), and has strong government ownership.  The CCCA team provides the regional programme with on the ground knowledge, access to key contacts, logistical support and the vehicle through which to deliver key elements of its technical and financial support.  

Support provided by the regional programme is generally well regarded by those who were interviewed in Cambodia.  Reasons include:  

· The programme has effectively aligned its work in support of national policies, priorities and institutional frameworks relevant to climate change.  It is well attuned to the political economy and has successfully identified strategic entry points that have allowed it to engage with and help inform / influence key decision makers.  Technical entry points have included the programme’s support for: (i) an initial Climate Change Public Expenditure and Institutional Review (CPEIR) in 2012; (ii) the development of the national Climate Change Financing Framework (formally approved in November 2014); (iii) cost benefit analysis of sector budgets and preparation of costed sectoral action plans (within selected pilot Ministries); (iv) tracking international climate change financing in the Council for the Development of Cambodia’s ODA database; and (v) skills training for public sector officials (primarily on Climate Cost Benefit Analysis (CCBA), through a partnership between UNITAR and the Economy and Finance Institute (EFI).  The programme (through CCCA) has also provided support for the establishment of a National Council on Sustainable Development (NCSD), an inter-ministerial body formally established in May 2015, led by MoE, chaired by the Prime Minister, and with its own General Secretariat. 

· The CCCA noted that the regional programme has added value to their work through, inter alia: (i) the development of methodological guidelines, technical tools and other knowledge products; (ii) helping to raise awareness of, and in interest in, climate change financing (CCF) issues among senior government officials both within and outside the MoE (including through regional forums/events); (iii) supporting inter-agency collaboration on CCF analytical work (e.g. between MoE, MEF and MAFF); and (iv) promoting thinking about how poverty and vulnerability can be better mainstreamed into climate change financing reforms, including specific support provided for improving the CCCA’s own procedures for screening project proposals submitted to the CCCA Trust Fund.   

· Some government officials noted that the programme provides a mechanism for Cambodia to not only learn from regional and global experiences on the governance of CCF, but also to showcase and share its achievements at key regional and global fora (e.g. at regional conferences/workshops organised by the programme and at the UNFCCC).  

Issues of strategic interest that were raised during review discussions in Cambodia included: 

· The work being supported by the programme is part of an ongoing, long-term and complex endeavour involving multiple stakeholders.  Understanding of climate change vulnerabilities and how to better manage climate change financing, remains nascent within most government institutions.  The programme represents one cog in a much bigger wheel.  

· There remains an ongoing debate about how to best classify climate relevant expenditure (as much art as science – and still work in progress).  There are also some concerns that existing expenditures are being ‘re-badged’ as CCF rather than helping to mobilise / identify additional CCF.  

· While it is important to have relevant technical ‘hooks’ (e.g. the CPEIR and CCFF) to engage both the MEF and key sector ministries in working collaboratively on CCF reforms, budget allocation decisions are strongly influenced by non-technical factors.  The programme therefore needs to continue to consider how it can best support advocacy and influencing strategies targeted at the most senior levels of the executive as well as policy makers / parliamentarians.  A set of draft policy briefs have recently been drafted with support of the regional programme (e.g. for MEF, MAFF and for Sub-National Authorities) to support this advocacy and awareness raising work.  

· Given Cambodia’s development status and the significant level of donor engagement in the country, mobilising international CCF (not just better targeting / tracking domestic finance) is of particular interest to many Government officials.  In this light, a Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries senior official noted their need for support in project preparation in order to gain access to (more) international climate change finance, particularly from the Green Climate Fund.  

· EU officials highlighted the importance of appropriately linking the programme’s work to ongoing PFM reform initiatives being supported by various donor partners (including the EU, World Bank, ADB, SIDA and Australian Aid).  They also noted the role the programme might usefully play in building institutional capacities to access and use GCF finances.  

· While noting their generally high level of satisfaction with programme implementation and reporting, the Swedish Embassy representative requested some greater clarity as to the respective contributions of the CCAA and the regional programme to reported results.  It was also suggested that some more regular written briefs (one or two pages) on programme activities, results and issues arising would be helpful.  

· The UNITAR supported training appears to be well received, and the EPI Director say they have learned a number of new ideas with respect to how to better design and deliver such professional learning programmes.  A small sample of trainees attending the most recent training course were also interviewed, who provided generally positive feedback.  There nevertheless remain questions about the extent to which some of the more complex analytical techniques can be applied back in the workplace.  
· The National Council for Sustainable Development (NCSD) was established in 2015, but has yet to formally meet or take any action.  It is as yet too early to know what this new body may or may not be able to achieve.  Much will depend on the interest and ability of the Chair (from the Ministry of Environment) to operationalise its mandated functions.  
Thailand

In Thailand, the programme works with and through the UNDP Country Office’s (CO) project ‘Strengthening Thailand’s Capacity to Link Climate Policy and Public Finance’, which is also supported with core funding from the UNDP Country Programme.   The CO project was developed following, and in response to, the conduct of Thailand’s CPEIR in 2012.  The regional programme can therefore be seen as the catalyst for the CO project.  

From the perspective of the CO project, the added value of the regional programme is seen to be providing access to: (i) methodological guidelines and knowledge products; (ii) a network of experts / consultants; and (iii) regional forums for information sharing.  Furthermore, the main successes of the programme to date are seen to be: (i) bringing different agencies together to share ideas and information on formulating CCF activities – both from the Government and from Thai research institutions / universities; (ii) development and application of the Climate Change Benefit Analysis (CCBA Guidelines) which have provided a useful technical ‘hook’ to engage stakeholders; and (iii) building some technical capacities within target agencies (primarily the individuals within line agencies involved in conducting pilot projects).   An outstanding challenge is now to get the CCBA Guidelines formally endorsed by the National Climate Change Committee (NCCC) and then have them piloted in the actual budget system.  

The lead institutional partner in Thailand is the Office of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and Planning (ONEP)
, whose Secretary General chairs the project Steering Committee.
  Other key government agencies involved include the National Economic and Social Development Board (NESDB), the Board of Budget (BoB), the Fiscal Policy Office (FPO), the Royal Irrigation Department (RID) and Land Development Department (LDD)
, and the Energy Policy and Planning Office (EPPO)
.  Technical experts from Thailand Research Development Institute (TDRI), Chulalongkorn University and Thammasart University have also been involved.  

Issues of strategic interest that were raised during review discussions in Thailand included:

· With limited opportunity to engage directly with the Ministry of Finance, the programme’s approach can be characterised as ‘bottom-up’.  The programme has sought to work initially with priority line Ministries (those identified by the CPEIR as accounting for the bulk of the Government budget’s climate relevant expenditure), and other coordinating agencies (such as ONEP and NESDB), with the hope of subsequently influencing national budgeting and finance allocation systems.  

· Overall, Thai agency stakeholders are highly appreciative of UNDP support.   The value of UNDP support is most commonly seen as relating to: (i) technical knowledge / ideas related to improved allocation and management of climate change financing, in particular through the conduct of the country CPEIR and technical support for analysis of climate change benefits; (ii) facilitating intra and inter agency dialogue and cooperation on CCF issues (an impartial ‘middleman’); (iii) promoting introspection on how internal agency processes / ways of doing things might be improved; and (iv) the responsive approach to providing support, based on an ongoing consultative and inclusive dialogue.  The conduct of the CPEIR in 2012 is widely seen as the catalyst in generating cross-agency interest in the CCF issue, and some respondents (e.g. from NESDB) noted that it would be useful to update the CPEIR, with greater involvement of Government officers next time around.  

· Thai agency stakeholders make no distinction as to whether the support comes from the UNDP CO or the regional programme.  Indeed, there is little awareness (at least among those interviewed) that there is a regional programme.  Even those who have attended a regional event were not necessarily aware that promoting south-south cooperation and information sharing on CCF issues is a key part of the programme’s purpose.  

· The development and application of CCBA (particularly within RID, LDD and EPPO – which were selected based on CPEIR analysis and their key roles in climate change adaptation and mitigation respectively) has stimulated thinking and developed some technical skills on assessing climate change benefits within these agencies.  The use of practical case studies / pilot projects on which to undertake analysis has supported the relevance and practicality of the learning process.  However, there remains a long way to go in institutionalising this kind of analysis, and as yet there is no evidence of such work leading to increased budget allocations.  Conceptual, technical and institutional challenges remain to better understanding and integrating climate change vulnerability, impacts and economic analysis into resource allocation, management and monitoring processes.  This is seen as the start of a long journey.  

· At present there are few incentives within line Ministries / Departments to conduct more structured / rigorous analysis of climate change benefits, given that current regulations and budget appraisal and approval criteria and systems do not specifically require this type of analysis.  Convincing policy makers (e.g. in MoF, MoNRE and NESDB) to formally adopt the CCBA guidelines (among other related initiatives) is therefore still required, and is work in progress.   Also, a significant proportion of domestically availalbe mitigation finance is managed outside the core budget process – e.g. Environment Funds.  

· Plans to involve UNITAR in capacity development training in Thailand have not progressed as initially expected, and will not occur within the current programme period.  

· The Swedish Embassy in Bangkok consider the programme to be pioneering (at least initially), given its particular focus on climate budget and finance issues and trying to bring Ministries of Finance more in to the discussion on climate change adaptation and mitigation.  They have been generally happy with programme implementation and the results being achieved within a relatively short period of time.  It was nevertheless noted that: (i) there were (in retrospect) some design weaknesses, including with respect to clarifying the regional nature of the programme, its short time-line, the overall theory of change, and how poverty and gender issues would be progressed from the start of the programme; (ii) while the programme’s focus on improving management of the domestic budget has been appropriate, this should not exclude providing appropriate support to helping strengthen access to and management of international climate finance such as through the GCF; (iii) there is scope for expanding the programme’s outreach to non-government agencies, including civil society and the media; (iv) there is scope for the SIDA and DFID elements of the programme to be better integrated /merged; and (v) there remains some scope to further improve the clarity and transparency of the programme’s financial reporting.  Looking forward, it was noted that the Swedish Government may be interested in financing a follow-up phase of the programme, subject to further analysis of UNDP’s draft Concept Note and its alignment with Sweden’s new (yet to be formally issued) regional aid programme strategy. 

Indonesia

In Indonesia, the UNDP regional programme contributes to a broader ‘Sustainable Development Financing’ (SDF) project supported by both UNDP and UNEP.  The SDF was officially approved in October 2014.  The lead implementing partner is the Fiscal Policy Agency (FPA) within the Ministry of Finance (MoF).  The SDF aims to develop fiscal instrument options and mechanisms that strengthen performance based budgeting within the framework of Indonesia’s national climate change mitigation plan, adaptation plan and biodiversity strategic action plan.  

Prior to SDF approval, UNDP supported the conduct of a CPEIR in 2012 (focusing only climate change mitigation – not adaptation), which resulted in the development of a national Mitigation Fiscal Framework (MFF) and its publication by Government of Indonesia (GoI) in May 2013.  UNDP and UNEP subsequently supported the conduct of a national level ‘Low emission budget marking and scoring system’ (LESS) study, which was presented at a workshop in September 2013.  The GoI has since developed and issued a Ministerial Decree (launched July 2014) which includes the ‘Budget Tagging for Climate Change Mitigation’ system, which is mandatory for seven key line Ministries.  The DG budget has developed an online application and thematic budget coding system (embedded within the budget application template) that allows Ministries to tag the budget for mitigation, adaptation and biodiversity activities.  The SDF has since supported the conduct of training and awareness raising on the implementation of the LESS system, which became operational in 2015. 

The regional programme’s primary focus since mid-2014 has been on supporting SDF Output 3, which is focused on action at the sub-national level.  The main reason given for this sub-national focus is to give emphasis to poverty and gender issues related to the governance of climate change finance.  The regional programme has supported initiation of LESS pilot projects in three provinces (Jambi, Central Java and Jog Jakarta), namely the conduct of rapid Provincial Public Expenditure Reviews (PPERs) to identify climate mitigation actions and expenditures in the provincial budgets, and provide initial policy recommendations on the introduction of a budget tagging system for climate mitigation activities at provincial level.  Two subnational level CPEIR’s have also been undertaken in NTT and Babel provinces respectively (during 2014/15), designed primarily to provide analysis which would help the provincial governments improve the allocation of finance in support of their emission reduction and climate change adaptation policies and commitments.
  Analysis of gender and poverty issues was included in these CPEIRs, however some questions remain as to whether the CPEIR is the right / best tool for conducting this kind of analysis.  

Issues of strategic interest that were raised during review discussions in Indonesia included:

· The UNDP Country Office (CO) noted that the regional programme staff have provided good technical support / advice, and have taken a collegiate approach to supporting their work.  The regional programme is aligned with the CO programme of work through its support for the SDF project.   Work so far has been focused primarily on technical issues and systems improvements (e.g. budget tagging), and the challenge now is to engage in higher level discussions on the use of the budget information to track climate relevant expenditures, inform future plans and budgets, and realise actual benefits on the ground.  In moving forward, it was suggested the programme needs a new / enhanced approach to communications and also needs to consider how it might engage with civil society and Parliament.  Given resource limitations, the programme should nevertheless aim to deepen rather than broaden its engagement, and focus on working with one or two line Ministries and with the two provinces where CPEIRs have already been conducted.  The implementation of performance based budgeting improvements could provide greater incentives for provinces to improve their management of (climate change relevant) finances.  With respect to addressing poverty and gender issues, this work needs to be focused at sub-national, rather than national, level. 

· Ministry of Finance (MoF) stakeholders appreciate the responsive nature of UNDP support, which is seen to be fully aligned with their policies and priorities.  UNDP is considered a trusted and objective partner, and therefore has good access to government officials.  UNDP has helped trigger / support the debate on the key role of domestic (rather than just ‘additional’ international) finance in meeting both international and national-level climate change mitigation and adaptation objectives.  

· The SDF (including the work of the regional programme) is embedded within the Fiscal Policy Agency (FPA) of the MoF.  FPA officials see the SDF/UNDP support as highly relevant to their mandate, and UNDP has helped facilitate FPA’s engagement with other GoI agencies - within the MoF, with other national Ministries and with provinces.  Working with and within the FPA, as well as with MoF Budget Directorates, has also given the programme the opportunity to advise on and influence national-level climate finance management systems (namely the introduction of the LESS budget tagging system for mitigation expenditures).  UNDP’s technical support for climate change budget tagging at the national level has been useful (including manual preparation and training).  However, there remains much work to be done to continue to improve the quality of climate change mitigation relevant budget analysis and tagging by line agencies (including incentives for them to do so), and no work has yet started on tagging adaptation expenditures.  Also, meeting climate change mitigation and adaptation objectives needs to start with planning improvements – as this is what then influences budget allocations.  Furthermore, while improvements are being implemented on budget tagging, the next main challenge is to monitor climate relevant budget execution, including the quality of that expenditure.  Work on the provincial level PERs and CPEIRs has raised awareness and understanding on issues to be addressed, but once again, follow-up work is clearly required if actual change is to be effected.  

· A number of respondents noted that policy change is generally a long and complex process involving multiple stakeholders.  Timelines must therefore be equally long-term and expectations (on the part of donors / external support agencies) realistic.  Also, it was regularly noted that for any ‘new’ actions to be taken by government agencies / officials, issuance of a new / adapted formal regulation is required.  

· The Ministry of Home Affairs (MoHA) has only recently been directly engaged with the SDF project, and those interviewed are not yet very familiar with UNDP’s work in this area, including the conduct of the provincial CPEIRs.  It was noted that MoHA is at present primarily involved in supporting policy and planning at sub-national level, but they would like a stronger role in implementation and monitoring.  However, their capacities to implement their current roles and responsibilities are limited.  Nevertheless, given MoHA’s mandate, authority and responsibilities with respect to sub-national government, UNDP needs to appropriately engage with MoHA on any issues relating to desired changes in sub-national planning and budgeting regulations. 

· Discussions (by phone) with the Directors of Bappeda in NTT and Babel Provinces on the conduct of provincial level CPEIRs indicated that UNDP support for these initiatives was appreciated, and that the main benefits so far included: (i) enhanced understanding of how to identify climate change relevant activities (particularly for adaptation) within the provincial plan and budget; (ii) recognition that current budget allocations are not adequate to meet their climate adaptation needs / plans; and (iii) recognition that provincial systems and capacities need to be strengthened if they are to more effectively manage climate change finances in pursuit of national and provincial mitigation and adaptation objectives.  However, it was also noted that to actually implement improved CCF management systems (and bring benefits to the community) this was just the first initial step.  Sustained action would be required to develop institutional capacities, raise awareness among political leaders and the community, and integrate climate change initiatives within the provincial 5 year plans and budgets.  Both provinces have subsequently requested FPO for some follow-up support. 

· Discussions with the Ministry of Environment highlighted the key role they play in the monitoring of climate change financing as well as reporting to the UNFCCC.  They are currently preparing a national regulation on environmental financing and are planning to establish a national registration system to help track all climate relevant financing, including from international donors and the private sector.  However, they are not only concerned with tracking finance but also with what is subsequently achieved (e.g. resulting reductions in GHG emissions). 

· Discussions with the Climate Policy Initiative (CPI) highlighted the complementary role that they are playing in supporting Indonesia’s efforts to strengthen climate change finance policies, in particular through production of their ‘flagship’ product, the Climate Finance Landscape report.  A specific report was produced for Indonesia in 2014 and is now being updated in 2016.  They noted that the UNDP supported CPEIR/MFF was useful to both them (in preparing their Landscape report) and to the MoF, and thought it would be useful to prepare an updated (national level) CPEIR.  CPI also found the LESS study useful in helping clarify definitions, such as in relations to budget tagging, budget scoring and budget tracking.  It was nevertheless noted that while there are a number of reports/studies which are helping to clarify the climate finance landscape (including by the World Bank through their Sectoral Expenditure Reviews), little is yet known about the quality / results of expenditures.  The aid effectiveness agenda was also noted to remain relevant, given the proliferation of climate change initiatives and donors and the continued need to better align such activities around country policies and targets. 

Bangladesh

In Bangladesh, the regional programme has built on the analysis and recommendations emanating from the Bangladesh CPEIR conducted in 2012, which was conducted under the auspices of the Planning Commission’s Poverty Environment Climate Mainstreaming (PECM) project, funded by UNDP and UNEP.  UNDP (as well as other development partners) subsequently supported the Government of Bangladesh (GoB) to prepare a Climate Fiscal Framework (CFF), which was published in June 2014 by the Finance Division of the Ministry of Finance (MoF).  The CCF provides a framework to help ensure that external and internal finances are used most effectively in addressing climate change.  The CCF included a set of recommendations to support further strengthening of GoB’s capacity to implement its climate change policies, and led to the development of a follow-up project, namely the Inclusive Budgeting and Financing for Climate Resilience (IBFCR) project.  The IBFCR project preparation, appraisal and approval process has taken around 24 months (through GoB systems), and is expected to commence implementation in the very near future once final approval is given by the Planning Commission.  The project has so far secured donor financing commitments of some US$2.2m (from SIDA, DFID and GIZ).  UNDP (with regional programme support) has also supported the development and approval of the Local Government Initiative to address Climate Change (LOGIC) project, which has been approved by GoB and has secured funding of around USD 20m from GoB, UNDP, UNCDF, SIDA and the EU. 

In addition to supporting the IBFCR and LOGIC project preparation and approval process, UNDP is supporting an Adaptive and Social Protection (ASP) study,
 consisting of studies at the micro-level (ethnographic interviews with female recipients of social welfare / protection payments in 5 climate change vulnerable districts) and at the macro level (policy and institutional review at the local level).  The purpose is to better understand how the GoB’s National Social Security Strategy (and associated financing) might be made more effective in strengthening resilience of vulnerable groups (including women) to covariate shocks, including those being exacerbated by climate change.  

Issues of strategic interest that were raised during review discussions in Bangladesh included:

· Bangladesh, ranked fifth in the world among countries most vulnerable to climate change induced natural calamities, is already experiencing negative impacts, with more regular episodes of severe weather events including flooding, drought and cyclones.  Climate change adaptation is therefore increasingly high on the political agenda.  

· The UNDP Country Office has a well-established relationship with the GoB on climate change financing issues, in particular with the Ministry of Finance and the Planning Commission.  UNDP is seen as a trusted and responsive partner, which works in direct support of GoB policies and priorities, and is seen to deliver ‘good quality products’. 

· Implementation of key elements of the planned work progamme of regional support has been delayed over the past two years due to the longer than expected process of IBFCR preparation and approval through GoB systems.  Nevertheless, the resulting strong sense of GoB ownership bodes well for subsequent implementation, the internalisation of institutional learning and prospects for sustainability of future benefits.  

· The CO considers regional programme support to be mainstreamed into the CO’s programme of work, and not an add-on. The CO is highly appreciative of support from the regional programme, particularly in its conceptual and thought leadership.  Through its technical support for such things as the preparation of the CFF and the IBFCR project, the regional programme has helped to generate evidence about the state of climate financing in Bangladesh (rather than just opinion) which has in turn helped influence GoB policies and priorities.  The regional programme has also added significant value through supporting knowledge sharing about what other countries are doing.  

· Lessons learned by the CO from working with the regional programme were seen to include: (i) regional programmes are most effective when delivered by / through the CO; (ii) regional support is best focused on piloting innovative policy approaches, not directly investing in project implementation; (iii) flexibility is key in order to effectively manage risk; and (iv) some resources should be provided to the CO to support a dedicated staff member to help drive innovative policy advocacy on gender and poverty related climate finance issues at the national level.  

· With respect to the Regional Peer Learning Network (RPLN), this was considered to be a potentially good idea, but one which was needed further analysis and testing as to its practicality and utility.  Outstanding questions relate to the scope and nature of its ‘regionality’; who exactly are the ‘peers’ to be involved (just government or wider); what type of ‘learning’ is envisaged (individual or institutional); and what is the nature of ‘network’ (individuals or institutions).  It was also noted that the RPLN should not be established to serve UNDP’s agenda.  There are also questions about the incentives to be involved and its sustainability.  Finally, it was noted that since the idea was launched in Bangladesh at the beginning of the year, there has not been any specific follow-up from the designated coordinators.   

· The CO is highly stretched and being asked to do more with less resources.  There is also the increasingly acute problem of UNDP’s own ‘projectisation’ and ‘donor dependence’, with consequent negative impacts on pursing longer-term programmatic approaches.  

· The Swedish embassy noted that their country programme focus is on getting results at the local level for poor and vulnerable people, which is why they are directly investing in the LOGIC project.  The regional programme was seen to have provided useful information / knowledge products on climate financing issues, and contributed to a broader understanding that climate change is relevant to all areas of Government, not just the Ministry of Environment.  The regional progamme’s main role is seen to be on supporting the generation of evidence / data to help justify increased (and more effective) investment in climate change adaptation programmes / projects that benefit the poor and vulnerable, including through sharing regional experience.  It was also noted that while the GoB has many strategy documents and plans on various related development issues (including climate change), there is little prioritisation on what should be done. 

· The ASP studies are still underway with final reports due by August.  UNDP has supported establishment of two government committees (technical and policy) to review the study reports and consider their recommendations.  The main purpose of these committees is to promote buy-in from the GoB and support the process of transforming knowledge to policy.  This is an innovative area of work and should help give those involved (including the programme) greater insights into climate change poverty / vulnerability issues and how to better respond.  
Annex 6 – Budget, financial status, staff travel and staffing summary data
Budget allocation USD
	Country/ Regional 
	Dec2012 -31July 2014 (USD) 
18 months
	New allocation
1August 2014 - 31 July 2015 (USD) 
12 months 
	New allocation
1August 2015 - 31 December 2016 (USD) 
16 months 
	Total budget for each country / regional activities (USD)

	Bangladesh
	                                   87,750 
	                                   90,750 
	                               169,550 
	                                348,050 

	Cambodia
	                               262,825 
	                                171,185 
	                                           -   
	                                434,010 

	Indonesia
	                                   67,250 
	                               247,215 
	                                           -   
	                               314,465 

	Thailand
	                                250,775 
	                                179,105 
	                                            -   
	                                429,880 

	Other CPEIR 
(i.e. Viet Nam, China)
	                                     9,600 
	                                            -   
	                                            -   
	                                     9,600 

	Regional activities
	                                351,961 
	                                266,000 
	                                357,481 
	                                975,442 

	Regional Technical advisors
	                               422,234 
	                                329,844 
	                                443,280 
	                             1,195,358 

	Programme management (incl M&E, GMS & ISS)
	                                330,220 
	                                305,218 
	                                225,097 
	                                860,535 

	Total
	                   1,782,615 
	                  1,589,317 
	                   1,195,408 
	                   4,567,340


USD value of Swedish contribution 

	Received Date
	SEK
	USD
	UN Exchange rate at the time

	Dec-12
	6,900,000
	$1,036,659 
	6.656

	Aug-13
	5,000,000
	$746,046 
	6.702

	Aug-14
	9,900,000
	$1,589,227 
	6.229

	Dec-15
	10,100,000
	$1,195,408 
	8.449

	Total
	31,900,000
	$4,567,340 
	 


Summary by total & accumulated budget for each country/ regional activities
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As of 17 May 2016

Budget 

allocated

Disbursed

(USD)

Committed

(USD)

Balance

(USD)

Budget allocated

(newly recived 

contribution + 

rolled-over budget 

from 2014)

Disbursed

(USD)

Committed

(USD)

Balance

(USD)

Budget allocated

(newly recived 

contribution + 

rolled-over budget 

from 2015)

Disbursed

(USD)

Committed

(USD)

Balance

(USD)

283,385 $         75,000 $           132,215 $         624,309 $             400,498 $         - $                  223,811 $         190,000 $             80,477 $           - $                  109,523 $        

58% 15% 27% % 64% 36% % 42% 0% 58%

53,973 $           135,600 $         85,027 $           616,479 $             109,769 $         150,000 $         356,710 $         204,900 $             136,582 $         - $                  68,318 $          

20% 49% 31% % 18% 24% 58% % 67% 0% 33%

228,668 $         14,450 $           21,843 $           290,595 $             206,551 $         89,167 $           -$ 5,123 132,131 $             127,988 $         4,143 $             - $                 

86% 5% 8% % 71% 31% -2% % 97% 3% 0%

436,160 $         - $                  (13,836) $         437,324 $             469,761 $         - $                  -$ 32,437 443,280 $             187,049 $         256,231 $         - $                 

103% -3% % 107% -7% % 42% 58% 0%

187,869 $         85,312 $           57,039 $           280,945 $             284,645 $         - $                  -$ 3,700 225,097 $             119,301.41 $   105,796 $         - $                 

57% 26% 17% % 101% 1% % 53% 47% 0%

1,782,705 $  1,190,055 $  310,362 $     282,288 $     2,249,652 $      1,471,224 $  239,167 $     539,261 $     1,195,408 $      651,397 $     366,170 $     177,841 $    

100% 67% 17% 16% 100% 65% 11% 24% 100% 54% 31% 15%

Year 2  workplan

1August 2014 - 31 July 2015 (USD) 12 months 1August 2015 - 31 December 2016 (USD) 16 months

Year 4 workplan

Total (USD)

Dec2012 -31July 2014 (USD) 18 months

Description/ Period

Year 1 workplan

490,600 $         Output 1

Output 2

Output 3

Regional Technical 

advisors

Programme management 

(incl M&E, GMS & ISS)

274,600 $        

264,961 $        

422,324 $        

330,220 $        


Regional staff travel / missions

[image: image4.emf]as of 12 May 2016

Year No. of 

missions/ye

ar

Month Duration Destination Name

Objective

11 January 21-22 Jan  Phnom Penh, Cambodia Thomas Beloe Programme implementation

March 12-14 Mar Jakarta, Indonesia Thomas Beloe Programme implementation

17-22 Mar Dhaka, Bangladesh Paul Steel Programme implementation

April 23-26 Apr Dhaka, Bangladesh Paul Steel Programme implementation

July 10-11 Jul Phnom Penh, Cambodia Thomas Beloe

Kevork Baboyan

Programme implementation

August 24-27 Aug Dhaka, Bangladesh Thomas Beloe Programme implementation

September 16-23 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Kevork Baboyan Programme implementation

17-19 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Thomas Beloe

Paul Steel

Programme implementation

24-27 Sep Phnom Penh, Cambodia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

November 3-8 Nov Phnom Penh, Cambodia Joanne Manda

Siriluck Chiangwong

Programme implementation

December 10-12 Dec Jakarta, Indonesia Thomas Beloe Programme implementation

20 14-18 Jan Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

27-28 Jan Jakarta, Indonesia Thomas Beloe Programme implementation

27-29 Jan Phnom Penh, Cambodia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

February 17-22 Feb Pattaya, Thailand Joanne Manda

Siriluck Chiangwong

Programme implementation 

(workshop with Thai Gov. 

agencies)

10-13 Feb Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

March 11-21 Mar Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

17-21 Mar Dhaka, Bangladesh Paul Steel

Sujala Pant

Kevork Baboyan

Programme implementation

April 29 Apr - 3 May Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

June 3-6 Jun Phnom Penh, Cambodia Siriluck Chiangwong Programme implementation

9-14 Jun Jakarta, Indonesia Thomas Beloe

Kevork Baboyan

Programme implementation

23-27 Jun Dhaka, Bangladesh Paul Steel

Kevork Baboyan

Programme implementation

July 16-19 Jul Phnom Penh, Cambodia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

20-25 Jul Kupang, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

September 14-17 Sep Siem Reap, Cambodia Kevork Baboyan Programme implementation

15-19 Sep Phnom Penh, Cambodia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

30 Sep - 3 Oct Bonn, Germany Thomas Beloe attending UNFCCC meeting

October 19-24 Oct Kupang, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

26-29 Oct Dhaka, Bangladesh Joanne Manda Programme implementation

November 25-28 Nov Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

26-28 Nov Jakarta, Indonesia Thomas Beloe Programme implementation

20 February 15 -21 Feb Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

17-21 Feb Jakarta, Indonesia Kevork Baboyan Programme implementation

22 Feb - 1 Mar Addis Ababa, Ethiopia Joanne Manda Attending TAMD reviewing 

and lessons learned 

workshop 

23-26 Feb Dhaka, Bangladesh Thomas Beloe Programme implementation

23-26 Feb Dhaka, Bangladesh Kevork Baboyan Programme implementation

March 23-26 Mar Phnom Penh, Cambodia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

May 3-5 May Phnom Penh, Cambodia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

16-18 May Dhaka, Bangladesh Thomas Beloe Programme implementation

19-21 May Paris, France Thomas Beloe OECD meeting 

25-28 May Dhaka, Bangladesh Joanne Manda Programme implementation

31 May - 5 Jun Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

June 6-15 Jun Bonn, Germany Joanne Manda attending UNFCCC meeting

29 Jun - 2 Jul Phnom Penh, Cambodia Kevork Baboyan Programme implementation

July 27 Jul - 9 Aug Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

August 16-20 Aug Dhaka, Bangladesh Kevork Baboyan Programme implementation

30 Aug - 4 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Thomas Beloe

30 Aug - 5 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda

30 Aug - 5 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Siriluck Chiengwong

31 Aug - 5 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Kevork Baboyan

31 Aug - 4 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Suren Poghosyan

31 Aug - 4 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Glenn Hodes

31 Aug - 4 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Suajla Pant

31 Aug - 4 Sep Jakarta, Indonesia Sunisa Soodrak

October 25-30 Oct Bonn, Germany Joanne Manda attending UNFCCC meeting

November 2-4 Nov Phnom Penh, Cambodia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

23-26 Nov Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

December 6-10 Dec Dhaka, Bangladesh Kevork Baboyan Programme implementation

9

March 1-4 Mar Bali, indonesia Thomas Beloe

Attending 2nd Regional 

Workshop, Eurasia/Pacific on 

Biodiversity Finance Initiative

12-18 Mar Dhaka, Bangladesh Kevork Baboyan Programme implementation

20-24 Mar Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda Programme implementation

April 4-9 Apr Bonn, Germany Joanne Manda attending UNFCCC meeting

May 9-10 May Phnom Penh, Cambodia Thomas Beloe SIDA Final Evaluation

10-12 May Phnom Penh, Cambodia Joanne Manda SIDA Final Evaluation

15-17 May (upcoming)Jakarta, Indonesia Thomas Beloe Programme implementation

17-20 May (upcoming)Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda SIDA Final Evaluation

22-27 May (upcoming)Jakarta, Indonesia Joanne Manda SIDA Final Evaluation

Organising Regional 

Workshop on Climate Change 

Finance and Sustainable 

Development

STAFF MISSIONS JAN 2013-May 2016 9SIDA funding)

2016

2015

January

2013

2014


Regional staff contract start dates

	Staff Name
	Contract Start Date
	Start Date under SIDA programme
	Contract Type

	Thomas Beloe
	26 September 2007
	4 December 2012
	International Fixed-term appointment (FTA)

	Siriluck Chiengwong
	9 September 2009
	4 December 2012
	Service Contract (SC)

	Kevork Baboyan
	27 June 2013
	27 June 2013
	International Fixed-term appointment (FTA)

	Joanne Manda
	30 August 2013
	30 August 2013
	International Fixed-term appointment (FTA)

	Sunisa Soodrak
	9 June 2014
	9 June 2014
	Service Contract (SC)

	Glenn Hodes
	27 April 2015
	27 April 2015
	International Fixed-term appointment (FTA)


Annex 7 – Summary quality ratings
	Ratings Satisfactory 
	Less than satisfactory 

	6 
	Very high quality 
	3 
	Less than adequate quality 

	5 
	Good quality 
	2 
	Poor quality 

	4 
	Adequate quality 
	1 
	Very poor quality 


Summary quality ratings: 

Overall programme quality rating of 4 (adequate quality) – as assessed against the programme’s stated objectives.  

However, this would have been a 5 rating (good quality) if the programme’s stated outcome and outputs had been more realistically framed at the outset.  

	Criteria :
	Rating
	Comment

	Relevance of design
	5
	Highly relevant to incorporating the aid effectiveness agenda in the CCF policy and practice dialogue.  Support from the programme has been determined by national level policies and needs. 

	Quality of design
	3
	Overambitious objectives and unclear definition of key elements of strategy, including in relation to delivering benefits to the poor and vulnerable, the knowledge to policy approach, and the strengthening of regional institutions.  

	Effectiveness  (Bridging objective) – Equitable use of climate finance recognized as a national policy priority within Asia and the Pacific, with specific measures put in place to channel resources to the poor an vulnerable
	4
	With the resources available, the programme team have has made a significant contribution to the CCF policy debate in 3 of the 4 target countries.  However, few specific measures yet put in place to channel resources to the poor and vulnerable.  No direct support provided to the Pacific.  

	Effectiveness  (Output 1) – Fiscal policies are formulated and institutions are strengthened to facilitate the delivery of climate change finance to the poor in countries of Asia and the Pacific
	4
	Effective support provided for application of various CCF analytical tools, and some evidence of these being integrated into national level institutional processes / systems.  However, no clear definition of ‘fiscal policies’ and no clear measures/ assessment of whether or not institutional strengthening has occurred. 

	Effectiveness  (Output 2) – Government budgets delivering more climate change programmes that reach the poor and vulnerable
	4
	As for Output 1, sound technical support and analytical tools have been provided to help analyse plans and budgets in terms of CC relevance.  However, no direct evidence yet of government budgets delivering more climate change programmes to the poor and vulnerable as a result.  

	Effectiveness  (Output 3) – Capacities of regional institutions strengthened to provide products, services and skills that meet the climate finance needs of Asia and the Pacific
	3
	No clear evidence of the capacities of any regional institutions having been strengthened as a direct result of the programme’s work.  Nevertheless, the regional programme itself has provided a useful regional platform for information generation and sharing. 

	Project Management / Efficiency 
	5
	Project management and efficiency is rated as good, with a strong team, a flexible and supportive donor, and successful leveraging of complementary resources.  A lot has been done with limited core resources.  Some elements of reporting and communications could nevertheless be further improved. 

	Sustainability
	5
	Despite problems with the design (and resulting ‘marginal’ ratings for quality against some stated outputs), the programme’s overall approach of working with and through government systems bodes well for sustainability prospects over the longer term.  Strong partner ownership.

	Gender equality
	4
	The design did not specifically highlight gender equality as an objective, and has had no dedicated resources to specifically pursue this.  Nevertheless, reasonable progress has been made in strengthening the programme’s ability to promote assessment and understanding of CC related gender equality issues through the application of analytical tools.  

	Partnerships
	6
	The programme has been very effective in establishing effective partnerships with UNDP Country Offices and Government counterparts  

	M&E and learning 
	4
	The programme has generated useful information to promote learning and more informed action on CCF budget allocation among implementing partners.  However, with a sub-optimal theory of change and few specific monitoring tools of its own, the programme’s monitoring and review system could be improved.  The quality of some documented products could also be improved, particularly with respect to strengthening the programme’s ability to influence policy makers (K2P products).  
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�  The objectives are drawn directly from the Terms of Reference, which are provided in full at Annex 1. 


� Oxford English Dictionary definition of policy: ‘A set of ideas or a plan of what to do in particular situations that has been agreed to officially by a group of people, a business organization, a government, or a political party’.   Fiscal policy refers to ‘the government changing the levels of taxation and/or government spending in order to influence economic activity / development outcomes’.


� Part of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MoNRE)


� The project initially sought to have the Ministry of Finance as the lead coordinating ministry, but this was not possible


� Part of the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MoAC) 


� Part of the Ministry of Energy (MoE)


� These two provinces were selected primarily on the basis that UNDP has ongoing sub-national support projects in these provinces, namely the Provincial Government Strengthening Program (PGSP) in Babel, and the Strategic Planning and Action to Strengthen Climate Resilience of Communities (SPARC) programme in NTT.  


� Adaptive Social Protection (ASP) is a new, integrated approach to reduce the vulnerability of poor people in developing countries.  It works on the understanding of the interlinked nature of the shocks and stresses that poor people face today – and the potential synergies to be gained from bringing together social protection, disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation (ASP, Making Concepts a Reality, Institute of Development Studies, UK, 2012) 





