
Executive Summary

Developing countries are increasingly bearing the brunt of a changing 
global climate. The livelihoods of already at-risk populations are becoming 
considerably more threatened as a result of acute water shortages, greatly 
reduced agricultural production, more severe weather patterns, and 
fluctuating temperatures. These challenges can be further compounded 
when climate risk and resilience are not key features of a country’s 
strategic planning process, or the financing for climate resilience projects 
is not feasible. 

Recognizing the interrelation of these issues, the Pilot Program for 
Climate Resilience (PPCR) was developed as a targeted program of the 
Climate Investment Funds (CIF). Seeking to give priority to many of 
the most vulnerable, least developed nations, the PPCR is helping nine 
pilot countries and two regional programs (including nine small island 
nations)1 build resilience and adapt to climate change. Using a two-
phase, programmatic approach, the PPCR—through partner multilateral 
development banks (MDBs)2—first assists national governments in 
integrating climate resilience into development planning across sectors 
and stakeholder groups. Second, it provides additional funding to put the 
plan into action and pilot innovative public and private sector solutions to 
pressing climate-related risks. 

With $1.2 billion pledged to date, the PPCR is currently the largest 
adaptation fund in the world, and second only to the International 
Development Association in its support to small island developing states. 

This study explores the relevance, flexibility, and effectiveness of PPCR 
programming phase (Phase 1) activities and funding as a potential 
model for creating strategic investment frameworks for climate-resilient 
development that can attract large-scale and diverse adaptation finance. 

1 PPCR countries: Bangladesh, Bolivia, Cambodia, Mozambique, Nepal, Níger, Tajikistan, Yemen, 
Zambia, Carribbean regional program (Dominica, Haiti, Jamaica, Grenada, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines) and Pacific regional program (Papua New Guinea, Samoa and Tonga)

2 African Development Bank, Asian Development Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, Inter-American Development Bank, and the World Bank Group including the International 
Finance Corporation
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  Background on the PPCR Programming Phase 
(Phase 1) 

The PPCR is implemented in two phases: countries first develop a strategic 
plan for climate resilience (SPCR) nested in national development goals 
and strategies for the use of an envelope of PPCR resources (Phase 1), 
and then prepare and implement the investments and enabling activities 
identified therein (Phase 2). 

This initial programming phase (Phase 1) was conceived to ensure that 
1) investments identified for PPCR funding would meet country needs and 
dovetail with country priorities and 2) the development of the SPCR would 
be based on a solid analytical and participatory process. 

Nine countries and two regional programs accessed PPCR programming 
(Phase 1) grants of up to $1.5 million to undertake key tasks leading to the 
development of the SPCR, including:

• Analysis of climate risks: Use appropriate modeling tools and establish 
priorities among sectors and themes

• Institutional analysis: Identify gaps, knowledge, and institutional 
capacities to build climate resilience through participatory processes

• Knowledge and awareness raising: Disseminate key messages and 
discuss outcomes of studies and institutional gaps and needs with a 
broad range of stakeholders

• Capacity building: Develop relevant capacity building activities to 
address critical capacity constraints

• Consultation process: Ensure a socially inclusive process during 
consultations to provide inputs from a wide range of actors

For the majority of countries, the PPCR programming phase funding set 
the foundation for the development of the SPCR, facilitated its timely 
completion, and improved their overall readiness to implement the 
program of investments and supporting activities.

  Assessment of Programming Phase 
(Phase 1) Financing

The review identifies the following enabling factors that contributed 
to the effectiveness of the PPCR programming phase as a vehicle for 
enhancing country readiness:

• The MDBs were critical catalysts in the process and the involvement of 
more than one MDB in most countries had positive impacts, although it 
also created management challenges in terms of operational efficiency.

• Establishing country ownership from the outset increased commitment 
to the program and ensured that the SPCR reflected country priorities. 
This was aided by anchoring the PPCR in a lead ministry, such as Ministry 
of Finance.
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• The creation of country coordination mechanisms during the 
programming phase, which in many countries were extended into the 
implementation phase, helped to prevent a gap that could undermine 
the accomplishments of Phase 1 and provided sustenance to maintain 
the programmatic nature of the SPCR implementation.

• Capacity building is central to the success of the PPCR and a clear 
justification for a strong preparatory phase prior to the implementation 
of the investment plan.

• Stakeholder consultations undertaken during the programming phase 
enhanced engagement and communication among stakeholders and 
increased their ownership across all pilot countries.

• Extension of programming (Phase 1) activities beyond the 
development of the SPCR, both in terms of scope and implementation 
period, had positive impacts for SPCR implementation, especially as 
many activities took longer than expected.

In addition, a number of barriers are identified:

• Uncertainty about the level of funding available for implementation 
led some countries to fast-track the programming phase in order 
to ensure access to funds. This limited the time available for certain 
important preparatory activities, including learning, capacity building 
and cross-sectoral coordination.

• Private sector engagement was limited by a number of factors 
including the underdevelopment of the formal private sector and 
financial intermediaries, lack of knowledge and experience with 
adaptation-related investment opportunities, and the difficult business 
environments in some pilot countries. 

Lessons learned on the relevance, flexibility and effectiveness of PPCR programming phase (Phase 1)

Relevance
•  Phase 1 support for key building 

blocks:
•  Country ownership
•  Capacity building
•  Coordination and institution-building
•  Communication and collaboration

•  Limited readiness (technical and 
administrative) showed that extra 
time for Phase 1 was needed

•  Shortcomings:
•  Need for greater attention to 

monitoring and evaluation from
the outset

•  Need to further increase 
stakeholder capacity (CSO and
private sector)

Flexibility
•  Flexibility in scope and timing 

allowed governments to tailor 
Phase 1 according to country-
specific needs and capacities

•  PPCR is designed to address 
vulnerability and limited in-country
capacity for climate resilience, but the
same capacity challenges could
hinder ability to make efficient use of 
the Phase 1 grant

Effectiveness
•  Phase 1 evolved into sustenance 

function with important longer-term 
benefits, led to sustainable institutional 
arrangements for climate resilience.

•  Built technical capacity, stakeholder
consensus, inter-governmental
collaboration and civil society 
cooperation

•  Aided by availability of experts and 
good teamwork between stakeholders, 
including the MDBs and government 
agencies

•  As designed, did not sufficiently 
nurture private sector engagement

•  Challenges due to burdensome 
procedures and limited capacity in 
some countries
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 Recommendations

Several broad recommendations can be drawn from the lessons that have 
emerged from the PPCR programming phase. These could inform future 
efforts of the PPCR and other initiatives, including the Green Climate 
Fund, that aim to support readiness for and investments in climate-resilient 
development.

• Integrate the programming phase with the implementation phase 
to keep momentum and build upon the achievements from Phase 1 and 
reduce uncertainties or inefficiencies.

• Enable efficient access to funding through simplified and 
straightforward procedures and guidelines. It is important that these 
procedures and the role of the lead MDB are clearly defined at the 
outset and ideally remain consistent throughout.

• Clarity on needs and absorptive capacity through consultation 
processes. Recognize the need to provide greater technical and 
institutional support in low capacity countries, but not necessarily more 
money.

• To enhance programmatic approach, maintain flexibility, allow 
requisite time to foster country ownership and ensure participatory 
process, ensure institutional support leading to long-term 
sustainability, and strengthen capacity, including for non-government 
actors. 

• Recognize the challenges to private sector involvement from 
the beginning of the process to ensure realistic objectives for 
participation and investment. Transfer of lessons from middle-income 
countries as well as substantial technical assistance and market building 
will be needed in low-income countries to create the conditions 
for private sector engagement. Allocation of funds for private and 
public sector investments through separate windows could reduce 
the preponderance of the public sector and facilitate private sector 
participation.

• Effectively distill, document and share lessons learned and best 
practices to strengthen knowledge among different stakeholders and 
facilitate informed decision-making. 

@CIF_Action https://www.youtube.com/user/CIFaction APRIL 2015https://www.�ickr.com/photos/cifaction/sets
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