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Purpose of the evaluation:

▪ To inform enhancements to the 

programmatic approach in countries 

within CIF programs.

▪ To identify good practice examples 

and lessons learned for the benefit of 

other climate finance mechanisms. 

Introduction

Context :

▪ The CIF’s programmatic approach is often cited as one of its 

distinctive features and comparative advantages

▪ The programmatic approach was one of the original core 

design elements of the CIF and remains its main modality of 

delivery in all four of its programs

http://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/


Evaluation approach:

▪ Theory-based, using contribution 

and comparative analysis

▪ Draws on evidence from 18 country 

studies, literature review, portfolio 

analysis, key informant interviews, 

and a survey

Key learning questions:

▪ How is the concept of the “programmatic approach” understood by 

various stakeholders? And what is the theory of change behind it?

▪ How is the programmatic approach being implemented and what 

difference has it made?

▪ What is the value addition of the programmatic approach for CIF 

private sector operations?

▪ How can the programmatic approach be strengthened within the 

CIF, to increase the effectiveness of this approach?



Evaluation methods and progress
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Understanding the CIF’s programmatic 

approach



Understanding the CIF’s programmatic approach

• An original and core design element of the CIF

• Encompasses the development and implementation of a country-led 
investment plan—supported by MDB collaboration and informed by 
consultation with a wide range of stakeholders and by relevant technical 
and/or institutional analysis—that sets out strategically linked investments, 
unified by an overarching vision
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• Commonly understood to have two 
phases:

❖ Phase 1 to prepare and endorse 

the investment plan/strategic 

program for climate resilience

❖ Phase 2 to implement the 

investment plan/strategic 

program for climate resilience



• Other key features

• Scaled-up, predictable, 

and flexible resource 

envelope

• For SCF programs, 

identification and use of 

an institutional structure 

to coordinate the country 

program

• For PPCR and FIP, 

monitoring and reporting 

at program level and 

regular stakeholder 

review meetings

• Key expectations

▪ More effective than a project-by-

project approach

– Synergistic climate benefits

– Enhanced project design / more 

innovative climate solutions

▪ Strengthen government ownership, 

institutions, processes, or policies 

▪ Strengthen partnerships with non-

governmental stakeholders

▪ Scale up or influence other climate 

investment

▪ Enhance programmatic learning
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Towards a 

theory of 

change for the 

CIF 

programmatic 

approach



Preliminary Findings
• The use of the CIF’s programmatic approach offered significant 

advantages in the investment planning phase compare to a project by 
project approach:

▪ An organized and often inclusive way to prioritize investments.

▪ A successful platform for MDBs for joint programming and division 
of labor.

▪ Resource predictability.

▪ An opportunity to link strategic planning with resources.

▪ In PPCR, additional resources provided to PPCR in the planning phase 
helped support institutional readiness and policy change in some 
countries, such as integrating climate resilience into national 
development and sector plans

• These advantages contributed to:

▪ Increased ownership and climate change awareness within 
governments.

▪ Facilitating the design of innovative projects.

▪ Initiating cross-sectoral dialogue, especially in PPCR 

▪ In PPCR , integrating climate resilience into development plans and 
sector strategies, building institutional capacity, and raising public 
awareness on climate change. 10



Preliminary  findings

• The potential of the programmatic approach was not fully exploited 

in the implementation phase. 

▪ Unlike in the planning phase, the CIF lacked clear 

mechanisms and accountability measures to maintain many 

expected features of the programmatic approach in 

implementation. 

▪ More evident in PPCR and FIP; less so in CTF and SREP.

• PPCR and FIP supported through use of country coordinating 

bodies and program-level M&R.

▪ Overall, very limited resources dedicated to programmatic 

approach in implementation.

• In some PPCR countries, investment project components 

provided dedicated resources to maintain programmatic 

approach.

▪ The expectations for sustaining the programmatic approach 

were not fully aligned with the operational or incentive 

systems of the MDBs. 11



Preliminary  findings

• Factors that influence the effectiveness 

of the programmatic approach

▪ The context of climate change 
engagement in the countries was 
important for understanding and 
designing the CIF’s programmatic 
approach.

▪ The leadership of and capacity to 
apply the programmatic approach, 
particularly for government 
partners and MDBs, influenced the 
effectiveness of the approach

▪ The extent of support for the 
programmatic approach in terms of 
guidance, mechanisms, and 
resources, and operational delivery 
influenced programmatic 
effectiveness
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Preliminary  
Recommendations

1. Continue to use a programmatic 

approach. 

▪ CIF programmatic approach 
has demonstrated strong 
potential and had important 
outcomes beyond a project-by-
project approach, where fully 
embraced by government and 
MDB leadership and supported 
with resources and 
mechanisms (e.g., processes, 
institutional structures, and 
accountability measures). 
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Preliminary  Recommendations

• To further strengthen relevance and effectiveness:

▪ Clearly communicate roles and responsibilities for maintaining 
a programmatic approach in the implementation phase

▪ Ensure that mechanisms to sustain the programmatic approach 
in the implementation phase are established

▪ Build stronger capacities in governments to lead and 
coordinate the program strategically

▪ Continue the strong multi-sectoral focus in the PPCR 
programmatic approach. Ensure that programmatic elements 
are supported through projects, that institutional arrangements 
(and the capacity to use them effectively) are prioritized, that 
mainstreaming is focused on processes that matter (e.g., those 
that are linked to budgets)

• Continue dialogue with others to share experience on 
programmatic approaches and align such approaches, as 
appropriate
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Panel & Group Discussions

1. In your own countries and 
experiences, what are the 
potential transformational 
outcomes of using the CIF’s 
Programmatic Approach?

a) Strengthening of Government 
ownership, institutions, 
processes, or policies

b) Strengthening the 
partnerships with non-
governmental stakeholders 

c) Scaling up/influencing other 
climate change investments

d) Enhanced programmatic 
learning

2. Based on your experience 
with the CIF Programmatic 
approach what do you think 
should be done to further  
strengthen its  relevance 
and effectiveness?



Evaluation of Transformational Change
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Hypotheses of transformational change

TCLP Questions

1. Definitions:  How is transformational change conceptualized in the international field 
of climate finance?

2. Process and Design: To what extent and how does the CIF’s approach for planning, 
designing and implementing its investments work to advance transformational change?

3. To what extent, how and under what conditions are CIF-supported investments and 
activities contributing to transformational change?

4. Learning: How can the CIF and others increase their contributions to transformational 
change

TCLP Questions

Explore through 7 hypotheses of which 3 relevant to PPCR



Evaluation approach
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TCLP evidence synthesis

• CIF/MDB 

authored 

documents

• CIF/MDB 

commissioned 

papers

• External  

publications 

relevant to 

Transformational 

Change in the CIF 

context



Hypotheses of transformation

H2: Combining climate mainstreaming support with investments in 
resilience creates incentives for decision makers to promote 
transformation, whilst also providing practical learning 
opportunities for more effective resilience planning over time.

• Mainstreaming can provide reach for delivering resilience benefits at scale for beneficiaries

• Offers ability to influence significantly larger sector budgets and resources than otherwise possible

• Strong potential for ‘no and low cost’ opportunities in sector budgets

• Combining mainstreaming with investments can engage and incentivise key decision makers

• Investments also create learning opportunities and feedback loops for better policy and planning

• Together, this combination helps create systemic, long term changes to behaviours and mindsets

Investment Level – Resilience Focus (PPCR)



Hypotheses of transformation

H5. Working through intermediaries and supporting value chain 
development is an effective way to deliver transformation in the 
context of smaller-scale investments in climate goods and services. 

• Small-scale, lower-value goods and services require different market approach

• E.g. banking, micro-finance, supply chain approaches to delivering resilience

• Address high distribution and transaction costs of consumer/SME markets

• Role of intermediation (finance, delivery, service, capacity building)

• Market and supply chain development approaches and role of incentives

• Cross-programme (SREP, PPCR, FIP) looking at differences between sectors and context

Investment Level – Cross programme



Hypotheses of transformation

H7. Gender equality efforts in institutional, policy, and investment 
processes help the CIF support transformational change.

• Gender a core feature of CIF programming (mainstreaming, action plan, policy)

• Women disproportionately vulnerable to climate change

• Act as important agents for change across a range of markets and social contexts

• Potential for mutually beneficial outcomes (both social and climate)

• Explore transformative role of gender considerations in design and delivery

• Draw on experience across programmes (incl PPCR) + CIF approach

Operating model-level – Cross-programme



Stage of 
transformation

Early Signals

(Relevance)   
Creating conditions 

for change

Interim Signals

Transformation 
response 
underway

Actual Signals

Evidence of 
transformative 

outcomes

Systemic 
change

Systems planning 
and outputs

Change processes 
underway

Systems outcomes

Scaling

Scaling planning 
and outputs

Change processes 
underway

Scaling outcomes

Sustainability

Sustainability 
planning and 

outputs

Change processes 
underway

Sustainability 
outcomes

External 
Context

MDB operations

Development 
Finance

National 
programmes

Market trends

Political economy

Social dynamics
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Capturing evidence of transformation

How do we capture evidence of transformation?

Best practice in transformation design and delivery
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Thanks for listening
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Identifying Signals of Transformation
Types of 
signal

Systemic change Scale Sustainability

Interim 
signals

Transformation 
response 
underway

Progress in overcoming barriers to 
climate resilience practices, e.g.,

• New decision-making or advisory 
bodies for resilience put in place

• Integration of resilience 
considerations into sector planning 
processes

• Enhanced institutional capacity for 
adaptation and resilience

• Adoption of technical standards/ 
guidelines for resilient infrastructure

• Stakeholder and community-led 
adaptation processes underway

• Enhanced climate and hazard 
warning information systems under 
design

Emerging processes that facilitate scaling 
of climate resilient practices, e.g.,

• New financing programmes to expand 
scope or coverage of activities

• Processes (workshops or training) 
underway to replicate pilot models

• Investment pipeline development 
processes to finance resilience 

• Roll out of resilience guidelines or 
standards to infrastructure developers 

Progress on changes to ensure long-term 
sustainability, e.g.,

• Political commitment and funding 
support for on-going resilience 
operations

• Processes to raise long-term finance for 
resilience to ensure predictable funding

• Establishment of risk monitoring and 
change processes for emerging threats

• Design of follow-on resilience projects to 
further develop initial concepts

• Incorporation of resilience in long term 
national targets/development plans

• Capacity development underway to 
understand & interpret climate data 

Actual 
signals

Transformation 
outcomes 
achieved

Evidence that system changes are 
influencing decisions or behaviours, 
e.g.:

• Increased budget allocations 
directed towards climate resilient 
initiatives

• Sector projects routinely screen & 
incorporate climate resilient 
approach

• Climate information routinely 
applied in strategic long-term 
planning

• Enhanced understanding among 
decision-makers and practitioners

• Increased access to and availability 
of resilience finance via 
intermediaries

Evidence for scaling of climate resilience 
practices, infrastructure, products and 
services, e.g.:

• Successful replication/scaling of pilots 
(e.g. livelihood/community, 
governance)

• Widespread incorporation of resilience 
in infrastructure design (e.g. roads, 
bridges) 

• Large-scale Investments in resilience-
(e.g. protective) infrastructure 

• Large scale adoption of climate resilient 
practices (e.g., new varieties, irrigation)

• Beneficiaries/systems demonstrate 
improved resilience to shocks/stresses 

Evidence for sustainability outcomes, e.g., 
changes in

• Long term financing approaches in place 
to meet additional costs of adaptation

• Monitoring systems capture emerging 
climate threats and thresholds

• Adaptive programming underway using 
iterative programming approaches

• Mainstreaming guidelines fully 
integrated into programming and 
appraisal processes 

• Emerging of unsupported resilience 
planning and implementation initiatives
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