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Mid-term Review Overview 
• Purpose:  

“Assess progress of GFCS implementation and 
the approaches and developments in the 
GFCS evolution in order to measure success of 
implemented activities and to provide 
guidance on improvements. Also, provide 
recommendations to inform implementation.” 

 

• Timeline:  
6-months (April - October, 2017) 

 

• Approach:  

Methodology should be participatory with key 
stakeholders (both implementers and 
beneficiaries) and be developed in the 
“inception report” by review team. 

 

• Outputs:  
30-page report with relevant annexes 

Terms of Reference 



Mid-Term Review Outline 

1. Assessing GFCS Implementation Milestones 

 

2. GFCS Governance 

 

3. Mechanisms for Implementation at National, 

Regional, and Global Levels 

 

4. GFCS Contributions to Major Global Agendas 

 

5. Recommendations 



Key Findings: Assessing GFCS 

Implementation Milestones, Part 1 
1. The GFCS community largely supports the goal of 

developing the UIP. Unlike other pillars – such as 
observations and monitoring; the climate service 
information system; and research, prediction, and 
modeling – which are seen to be the focus of the WMO, 
the UIP is perceived to be a principal responsibility of the 
GFCS. However, the exact function and purpose of the 
UIP is unclear to many GFCS members and stakeholders, 
with the name, in particular, seen as confusing.  

2. Funding for climate services projects lacks coordination 
despite the organizing frameworks laid out in the GFCS 
projects and GFCS contributing projects. The majority of 
climate services projects have been conducted outside 
of the GFCS, without any plan for aligning their efforts 
with other projects, resulting in duplicated efforts and 
gaps in user needs. 



Key Findings: Assessing GFCS 

Implementation Milestones, Part 2 
3. The involvement of PAC members within the GFCS varies 

greatly by organization. While the target of eight UN agencies 
or programs involved in the GFCS has been met at a 
numerical level, the engagement level ranges from joint 
offices with the WMO (WHO) and agencies with personnel 
located at the WMO headquarters and interfacing there with 
the GFCS (WFP and GWP), to other agencies with employees 
unaware of their agency’s involvement with the GFCS. 

4. The GFCS has facilitated a range of activities and outcomes 
that have enhanced climate services within the pillars by 
coordinating the work of PAC members, member countries, 
government ministries, academics, and other stakeholders. 

5. Establishing an effective communications strategy is an 
important goal for GFCS stakeholders. Survey respondents 
stated that communicating lessons learned and best 
practices is the climate service activity that, in comparison to 
the past, requires the greatest attention. However, according 
to many, the GFCS has been successful in increasing 
awareness of climate services.  



Key Findings: GFCS Governance, Part 1 

1. The benefits of the IBCS to the governance of 
the GFCS includes convening members of 
NMHS to develop climate services, leading the 
GFCS through important governance processes, 
and influencing external funding. Despite this, 
many stakeholders question the utility of the 
IBCS.  

2. Views of the effectiveness of GFCS governance 
depends on where one sits; members of the 
IBCS and its subgroups are more likely to think 
that there is effective communication and 
dialogue across geographic scales and 
governance bodies than partners.  

3. The PAC partners do not feel sufficiently 
engaged in GFCS governance. 



Key Findings: GFCS Governance, Part 2 

4. The WMO is now examining its internal 
governance structure and looking to see how 
the GFCS best fits into its organizational 
structure. 

5. Confusion and at times tensions exist in defining 
roles and responsibilities for various GFCS 
governance bodies, including the IBCS and its 
subgroups, the PAC, and WMO organizations.  

6. WMO technical commissions can be better 
assimilated into GFCS activities, perhaps by 
protocols and standard methodologies for 
operational systems and associated data, 
products, and methods of exchange related to 
climate services. 



Key Findings: GFCS Governance, Part 3 

7. Generally, WMO representatives express 
the need for more resources to produce 
climate services, while partners generally 
express the need for greater capacity 
and ability to contribute to the 
governance, but not necessarily greater 
implementation responsibility. 

8. The governance mechanisms are not 
appropriate to meet GFCS goals. They do 
not address some key challenges around 
user needs. Although there were some 
early benefits of the current governance 
structure in GFCS implementation, this 
structure is no longer fit for purpose.  



Key Findings: Mechanisms for Implementation at 
National, Regional, and Global Levels, Part 1 

1. The implementation of GFCS projects are a main source of 

contention within the GFCS. This is an important strategic issue 

for the GFCS to resolve and will contribute to creating a more 

shared identity. While the benefits of GFCS projects manifest at 

the national level where the resources are directed and 

partnerships created, it is unclear the extent the benefits 

outweigh the challenges. Many interviewees view projects as 

beyond the scope and capacity of the GFCS, and the focus 

on Africa contributes to the perception of a geographic 

imbalance in GFCS efforts.  

2. The GFCS projects have created opportunities for multi-

institutional collaboration, and have the potential to generate 

knowledge on co-design and co-production of climate 
services.  However, to date these experiences have not been 

adequately communicated and shared with the broader 

climate service community. Thus, the projects have not lived 

up to the “proof of concept” goal.  



Key Findings: Mechanisms for Implementation at 
National, Regional, and Global Levels, Part 2 

3. The NFCS appear to have generated important benefits 
at the national level. These include the creation of 
partnerships, improvement in the awareness of climate 
services, and identification of climate service priorities. 
These are evident at least in Africa where the NFCS has 
been focused. 

4. The RCO has helped the GFCS generate benefits at the 
national level, notably through the NFCS process. With 
further review, the RCO model could be extended as a 
regional network to help achieve future GFCS 
milestones.  

5. The GFCS is in an advantageous position to produce 
guidance on climate service protocols and 
methodologies across the entire climate service value 
chain. The GFCS can leverage the WMO core 
capacities on technical issues as well as articulate 
lessons learned generated from climate service 
experiences of GFCS partners and well as GFCS 
activities.  



Key Findings: Mechanisms for Implementation at 
National, Regional, and Global Levels, Part 3 

6. Many users and implementers seek more success stories and 
lessons learned that help provide the proper rationale and 
guidance for climate service activities. Better GFCS 
communication and M&E can help this cause.  

7. Nearly half of the survey respondents stated that little or no 
progress has been made by the GFCS in developing measures 
for M&E of climate services. Additionally, GFCS 
communication was commonly cited as a weakness. 
Therefore, it is likely that many GFCS efforts are going 
unaccounted for and unnoticed. 

8. An increase in resources and expertise for communication 
would achieve multiple GFCS objectives, including raising 
awareness of GFCS and the value of climate services, 
mobilizing resources, and sharing success stories and lessons 
learned.  

9. The joint offices have produced benefits for both the WMO 
and GFCS. However, relationships appear more opportunistic 
than strategic. 



Key Findings: Mechanisms for Implementation at 
National, Regional, and Global Levels, Part 4 

10. The importance of the GFCS Office will likely grow as the 
GFCS matures. Individuals across the GFCS network view 
many benefits from having the GFCS Office and 
commonly believe the work should focus on facilitating 
partnerships, supporting capacity development, sharing 
information, connecting financial resources to people, 
and raising awareness of the GFCS.  

11. The human and financial resources dedicated to the 
GFCS Office are inadequate for its mandate. This 
contributes to backlogs and bottlenecks in work and 
workflows that are more reactionary than strategic. 
Moreover, the GFCS Office is the only entity funded 
specifically to support the GFCS network, particularly for 
global scale activities like organizing meetings and 
connecting people and information across global, 
regional, and national scales. Continued funding at the 
current level for the GFCS Office will limit the 
effectiveness of the entire GFCS network. 



Key Findings: GFCS Contributions 

to Major Global Agendas 
1. The GFCS has influenced major global 

agendas around development, disaster risk 
reduction, and climate change. 

2. The production of documents and white 
papers is the dominant way the GFCS 
communicates the importance of climate 
services for major global agendas. 

3. There exists some ambiguity around the 
roles and responsibilities of GFCS actors in 
contributing to the major global agendas. 



Recommendations 

1. Identity of the GFCS 
o 1.1 Strengthen the identity of the GFCS as a 

partnership.  

o 1.2 Focus on identifying priorities, knowledge 
translation & connecting users and providers. 

 

2. Governance of the GFCS 
o 2.1. Establish a task team to reform GFCS 

governance in ways that emphasize a 
partnership.  

o 2.2 Increase investment in the GFCS Office.  



Recommendations 

3. Key Activities of GFCS 

Implementation 
o 3.1 Focus on sharing lessons learned and 

knowledge exchange. 

o 3.2 Articulate more clearly the purpose and 

mechanisms of the UIP. 

o 3.3 Reduce the role of GFCS Office in project 

management.  

o 3.4  Advance national climate service activities 

by supporting NFCS.   



Recommendations 

4. Processes for Learning and 

Knowledge Sharing 
o 4.1 Strengthen GFCS communications across 

multiple scales.  

o 4.2 Expedite developing and implementing an 

M&E process with unambiguous goals.   

o 4.3 Explore opportunities to engage in more of the 

human dimensions of climate services.  

o 4.4 Promote sustained two-way engagement with 

major global agendas. 


