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1.

Introduction

The Management Committee of the IBCS at its third session (October 2015), recommended that a
review of the GFCS be conducted at the beginning of the second phase of GFCS implementation
(i.e., 2015-2018). The Task Team on Monitoring and Evaluation of the GFCS was requested to
develop the Framework for the Mid-term Review based on experiences from other reviews. The
purpose of the Mid-term Review was to assess progress of implementation of the GFCS to help in
providing guidance on how to further improve implementation of the GFCS and measure the
success of the activities implemented so far. To conduct the Mid-term Review a team from the
University of Arizona (UoA) was selected through a competitive process to conduct the review over
a period of four months (April to September 2017). The team produced the Mid-term Review
Report which was considered by the fifth Session of the Management Committee of the IBCS
(Reading, UK, 19-20 October 2017).
To respond to the key findings and recommendations from the Mid-term Review Report, the fifth
Session of the Management Committee of the IBCS established a Task Force to address issues
around governance, management, and finances of the GFCS. The Task Force is chaired by Mr.
David Grimes (Canada) with representation from the British Caribbean Territories, Japan, Russia,
South Africa, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. It also includes members of the PAC, namely,
the European Commission (EC), Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO),
Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC), and the World Bank. The Task Force was supported by a
broader consultative group that included members of the Management Committee, members of the
PAC, and the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Task Team of the Operational and Resources Plan of the
GFCS.
The purpose of the Task Force is to provide recommendations for improving the governance of the
GFCS, the management structures in place and funding of the GFCS for the consideration of the
sixth Session of the Management Committee of IBCS (Rome, October 2018). The terms of
reference (ToR) of the Task Force include:





Review of the outcomes of the Mid-term Review and the recommendations of the PAC and
Management Committee on the Mid-term Review to develop a proposal for the focus of the
GFCS, including the purpose, roles, and scope of the GFCS in ways that strengthen the
original identity of the GFCS as a Framework;
Assess strengths, weaknesses, and sustainability of the governance structure of the GFCS
and propose appropriate governance structure options for delivering the GFCS goals taking
into account the WMO reform process;
Assess the adequacy of the GFCS arrangements in place (funding, human resources for the
GFCS Secretariat/Office) for meeting the GFCS goals;
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Provide strategic guidance on principles, mechanisms, and opportunities for enhancing
implementation of the GFCS priorities given limited resources and the unique nature of the
GFCS;
Prepare specific recommendations in consultation with PAC for the consideration of the next
session of Management Committee of the IBCS. Based on feedback from the Management
Committee, prepare recommendations for the consideration of Eighteenth World
Meteorological Congress in 2019 (WMO Cg-18).

To conduct its work the Task Force used the Mid-term Review Report as an essential source of
information. It also conducted a desktop review of IBCS and WMO documents, particularly those
related to the WMO reform, as well as UN and other frameworks to inform the proposals of the
options on governance, management, and finances of the GFCS. In addition, the task Force
considered the major contextual changes that have occurred since 2009, particularly in the post2015 period which saw the adoption of the Paris Agreement at COP 21 of the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in December 2015, the Sendai Framework for
Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 in May 2015 and the operationalization of the Green Climate
Fund (GCF), the main financial mechanism for supporting climate action under the Paris Agreement.
These changes point to the need to reposition elements of the GFCS to take advantage of the
emerging opportunities resulting from these changes such as:





Emerging high-level global and regional climate and development policy initiatives aligned
to climate services delivery;
A large and growing global programme portfolio addressing climate adaptation, climate
resilience and disaster risk reduction, all requiring varying levels of climate services;
An increasing number of actors engaged in various areas of the sustainable development
discussion who require access to climate skills, products and services;
Lack of governing/coordination structures for aligning climate action efforts among
stakeholders, leading to fragmentary and piecemeal policy implementation.

The Task Force identified chapter leads who spearheaded the development of the chapters on
Governance, Management, and Finances of the GFCS.
Background and context for the Mid-term Review, purpose and scope of the Task Force, purpose
and scope of the document, purpose and scope of the GFCS, and the status of the GFCS
implementation is provided in Annex 1.

2.

Governance Structure
2.1 Introduction

The Mid-term review indicated several areas for potential improvement regarding the current
governance of the GFCS 1. Of critical concern is the duplication between the IBCS and the World
Meteorological Congress. The cause for concern is that the representation in the IBCS is mainly
fulfilled by Directors of NMHSs who at the same time are the Permanent Representatives of WMO
Members. As a consequence, there is a costly parallelism between the IBCS and the World
Meteorological Congress that would preferably be avoided. Furthermore, the current governance
1

Annex 2 summarizes the thinking and decisions that lead to the current governance structure of the GFCS. Annex 3 shows
the main elements of the current governance structure. An overview of strengths and weaknesses of the current
governance structure is included in Annex 4 to this document.
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structure has clear limitations in its ability to integrate partner organizations of the GFCS into its
decision-making. Last but not least, the current governance structure has not been able to
guarantee the sustainable, high-level political anchoring of the GFCS that would be required to
sustain the implementation of its fairly ambitious mission. The governance options presented in
this report tackle all of these issues, including (i) avoided duplication between the IBCS and the
World Meteorological Congress, (ii) increased inclusion of partner organizations in GFCS decisionmaking, and (iii) established institutional environment that increases the political visibility of the
GFCS.
Furthermore, the future governance structure should enable the following proposed main functions:
1) Partnership and Inclusion;
2) Technical Coordination and Support;
3) Monitoring and Review; and
4) Resource Mobilization for Financing the Management Structure of the GFCS2.
The governance structure presented in this report would be able to fulfill all of these functions.
However, it is not compatible with the GFCS Secretariat/Office that is directly involved in the codesign and co-implementation of climate services interventions and projects, and the management
of related funds. If the GFCS management and governance structures are meant to fulfill this task
in the future, the governance suggested in this report may not be fit for purpose.
The current GFCS governance is of an intergovernmental nature - PAC, as a non-intergovernmental
body, is not considered as an element of the existing governance structure as it has no direct
influence in the decision-making of the GFCS. The proposed future governance structure has both
intergovernmental and non-intergovernmental elements. The purpose is to increase inclusivity of
key stakeholders of the GFCS, some of which are non-intergovernmental in nature. An important
consideration is that many of the United Nations and international organizations, which are
currently members of the GFCS PAC, such as the World Bank, United Nations Development
Programme, and others, are currently assisting a large number of countries to implement climate
services. The changes proposed below would engage these organizations directly in the GFCS
management and governance structures, with the twin aims of (1) increasing their engagement in
and support of the management and governance structures; and (2) strengthening the
mechanisms for alignment of their efforts to support GFCS implementation. In implementing the
new structure caution would have to be exercised to avoid potential conflicts of interest for
members of the governance structure, who may also be involved in the implementation of activities.
Considering the fact that the evaluation/implementation of some elements of the suggested
governance structure will require significant time, a two-step approach is suggested for
implementing the new governance:
 Step 1 – Two of the main disadvantages of the current structure - (1) duplication
between IBCS and World Meteorological Congress; (2) unsatisfactory integration of
partner organizations - would be tackled. This step could be decided by WMO Cg-18
in 2019.
 Step 2 – opportunities would be assessed to better anchor the GFCS on the political
level. Decision documents for the implementation of a possible Step 2 governance
would be prepared for WMO Cg-19 taking place in 2023 (with a possible intermediate
step / discussion at the extraordinary World Meteorological Congress in 2021. In
principle, the four main functions of the GFCS mentioned above can be fulfilled
already with the Step 1 governance. However, functions 1 and 4 would profit from
additional “push” after implementation of Step 2.

2

whereas 2) and 3) could be summarized as “Tracking and Advisory Services”

5

It has to be noted that a new “sui generis” (“fit-for-purpose”) governance structure is suggested
for further consideration in the present report. Whilst designing this structure, elements of
governance structures of other Organizations have been assessed (see Annex 5). However, due to
the unique nature of the GFCS (based on the overall framework with its pillars and priority areas),
and the non-intergovernmental nature of core elements of the suggested governance structure, it
has been considered that none of the assessed governance structures could be taken entirely as a
model for the future GFCS governance. Furthermore, also due to financial reasons, the Step 1 and
Step 2 structures presented in this document keep the GFCS-governance linked to existing
governance models (World Meteorological Congress, eventually the UN General Assembly, UNFCCC,
or others) in order to avoid establishing a completely new governance. Accordingly, governance
models that would require the establishment of a completely new superior body structure (like for
instance GEO Plenary or IPCC Plenary) have not been further evaluated. However, whilst
establishing the “sui generis” governance proposal, specific elements have been taken from the
model governance structures as reviewed in Annex 5 (World Meteorological Congress; UNISDR
Special Representative to Secretary General; IPPC-Working Group structure; UNISDR
Global/Regional Platforms; GEO Executive Committee).
To assess the potential of the proposed structure and possible risks, a risk assessment regarding
the proposed governance is included in section 5 of Annex 6.

2.2 Step 1 “Avoid Duplication; Increase Participation”
The Step 1 GFCS governance would consist of the following three elements:
 World Meteorological Congress;
 An interdisciplinary, non-intergovernmental Executive Committee to be put in place and
empowered by the World Meteorological Congress;
 Thematic working groups to be established by, and act under the supervision of the
Executive Committee.

Figure 1. Illustration of Step 1 GFCS governance structure
Congress
The World Meteorological Congress would remain the supreme governing body of GFCS and the
parallel dissolution of the IBCS would avoid the current duplication in membership. Current
functions of the IBCS would be taken over by the World Meteorological Congress.
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Executive Committee
As it is the case between the IBCS and its Management Committee, World Meteorological Congress
would “delegate” tasks and responsibilities to a subsidiary body. In the new governance structure,
this subsidiary body would be the “Executive Committee”. The Executive Committee shall operate
under the guidance of and be empowered by the World Meteorological Congress. A clear and
extensive delegation of decision powers to the Executive Committee is important to guarantee
sufficient and sustainable ownership of the members of this Committee. Its nature is nonintergovernmental. The Committee will be given the mandate to carry out decisions and requests
of the Congress during the intersessional period. As such, the Executive Committee plays a crucial
role in guiding, monitoring, and reviewing the GFCS implementation progress. This task requires
access to relevant knowledge and experience in strategic and operational aspects of climate
services throughout the GFCS pillars and the GFCS priority areas. Furthermore, the Executive
Committee should establish and maintain a broad network in the climate services community,
which would not be limited to NMHSs alone.
The Executive Committee must be limited in size to guarantee effective and efficient management
of meetings (approx. 20 formal members, maximum 25). It shall meet once per year and be
composed of high-level representatives (executive level) of organizations playing a key role within
the implementation of the GFCS. High-level representation is paramount in order to increase
ownership and subsequent implementation of decisions of the represented organizations, and to
allow for efficient and effective decision-making in the Executive Committee. Furthermore, the
Executive Committee will have to deal with issues that might require decisions to be considered by
the governance of institutions represented in the Committee (e. g. WHO will have to decide on
health-related data to be made available for the GFCS, the FAO on agricultural data, etc.). In such
cases, it is crucial that the respective requests are swiftly and reliably transferred to the competent
decision-making authorities. However, it remains to be seen if the desired high-level representation
is (legally and politically) achievable in a governance that has the World Meteorological Congress as
its superior body. This might be an argument for a swift implementation of the Step 2 governance
(see below).
The ToR of the Executive Committee would specify the organizations/institutions represented in the
Executive Committee. These organizations/institutions would each nominate a senior staff member
to participate in the Executive Committee. In case an Executive Committee member institution
needs to be removed, added or changed, the World Meteorological Congress would have to
approve this through amendment to the ToR (if necessary by means of correspondence). In
addition to the organizations/institutions listed in the ToR, the World Meteorological Congress could
elect on a temporary basis additional organizations/institutions to become rolling members of the
Executive Committee. However, the maximum number of the Executive Committee members (25)
must not be superseded. The ToR would specify the criteria that must be fulfilled to become a
temporary Committee member (e.g. based on thematic or geographic priorities laid out in the
GFCS implementation Plan). A Chair and a Co-Chair of the Executive Committee would be elected
by the members of the Executive Committee, also for a four-year term (non-renewable).
As an indicative sample, the following organizations could be considered for representation in the
Executive Committee. Further information on these examples can be found in Annex 6:
 Representatives of GFCS-Pillars: WMO, GCOS, WCRP, International Federation of Red Cross and
Red Crescent Societies (IFRC), UNDP or UNESCO;
 Representatives of GFCS-Priority Areas: FAO, WHO, UNISDR, International Renewable Energy
Agency (IRENA), Global Water Partnership (GWP), other (possible future priority areas, e. g.
tourism, etc.);
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Major global Financing / implementing organizations: World Bank, GCF, etc. Due caution would
be needed to avoid conflict of interest, for which the ToR of the Executive Committee would
have to be very specific;
Regional Institutions actively involved in the GFCS: There are several possible modes to ensure
a regional representation in the Executive Committee. Considering its strong participation in the
GFCS so far, a participation of the European Commission and other key players in the Executive
Committee could be considered. With regard to institutional representation of other regions in
the Executive Committee, such decisions may depend on the priorities laid down in the strategy
and the Implementation Plan, as well as on the specific input expected by the Committee from
the regional level. It may also need to be considered that for the Step 1, the Presidents of
WMO’s Regional Associations become members of the Executive Committee.
Alternatively/complementarily to representation of regional institutions, direct representation of
a limited number of countries with specific circumstances such as Least Developed Countries
(LDC), Small Island Developing States (LDCs), and Countries with Economies in Transition
could be considered to participate in the Executive Committee;
Others based on specific expertise, network, political influence, etc.: the UNFCCC, private
sector representatives, specific NGOs, among others.

Working Groups
The Executive Committee has the possibility to establish working groups - and to define their ToR
and membership - as required, in carrying out its work. The working groups would be established
on a temporary basis, depending on the needs and priorities resulting from the GFCS strategy and
the Implementation Plan. Working groups can be built alongside the GFCS Pillars (e.g. further
elaborate on the CSIS/CST, develop guidance material and collect best practices regarding the
establishment of a functional UIP), priority areas (develop regional priorities/requirements for
climate services needed in the food security area), regional aspects and funding issues or be
related to specific functions associated with the GFCS implementation (e.g. monitoring and review;
establishing a mechanism to evaluate the quantitative and qualitative impact of Climate Services in
the Health area). Participation in a Working Group requires in-depth knowledge and expertise in
the specific areas covered by such Group. The members are elected by the Executive Committee
following a nomination or an application process. Each Working Group would be chaired by a
member of the Executive Committee representing the Working Group in the Executive Committee.
Alternatively, the Executive Committee member can designate an alternate for chairing the
Working Group, whereas such alternate must be part of the management team of the same
organization as the Executive Committee member. With the exception of the Chair, it is
recommended that the members of the Working Groups are different from those of the Executive
Committee.

For further details regarding the Step 1 governance structure, please refer to Annex 6.
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2.3 Step 2 “Stronger Political Anchoring”

Figure 2. Illustration of Step 2 governance structure
It has been noted in the Mid-term Review that since the GFCS establishment in 2009, a number of
new developments have occurred such as the Paris Agreement, the Sendai Framework, the 2030
Agenda, and establishment of the Green Climate Fund (GCF). Despite its relevance, there appears
to be a lack of appreciation and political awareness regarding the GFCS and its ability to effectively
contribute to these major global agendas. This may be one of the reasons why some of the original
expectations, e.g. in terms of funding, have not materialized to desired levels. Accordingly, it is
suggested as a Step 2 to evaluate a further development of the governance with the objective to
increase the political anchoring, visibility, and influence of the GFCS. Such evaluation would refer to
the superior level of the governance structure, which is the World Meteorological Congress,
according to the Step 1) as well as the potential of co-sponsorship of the GFCS with other entities
such as the UNFCCC. The Executive Committee and the working groups would, in principle, remain
unchanged.
Two alternative models have been discussed by the Task Force (see Annexes 6 and 7 for
illustration) for improved political anchoring:
 Alternative 1: appointment of a Special Representative of the UN Secretary General (SRSG)
on Climate Services. The SRSG would be directly accountable to the United Nations
Secretary General, who reports to the United Nations General Assembly. A similar structure
was chosen for UNISDR. An anchoring of the GFCS in superior structures of the United
Nations system could lead to stronger political recognition, and, as a potential consequence,
better accessibility of the GFCS to resources needed to strengthen its management
structures;
 Alternative 2: attachment or co-sponsorship of the GFCS with UNFCCC. Article 7 of the Paris
Agreement includes strong wording related to climate change adaptation and could serve as
a justification to help strengthening the GFCS under the UNFCCC umbrella.
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Both options require in depth analysis of possible implementation scenarios, legal, political, and
organizational feasibility, etc. Furthermore, the advantages and disadvantages of taking the apex
governance of GFCS out of WMO need to be assessed in detail - one option could be to designate
the WMO Secretary General as SRSG on Climate Services. Alternative structures to the ones
presented above might also arise and be considered as suitable to increase political anchoring and
visibility of the GFCS. As such work cannot be finished in the short / mid-term, and the necessary
decision documents for the implementation of a possible Step 2 would be prepared for WMO Cg-19
in 2023 (with a possible intermediate step / discussion at the Extraordinary World Meteorological
Congress in 2021).

2.4 Cost Breakdown
A rough cost breakdown, including a comparison between the current and the potential future
governance structure according to Step 1, is shown in Annex 6.

2.5 Global/Regional Platform on Climate Services
One additional item that has been discussed is the organization on a regular basis of a
“Global/Regional Platform on Climate Services” (based on the experiences of the Global/Regional
Platforms on Disaster Risk Reduction). Such a platform would be used to bring together the
broader community engaged in Climate Services, in order to share information, promote innovation,
and discuss on priority matters. It could serve the Executive Committee as a nonintergovernmental forum of reflection.
This idea has not been further pursued for the time being, mainly because such a platform would
not be a true element of the governance structure itself. Furthermore, the organization of such a
platform is costly and the required funds are currently not being available. A new platform would
also have to take into account similar structures already existing (Global Platform on DRR;
International Conference on Climate Services (ICCS)) in order to prevent duplication / to gain
synergies. It remains to be said that initial discussions have taken place between the GFCS
Secretariat/Office and the Climate Services Partnership (CSP) to evaluate closer co-operation, e.g.
regarding the organization of the ICCS.

2.6 Recommendations
A) Recommendations on Step 1 governance structure:
For further consideration by the Management Committee of the IBCS, two alternative sets of
recommendations regarding the Step 1 governance structure are presented below, highlighting
advantages and disadvantages of each of the respective options:
Option 1 (“fast option”):
It is recommended that the Management Committee of the IBCS:
1. endorses the main elements of the “Step 1” governance structure;
2. requests the WMO Secretary-General under the guidance of the Task Force on GFCS
Governance, Management, and Finances:
a. to refine the list of potential member organizations of the Executive Committee along
the suggestions made in the present document (in particular its Annex 5), and to
clarify with the selected organizations/institutions their interest and availability for
membership in such Committee;
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b. to evaluate legal issues associated with the dissolution of the IBCS, the IBCS
Management Committee and the PAC as well as with the membership in the
Executive Committee (in consultation with PAC members);
c. to prepare the Draft ToR of the Executive Committee for adoption by WMO Cg-18
taking place in 2019 based on the proposal above;
d. to prepare appropriate Resolution(s) to be submitted to WMO Cg-18 taking place in
2019 which::
 dissolves the IBCS;
 endorses the role of the Congress as the supreme governing body of the
GFCS;

establishes the Executive Committee and approves related ToRs;
 elects the organizational members of the Executive Committee;
e. to prepare for a Resolution to be submitted to the IBCS to dissolve the IBCS
Management Committee, the PAC, and the two ad-hoc Task Teams (TT-ORP and TTM&E);
f. to establish a transformation and communication plan linked to the “Step 1” changes
in the GFCS governance which aligns with the WMO constituent reform
communication plan to minimise duplication and confusion;
g. to deliver against points a-f by February 2019 and submit the respective documents
to IBCS MC and the Task Force on GFCS Governance, Management, and Finance.
Advantages
clear decisions can be taken, lengthy
transformation phases avoided

-

retain momentum and stability while
formalizing commitment to reform and
becoming more inclusive

-

keep parallelism with WMO Constituent Body
reform (if the latter is adopted at WMO Cg18

Disadvantages
risk that WMO Constituent Body reform can
be jeopardized through too much change
being proposed to Congress. Mitigate
through effective communication plan.
time left before WMO Cg-18 is quite short:
risk that not all necessary tasks are
completed (, selection of Executive
Committee members). Mitigate through
implementing a clear prioritised plan which
includes appropriate milestones and an
ongoing evaluation mechanism.

Option 2 (“slow option”):
It is recommended that the Management Committee of the IBCS:
1. endorses the main elements of the “Step 1” governance structure;
2. requests the WMO Secretary-General under the guidance of the Task Force on GFCS
Governance, Management, and Finances:
3. to prepare a Resolution to be submitted to WMO Cg-18 taking place in 2019, requesting
Congress:
 to agree in principle with the main elements of the “Step 1” governance structure;
 to ask the IBCS / Management Committee of the IBCS to further work on the details
of the Step 1 governance structure and to prepare the necessary decision documents
with a view to put the “Step 1” governance structure into effect at the extraordinary
Congress taking place in 2021.
4. to further work on the following aspects related to the “Step 1” Governance structure:
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a. to define a list of potential member organizations of the Executive Committee along
the suggestions made in the present document (in particular its Annex 5), to clarify
with the selected organizations/institutions their interest and availability for
membership in such Committee;
b. to evaluate legal issues associated with the dissolution of the IBCS, the IBCS
Management Committee and the PAC as well as with the membership in the
Executive Committee (in consultation with PAC members);
c. to prepare draft ToR of the Executive Committee;
d. to prepare appropriate Resolution(s) to be adopted by the extraordinary Congress
taking place in 2021which:
 dissolves the IBCS;

endorses the role of the Congress as the supreme governing body of the
GFCS;
 establishes the Executive Committee and approves related ToRs;
 elects the organizational members of the Executive Committee;
e. to prepare for a Resolution to be submitted to the IBCS to dissolve the IBCS
Management Committee, the PAC, and the two ad-hoc Task Teams (TT-ORP and TTM&E);
f. to establish a transformation and communication plan linked to the “Step 1” changes
in the GFCS governance which aligns with the WMO constituent reform
communication plan to minimize duplication and confusion;
g. to deliver against points a-f by February 2020 and submit the respective documents
to IBCS MC and the Task Force on GFCS Governance, Management, and Finances.

Advantages
more time is available for establishing the
Executive Committee (clarify election and
selection procedure) and the related ToR

-

as long as the Executive Committee is not
being put into effect, the IBCS MC can
continue its work

Disadvantages
The response to the Mid-term review, and
the benefits of the new structure takes 4
years. This would increasing the risk of slow
implementation of GFCS priority activities,
confirm the lack of flexibility of the GFCS to
stakeholders, key GFCS partners disengaging, and damage to GFCS reputation.
Mitigate partially through effective
communication plan.
temporary continuation of the IBCS MC
might lead to a more complex transition
phase; risk that transition phase takes a
long time

B) Recommendations on Step 2 Governance structure:
It is recommended to the Management Committee of the IBCS to agree in 2019 with the main
concept of the “Step 2” governance structure and to mandate a new Task Force to further evaluate
the opportunity and feasibility of a possible attachment of the GFCS to the UN- or UNFCCCstructure or to other suitable structures with the objective to increase the political anchoring and
visibility of the GFCS. A report of this Task Force with specific recommendations should be
delivered to the [Management Committee of the IBCS] / [Executive Committee] / [extraordinary
World Meteorological Congress taking place in 2021], depending on the option (fast option versus
slow option) chosen under A.
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3.

Management Structure
3.1 Introduction

The management of the GFCS is understood is this document as the part of GFCS that represents
the day-to-day implementation of GFCS priorities, which in the GFCS Implementation Plan 3 is
described as the Framework Secretariat, also referred to as the GFCS Secretariat/Office. The GFCS
Secretariat/Office, works under the guidance of the Management Committee of the IBCS, which
has delegated mandate by the IBCS to carry out decisions and requests of the Board in the
intersessional period. In addition, the Partners Advisory Committee also plays a role in GFCS
management, by providing advice to the Management Committee. Being located within the WMO
Secretariat, the WMO Secretary-General has oversight of the GFCS Secretariat/Office. Each
structure is described more in detail below.
It should be noted that in line with the recommendations from the Governance chapter, if the
Management Committee and the Partners Advisory Committee (PAC) are replaced with a new
Executive Committee, the GFCS office will work under this new structure.
A Management Committee of the Intergovernmental Board on Climate Services was established
by Resolution 1 (IBCS-1) which was amended by Resolution 2 (IBCS-2). The Committee is
accountable to the IBCS. The responsibilities of the Committee, amongst others, include ‘to carry
out the decisions and requests of the Board during the intersessional period (…) provide advice and
recommendations on technical, scientific or organizational issues to the IBCS and take decisions on
behalf of the IBCS on specific matters as defined in the ToR’, thus performing some management
functions.
The Partners Advisory Committee (PAC) was established at IBCS-1 in 2013. The PAC operates
under the guidance of the IBCS and is mandated to discuss stakeholder issues related to the
implementation of the GFCS. The PAC provides expert advice and recommendations on such issues
to the IBCS, raises awareness among stakeholders and prepares and shares information among
stakeholders. The PAC receives no funding for its various activities from the IBCS. The PAC is not
considered as part of management, and not addressed in this chapter.
The GFCS Implementation Plan describes the Secretariat as follows ‘The GFCS Framework
Secretariat is established within the WMO Secretariat to provide support to the Intergovernmental
Board and Framework implementers. The Framework Secretariat will be accountable to the WMO
Secretary-General. Its roles and responsibilities will include providing administrative,
management, financial, documentary and public relations support to the Board and its
subsidiary bodies, including analytical material in reviews and reports.’
The Implementation Plan further describes the role of the Secretariat by including coordination and
information sharing;
‘The Secretariat (…) will also produce a catalogue of climate-related activities to which countries
and partnering organizations can voluntarily contribute and will list the priority activities requested
by the Intergovernmental Board in the Compendium.’
The Implementation Plan noted the importance of a strong Secretariat, which could lead and
manage the functions of the Framework for it to be successful. However, the GFCS
Secretariat/Office was never sufficiently equipped to become the strong Secretariat that was
envisaged. This was also the conclusion of the Mid-term review, stating amongst others that ‘The
3

https://www.wmo.int/gfcs/sites/default/files/implementation-plan//GFCS-IMPLEMENTATION-PLAN-FINAL-14211_en.pdf
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GFCS (…) requires active stewardship and a commensurate financial commitment. This GFCS
Secretariat/Office would be this steward. However, the human and financial resources dedicated to
the GFCS Secretariat/Office are inadequate for its mandate, and both the resources and scope of
work need to be re-assessed.
Based on this experience, it is a strong recommendation of this report to align the stated ambition
with the resources currently available to the GFCS Secretariat/Office. The following paragraphs will
recommend a more focused Secretariat. This chapter offers recommendations for the shorter term
or ‘Step 1’, i.e. for the next two years. This step could be decided by WMO Cg-18 in 2019. The
longer term, or ‘Step 2’, should build on lessons learned during step one, and lead to
recommendations to be considered by a future congress.
The current funding for operating the GFCS Secretariat/Office are very limited (see further details
in the finance chapter), the recruitment to the new GFCS Secretariat/Office must bear in mind the
important responsibility of securing sufficient funding for the operation of the office in both Step 1
and 2. It is not intended that WMO will bear the costs of the Office, but that external funding must
be mobilized. A risk matrix is provided as Annex 8.
Tasks of the GFCS Secretariat/Office:
The GFCS Priority Needs Document 2016-2018 described the priorities of GFCS to be:
 Guide and improve decision-making in health, agriculture, disaster risk reduction, water and
energy;
 Enhance technical and scientific capacity relating to observation and monitoring, research,
modelling and prediction, climate services information systems and capacity development to
deliver user-driven climate services, and
 Connect user needs with climate services.
The same document also gives examples of activities that the GFCS Secretariat/Office should
engage in:
 coordination towards GFCS governance and advisory bodies;
 direct support at national, regional and global levels;
 identify priority support needs through targeted engagement of technical expertise;
 support national and regional stakeholder mapping and communication plans; and
 Sharing best practices, tools, documents and materials based on user needs, and create a
GFCS help desk with tools, policy documents and case examples.

3.2 Step 1
a) Priority tasks of the new Secretariat – More targeted, serving countries and regional
levels
With reference to the financial constraints of GFCS described in the finance chapter, this report
suggests a more targeted Secretariat (see details in Annex 9). It is recommended that the
Secretariat to a greater extent focuses on the needs of country and regional levels, and that such
support is prioritized over support to the Board and other internal structures.
This report recommends that tasks of the new Secretariat be focused on four main areas, as
illustrated in the first row in Table 1. It should be noted that these proposed tasks are guidance for
the new Secretariat/Office, while it is ultimately the Executive Committee that decides the work of
the GFCS Secretariat/Office. Table 1 provides concrete tasks under each area.
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Priority Tasks for GFCS Secretariat/Office
Partnership and
inclusion

Enable coordination of
initiatives and
communication regarding
climate services

Organize knowledge
sharing events with key
partners and
stakeholders, including
private sector

Presence in relevant
climate events such as
COP sessions to enable a
unified framework,
alliance or other
mechanism to coordinate
and strengthen climate
services worldwide.

Technical
coordination
support
Facilitate and
coordinate
identification of
capacity
development needs
for provision of
climate services,
applications and
climate information

Monitoring and
review
Publish a ‘State of
climate services’
evaluation regularly,
building on regular
WMO assessments
and reporting globally,
regionally and
nationally

Track support to
climate services
implementation and
promote advisory
services to address
areas where
additional support is
needed.
Identify unmet needs
for additional
standards and
promote
development and
methods of
standards for climate
services through the
appropriate
standard-setting
entities.

Resource
mobilization4

Promotes, enables,
articulates and
facilitates
countries’ and
regions’ access to
climate finance

Strengthen
rationale for
climate servicesrelated proposals5

Global/regional platform
for climate services
Table 1: Recommended tasks for the new GFCS Secretariat/Office in Step 1
b) The GFCS Secretariat/Office location and structure
In step 1, this report suggests to keep the Secretariat within WMO.
Regional presence: The regional and/or national presence of the GFCS Secretariat/Office is
currently limited. The Mid-term review reads; ‘At the regional level, the GFCS network includes
RCC’s, a GFCS regional coordinator office located in West Africa (Senegal)…In addition, two
seconded experts supporting the work of the GFCS are based in West Africa. Increased ‘local’
4

It is important to note that the Resource Mobilization is not only to secure funding for the GFCS Secretariat/Office itself, but to enable funding for
countries and regions, as has been in the INTRA-ACP project (Euro 85 million) and the Call on Climate Services for Africa (Euro 23 Million), neither of which
will be implemented by the GFCS Secretariat/Office.
5
WMO has a contract with the Green Climate Fund to design the methodology for ensuring that there is a science based climate rationale for all GCF
projects. The GFCS Secretariat can play a valuable role in upscaling and potentially enhancing this, both across its implementing partners and into
proposals for projects funded from other sources.
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presence, for example during the development and launch of National Frameworks for Climate
Services, might be beneficial for countries’ national coordination efforts.
The GFCS Implementation Plan states that the Regional Climate Centres (RCCs) can play an
important function in supporting regions with weak/non-existent NMHS;
‘…a network of strong Regional Climate Centers can play an important role in quickly supporting
improved development and delivery of national climate services (…). Improving and standardizing
methods and tools for Regional Climate Centers, plus building technical and communication skills of
personnel, will result in better, more reliable products and enhanced interaction with users.’
WMO RCCs provide an established structure that the GFCS Secretariat/Office could benefit from.
Other regional climate structures may also prove useful. Presence of GFCS experts at RCCs or
similar structures could be advantageous for these centers by adding to their capacity to integrate
technical expertise from GFCS partners. It is suggested that current national and regional experts
in Africa (the only region that currently has GFCS experts) are re-located to RCC-structures during
Step 1. In Step 2, should funds allow it, GFCS experts with specific and clearly defined functions,
such as promoting integration of GFCS partner efforts, could be recruited to RCC’s/regional
structures, creating a more decentralized GFCS. There is considerable uncertainty regarding future
funding of the GFCS. Implementation of increased regional presence would depend on donors and
partners coming together to support this. Finally, it should be noted that increased regional
presence of GFCS can contribute towards achieving fully operational RCCs.
National presence: With the current financial situation, this report does not find it realistic to
recommend externally funded presence at national levels in Step 1 or 2. However, WMO
Representatives, in this case the heads of NMHS, could have a role in promoting GFCS objectives.
It is a goal that the regional presence will support countries and that staff based here frequently
visit countries in their respective regions.
c) Composition of the Secretariat
The current Secretariat consists of five staff; a Director, a Senior Programme Manager, a
Programme Manager, one staff for the WHO-WMO Joint Climate and Health Office, and one
administrative staff (see Secretariat Structure in Annex 10). The three GFCS experts currently
deployed by NRC-NORCAP and one Junior Professional Officer provided by the German Government
are considered as part of the GFCS Secretariat/Office, however, their costs are not included in the
secretariat budget as they are funded by external sources. The secondees are managed by and
report directly to the GFCS Secretariat/Office. It is essential to note that for the GFCS to work as a
Framework, technical expertise at the global level will not be able to cover all the needs, especially
not with such a lean secretariat. The GFCS Secretariat/Office has to be able to rely on the expertise
available from its partners. The important collaboration with partners outside WMO will be secured
in the new governance structure and its working groups. In the longer term, the GFCS
Secretariat/Office must develop a working method where input from partners to core
function/areas is standard practice.
Pending available resources, it is recommended that a recruitment process is started as soon as
possible to fill the positions described in the new Secretariat. The recruitment of a new Secretariat
will ensure a more diverse representation of secretariat staff, and answer some of the criticism
relating to GFCS being ‘WMO-centric’. The profiles to be recruited should be highly skilled at
transformative processes and building relationships. A larger management structure is not feasible
during Step 1, due to resource constraints.
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The positions suggested in the new Secretariat are described below. Two alternative salary
structures are proposed, see Annex 9. With regards to details of how these positions will be funded,
please refer to discussion in session 4.2.3 of the Finance Chapter.
1. Director or Global Coordinator leading the Secretariat, implementing the direction given
by the Executive Committee and governing documents. The director must be able to build
networks to connect GFCS with the right expertise, to expand its outreach beyond the staff
that are employed at the secretariat level. Responsible for results and financial reporting to
the Executive Committee, the Director should ensure effective and efficient work processes
and procedures and work closely with the Governance structure to develop a funding plan
for GFCS. The need to engage in external relations is of vital importance.
2. External Relations Officer who will focus on building relationships with key partners,
ensure regular communication and exchange with these, and ensure that information from
partners to regional/national levels is shared in a regular and transparent manner.
3. Three Technical Experts. One technical expert will ensure overall coordination of GFCS
implementation, including support to National Frameworks for Climate Services, and identify
needs for capacity development. The second experts will engage in monitoring and
evaluation, including portfolio tracking and analysis. The third expert will focus on
communication, knowledge management. The Technical Experts will work closely with
technical bodies at WMO and regional activities of those technical bodies, as well as other
relevant organisations and regional institutions.
4. Administrative Assistant responsible for administrative support system.
The GFCS focuses on strengthening existing platforms, such as the Regional Climate Outlook
Forums (RCOFs), rather than building new ones. Currently, a joint WMO-WHO office and Global
Water Partnership office is part of the GFCS structure. This joint offices, along with new joint offices
in other sectors, may continue if funding allows.

3.3 Step 2
a) Tasks
The four priority tasks in Step 1 will remain in Step 2, however, while it is suggested that the GFCS
Secretariat/Office focuses on partnership and inclusion and resource mobilization for countries
during Step 1, technical coordination and support, and monitoring should be prioritized in Step 2.
While this report will not go into detail on the job description of staff in Step 2, the report strongly
recommends that additional resources are used to increase capacity to coordinate technical support
to countries and regions. Such expert/advisors, to the extent possible, should be placed at regional
levels (RCC’s) rather than at headquarters. It should be noted that most RCCs are funded from
voluntary contributions from host organizations, which entail some risk in terms of stability.
b) Location/structure
The report recommends that in addition to WMO also new, alternative hosts are considered for
Step 2. As noted in the Mid-term evaluation (2017), the GFCS Secretariat/Office is hosted in the
WMO and staff is funded by WMO resources. This has led to a perception of the GFCS as being led
by WMO and that it is not an equal partnership amongst UN organizations, as was set out in the
Implementation Plan. Thus, in addition to a renewal of Secretariat staff, this report suggests that
alternative future hosts express their interest to host GFCS before the World Meteorological
Congress in 2021. It should be noted that WMO as current host, contributed significant resources
to fund GFCS staff, and that a similar arrangement might be expected from future hosts. A decision
on location will then be by a future Congress. This implies that the GFCS Secretariat/Office may
have a new host from 2021. However this would depend on Congress’ view as well as the interest
of organizations and agencies.
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c) Composition of the Secretariat
1. A Director/Global Coordinator (as in step 1)
2. Two External relations specialist/fundraising officer, responsible for achieving annual
goals for resource mobilization. The two experts will have as part of their ToRs a
responsibility of securing a sound funding basis of the Secretariat. However, even more
importantly, the experts will enable countries and regions access climate funds and climate
finance. It is suggested that at least one of the two experts is based with an RCC;
3. Minimum six experts to support, enable and develop National Frameworks on Climate
Services as well as other national strategies relating to Climate Services, and support
development of national/regional funding proposals. The experts should also be able to
identify needs for capacity development. As in Step 1, one expert should be dedicated to
monitoring and evaluation, including portfolio tracking and analysis, and one should be
dedicated to communication and knowledge management. It is suggested that all the
experts should be based with RCCs
4. Two administrative assistants responsible for administrative support system. One
assistant should be designated to support regional levels.

3.4 Recommendations
It is recommended to the Management Committee of the IBCS:
A) To agree with the main elements of the ‘Step 1’ and ‘Step 2’ management structure;
B) To mandate the GFCS Secretariat/Office to prepare a Resolution to be submitted to WMO
Cg-18 taking place in 2019, requesting Congress:
1. to dissolve the IBCS Management Committee and the PAC;
2. to approve of the four priority tasks of the new GFCS Secretariat/Office and related
ToRs, with a focus on partnership and inclusion and resource mobilization in step 1;
3. to support increased regional focus of the GFCS, clarify the role of the WMO Regional
Associations at the regional level and decide which role the RCCs and other regional
centres/entities will have for GFCS regional activities;
4. to facilitate expression of interest for alternative hosting of the GFCS
Secretariat/Office from 2021.
C) To mandate the Task Force on GFCS Governance, Management, and Finances:
 to prepare the Draft ToR of the GFCS Secretariat/Office and its new positions for
adoption by Congress;
 to propose a recruitment entity and an interview committee that will handle GFCS
recruitments, for adoption by Congress.
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4.

Resources / Finances
4.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on the financing and resourcing of the GFCS. The High-Level Task Force
charged with conceptualizing the GFCS recognized the ability of the GFCS to grow and provide
continuous tangible benefits to the world’s most vulnerable states. This would depend on
resourcing levels, including a steady and sustained level of funding essential for driving the
development and transfer of data, information products, knowledge, knowhow and technology.
The High-level Task Force conceptualized that most, not all, of the resources necessary to support
the implementation of the Framework would come from national and regional contributions
provided on a voluntary basis from governments and stakeholder organizations. It assumed that
resources received would be placed in a central facility with appropriate management and
governance structures, while partners and various stakeholders could directly implement activities
that would contribute to the GFCS outcomes. It was further assumed that successful demonstration
of the socio-economic benefits that could be derived from the implementation of the GFCS would
attract further investments that would extend the implementation of the Framework into new
regions, countries and communities. It was recognized that the proposed resourcing model faced
the following risks that could deter significant long-term investment:
1. Slow implementation of programme activities leading to slow returns on investment that could
lower investor interest and stakeholder confidence;
2. Inappropriate management and governance models and operating processes could fail to
attract significant investment;
3. Low levels of engagement at national and regional levels could signal a lack of interest in the
Framework.
The Task Force assumed that an adequate level of resources would be provided to the GFCS
Secretariat/Office charged with managing the implementation of the GFCS’s programs. Based on
this assumption, the Task Force defined a broad set of expenditures in target areas for the initial
three-phases of GFCS implementation [Phase 1: 2013-2014 approximately USD 8-18 million;
Phase 2: 2015-2018 approximately USD 229-284 million; and Phase 3: 2019-2022 approximately
USD 189-237 million]. These projected expenditures were developed assuming the initial 4 GFCS
priorities areas (agriculture and food security, disaster risk reduction, energy, and water)
recognizing that energy was added as a GFCS priority in 2015.
The Task Force noted that the long-term success of the GFCS implementation would be measured
by its ability to (i) undertake projects funded by aid agencies and other donors and (ii) attract the
resources necessary to sustain its on-going and long-term activities. A key focus of this chapter is
to assess whether these metrics have been achieved and to assess alternative approaches, if
required.
4.1.1 Initial Approach to Resource Mobilization for GFCS Implementation
As originally conceived, successful implementation of the GFCS required resources for: (a)
implementation of GFCS-related projects and activities as contained in the Implementation Plan of
the GFCS; (b) support for the functioning of the governance structure of the GFCS; and (c) support
to the management structures of the GFCS and in particular the GFCS Secretariat/Office to enable
it to coordinate and manage a broad range of GFCS related activities.
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WMO Cg-16 urged Members to resource the global implementation of the GFCS through a series of
actions and activities summarized in WMO-No. 1102 (2012), page 10. These activities included:

Sharing of expertise, knowledge, know-how and technology;

Strengthening of NMHSs to deliver climate services;

Strengthening data collection, rescue, storage and sharing mechanisms as well as
derived products and information;

Strengthening research institutions to support the development and delivery of climate
products and services;

Working closely with the GFCS Secretariat/Office in communicating the development and
progress in the implementation of the Framework, and in promulgating its benefits;

Facilitating studies highlighting the socio-economic benefits of climate services.
The 16th Congress “urged Members to make use of existing and functioning climate funds for the
implementation of the GFCS and to support the NMHSs in their efforts to access these funding
options for national or regional projects”. This recommendation suggests local and regional funding
models for the implementation of the GFCS and is consistent with the notion of GFCS-supporting
programs and activities - i.e., project and programs that support GFCS outcomes but are not
necessarily funded through the GFCS mechanism.
The GFCS Implementation Plan recognized that:

Implementing and sustaining the GFCS in the developing world is challenged by the lack
of local resources and will require:
Commitment from governments and development agencies using the full spectrum of
national and international development financing mechanisms;
Leveraging related financial and technological initiatives and partnerships.

Private sector engagement is also required with the nature and level of private sector
interaction dependent on:
Regional and national circumstances and practices;
Enabling and facilitation mechanisms embedded in programme resourcing
arrangements.

Utilizing financial mechanisms that reinforce cooperation, enhanced by knowledge
exchanges between developed and developing countries are essential;

Attempts to acquire resources for the implementation of the GFCS at national and
regional levels must take into account national and regional development goals and the
contribution of the GFCS to achieving these goals.
An important aspect of this chapter is the identification of potential resources and mechanisms to
advance the implementation of the GFCS, their intended use and how they may be accessed.
4.1.2 Findings and Recommendations of the Mid-term Review of the GFCS
Implementation Related to Financing and Resource Mobilization
Key findings of the review related to the financing and resourcing of the GFCS are contained in
Annex 11. The consensus of the findings as they relate to financing may be summarized as:

The human and financial resources dedicated to the GFCS Secretariat/Office are
inadequate for its mandate - both the resourcing and scope of work need to be reassessed;

Partnerships and resources envisioned under the GFCS have not materialized as
envisaged and so the WMO is tasked with carrying most of the weight intended for the
partnerships;

The GFCS has not effectively engaged and accessed the increasing resources being made
available for climate based initiatives;

Funding for climate services initiatives at all levels lack coordination leading to significant
inefficiencies in the implementation of the GFCS;
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Resources required to support the GFCS governance structure have not materialized and
as a result, the structure places an inordinate burden on the limited available finances to
implement the GFCS.

The review recommended that as the implementation of the GFCS moves forward consideration
should be given to:

Increasing investment in the GFCS Secretariat/Office - Increased investment in the GFCS
could help meet milestones articulated in the Implementation Plan, support governance
of the GFCS, and, more importantly, steward the GFCS partnership in ways that lead to
amplified benefits in future years;

Invest in more regional offices - The GFCS regional office in West Africa has played an
important role in supporting GFCS activities in 12 African countries. The review saw this
as a “good practice” that should be utilized in other regions with multiple regional
coordination offices serving the entire community;

Increase awareness of GFCS - The review recommended the GFCS continue to enhance
its ability to communicate its role in supporting other major global agendas. The review
further encouraged the GFCS to increase its awareness of what is happening in other
global agendas and to leverage this information to attract funding.
4.1.3 Key Consequences of Limited or Unsustained Funding of the GFCS
The consequences of limited and unsustained access to funding for GFCS implementation can be
summarized in the following:

Management and coordination activities of the GFCS Secretariat/Office have increased
since its inception and are expected to continue to increase during Phase III of GFCS
implementation especially given the introduction of the 5th priority area “energy”:
Failure to expand the technical staff of the GFCS Secretariat/Office beyond current
levels to a level commensurate with global implementation needs puts the
sustainability of the long term implementation effort at substantial risk (detailed risk
analysis provided in Annex 12);

An IBCS governance arrangement not fit for purpose:
While there is an expressed need to revisit the existing governance arrangement due
in part to its cost, the arrangement should be adequately funded until a new
equitable cost-effective governance arrangement can be implemented. Without this
arrangement, implementation of the GFCS may suffer due to the absence of an
effective decision-making body.
Non-implementation of some activities worldwide that would demonstrate the global,
regional and national benefits of the GFCS and accelerate implementation of the
Framework. It should be noted that in some cases, the lack of coordination and lack
of alignment in climate services-related projects implemented with climate financing
has led to many duplications and inefficiencies which has slowed the speed of GFCS
implementation at the global level.

4.2 Financing the GFCS Governance and Management Structures
The Mid-term review, as well as Figure 1 in Annex 13 which shows that annual contributions to the
GFCS Trust Fund (ToR of the Trust Fund provided in Annex 14) have been exceeded by
expenditures from the Fund since 2014 (with the exception of 2015), indicates that lack of, or
limited availability of stable financial resources is becoming a major hindrance to the sustainable
implementation of the GFCS at the global level in particular in Developing Countries and specifically
in LDC and SIDS. Three core areas of GFCS implementation will need to be appropriately financed
to sustain GFCS implementation: (i) the governance model, (ii) the management model and (iii)
the implementation of projects and programs that contribute to GFCS outcomes. As stated
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previously, the third category involves alignment and leveraging of existing and planned
programmes implemented by countries and/or international partners.
The following discussion places the proposed changes to the governance and management models
within the context of the available resources of the GFCS. The decision is predicated on the
assumption that the WMO and its members will continue to provide some level of funding to the
GFCS in the near term through the budget of the Secretariat and contributions to the WMO GFCS
Trust Fund. It is important to recognize that changes to the governance and management models
even if consistent with existing resources available to the GFCS can have significant long term
impacts on the ability of the GFCS to (i) maintain current partnerships and levels of investment and
(ii) attract new partners and investment. It is further recognized that although significant resources
exist globally that could be used the implementation of GFCS activities, it is uncertain whether
many of these resources would fund the governance and management structures of the GFCS. It is
also uncertain whether other institutions are interested in hosting the GFCS Secretariat and what
their level of financial commitment will be.
4.2.1 The Proposed Governance Model:
The IBCS was established at the Extraordinary Congress of the WMO in 2012 and is accountable to
the World Meteorological Congress. The IBCS, with the assistance of its Management Committee
and the GFCS Secretariat/Office, oversees and provides the overall management of the design and
implementation of the GFCS including coordination efforts to global and regional levels. All
Members of the WMO are eligible to participate in the IBCS process including meetings that are
held every 4 years. Core elements of Annex 1 to Resolution 2 (Cg-Ext.(2012)), Section IV “Funding
of sessions” outlines how the GFCS Trust Fund should be used to fund various sessions of the IBCS.
The cost to the GFCS Trust Fund for hosting the quadrennial meeting is ~CHF 350,000 while the
demonstrated cost associating with hosting all IBCS meetings over the quadrennial is
approximately CHF 650,000.
It is unlikely that the global governance model of the GFCS will be financed by external parties in
the near future although it is expected that, parties external to the WMO membership, will play an
increasing role in the governance arrangement. It may be the case that such organizations may be
required to support their participation in the proposed new governance arrangement similar to the
current practice of the PAC. For the purposes of determining the cost of the new governance
arrangement, and to reduce speculation, it is assumed that the cost of the new governance
arrangement is borne by the WMO in accordance with existing resolutions and decisions of the
World Meteorological Congress and subsidiary bodies.
While not often discussed, regional and national institutional structures support the implementation
of the GFCS. While the funding and functioning for these structures may be influenced by the
global governance arrangement associated with the implementation of the GFCS, funding for these
structures is often derived from national governments, regional organizations, development
agencies and programs. Nevertheless, the impacts of any proposed changes in the global
governance arrangement of the GFCS on the functioning of regional and national governance
arrangements will have to be assessed and appropriate linkage put in place through outreach
programmes.
Chapter 2 of this report introduced a new structure for the governance of the implementation of
the GFCS as well as the financial resources required to implement the structure. Based on the
analysis provided, it is estimated that the quadrennial cost of the new arrangement would be
approximately CHF 670,000. As a result, the new structure results in a marginal increase in the
cost relative to the actual expenditure of the current governance arrangement. It is important to
note that the current financing of the IBCS governance meetings, though involving larger numbers
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of participants than the proposed new structure, does not require that the GFCS funds all persons
attending governance related meetings. Implicit in the determination of the cost for the new
structure is the assumption that the GFCS will fund all meeting participants – as a result, the costs
for the new structure represents a ceiling cost. However, it is recognized that the potential cost
variance associated with the proposal relative to the existing arrangement is much smaller as the
number of Members requiring support to attend IBCS related meetings and the costs associated
with such participation can vary significantly when compared to the more constrained costs
associated with the new proposal.
4.2.2 The Proposed Management Model:
Management of the global implementation of the GFCS is a shared responsibility between the GFCS
Secretariat/Office and the IBCS Management Committee. The annual Management Committee
meeting serves as the forum to address high-level management issues associated with the global
implementation of the GFCS. The IBCS Management Committee, which meets annually, supports
the management and governance activities of the GFCS implementation. The cost to the GFCS
Trust Fund associated with hosting this annual meeting is ~CHF 75,000.
The current day-to-day implementation of GFCS activities are managed by the GFCS
Secretariat/Office housed in the WMO Secretariat. As noted earlier, the total cost of human
resources cost of the Office is currently ~CHF 1.11 million, with the WMO Secretariat currently
covering ~CHF 645,500 of that amount for 3 staff and the remaining amount coming from the
GFCS Trust Fund. This total human resources cost provided does not take into account seconded
staff paid through external mechanisms. It is important to note that the WMO Secretariat also
provides non-staff related support to the GFCS Secretariat/Office on an annual basis. This support
reached a peak of ~CHF 937,000 in 2014 and a low of ~CHF 108,000 in 2012. Since 2014, the
non-staff contribution has declined to ~CHF 159,000 in 2017.
It is important to note that as of 2016, withdrawals from the GFCS Trust Fund to cover the salaries
of the two staff in GFCS Secretariat/Office who are paid from these funds exceeded annual
contributions to the Fund making the current arrangement unsustainable (Figure 1, Annex 13. Any
new annual management oversight structure proposed should fit within the available resources of
the GFCS Trust Fund recognizing that contributions to the GFCS Trust Fund have been declining
(Figure 1 and Table 1 of Annex 13) or be funded through a new mechanism.
The reforms proposed in Chapter 3 are built on a two-step process where the core size of the GFCS
Office staff is increased with the inclusion of an External Relations Officer in Step 1, followed by a
second and longer term step which sees the core staff size of the GFCS Office expanded and
modified and the Office possibly being relocated to another institution. Secondments under the two
steps are not accounted for in the analysis as these costs are borne by the institution providing the
individuals to the WMO. The following discussion focuses on financing the two steps proposed:
Step 1:
The cost associated with staffing the implementation of Step 1 Alternative B which uses
salaries consistent with currently paid by the WMO Secretariat is ~CHF 1.3 million up from the
current ~CHF 1.11 million. This represents an increase of ~CHF 207,250 to account for the
cost of the new External Relations Officer position which is budgeted at the P4 level in the
WMO compensation scheme. It is assumed that the new position will be funded by the WMO
Secretariat, as the GFCS Trust Fund would be unable to provide the funding required for the
position given the current low rate of replenishment. As a result, the WMO Secretariat’s
contribution to funding positions in the GFCS Office would increase from ~CHF 645,500 to
~CHF 853,250. The two positions currently being funded by the GFCS Trust Fund would
continue to be funded via this mechanism. Costs associated with the activities of the External

23

Relations Officer would more than likely be billed to the GFCS Trust Fund. It is expected that
such costs would be kept less than ~CHF 30,000 and would likely be consumed through travel
to meetings with key stakeholders associated with the implementation of the GFCS. This
additional cost would likely be split between the GFCS Trust Fund and the WMO Secretariat
non-staff contribution.
Step 1 Alternative A produces a lower salary expenditure than Alternative B. This salary
expenditure is in closer agreement with that currently spent on the GFCS Secretariat/Office.
This is achieved by replacing the current staff with persons hired at lower levels within the
WMO salary scale. The implications of approach will have to be assessed as it may require (i) a
mixture of separation of staff from the WMO and the associated costs and (ii) hiring of new
staff that fit into the new salary model. If WMO opts to retain staff from the GFCS
Secretariat/Office and assign them to other activities rather than separate them, the overall
cost of implementing Alternative A will result in an increase to the WMO Secretariat’s operating
cost. As a result, implementing Alternative A may have some unintended costs for the WMO
Secretariat.
Step 2:
Chapter 3 proposes increasing the expenditure on the GFCS Office under Step 2 Alternative B
to ~CHF 2.04 million – an approximate 84 percent increase compared to the current
expenditure and an increase relative to the proposed expenditure for Step 1. This increase
results from additional persons being hired into the GFCS Secretariat/Office as discussed in
Chapter 3. Alternative A, assumes the same number of staff as Alternative B but with the lower
salary model previously discussed. This model produces an expenditure of ~ CHF 1.86 million
which is ~ 68 percent higher than the current expenditure.
Step 2 is complicated by the proposal to possibly relocate the GFCS Office away from the WMO
Secretariat. If the GFCS Office remains at the WMO under Step 2, it is likely that the WMO will
at least continue to fund the GFCS Office staff at the current level with ~CHF 1.6 million to be
raised through various financial mechanisms including the GFCS Trust Fund to the extent that
it remains solvent. Should the GFCS Office be relocated to another institution, it is uncertain
whether (i) the WMO commitment to the GFCS Office and the GFCS implementation would
remain the same, (ii) the GFCS Trust Fund would continue to receive the level of funding from
WMO members that it currently enjoys and (iii) what new institutional commitments would be
made available to fund the GFCS Secretariat/Office. Finally, it should be noted that the
assessment does not consider costs associated with developing formal GFCS regional offices
which would further increase the cost associated with implementing Step 2. Chapter 3
proposes possibly expanding the practice of inserting GFCS experts in RCCs to provide
additional implementation knowledge and experience in WMO Regions as an alternative to
formal GFCS offices at the regional level. Section 4.4 proposes an additional approach to the
creation of formal regional GFCS offices.
From a financial perspective, the implementation of Step 1 appears financially feasible in the near
term but has similar risks to the current model – limited WMO Secretariat financial support to staff
the GFCS Secretariat/Office and declining Member contributions to the GFCS Trust Fund limit the
support the Fund can provide to staffing the Secretariat/Office and programme activities. There are
currently no resources available to effectively fund the increases in Step 1 and Step 2 and, as a
result, a round of successful resource mobilization will be required to advance this step.

4.3 GFCS Projects and Contributing Projects
The Management Committee of the IBCS at its first session in June 2014 approved two sets of
criteria for projects: (i) GFCS Projects and (ii) GFCS Contributing Projects.
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GFCS Projects meet the 9 criteria listed at http://www.wmo.int/gfcs/project_criteria.
These projects are funded by the GFCS or from other funding mechanisms provided
by Members and partners. Projects to be considered for GFCS Projects designation
are submitted to the GFCS Office which evaluates them against the criteria before
making a determination. Examples of GFCS projects either completed or in various
stages of implementation are provided at http://gfcs.wmo.int/projects-list.



GFCS
Contributing
Projects
meet
the
criteria
listed
at
http://www.wmo.int/gfcs/project_criteria. These 5 criteria are a subset of the 9
criteria listed for the GFCS Projects. Examples of GFCS projects either completed or
in
various
stages
of
implementation
are
provided
at
http://www.wmo.int/gfcs/contributed-projects. Although these projects are aligned
with the Framework’s Goals and Principles, they are funded by implementing entities
and are not funded by the GFCS. Financial support for GFCS Contributing Projects far
exceeds that made available for GFCS Projects and suggests a desire of the funding
community to directly manage their support to the GFCS.

It is likely the case that there are a significant number of projects being implements around the
world that could qualify as GFCS Contribution Projects, unfortunately, many of these projects have
not been submitted to the GFCS Office for such designation and many implementers may not be
aware of the GFCS initiative and the benefits to be gained from coordination with the framework.
Within this context, many donors and implementing partners should see the designations “GFCS
Project” and “GFCS Contributing Project” as important designations that reflect aspects of the
investment quality of the initiative. Within this construct, donor, grant funding agencies and
loaning agencies would be assured that appropriate climate considerations are integrated into
proposals.

4.4 Decentralizing the GFCS Implementation Model
The limited resources mobilized to advance implementation of the GFCS at national, regional and
global levels were a concern raised in the Mid-term review. The review notes that while substantial
new resources have been put in place since 2009 to support climate adaptation, the GFCS has been
slow to tap into them. This situation is changing as GFCS implementation is shifting from a largely
top down global implementation strategy to a more decentralized model in which implementation
of the GFCS is being driven by national and regional entities that are increasingly recognizing the
importance of the GFCS in their climate change adaptation strategies, climate resilience programs
and food production and security programs, among others. The decentralized model discussed in
this section focuses primarily on strengthening regional and national implementation of the GFCS
through (i) increasing the capacity of institutions to attract and implement national and regional
projects and (ii) increased alignment of national and regional programs. This section compliments
the discussion in chapter 3.
This decentralized approach to the implementation of the GFCS essentially de-risks the
implementation processes by removing bottlenecks that exist in the top down approach including
the challenges faced by the less than ideal structure of the GFCS Secretariat/Office to support
global implementation of the GFCS. The decentralized model recognizes that different regions and
countries are at different levels of development and that some countries and regions have
appropriate levels of capacity and resources (or access to resources) to implement some GFCS
related actions in timeframes consistent with regional and national priorities. The model also
facilitates countries and regions to integrate priorities areas, not contained in the GFCS priority
areas, into their national and regional climate service strategies (Annex 15 provides more details).
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Additional advantages of the decentralized model for implementation of the GFCS are:

It allows GFCS implementation activities to co-designed, co-developed, co-managed, cofinanced, scaled and sequenced within the context of national and regional priorities,
partnerships and funding arrangements;

Multilateral regional and sub-regional development banks and development partners are
increasingly seeking partners with regional knowledge, proven regional partnership
networks, and experience to support or manage regional and national climate change
adaptation and mitigation programs as well as climate resilience activities to encourage
national and regional ownership and sustainability of such programs;

The cost of regional and national implementation is often cheaper compared to global
implementation because (i) local and regional labor costs in the developing world are
generally lower; (ii) overhead costs for local and regional organizations is generally lower
than that for global/international organizations – in some cases local and regional
organizations are viewed as beneficiaries and are not allowed to charge overheads; (iii)
costs associated with recruitment and relocation are cheaper;

It facilitates the blending of global resources with national, regional and institutional
resources (including the resources of stakeholder organizations) through flexible
arrangements to support and sustain national and regional investments;

There exists regional and national experience implementing climate adaptation and
resilience programme.
Recognizing the advantages of the decentralized model, there may be nevertheless some
challenges with its implementation and operationalization within the context of the GFCS. These
may include:

Limited programme development and management skills and/or implementation deficits
of regional and national GFCS implementation partners - some partners may lack the
fiduciary skills to manage large amounts of financing thereby limiting the size of
programs that can be managed;

Weak partnership arrangements between GFCS implementation partners and national
and regional development partners leading to either GFCS implementers not being aware
of opportunities or development partners wanting to utilize the services of GFCS
implementing partners;

Significant bureaucratic processes and governance arrangements may hinder direct
partnerships between national implementation entities and investment partners;

Lack of effective coordination of activities across all levels of implementation.
Many of these challenges present opportunities for GFCS investments with long-term benefits. For
example:

The GFCS Secretariat/Office could facilitate joint capacity and institutional building
programs with other WMO programs and GFCS partners to build or expand the capacity
of regional implementation partners to attract and better implement resources at national
levels;

Regional and sub-regional WMO Offices could work with national and regional GFCS
implementing partners to (i) enhance and/or expand relationships with regional
institutions with mandates and resources that could support to the GFCS implementation,
(ii) identify financing opportunities;

The GFCS Secretariat/Office could facilitate the identification of priorities under the pillars
and priority areas of the GFCS to inform investments;

Monitoring and reporting frameworks, coordinated by Regional Associations and the PAC,
could be established to support reporting on implementation activities or Regional
Climate Centres, which are expected to coordinate significant levels of GFCS
implementation can be tasked with this responsibility.
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By promoting communication, coordination and alignment across this large and growing portfolio,
the GFCS governance and management functions described above have the potential to create
enormous added-value. That there is a gap in this regard is already recognized by both GFCS
partners as well as climate financing entities. Additional incremental financing for addressing it
through the GFCS governance and management functions, if properly articulated, should prove to
be a very attractive investment.

4.5 Financing Mechanisms
Existing and emerging global funds and finance mechanisms are becoming increasingly available to
support climate resilience, climate change adaptation and mitigation and environmental
sustainability programs in the developing world. The GFCS Secretariat/Office notes that
approximately USD 2.5 billion is being spent on projects and programs globally on adaptationrelated projects that are consistent with the aims of the GFCS but many of these projects are (i)
not coordinated with the GFCS, (ii) generally uncoordinated, and (iii) often duplicative. In addition,
the sustainability of many of these investments is a cause for concern especially if the funding
commitment is neither long term not coordinated with other investments.
An analysis of the adaptation-related projects shows that as of February 2018, of the USD 2.5
billion invested in adaptation, only USD 385 million, approximately 15 percent of the total volume
supported NMHSs inclusive of Hydro-meteorological and climate services according to WMO.
Despite this, progress has been modest mostly due to the fact investments often focus on
infrastructure and expert services and do not address, in a coordinated manner, the entire value
chain for the production and application of climate services. While considerable attention has been
given to the provision of climate services in support of adaptation-related projects, opportunities
are emerging for the application of climate services to support climate mitigation projects in
industries such as renewable energy where considerable amounts of investments are occurring
globally.
Although significant levels of funding are becoming available globally to support climate related
interventions, the majority of these funds are being made available in the form of either
conventional loans or through concessional financing and, as a result, are not directly accessible to
many global and regional partners implementing GFCS programs. Nevertheless, significant levels of
grant funding are available to support GFCS implementation at regional and global levels. Where
this is happening, implementation deficits are limiting the uptake of funds.
The discussion in this section and the associated Annex 16 recognizes that many members of the
PAC have extensive networks in many of the areas discussed below and considerable experience
mobilizing resources for programme implementation in the developing world. While the PAC is not
explicitly referenced in this section, it is expected that its experience and know how in the areas
discussed below could be leveraged to support resourcing GFCS implementation.
Mechanisms for funding the GFCS implementation globally, regionally, and nationally include but
are not limited to:

Global development funds including the Green Climate Fund, the Climate Adaptation Fund
and the Global Environmental Facility, among others;

National government budgetary allocations;

Multilateral development banks in global, regional and sub-regional banks;

Government-based development agencies, including NORAD, USAID, the European
Development Fund, and DfID, among others;

Foundations and Non-Governmental Organizations;

Private partnerships, public partnerships and public/private sector partnerships;
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Co-implementation financing models in which stakeholders assist with implementation of
specific GFCS related activities;
Bottom-up financing approaches including micro-financing and crowdfunding.

To keep the size of this document manageable, extensive discussions of many of these
mechanisms, their applicability and opportunities are contained in Annex 16.
It is important to note that the introduction of revenue models with GFCS implementation has not
been widely explored and as such, the GFCS implementation is largely focused on public good
activities. However, significant untapped potential exists within the GFCS implementation for
implementing agencies to develop and deliver commercial services to private sector entities.
Revenue generated in this way can be used to resource public activities.

4.6 Contextual changes and their implications on the GFCS
The discussion in this section recognizes change in the following areas since the inception of the
GFCS and the need to reposition elements of the GFCS to take advantage of emerging
opportunities resulting from these changes:
•
Emerging high-level global and regional climate and development policy initiatives
aligned to climate service delivery;
•
A large and growing global programme portfolio addressing climate adaptation, climate
resilience and disaster risk reduction all requiring varying levels of climate services;
•
An increasing number of actors engaged in various areas of the sustainable development
discussion who require access to climate skills, products and services;
•
Lack of governing/coordination structures for aligning climate action efforts among
stakeholders, leading to fragmentary and piecemeal policy implementation.
Emerging from an examination of these changes are several potential opportunities that could be
integrated into the GFCS implementation at global, regional and national levels to enhance in an
efficient manner the mobilization of resources. Some of the following have already been alluded to
in sections section 4.3:
 Tracking and advisory services to climate related projects and programs and their outcomes
through appropriate monitoring and evaluation systems and subsequently using such
information to (i) provide/support advisory services to implementing agencies as part of a
logical extension of the climate information service envisioned under the GFCS and (ii)
better align programme implementation to support effective and cost-efficient
implementation of GFCS;
 Co-design, co-submission and co-implementation of climate service interventions through the
review and alignment of multiple stakeholder interventions to enable more efficient, costeffective
and
sustainable
activities.
This
approach
disrupts
the
piece-wise
project/programme approach which often focuses on one component of a much larger
system where the pathway to completing the system is unclear. This process of co-design,
co-submission and co-implementation also provides funding agencies with a level of
confidence that the programme will achieve the desired outcomes given the high-level of
expertise the GFCS and its partners can contribute to (i) assessing the need for investment
and (ii) ensuring the data and science used to support programme design and
implementation meet WMO and industry standards;

4.7 Recommendations
Noting the status of GFCS implementation and the challenges financing the implementation, the
following recommendations are provided:
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•

High priority recommendations
-

-

•

Given the declining contributions to the GFCS Trust Fund and the resulting risks
posed to the management and governance of the GFCS implementation processes:
 It is recommended that WMO provides the resources to fund the full operation
of the GFCS Secretariat/Office in accordance with the recommendations and
decisions of the WMO Cg-16.
● In the event that this is not achievable, Trust Fund resources are
urgently needed for those staff currently funded out of the GFCS Trust
Fund until such time that alternative funding arrangements can be put
in place if the current pace of GFCS implementation is to be sustained;
 It is further recommended that Members consider making financial and
human resource (secondment) contributions in support of the GFCS Office, as
a material demonstration of their commitment to the GFCS;
Given the critical importance of the GFCS Trust Fund to governance and
management of the GFCS implementation process:
 It is recommended that the WMO Secretary General and Chairman of the
IBCS urgently prepare a correspondence to the WMO membership outlining
the critical role the GFCS Trust Fund plays, and will likely play in the future, in
the implementation of the proposed changes in governance and management
of the GFCS and urging Members to consider making annual or regular
contributions to the Fund to ensure that the GFCS delivers benefits to those
most in need in the developing world.
 It is also recommended that the GFCS Secretariat/Office prepares a report for
the WMO Cg-18 highlighting the achievements of the GFCS implementation to
date demonstrating the contributions made by the GFCS Trust Fund, Members
and partner organizations;
 It is further recommended that the GFCS Secretariat/Office prepares
brochures and a poster highlighting successful achievements of the GFCS
implementation to date, for presentation to the WMO Cg-18;
 It is recommended that starting in 2019, the GFCS Secretariat/Office shares
the activities for the following year with the associated budget and risk
mitigation strategy for GFCS implementation along with the status of the
GFCS Trust Fund with Members and partners to encourage contributions to
the fund.
 It is further recommended that a clearly articulated joint statement be
prepared by the WMO and GFCS stakeholders, to climate financing
development entities, of the huge potential value-added to be obtained
through adequate financing of the GFCS governance and management
functions through the leveraging effect those functions will have on the
overall global portfolio of projects supporting GFCS implementation.

Additional recommendations for future consideration
-

New approaches to finance and expand implementation of the GFCS in a sustainable
manner be explored at all levels of implementation including:
 Joint programming of implementation activities at all levels with partners to
leverage resources;
 Closer alignment of elements of the GFCS programme to appropriate national
and regional climate resilience and climate change mitigation and adaptation
programs;
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Decentralized models that blend regional and national resources, partnerships
and priorities and remove challenges associated with more top down
centralized models;
 Identify and build new partnerships with regional multilateral development
banks, NGOs and Foundations;
 Assist regional/national implementation partners with building sustainable
business/operating models appropriate to their mandates and functions;
Strengthen resource mobilization at all levels of GFCS implementation by building
and sharing a searchable database of national, regional and global funding agencies
and their priorities;
Develop and implement enhance monitoring and reporting of GFCS related activities
at global, regional and national levels to avoid duplication of efforts among partners
and improving alignment of implementation activities;
Resource mobilization effort to enhance the implementation capacity of regional and
national implementing partners.


-

-

-
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5.

Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations

There is a need for a unified framework, alliance or other mechanism to coordinate and strengthen
climate services worldwide. Organizations that are key drivers of climate services, must unite
resources around one initiative that can provide unified awareness, assistance and support, and
that fragmentation and competing initiatives are avoided.
The GFCS is needed to provide credible, integrative an unique platform for guiding and supporting
activities implemented across the pillars of the GFCS and within climate-sensitive investments
areas in support climate adaptation and mitigation decision-making.
The Task Force on the Governance, Management, and Finances of the Management Committee of
the Intergovernmental Board on Climate services after considering the proposals and
recommendations articulated under the chapters on Governance, Management and Finances at the
sixth meeting of the Management Committee to be held in Rome agreed on the following
recommendations:.

Governance
A) Recommendations on Step 1 Governance structure:
The Management Committee of the IBCS:
1. endorses the main elements of the “Step 1” governance structure;
2. requests the Task Force on the Governance, Management and Finances of the GFCS with
the support of the Secretariat and any volunteers from the Management Committee:
a. to further evaluate with respect to the composition and manageable size of the
proposed Executive Committee alongside the suggestions made in the Task Force
report and to clarify with potential members their interest and availability for
membership in such Committee;
b. to evaluate legal issues associated with the dissolution of the IBCS, the IBCS
Management Committee and the PAC and the creation and membership of the
Executive Committee (in consultation with PAC members) under the rules and
procedures of the WMO;
c. to recommend the ToR of the Executive Committee for adoption by Congress-18;
d. to prepare appropriate Resolutions to be submitted to Congress-18 taking place in
2019 which:
 dissolve the IBCS and its substructures;
 endorse the role of the World Meteorological Congress as the supreme
governing body of the GFCS;
 establish appropriate governance and management structures for GFCS,
including its working mechanisms along with the related ToRs;
 propose a mechanism (like PAC) for the effective engagement of participating
organizations or entities that support the development of climate services;
e. to submit the work of the Task Force with proposals to the IBCS Management
Committee in February 2019 for their further consideration and concurrence.
B) Recommendations on Step 2 Governance structure:
The Management Committee of the IBCS recommends to defer further deliberations of the
proposed Step 2 of the work of the Task Force and request Congress 18 to recommend a process
for further deliberations on the evolving structures and membership, including the feasibility and
benefits of co-sponsorship of the GFCS with such organs as UNFCCC, among other, with the aim of
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further strengthening the engagement and political anchoring of the GFCS. Recommendations
would be considered by a future Congress.

Management
It is recommended to the Management Committee of the IBCS with advice from the PAC,
A) to request the Task Force on the Governance, Management and Finances of the GFCS with the
support of the Secretariat to prepare a resolution:
1. to reflect the four core priority functions for the management of the GFCS and provide
example activities within which these could be executed;
2. to further explore how to enhance regional capacities for the management of GFCS,
through such mechanisms as WMO Regional Associations and other working
structures of WMO;
B) to request the Task Force on the Governance, Management and Finances of the GFCS to
prepare the ToR to reflect the current and future requirements of the GFCS Secretariat/Office
for consideration by Congress, to reflect the renewed focus of GFCS governance and
management.

Finances
A) High priority recommendations
The Management Committee of the IBCS:
1. Requests the WMO Secretary General to provides the resources to fund the full
operation of the GFCS Secretariat/Office in accordance with the recommendations
and decisions of the 16th World Meteorological Congress or to seek resources to the
GFCS Trust Fund for those staff currently funded out of the Trust Fund;
2. Requests the Secretary General and Chair of the IBCS to urgently prepare a
correspondence to WMO Members outlining the critical role the GFCS Trust Fund
plays, and will play in the future, in the implementation of the proposed changes in
governance and management of the GFCS and urging Members to consider making
regular contributions to the Trust Fund.
B) Recommendations to the GFCS Secretariat/Office
1. GFCS Secretariat/Office prepares a report for the 18th World Meteorological
Congress highlighting the achievements of the GFCS implementation to date
demonstrating the contributions made by the GFCS Trust Fund, Members and
partner organizations;
2. GFCS Secretariat/Office prepares brochures and a poster highlighting successful
achievements of the GFCS implementation to date, for presentation to the 18th
World Meteorological Congress;
3. Starting in 2019, the GFCS Secretariat/Office shares its work plan, associated budget
and risk mitigation strategy for GFCS implementation for the following year along
with the status of the GFCS Trust Fund with Members and partners to encourage
contributions to the fund;
4. The GFCS Office works with the GCF to explore a suite of products/services that the
GFCS Office and Members can provide to the GCF to ensure that submitted projects
have the requisite climate rationale and, where appropriate, alignment with the
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GFCS. This would lead to an increase in GFCS branded projects as described earlier
(e.g., GFCS projects and GFCS contributing projects). Support for such
“products/services” could be derived from the GCF “country readiness funds”.
C) Other recommendations in the planning and management of GFCS
1. New approaches to finance and expand implementation of the GFCS in a sustainable
manner be explored at all levels of implementation including:
a. Joint programming of implementation activities at all levels with partners to
leverage resources;
b. Closer alignment of elements of the GFCS programme to appropriate national
and regional climate resilience and climate change mitigation and adaptation
programs;
c. Decentralized models that blend regional and national resources, partnerships
and priorities and remove challenges associated with more top down
centralized models;
d. Identify and build new partnerships with regional multilateral development
banks, NGOs and Foundations;
e. Assist regional/national implementation partners with building sustainable
business/operating models appropriate to their mandates and functions;
2. Strengthen resource mobilization at all levels of GFCS implementation by building
and sharing a searchable database of national, regional and global funding agencies
and their priorities;
3. Develop and implement enhance monitoring and reporting of GFCS related activities
at global, regional and national levels to avoid duplication of efforts among partners
and improving alignment of implementation activities; Resource mobilization effort to
enhance the implementation capacity of regional and national implementing partners.
Overall Recommendation on Governance, Management and Finances
It is further recommended by the Management Committee of the IBCS:
The Secretariat supporting the Task Force, should develop:
1.

2.

a stronger rationale better advocating and communicating the benefits of the GFCS and the
proposed changes in governance and management to support the deliberations of Congress;
and
a transformation and communication strategy/plan which aligns with the WMO constituent
body reform communication; and to define champions that will communicate and lobby for
the suggested changes in GFCS governance and management (e.g. at specific meetings like
the EC SOP meeting taking place in 2019, etc.).
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Annexes
Annex 1 - Background and context
The increasing socio-economic and environmental impacts from extreme weather and climate
events manifested through floods, droughts, heatwaves, severe storms, etc., have led to the rise of
climate on the international agenda and with it, the need and increase in climate-related activities
and financing that could be expected to rise in the following years. Under this context, the
international community at the World Climate Conference-3 (WCC-3) in 2009 established the
Global Framework for Climate Services (GFCS) to strengthen the production, availability, delivery,
and application of science-based climate prediction and services in support of decision-making. The
Vision of the GFCS is to enable better management of the risks of climate variability and change,
and adaptation to climate change, through the development and incorporation of science-based
climate information and prediction into planning, policy and practice on the global, regional and
national scales. In other words, the GFCS was established to provide a credible, integrative and
unique platform for guiding and supporting activities implemented across pillars or components of
the GFCS (User Interface Platform; Climate Services Information System; Observations and
Monitoring; Research, Modelling and Prediction; and Capacity Development) and within climatesensitive investment areas, notably agriculture and food security, energy, disaster risk reduction,
human health and water resources management in support of both climate adaptation and
mitigation. In pursuing its remit, the GFCS is guided by eight principles:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

High priority for the needs of climate-vulnerable developing countries;
Primary focus is better access and use of climate information by users;
The Framework will address needs at three spatial scales: global, regional and national;
Climate services must be operational and continuously updated;
Climate information is primarily an international public good and governments will have a
central role in the Framework;
6. The Framework will encourage global, free and open exchange of climate-relevant data;
7. The Framework will facilitate and strengthen, not duplicate;
8. The Framework will be built through partnerships
To enable the implementation, in 2012, the Extraordinary Session of the World Meteorological
Congress established the Intergovernmental Board on Climate Services (IBCS) and adopted the
GFCS Implementation Plan for subsequent consideration by the IBCS. In 2013, at its first session,
the IBCS approved the Implementation Plan of the GFCS, which defined deliverables and targets to
be realized over 2-, 6- and 10-year horizons, starting in 2013.
Since its establishment in 2009, major contextual changes have occurred particularly in the post2015 period. Before 2015, the major global frameworks and agendas were the Hyogo Framework
for Action (2005-2015) and the eight Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). Climate financing
primarily came through the Global Environmental Facility (GEF), established at the Rio Summit in
1992, serving as the main financial mechanism of major UN conventions (Convention of
Biodiversity, Convention on Climate Change, Convention to Combat Drought and Desertification,
Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants and the Minamata Convention on Mercury). The
Adaptation Fund, set up under the Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) and launched in 2007, provided substantial resources for adaptation
projects and programs together with multilateral, bilateral, and other funds. The post-2015 period
saw the adoption of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 (March 2015),
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the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development adopted at the Summit on
Sustainable Development (September 2015), and the Paris Agreement adopted at COP-21 of the
UNFCCC (December 2015). The year 2015 also saw the operationalization of the Green Climate
Fund (GCF), the main financial mechanism for supporting climate action under the Paris Agreement.
Established in 2010, the GCF is to assist developing countries in adaptation and mitigation
practices to counter climate change. To succeed, these and preceding agreements and frameworks
require relevant scientific data, information products, and services to support effective action,
explaining the dramatic rise in climate-related activities and financing.
In addition to the above contextual changes, issues surrounding the GFCS, some of which were
corroborated by the findings of the Mid-term review, as described below were of concern to the
IBCS:













The current governance of the GFCS was seen as ineffective on the following main grounds:
(i) duplication of IBCS with the World Meteorological Congress due to the fact that the
representation of the IBCS does not reflect the breath of users interested in climate services;
(ii) the role of the Partner Advisory Committee (PAC) with the IBCS (placing “partner”
organizations in a lesser, advisory role); and (iii) linkage of WMO structures with the IBCS.
Additionally, the governance structure was thought to be costly and bureaucratic, and has
left many people questioning its role and fitness for purpose;
The funding of the GFCS has not materialized as anticipated raising the issue about the
need to revisit the scope of the GFCS and the optimum mechanisms and opportunities to
enhance the implementation of the GFCS priorities;
The current nature of the GFCS partnerships has not enabled pooling of partner expertise
and resources in support of the GFCS to its full potential. Support from partners to the GFCS
Secretariat/Office, its operations as well as the communication of the GFCS, in addition to
the current WMO support is required;
The level of resources (human and financial) for the effective implementation of the GFCS
as conceived has not been adequate. Despite some progress made on GFCS implementation,
action was limited due to the fact that priority activities for the implementation as
articulated in the Implementation Plan of the GFCS (Priority Needs for the
Operationalization of the GFCS 2016-2018), besides some projects, were not funded. To
enhance action, resources have to be commensurate to the scope of the GFCS;
Progress on monitoring and evaluating advances being made in climate services by
Members and partners has been limited. In addition, GFCS communication was seen as a
weakness due to lack of dedicated human resources. Owing to this, it is likely that many
GFCS efforts are going unaccounted for and unnoticed;
The world of climate services is fragmented and diffuse. Funding for climate services
projects lacks coordination despite the organizing frameworks laid out by the GFCS. 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;
The User Interface Platform (UIP) purpose and how it works is not well understood by many
climate services producers and users.

Based on the above considerations, the Management Committee of the IBCS at its third session
held in October 2015, recommended that a review of the GFCS be conducted at the beginning of
the second phase of GFCS implementation (i.e., 2015-2018). The Task Team on Monitoring and
Evaluation of the GFCS was requested to develop the Framework for the Mid-term Review based on
experiences from other reviews. The purpose of the Mid-term Review was to assess progress of
implementation of the GFCS to help in providing guidance on how to further improve
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implementation of the GFCS and measure the success of the activities implemented so far. To
conduct the Mid-term Review a team from the University of Arizona (UoA) was selected through a
competitive process to conduct the review over a period of four months (April to September 2017).
The team produced the Mid-term Review Report, which was considered by the fifth Session of the
Management Committee of the IBCS (Reading, UK, 19-20 October 2017).
Key findings of the Mid-term Review are summarized below. The specific recommendation put
forward by the UoA can be found in the Review Report:








The GFCS has elevated the awareness of climate services and the role they can play in
development across global, regional, and national scales. This achievement should not be
understated. The terminology, meanings, and methodologies that define climate services
are new and emergent, and the GFCS is helping to create shared understanding. Increased
awareness is a building block for funding and priorities, and the GFCS has had some impact
on global research agendas, such as the European Commission’s Horizon 2020 efforts, as
well as national activities;
Principal stakeholders of the GFCS are the National Meteorological and Hydrological Services
(NMHS) that the WMO represents. The GFCS is helping to legitimize these NMHSs as leaders
of climate services within their countries. Importantly, the GFCS promotes an
interdisciplinary approach that is helping to shift the theory and practice of information
provision and development. Collectively, people are seeing the efficacy of climate services
as based in a user-centric, demand-driven approaches to climate services;
The GFCS has engaged in partnership-building across global, regional, and national levels.
The PAC reflects an impressive array of organizations. The formalization of a Joint Office and
other partnerships has brought in new expertise to the WMO and GFCS. And, at the regional
and national levels, the National Frameworks for Climate Service (NFCS) behave as an
impetus for new relationships;
After five years of GFCS activity, and across the diverse groups of people with whom the
Review consulted, there is an overwhelming sense that the GFCS is as necessary today as
when it was created in 2009. There are, of course, differing opinions about the form the
GFCS should adopt. Nonetheless, the GFCS has a built-in ability to adapt and evolve.

Major weaknesses identified, include:









The Framework put forth by the GFCS is widely accepted. It outlines a scope that extends
across geographic, sectoral, and technical scales and that draws on diverse methods,
partnerships, and expertise. The GFCS, however, is attempting to be the engine with
inadequate human and financial resources, and in ways that do not maximize the
advantages of its contributors;
The GFCS has a governance structure that was approved under a set of expectations that
have not materialized (in terms of expected funding and broader representation).
Additionally, the governance structure is costly and bureaucratic. Therefore, the governance
structure in its current form is no longer fit for purpose;
Overall, there is a lack of clarity around roles and responsibilities within the GFCS, from
issues of governance and project management, to its relationship to the WMO and
contributions to major global agendas. Greater clarity is needed to best maximize potential
and strengthen partnerships;
The implementation of GFCS projects are perhaps the main source of contention within the
GFCS network. Many view project implementation as no longer a strategic niche for the
GFCS;
The GFCS is a network of activities and organizations, one that requires active stewardship
and a commensurate financial commitment. However, the human and financial resources
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dedicated to the GFCS Secretariat/Office are inadequate for its mandate, and both the
resources and scope of work need to be re-assessed.
Purpose and scope of the Task Force
To respond to the key findings and recommendations put forward in the Mid-term Review Report,
the fifth Session of the Management Committee of the IBCS (Reading, UK, 19-20 October 2017)
that reviewed the Report took a number of decisions that included the establishment of a Task
Force to address issues around governance, management, and finances of the GFCS. The Task
Force is chaired by Mr. David Grimes (Canada) with representation from the British Caribbean
Territories, Japan, Russia, South Africa, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. It also includes
members of the PAC, namely, the European Commission (EC), Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations (FAO), Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC), and the World Bank. The Task Force
was supported by a broader consultative group that included members of the Management
Committee, members of the PAC and the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Task Team of the Operational
and Resources Plan of the GFCS.
The purpose of the Task Force is to provide recommendations for improving the governance of the
GFCS, the management structures in place and funding of the GFCS for the consideration of the
sixth Session of the Management Committee of IBCS (Rome, October 2018). The scope of the work
includes:







Review of the outcomes of the Mid-term Review and the recommendations of the PAC and
Management Committee on the Mid-term Review to develop a proposal for the focus of the
GFCS, including the purpose, roles, and scope of the GFCS in ways that strengthen the
original identity of the GFCS as a Framework;
Assess strengths, weaknesses and sustainability of the governance structure of the GFCS
and propose appropriate governance structure options for delivering the GFCS goals taking
into account the WMO reform process;
Assess the adequacy of the GFCS arrangements in place (funding, human resources for the
GFCS Secretariat/Office) for meeting GFCS goals;
Provide strategic guidance on principles, mechanisms and opportunities for enhancing
implementation of GFCS priorities given limitation of resources and the unique nature of the
GFCS;
Prepare specific recommendations in consultation with PAC for the consideration of the next
session of Management Committee of the IBCS. Based on feedback from the Management
Committee, prepare recommendations for the consideration of WMO Cg-18.

To conduct its work the Task Force used the Mid-term Review Report as an essential source of
information. It also conducted a desktop review of IBCS and WMO documents, particularly those
related to the WMO reform. In addition, it reviewed the UN and other frameworks to inform the
proposals of the options on governance, management, and finances of the GFCS.
Purpose and scope of the document
The purpose of this document is to provide an analysis of the current governance, management,
and resourcing arrangements of the GFCS to identify weaknesses with a view to recommend
appropriate options which would enhance effectiveness and sustainability of GFCS implementation.
Throughout the document, “GFCS implementation” refers to the implementation of the GFCS pillars
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and priority areas as described in the GFCS Implementation Plan. In support of this, the document
focuses mainly on the implementation of the GFCS governance, management, finances and
secretariat support functions.
In developing the document the Task Force was guided by the following success factors for the
GFCS:







Do no harm – the proposed options on governance, management and resourcing of the
GFCS should ensure smooth transition and implementation into the new structures;
Ensure future ability to deliver and respond – the proposed options should establish a
sustained and dynamic design of administrative and technical structures with the flexibility
to respond to emerging issues and user needs;
Greater linkages – should provide for improved operational coordination and strategic
alignment, through reducing duplication and increasing efficiency;
Capacity building – should support the building of all WMO Members abilities to develop,
have access to and apply climate services;
Optimize resources – the proposed options should attract and use all the best expertise and
link initiatives, where appropriate;
Affordability – the proposed options should be affordable, achievable and do-able (will have
the appropriate resources available for implementation).

Purpose and scope of the GFCS
The purpose and scope of the GFCS as articulated in the report of the High-Level Task Force for the
GFCS “Climate Knowledge for Action: A Global Framework for Climate Services – Empowering the
Most Vulnerable” are in the sub-sections that follow:
 Purpose of the GFCS
 Reducing the vulnerability of society to climate-related hazards through better provision of
climate information;
 Advancing the key global development goals through better provision of climate information;
 Mainstreaming the use of climate information in decision-making;
 Strengthening the engagement of providers and user of climate services;
 Maximizing the utility of existing climate services infrastructure.
 Scope of the GFCS
Successful implementation of the GFCS requires that a wide range of activities are implemented
that would result in the following:
 Decision-making and investments in climate sensitive sectors are improved through codevelopment and use of climate services;
 Sustained mechanisms are established or enhanced to support effective user-driven climate
services at regional and national levels;
 Implementation of climate services is enhanced through targeted improvements in the
foundational technical and scientific capabilities (as described under the pillars below).
 Role of the GFCS
The role of the GFCS is to coordinate, facilitate and strengthen collaboration among institutions to
avoid duplication of efforts. It is built through user–provider partnerships that include all
stakeholders, and is based upon the following five components or pillars to address user needs in
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the priority areas of the GFCS, namely agriculture and food security, disaster risk reduction, energy,
human health and water resources management:
 User interface Platform: a structured means for users, climate researchers and climate
information providers to interact at all levels;
 Climate Services Information System: the mechanism through which information about
climate (past, present and future) will be routinely collected, stored and processed to
generate products and services that inform often complex decision-making across a wide
range of climate-sensitive activities and enterprises;
 Observations and Monitoring: ensures that climate observations and other data
necessary to meet the needs of end users are collected, managed and disseminated and are
supported by relevant metadata;
 Research, modelling and prediction: To foster research towards continually improving
the scientific quality of climate information, providing an evidence base for the impacts of
climate change and variability and for the cost-effectiveness of using climate information;
 Capacity Development: addresses the particular capacity development requirements
identified in the other pillars and, more broadly, the basic requirements for enabling any
Framework-related activity to occur.
Status of GFCS Implementation
Phase I of GFCS implementation as described in the GFCS Implementation Plan has been
completed, Phase II is nearing completion and Phase III is about to commence. As a result, this
represents a timely juncture to assess the achievements to date of the GFCS implementation with
the view that any deficiencies identified can be addressed in Phase III – resources permitting. The
following summarizes the GFCS implementation achievements to date:

Some funding has been secured and is being used to support the implementation of the
GFCS:
The WMO Secretariat currently provides partial funding for the operation of the GFCS
Secretariat/Office From 2011-2017, the Secretariat provided ~CHF 5,345,750 to
various activities related to the operations of the GFCS in the cost of core staff and
running costs in the GFCS Secretariat/Office;
The GFCS Trust Fund was established in 2011 to advance GFCS implementation,
which includes two components:
 Non ear-marked resources: the Trust Fund has received a total of ~CHF
4.5 million in contributions from 16 countries. Annual contributions to the
Fund have consistently declined from a high of ~CHF 1.327 million in 2013 to
~CHF 311,000 in 2017. These resources have been used to support additional
staffing of the GFCS Secretariat/Office, pilot programmes, communications,
consultancies, and the IBCS and its substructures (Management Committee
activities, task teams, and working groups). Figure 1 of Annex 12 shows that
annual expenditure from the Trust Fund currently exceeds annual inflows
creating an unsustainable situation that threatens the solvency of the Fund
and the sustainability of the programmes and the support it provides,
including to the management and governance activities;
 Ear-marked resources: These resources managed by the GFCS
Secretariat/Office represent a quantum of funds which the contributors
earmarked for specific GFCS implementation related activities. Approximately
CHF 22.6 million has been contributed by 6 countries indicating that this may
be a preferred modality for Members to contribute to GFCS implementation
through the GFCS Secretariat/Office. This modality allows countries to support
GFCS implementation through the GFCS Secretariat/Office in a manner
consistent with their international priorities;

39

Other resources are currently being mobilized in collaboration with the GFCS
Secretariat/Office through the following modalities:
 Approximately CHF 200 million in resources from a range of global
partnerships (influenced by the GFCS process) including: Intra-ACP Climate
Services and Related Applications, the Climate Risk Early Warning Systems
initiative and the call for proposals under the European Commission´s –
Human Dynamics of Climate Change – Climate Services for Africa (maximum
of EURO 23 million).
 GFCS fund-raising activities has secured ~USD 1.2 million;
 Members and institutions have been providing in-kind support in the form of
training opportunities;
 Secondment of experts to the GFCS Secretariat/Office, including Junior
Professional Officers.
GFCS governance and management structures, including the GFCS Secretariat/Office,
have been established and are operating through support from the established Trust
Fund and funding from the WMO Secretariat:
The Intergovernmental Board of Climate Services (IBCS) has been established and
has met yearly in its first two years and should meet every 4 years post-2014;
The Management Committee of the IBCS has been established and meets once a
year.
The GFCS Secretariat/Office has been established with WMO Secretariat support. Global
implementation actions:
GFCS website and portal has been established for the GFCS Secretariat/Office to
communicate GFCS activities, opportunities and experiences. The site is current and
regularly updated (http://GFCS.wmo.int);
Over 230 GFCS related events (including climate outlook forums, climate service
training activities as well as national and regional consultations) have been
conducted globally from 2011-2017 (http://gfcs.wmo.int/past-events) - many with
the support of the GFCS Secretariat/Office. From 2011-2016 the annual number of
such events ranged between 25-45 (Figure 2, Annex 12) with the peak occurring in
2014 and the mentioned low occurring in 2011 – the commencement year of the
GFCS Secretariat/Office. The number of such events reported in 2017 was 16 with
to-date 17 events planned and/or complete by October 2018;
Over 120 reports on GFCS activities worldwide have been developed since 2011,
many with the assistance of the GFCS Secretariat/Office, and made available to the
public through the GFCS website (http://gfcs.wmo.int/projects-documents). Future
availability of documents in all official UN languages may be compromised by the
lack of funding;
Fact sheets communicating the various aspects of climate services have been
published in hard copy and electronic formats - including publications in the 6 official
UN
languages
related
to
the
original
GFCS
priority
areas
(http://gfcs.wmo.int/fact_Sheets);
Preparation and publication of the GFCS Implementation Plan including its associated
Annexes and Exemplars in the 6 official UN languages which provide a
comprehensive framework for implementing the GFCS at global, regional and
national levels (http://gfcs.wmo.int/implementation-plan);
A compendium of 40 projects that advance GFCS implementation has been
developed and published (http://gfcs.wmo.int/sites/default/files/COMPENDIUM-ONGFCS-PROJECTS-24.3.14-2_1.pdf);
Eleven GFCS projects, funded through a range of member and partner supported
initiatives have been or are currently being initiated – several of these projects have
been completed (http://gfcs.wmo.int/projects-list) – and 15 GFCS contributing
projects have been implemented (http://gfcs.wmo.int/contributed-projects);
-
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Development of the Climate Services Toolkit by WMO (http://www.wmo.int/cst/).
One of the significant shortcomings of the GFCS implementation has been that significant direct
support from the UN agencies to the implementation of the GFCS governance and management
functions through the GFCS Secretariat/Office has not materialized even though it was called
for by the Extraordinary Session of the World Meteorological Congress in 2012. To date,
support has only been through the WMO/WHO Joint Climate and Health Office, the Joint WMO
and the Global Water Partnership (GWP) Office and the liaison Officer Placed by the WFP in the
GFCS Secretariat/Office. However, it is recognized that UN agencies are working through other
mechanisms to support the global implementation of the GFCS. However, modalities to
communicate and, more importantly, effectively coordinate these contributions are not defined,
the effectiveness of the PAC having been limited in this regard. .
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Annex 2 – The way to the current governance structure
The High-level Task Force formulated the main requirements for the GFCS governance. Given the
public good nature and public financing of climate information and services, governments were
meant to have a central role in governance and implementation. However, the user interests of
relevant sectors should be strongly represented in governance as well, to achieve a high-level
engagement of partner organizations. It was agreed that the UN system would provide the right
home for implementing and governing the GFCS in order to use existing multi-lateral mechanisms
and synergies with other UN entities. Finally, the governance mechanisms should reflect common
principles such as efficiency, transparency, accountability, flexibility, equity and participation.
Based on these requirements, the Task Force evaluated five options for a governance structure:
(A) Creating an intergovernmental board within the UN system;
(B) A joint board within the UN system and hosted and convened by an existing agency;
(C) Creating a new UN agency;
(D) Hosting the framework within an existing UN entity;
(E) Creating a not-for-profit foundation outside the UN system.
The creation of a new UN agency was rejected for political and financial reasons. The not-for-profit
foundation was rejected because intergovernmental capabilities, universal memberships and
governmental linkages could not be provided easily. In the end, options A and B have been
explored in more detail. Option A took the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) as a
relevant model. Further show cases have been the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission
as well as the Group on Earth Observations (GEO). The main advantages of Option A have been
seen in the clear and independent realm of responsibility, direct accountability to governments,
strong involvement of national technical experts and good access to the UN entities and processes.
The user community engagement was intended to happen at technical level, in the interaction
between technical Committees, and at management level with key stakeholders nominated by
governments to participate in the intergovernmental process.
In Option B, a joint board of relevant UN entities (agencies, organizations, programs, departments
and independent funds) would have been created and convened by WMO, regularly reporting to the
UN Chief Executives Board. The joint board, meeting on an annual basis, would have been open for
participation by all UN entities. This option also considered an Executive Committee, and a
Management Committee for each of the five pillars of the GFCS (similar to Option A). Possible
models for this system were UN Water, UN Energy and UNISDR. Option B was similar to Option A
but the driving-forces of the framework would have been more firmly located in the UN and its
technical agencies. It was seen that the framework’s implementation could be quicker through the
engagement of many UN mechanisms. Furthermore, the required financial resources were
estimated to be lower. However, significant challenges with this option have been identified: Firstly,
to bring the needs of the GFCS onto the heavy agendas of numerous UN entities and, secondly, to
obtain coherent and timely decisions from the many intergovernmental processes involved.
The Task Force recommended Option A which was decided by the World Meteorological Congress
(Extraordinary session) in 2012.
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Annex 3 – Presentation of existing governance structure (bodies,
roles, and responsibilities)
World Meteorological Congress

WMOSecretariat

Intergovernmental Board on
Climate Services (IBCS)

Secretariat

Management Committee (MC)

Management
Committee for
User Interface
Platform

Management
Committee for
Climate Service
Information
System

Partners Advisory Committee (PAC)

Management
Committee for
Observations and
Monitoring

Management
Committee for
Research,
Modelling and
Prediction

Management
Committee
for Capacity
Building

Planned but not adopted

The Intergovernmental Board on Climate Services (IBCS) operates within the mandate of WMO and
is accountable to the World Meteorological Congress, which decides on policies, principles, overall
strategy and key budget parameters. The Board oversees the development and implementation of
the GFCS and provides for coordination at the global and regional levels. Plenary sessions of the
IBCS meet periodically (intervals not exceeding four years). Decisions follow the processes of the
World Meteorological Congress. Each member of WMO is entitled to appoint a principal member
normally coming from a NHMS.
To ensure the participation and advice of major stakeholders such as UN entities and relevant
technical organizations (e.g. ECMWF, EUMETSAT), a Partners Advisory Committee (PAC) has been
established (Resolution 7 at IBCS-1). The PAC operates under the guidance of the IBCS and has
the mandate to discuss stakeholder’s issues, provide expert advice and recommendations relating
to the implementation of the GFCS. PAC is composed of 21 institutions and is open to UN
organizations, non-UN intergovernmental organizations, international organizations, international
development partners, international non-governmental organizations in strict compliance with the
UN and WMO policies and regulations. The members of the PAC do not have the right to vote or to
put forward candidates.
The IBCS further established a Management Committee (MC) (Resolution 1 at IBCS-1). The MC
operates under the guidance of and is accountable to the IBCS. The Committee has the mandate to
carry out the decisions and requests of the IBCS during the intersessional period. The MC is
composed of 28 members with consideration of regional balance, gender balance, and required
expertise. The membership is limited to principal members of the IBCS. However, there has been a
recent evolution to integrate PAC members as observers in the meetings of the MC. The
governance is supported by the GFCS Secretariat/Office attached to the WMO Secretariat.
The High-level Task Force further proposed high-level technical management committees for each
of the five pillars of the GFCS that would meet on an intergovernmental basis. These committees
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should be comprised of representatives of major stakeholders from the providers and users of
climate services and be linked to existing mechanisms of the UN system to avoid duplication of
efforts. However, these technical management committees have not been established due to
financial restrictions.
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Annex 4 – Strengths and weaknesses of the current governance
a.

Strengths

The IBCS has helped to lead the GFCS with a stable, formal, and consensus-based governance
structure that has been able to respond and adapt to changing circumstances. The current
governance structure formalizes collaboration and intergovernmental coordination between
different countries and partner organizations by sharing a common language and adopting shared
principles. The Board brings together NMHSs to strengthen climate services production, delivery
and use at the global, regional and national levels and thus contributes to enable and evaluate
progress of the framework’s agenda.
By adopting the WMO governance modalities and processes, IBCS members (especially the NMHSs)
are operating in a familiar setting with well-known formalities and processes. This provides
consistency and predictability and hence stability to the GFCS.
Worth mentioning is also the influence of the IBCS on specific funding streams (e. g. EU H2020).
Linkages with partners such as the WBG and UNDP help ensure that investments of key multilateral
mechanisms such as the International Development Association (IDA), Green Climate Fund (GCF)
and Adaptation Fund could be aligned to maximize the benefits of investments and minimize
duplication.
Furthermore, the existence of the Management Committee provides for a structure that helps
following up on activities decided by the IBCS. The PAC has led to a certain commitment of
partnering institutions to the development and implementation of the GFCS. It acts as a forum of
partnering institutions preparing and discussing GFCS-related input as a feedback to the IBCS and
the Management Committee.
b.

Weaknesses

WMO-centric structure
Users and non-NMHSs providers are generally excluded from the governance mechanisms, which
undermines the broad mission of the GFCS. The range of stakeholders involved in the production
and in the application of climate services, including different user groups, the private sector and
academia, are underrepresented by the Board (and by the Management Committee). PAC members,
given the role they play in climate service implementation, would like a greater say in the decisionmaking process of the IBCS. Currently the IBCS is controlled by WMO Members and confers to the
PAC only an advisory role.
The fact that any decision put forward by the IBCS must be approved by the World Meteorological
Congress further reinforces the perception that the GFCS is a WMO-owned and controlled initiative
and that the duplication between World Meteorological Congress and IBCS is questionable. This
might demotivate other UN- and partner agencies/institutions from engaging directly in the GFCS
governance and coordination mechanisms, albeit they still support climate services.
Lacking political visibility and anchoring
Despite the fact that a broad political commitment is at the core of the GFCS, the political visibility
and anchoring of the Framework has been continuously diminished in the past. This might be the
result of the WMO-centric structure. Furthermore, lacking influence of partner organizations in the
governance/decision-making processes has led to decreasing ownership of such organizations
towards the GFCS.
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Limited influence of PAC
The role of the PAC is unclear, and it remains undefined whether it is a management or a
governance body (or something in-between). Due to its unclear role and limited authority/influence,
the PAC has not reached its potential.
This situation has led to a decreasing ownership by PAC members, as well as and other multilateral,
non-governmental and private sector actors towards the GFCS. As a consequence, the PAC has
been focusing more and more on operational aspects of GFCS. The latter has led to a lack of
interest of high-level decision makers of partnering institutions to participate in the PAC.
c.

Sustainability

The GFCS Mid-term review reveals a dissatisfaction with the current governance. However, the
structure in place is perceived differently, depending on whether an institution is part of the IBCS,
the Management Committee or the PAC. In principal, there is a need for a governance leading to
less duplication, and better integration of partner organizations of the GFCS.
d.

Major Conclusions
 IBCS should not be a duplication of the World Meteorological Congress;
 Key stakeholders in relevant sectors and in particular the user community should be better
integrated in the structure in order to create a more balanced governance;
 governance structures, processes and mechanisms should be uncoupled from those of WMO
to avoid duplication and inefficiencies;
 Partnering institutions should have a more direct and decisive role in the governance;
The GFCS-pillars and priority areas need to be adequately reflected in the governance
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Annex 5 - Governance elements taken into consideration for
developing the governance structure presented in this report
Organisation
WMO
UNISDR

GEO

IPCC

Governance elements
considered
World Meteorological
Congress
Special Representative to
the UN Secretary General /
UN General Assembly

Executive Committee

Working Group structure

Remarks
The World Meteorological Congress is already
today the apex Governance element of the GFCS.
The establishment of a Special Representative to
the UN Secretary General and a direct
attachment of the GFCS to the UN General
Assembly would lead to a stronger political
anchoring and visibility of the GFCS (such has
been the case for UNISDR). However, as related
changes require time and further (political)
considerations and evaluations, such option could
only be considered in the long run.
An Executive Committee is reporting to the GEO
Plenary. The Executive Committee is mainly
composed of representatives from members
(government representatives). However, a
limited number of representatives from
participating organizations are members of the
Executive Committee albeit with no decisionmaking power.
The idea of such interdisciplinary Committee has
been taken as a basis for the Executive
Committee in the “Step 1” GFCS governance
structure. However, in order to reflect the broad
scope of the GFCS (pillars and priority areas) as
well as in order to increase inclusion of the GFCS
governance, the membership of the suggested
GFCS Executive Committee has been significantly
extended compared to GEO.
The idea of having specific Working Groups has
been taken from the IPCC. However, in the IPCC
context, the Working Groups are defined by the
Panel. For the GFCS governance, it is suggested
that the Executive Committee shall have to
possibility to establish working groups according
to specific needs (alternatively, the superior
Governance body could establish the Working
Groups). As for the IPCC, the Chairs of the GFCS
Working Groups would be members of the
Executive Committee.
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Annex 6 – Further information regarding the short-term governance
(Step 1)
1. Illustration of the proposed governance structure

2. Essential functions of the different elements of the governance (non-exhaustive)
a.

Congress
to review the GFCS strategy, objectives and targets, the Implementation Plan, and
associated budget;
to guide, monitor and evaluate GFCS implementation progress;
to consider recommendations of the Executive Committee;
to make recommendations to the constituent bodies of WMO and partner organizations on
matters relating to the GFCS;
to develop international standards, recommended practices and guides for methods,
procedures and techniques for the production of climate information and provision of climate
services;
to oversee the financial and institutional resources allocated to the GFCS, and to
consider/approve funding streams for the Framework;
-

b.

Executive Committee
to ensure thematic oversight of the work of the GFCS Secretariat/Office;
to facilitate effective mobilization of resources needed for operating the GFCS
Secretariat/Office;
to support the World Meteorological Congress in carrying out decisions and requests in the
intersessional period;
to support the World Meteorological Congress in making recommendations to the
constituent bodies of WMO and to partner organizations, on matters relating to the GFCS;
to propose to the World Meteorological Congress thematic and sectoral priorities in
implementing the GFCS;
to identity priorities for implementation at global, regional and national levels through the
GFCS Implementation Plan;
to promote ways and means for effective networking and knowledge sharing between
organizations and institutions actively involved in the development and implementation of
the GFCS as well as with users/beneficiaries of the GFCS;
to establish a reporting mechanism for such projects and initiatives;
to establish a monitoring and evaluation function regarding the GFCS and to manage/guide
its implementation;
-
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-

to report to the World Meteorological Congress on progress made regarding the
Implementation Plan and the monitoring and evaluation function;
to propose to the World Meteorological Congress modifications to the Implementation Plan if
needed;
to establish appropriate sub-structures (working groups) of the GFCS governance and define
related ToRs.

3. Representation in the Executive Committee (indicative list – non-exhaustive)
a.

Representatives of GFCS-Pillars:
WMO: Represents several main pillars of the GFCS and establishes a link to the governance
and Program structure of WMO; representation should be ensured either by the Secretariat
(executive level) or by Presidents of the (future) Technical Commissions;
GCOS: Represents the observations pillar and the related community; representation should
be ensured by the Chair of the GCOS Steering Committee;
WCRP: Represents the Research, Modelling and Prediction pillar; representation should be
ensured by the Chair of the Joint Scientific Committee;
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC): Represents the
User Interface Platform Pillar (supplier-user dialogue); representation should be ensured by
the Secretariat (executive level);
UNDP or UNESCO: Represents the Capacity Development pillar; representation should be
ensured by the Secretariat (executive level).
-

b.

Representatives of GFCS-Priority Areas:
FAO: Represents the priority area “Agriculture and food security”; representation should be
ensured by the Secretariat (executive level);
WHO: Represents the priority area “Health”; representation should be ensured by the
Secretariat (executive level);
UNISDR: Represents the priority area “Disaster Risk Reduction”; representation should be
ensured by the Secretariat (executive level);
International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA): Represents the priority area “Energy”;
representation should be ensured by the Secretariat (executive level);
Global Water Partnership (GWP): Represents the priority area “Water”; representation
should be ensured either by the Secretariat (executive level) or by the Chair of the Steering
Committee;
Other (possible future priority areas, e. g. tourism, etc.)
-

c.
d.

Major global Financing / Implementing organizations
World Bank (representation on executive level should be ensured)
GCF (representation on executive level should be ensured)
Regional organizations / Institutions actively involved in the GFCS

There are several possible touch points to ensure a regional representation in the Executive
Committee. Considering its strong participation in the GFCS so far, a participation of the European
Union (European Commission) in the Executive Committee would be justified. With regard to
institutional representation of other regions in the Executive Committee, such decision might
depend on the priorities laid down in the strategy and the Implementation Plan, as well as on the
specific input being expected by the Committee from a regional level. The following institutional
networks could be considered as relevant for the GFCS from a regional perspective:
Regional Development Banks
WMO Regional Associations (Presidents)
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WMO RCC / RTC
UN Regional Commissions
Direct representation of some countries with specific circumstances such as Least Developed
Countries (LDC), Small Island Developing States (LDCs) and Countries with Economies in
Transition could be envisaged for participation in the Executive Committee as well.

-

e.

Others (based on specific expertise, political influence, etc.)
 UNFCCC
 Specific NGOs like the Global Landscapes Forum
 Academia
 Private sector (private sector entities involved in the Global Weather Enterprise)

4. Cost breakdown
a.

Costs of the current governance

Assumptions:
costs are calculated on a 4-year term basis;
no cost are calculated for Congress meetings dedicated to the GFCS;
organization of one IBCS meeting every four years;
organization of one IBSC Management Committee meeting per year;
organization of one meeting per Task Team every second year (TT ORP, TT M&E).
Comment:
no costs result from the PAC meetings (costs are borne by the meeting participants);
no Technical Committees have been established so far.
in CHF

IBCS

Year n

Year n+1

Year n+2

Year n+3

500’000

0

0

0

90’000

90’000

90’000

90’000

PAC

0

0

0

0

Technical
Committee

0

0

0

0

IBCS MC

TT ORP

15’000

15’000

TT M&E

15’000

15’000

Total per year

620’000

90’000

120’000

90’000

The total estimated costs on a 4-year term are roughly 920’000 CHF (these costs need to be
rationalized with the GFCS Office as they are over estimated)
b.

Costs of future governance structure (step 1 option)

Assumption:
organization of one Congress meeting dedicated to GFCS every four years;
organization of one Executive Committee meeting every year;
organization of one Working Group meeting per year (assumption: 4 Working Groups)
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Comment:
no costs are indicated for the Congress as the GFCS related aspect would be one of several
regular items being put on the agenda of the Congress. Furthermore, although GFCS has
been put on the Congress agenda already in the past, the respective costs have not been
taken into account in the above table;
as some potential members of the Executive Committee are located in Geneva, the costs
might be lower than indicated in the below table
in CHF

Congress

Year n

Year n+1

Year n+2

Year n+3

0

0

0

0

56’000

56’000

56’000

56’000

Working Group
(costs per WG: CHF
28000)

112’000

112’000

112’000

112’000

Total per year

168’000

168’000

168’000

168’000

Executive
Committee

The total estimated costs on a 4-year term would be roughly 670’000 CHF
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5. Risks of transition to a new governance structure
RISK IDENTIFICATION
Risk

RISK
ASSESSMENT

Cause
(If…)

Issue
(then…)

Impact on
objectives

Early
warning
indicators

Risk
flagged
by

If a
common
understan
ding of
GFCS
functions
is not
achieved

The
governanc
e (format)
might not
be 100%
fit for
purpose

GFCS will
continue not
to fulfil its
functions in
relation to
the Priority
Needs
identified

Feedback
from IBCS
MC, PAC, RA
and GFCS
Secretariat

TF

If it is not
possible
for
decisions
to be
made
during
the
transition
period

Current
and
planned
activities
will be
negatively
impacted

GFCS
priority
activities
won’t be
delivered on
time

Reports
from
implementer
s

3 PR
If PRs at
engag Congress
ement do not
have the
understan
ding or
informati
on they
need

They won’t
be able to
make a
wellinformed
decision

Good
proposals
will not be
agreed.

Feedback
from
Regional
Associations
on level of
understandi
ng

TF

4 Buy-in
from
WMO
memb

The
recommen
dations
from the

GFCS will be Feedback
at risk of
from
losing
Regional
support
Associations

TF

1 GFCS
Functi
ons

2 Impact
on
ongoin
g
activiti
es

If WMO
members
do not
support

TF

RISK RESPONSE

MONITOR

Prob Impact Mitigating
Person
Date due Progress Risk
H/M
level
actions
accountable
for
status
/L
for action
completion
M

H

H

H

M

H

Functions
document
based on
Priority
Needs
document

SG

Business
continuity
plan for
transition
period to
ensure
continued
decisionmaking
structures

SG

Document
agreed: 1st
Dec 2018
Implementat
ion:
30th June
2019

Communic SG
ations plan

Plan agreed:
1st Dec 2018
Implementat
ion:
30th June
2019

Plan agreed:
1st Dec 2018
Implementat
ion: 30th
June 2019

H

H

Communic SG
ations plan

Plan agreed:
1st Dec 2018
Implementat
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ers

across
sectors and
hence will
not gain
targeted
visibility

ion: 30th
June 2019

the
proposed
governan
ce
changes

GFCS MTR
will not be
implement
ed and
change
process
will be
delayed

on level of
support

5 Stakeh
older
engag
ement

If key
stakehold
ers and
GFCS
governan
ce are not
engaged
with each
other

i. They
won’t work
towards
having
alignment.

i. Planned
Feedback
improvemen from PAC
ts to
members
coordination
and
collaboration
ii. They will won’t be
be disachieved.
engaged
ii. Project
implementat
ion will be
delayed

TF

6 Resour
ces to
deliver
transiti
on

If
Secretari
at doesn’t
have the
necessary
resources

They will
be unable
to
effectively
support
transition.

Longer
Alerts from
transition
GFCS
period, and Secretariat
longer
timescales
for decisionmaking

TF

7 Legal If
matter procedure
s
s are not
in line
with WMO
rules and
regulation

The
proposed
changes
cannot be
endorsed
by
Congress

No decisions Feedback
can be taken from GFCS
and changes Secretariat
are stalled.

TF

M

H

Communic SG
ations plan

Plan agreed:
1st Dec 2018
Implementat
ion: 30th
June 2019

M

M
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M

H

Prioritised SG
workplan
with
milestones,
is
monitored
closely to
make most
effective
use of
resources.

Plan agreed:
1st Dec 2018

Legal
SG
check of all
proposed
changes

Depending
on which
option,
“fast” /
“slow” is
chosen: end
of February

Implementat
ion: 30th
June 2019

s

2019 or
February
2020.
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Annex 7 – Illustration of the long-term governance (Step 2)
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Annex 8 - Risks of transition to a new governance and management structure
RISK IDENTIFICATION
Risk

1 Lack of
funding

Cause
(If…)

Issue
Impact on
(then…) objectives

Early
warning
indicators

RISK
ASSESSMENT
Risk
flagged
by

RISK RESPONSE

Prob
H/M/
L

Impact
level

Mitigating
actions

H

Diversify
funding base

Lack of
support
for the
vision
and
mission
of GFCS

Reform
and
growth
impossibl
e

Implement
ation of
priority
tasks not
possible

Current
donor
pledges.
Current
donor base

H

2 The
GFCS
office
does not
have
necessa
ry
expertis
e

Lack of
funding.
Lack of
expertis
e

The GFCS
office
does not
have the
skillset to
support
countries

Coordinatio
n and
awareness
will be
poor.
Countries
will lack
support.

Feedback
from
countries
and other
stakeholders
. Progress in
Implementat
ion Plan

M

3 GFCS
move
from
WMO
causes
reduced
support

WMO is Growth
the
becomes
major
difficult
support
er/drive
r of
GFCS

GFCS lose
convening/
coordinatio
n capability

WMO
negative to
a move. No
other
organization
s step up

M

MONITOR

Person
Date due Progress Risk
accountable
for
status
for action
completion
Plan agreed:
1st Dec 2018
Implementat
ion: 30th
June 2019
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H

M

Ensure that
talented
staff is
recruited,
and with
necessary
skillset

Close
dialogue
between
WMO and
potential
new hosts.
Collaboratio
n where
possible.

Plan agreed:
1st Dec 2018
Implementat
ion: 30th
June 2019

SG

Plan agreed:
1st Dec 2018
Implementat
ion:
Congress
2023

Annex 9 - Costs
Step 1:
Alternative A:
Annual running cost
(CHF)

Title

Level

GFCS global coordinator

P4

207,750

Technical expert

P3

177,650

External relations specialist

P3

177,650

Two Technical experts

P3

355,300

Admin assistant

G4

116,525

Total

1,034,875

Alternative B
Annual running cost
(CHF)

Title

Level

Director

D1

277,625

Technical expert

P5

242,100

External relations specialist

Equivalent to P.4

207,750

Two Technical expert

P4

415,500

Admin assistant

G6

160,125

Total

1,303,100
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Step 2:
Alternative A:
Annual running cost
(CHF)

Title

Level

GFCS global coordinator

P4

207,750

2xExternal relations
specialist

P3

355,300

6xTechnical experts

P3

1,065,900

2xAdmin assistant

G4

233,050

Total

1,862,000

Alternative B
Annual running cost
(CHF)

Title

Level

Director

Equivalent to D1

277,625

2x External relations
specialist

Equivalent to P.4

415,500

6x Technical expert

Equivalent to P.3

1,065,900

2x Admin assistant

G6 and G4

276,750

Total

2,035,775
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Annex 10 - Current structure of the GFCS Secretariat/Office

Note: The Director position as well as the Senior Programme Manager and the administrative
support are currently funded by WMO regular budget. The Programme Officer and the staff of the
joint WHO-WMO Joint Climate and Health Office are funded by the GFCS trust fund.
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Annex 11 - Key findings of the Mid-term Review related to financing
of the GFCS
• The GFCS partnerships have not enabled pulling of partner expertise and resources in support
of the GFCS to its full potential The WMO carries most of the weight of the partnership by
supporting the GFCS Secretariat/Office and its operations as well as the communication about
the GFCS.
• The GFCS is a network of activities and organizations, one that requires active stewardship
and a commensurate financial commitment. However, the human and financial resources
dedicated to the GFCS Secretariat/Office are inadequate for its mandate, and both the
resources and scope of work need to be re-assessed.
• Since the establishment of the GFCS in 2009, several new developments have occurred
including the Paris Agreement, the Sendai Framework and the 2030 Agenda. In addition, the
Green Climate Fund (GCF) has been established, capitalized and operationalized and is now
able to fund national and regional development projects with an underlying climate basis.
During this same period, the expected resources to fully fund the implementation of the GFCS
have not materialized. The new developments juxtaposed with the funding realities of
the GFCS provide a basis to revisit the scope of the GFCS and the optimum
mechanisms and opportunities to enhance the implementation of the GFCS
priorities.
• The level of resources (human and financial) for the effective implementation of the GFCS as
conceived has been adequate. Despite some progress made on GFCS implementation, action
was limited due to the fact that priority activities for implementation, besides the projects,
were not funded. To enhance action, resources have to be commensurate to the scope of the
GFCS.
• Funding for climate services projects lacks coordination despite the organizing frameworks
laid out by the GFCS. 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.
• Progress on monitoring and evaluating advances being made in climate services by Members
and partners has been limited. In addition, GFCS communication is a weakness due to lack of
dedicated Human Resources to this activity. Therefore, it is likely that many related GFCS
efforts are unaccounted for and unnoticed.
• The GFCS has a governance structure that was approved under a set of expectations that
have not materialized (in terms of expected funding and broader representation).
Additionally, the governance structure is costly and bureaucratic. Therefore, the governance
structure in its current form is no longer fit for purpose.

60

Annex 12 – Risks for finance and resource mobilization
RISK IDENTIFICATION
Risk

1 GFCS
Trust
Fund is
inadequa
tely
capitaliz
ed to
support
GFCS
impleme
ntation
and the
situation
may not
change
in the
near
future

Cause
(If…)

Issue
(then…)

Impact on
objectives

Member
contribu
tions for
the
GFCS
Trust
Fund
decline
as fewer
member
s are
pledging
reduced
amounts
and
many
member
s opting
for
earmark
ed
contribu
tions

How to
get
members
or other
entities to
recapitali
ze the
Fund and
or
identify
alternativ
es to the
Fund

GFCS
Office is
unable to
staff
appropriate
ly to
support
Implement
ation of
priority
activities;

Early warning
indicators

Declining
pledges and
balances in
the GFCS
account;

RISK ASSESSMENT
Risk
flagged
by

RISK RESPONSE

Prob
H/M/L

Impact
level

Mitigating
actions

H

H

Members are
encouraged to
once again
contribute to
the Trust
Fund to
appropriate
actions;

Declining
levels of
global
activities
receiving
support
Key
documented
manageme in GFCS Office
nt and
reports
governanc
e meetings
are not
held so
critical
decisions
delayed;

New plan for
financing and
resourcing
the GFCS
developed,
approved and
implemented
– new plan
will be
contingent on
agreeing to a
new
governance
and
management
arrangement
for the GFCS;

Global
implement
ation
slowed and
members
in need of
climate
services

Explore
secondments
to temporarily
address
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MONITOR

Person
Date
accountable due for
for action
completi
on

Ongoing

Progress

Risk
status

need lose
faith in the
GFCS
2 WMO
maintain
s current
funding
levels for
the
GFCS
Office or
funding
levels
decline

WMO is
unable
to
identify
funds to
increase
funding
to the
GFCS
Office

The GFCS
office
does not
have
appropria
te levels
of staffing
to
effectivel
y
implemen
t the
GFCS

Global
delivery of
GFCS
benefits is
slowed and
beneficiarie
s lose
interest in
the GFCS

staffing
challenges in
the GFCS
Office;
WMO budget
and
budgetary
allocations
approved;

H

Declining
levels of
global
activities
receiving
support
documented
in GFCS Office
reports

H

Implement
measures to
shift some of
the
responsibility
for global
implementatio
n of the GFCS
away from
the GFCS
Office;
New plan for
financing and
resourcing
the GFCS
developed
and approved
– new plan
will be
contingent on
agreeing to a
new
governance
and
management
arrangement
for the GFCS;
Seek a
commitment
from the
WMO on the
level of
funding that
will be
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committed to
the GFCS
over the 4year budget
cycle;
Explore
secondments
to temporarily
address
staffing
challenges in
the GFCS
Office;
3 GFCS
fails to
build
new
partners
hips that
deliver
significa
nt
resource
s

Potential
partners
are not
convince
d that
GFCS is
a viable
process
that will
assist in
furtherin
g their
goals
and
therefor
e
represe
nts a
significa
nt
financial
liability

How to
strengthe
n global
confidenc
e that the
GFCS is a
process
that can
deliver
significan
t returns
on
investme
nt and
strong
mutual
benefit

GFCS
ability to
implement
programm
es and
projects is
compromis
ed

7 GFCS
GFCS
Incoheren Reduced
impleme impleme ce
rate of
ntation
ntation between implement

Number of
partners
investing in
the GFCS –
either through
GFCS Projects
or GFCS
Contributing
Projects;

M

M

GFCS
continues to
explore new
partnerships
and
effectively
builds a
strong
business case
to attract new
partnerships
– may be
compromised
by declining
resources
available to
GFCS.

Recruit
ment of
new
partners
should
be
ongoing

H

H

Decentralize
GFCS
activities to

Ongoing
activity

Number of
new
partnership
agreements
being signed;
Amount of
new funds
coming into
the GFCS;

Slow
implementatio
n of project
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model is
not
appropri
ately
and
effectivel
y
decentra
lized to
mitigate
impleme
ntation
risks

lacks
sufficien
t
decentra
lization
to be
extreme
ly
effective
and
efficient
especiall
y given
that
impleme
ntation
is
occurrin
g at
regional
and
national
levels
and
major
decision
-making
is
occurrin
g at the
global
level

decision- ation
making
and
regional
and
national
implemen
tation
often
occurs
especially
where
significan
t
opportuni
ties for
national
and
regional
collaborat
ions and
synergies
exist

activities;

national and
regional
levels to the
extent
possible by
reducing the
implementatio
n deficit in
countries and
regions
through (i)
technical
exchanges
and (ii)
capacity
development
to strengthen
fiduciary
capacity of
GFCS
implementing
institutions’

Low levels of
national and
regional
ownership of
programme
activities;
Low levels of
participation
and
sustainability;
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Annex 13 - GFCS financing achievements

Figure -1: GFCS Trust Fund annual contributions vs annual expenditures – post 2013 and with the
exception of 2015, GFCS annual expenditures have exceeded annual contributions [2015
represents and anomalous year in which staff costs were covered under a different mechanism.

Figure 2: Effective decline in global events in 2017 with the prospects for 2018 not significantly
better. As of August 15, 2018, 14 events were reported as completed with a further 3 planned up
until October 31, 2018.

The following table highlights the contributions to the GFCS Trust Fund from 2011 to 2017.

65

Table 1: Contributions to the GFCS Trust Fund 2011 - 2017 (CHF)
Year
Country

2011

2012

Australia

2013

2014

2015

2016

484,504

Bangladesh

3,704

Canada

254,544

66,655

184,359

187,397

187,391

China

100,000

99,986

100,000

100,000

100,000

Finland

61,172

Germany

60,087

Hong-Kong
China

5,000
95,000

9,030

Korea

126,369

132,305

Mexico

23750

Norway

250,000

Qatar

131,266

131,363

236,904

20,000

129,691

135,100

South
Africa

20,000
200,000

300,000

UK
TOTAL
GFCS
TRUST
FUND

161,735

4,520

Iran

Switzerland

50,000

62,320

France

India

2017

250,000

150,000

100,000

44,100

350,000

295,000

659,544

1,327,01
5

87,000
12,000

853,072
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759,401

351,491

310,735

Annex 14 - Terms of Reference (ToR) of the GFCS Trust Fund
The following outlines the ToR of the GFCS Trust Fund
Name of the trust fund: GFCS Trust Fund
Programmatic background:
Context
With the establishment of the GFCS Office in July 2011 a process was set in motion focusing
on:
1. Operationalizing the GFCS Office;
2. The development of the Draft Implementation Plan, the Draft ToR and Rules of
Procedure for the Intergovernmental Board and its substructures based on the
Implementation Plan to be considered by an Extraordinary Session of the World
Meteorological Congress in the last quarter of 2012;
3. Preparation of a Technical Conference on GFCS that will precede the Extraordinary
Session of the World Meteorological Congress in the last quarter of 2012; and
4. Preparation of the Extraordinary Session of the World Meteorological Congress in the last
quarter of 2012 to consider and approve the Draft Implementation Plan and the ToR and
Rules of Procedure of the Intergovernmental Board and its substructures.
During the current year of 2011, the GFCS Office will start activities 1 and 2. Activity 2 will
continue into 2012. In 2012 focus will be on activities 3 and 4 and the conclusion of activity
2 initiated in the current year. The work plan including the estimated expenditure is
attached in Annex 1.
Scope of activities and expenses for 2011
1. Operationalizing the GFCS Office
As a new Office, to operationalize it, costs will be incurred for: (i) Office computers; (ii)
Software; (iii) Office supplies; (iv) Communications; (v) Printing of communication
material for the GFCS; (vi) Translation of communication material for the GFCS in the
various WMO languages.
2. Development of the Draft Implementation Plan and the Draft ToR and Rules of
Procedure for the intergovernmental Board
The process for the development of the Draft Implementation Plan and the Draft ToR
and Rules of Procedure for the Intergovernmental Board will involve:
 Three meetings of the Executive Council Task Team on GFCS. The first meeting will
be held from 13 to 15 October 2011, Geneva and the remaining two in 2012.
Expenses for the first meeting will include, among others, translation and
interpretation costs;
 Consultants will be engaged to develop the Draft Implementation Plan and the Draft
ToR and Rules of Procedure for the Intergovernmental Board.
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Scope of activities and expenses for 2012
3. Development of the Draft Implementation Plan and the Draft ToR and Rules of
Procedure for the intergovernmental Board
Expenses will include consultancy services to conclude the development of the Draft
Implementation Plan.
4. Preparation of a Technical Conference on GFCS that will precede the Extraordinary
Session of the World Meteorological Congress in the last quarter of 2012
For the Technical Conference on GFCS, among other expenses will, , include
interpretation and translation costs and printing costs.
5. Preparation of the Extraordinary Session of the World Meteorological Congress in the
last quarter of 2012 to consider and approve the Draft Implementation Plan and the ToR
and Rules of Procedure of the Intergovernmental Board and its substructures
For the Extraordinary Congress of WMO, among other expenses, will,, include; (i)
Interpretation and translation costs; and (ii) Printing costs.
Duration of the activities and the trust fund: GFCS is a programme approved by the Sixteenth
Congress. The duration of the GFCS programme is determined by Congress. The trust fund is
considered as on-going accordingly.
Designation of implementing office: GFCS Office
Risk assessment: The Sixteenth Congress strongly supported the initiative for GFCS on the
understanding that the new initiative will primarily be funded from extra-budgetary resources, and
a number of countries expressed their interest in this programme. Voluntary contributions are
expected to be made to support this initiative through fund raising efforts to be made by the WMO
Secretariat, and the expenditure will be incurred within the limit of the resources made available.
Operating reserve: 10 per cent of the estimated annual expenditure
Programme support costs: The programme support costs will be charged in accordance with the
approved WMO policy, namely, 13 per cent for technical cooperation activities, 9 per cent for
procurement activities, and 7 per cent for normative activities.
Trust fund administration and implementation control: The trust fund will be administered in
accordance with the WMO rules and regulations. The responsibility for monitoring compliance with
trust fund agreement rests within the GFCS Office, including reporting requirements. The WMO
Finance Division will prepare all financial reports.
Reporting requirements: Reports are prepared on an annual basis and included in the WMO
financial statements. Specific reporting requirements for particular donors need to be specified in
the individual agreements with such donors.
Treatment of interests: The interests generated from the trust fund will be credited to the trust
fund.
Settlement of disputes: Any dispute, controversy or claim between WMO and donors with regard to
the trust fund, or breach, termination or invalidity thereof, which is not settled amicably by
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negotiation, should be finally settled by arbitration in accordance with the Arbitration Rules of the
United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL rules) then prevailing.
Closure of the trust fund: The trust fund may be terminated in accordance with agreements
concluded with donors after consultation with the GFCS Office, as well as with the donors as
appropriate. With regard to the disposition of any remaining balance, the Director of the Resource
Management Department will ensure that the provisions specified in the agreements with donors
will be carried out. Any other remaining balance at the time where the trust fund is closed will be
disposed of in a manner consistent with the purpose of the trust fund and with the WMO rules and
regulations.
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Annex 15 - Roles of the GFCS Secretariat/Office
Key roles of the GFCS Secretariat/Office include, but are not limited to:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Provide administrative, management and communication support to the Board and its
subsidiary bodies, including the organization of the sessions, preparation of documents
and reports;
Assist the Board in preparing a draft multi-year rolling strategy, updates to the
Implementation Plan, annual work plans, progress reports, annual work and expenditure
reports as requested by and for consideration by the Board;
Maintain the compendium of projects and initiatives;
Administer the GFCS trust fund in accordance with directions of the Board and provisions
of the Financial Regulations of the WMO and to provide financial reports to Members;
Support the preparation of reviews and reports on GFCS-relevant matters and case
studies of successful GFCS initiatives, as designated in decisions of the Board;
Maintain and make available a database of projects and initiatives carried out through
national, bilateral and other efforts, shared by donors on a voluntary basis;
Facilitate the provision of technical support to Members;
Carry out other GFCS-related tasks as may be assigned to it by the Board and the
Secretary-General.

Figure 1: Current implementation framework for the GFCS reflecting generally weak
resourcing and implementation structures at the national and global levels.
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Figure 2: Proposed de-risking model based on strengthening regional and national
resourcing and implementation capabilities.
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Figure 3: Proposed monitoring and evaluation framework for the GFCS.
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Annex 16 - Resource mobilization
D).1 Global Development Funds
The GFCS aligns with many of the global and regional development programs and the funds that
support their implementation. Global development programs that the GFCS aligns with include but
are not limited to UN Sustainable Development Goals, the Sendai Framework, the Paris Agreement
on Climate Change and the SAMOA Pathway among others.
Considerable resources have been mobilized through various agreements to establish development
funds to address climate change adaptation and mitigation at global, regional and national levels.
Many of these funds make financing available through grants, concessional loans and conventional
loans. Opportunities exist within these funds to support the GFCS across all levels of
implementation. In particular, a frequent concern of many fund managers, and a particular concern
raised by the Green Climate Fund (GCF), is the lack of a strong climate basis to support grant
proposals. Providing the climate rationale to support such proposals aligns with a core objective of
the GFCS’s - development and management of climate information systems.
Examples of global funds that align with the GFCS’s objectives at global, regional and national
levels and are particularly align to the decentralized model discussed earlier include:
●
●
●
●
●
●

Green Climate Fund - https://www.greenclimate.fund/home
Global Environmental Facility - https://www.thegef.org
Climate Adaptation Fund - https://www.adaptation-fund.org
Climate Investment Fund - https://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org
Climate Risk Early Warning Systems - https://www.crews-initiative.org/en
Global Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Fund - http://geeref.com

A comprehensive list of climate related funds, many of which align to the objectives of the GFCS,
and which should be consulted on a regular basis for programme funding is maintained at
https://www.oecd.org/env/cc/Climate-Fund-Inventory-Background-report-OECD.pdf.
D).2 Multilateral Development Banks
The main Multilateral Development Banks include the (i) World Bank, (ii) International Fund for
Agriculture and Development, (iii) European Investment Bank, (iv) Islamic Development Bank, (v)
Asian Development Bank, (vi) European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, (vii) CAFDevelopment Bank of Latin America, (viii) Inter-American Development Group, (ix) African
Development Bank and (x) Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank.
In addition to these major MDBs are smaller “subregional” MDBs including the (i) Caribbean
Development Bank, (ii) Central American Bank for Economic Integration, (iii) East African
Development Bank, (iv) West African Development Bank, (v) Black Sea Trade and Development
Bank, (vi) Economic Cooperation Organization Trade and Development Bank, (vii) Eurasian
Development Bank and (viii) New Development Bank (formerly the BRICS Development Bank).
Increasing awareness of the impacts of climate change and extreme weather events on
development along with increasing demands for structured investments to support climate change
mitigation and adaptation efforts around the world (including support for building and expanding
the human and technical capacity of critical institutions involved in these activities) helped
catalysed MDBs to come together in 2011 to develop a methodology to track climate finance flows
in a consistent, comparable and transparent manner. These institutions are currently working to
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align their finance flows to support low green gas emissions and climate resilient development as
agreed to in the Paris Agreement. In advancing their agenda to align with the Paris Agreement, the
MDBs have established a common set of goals including but not limited to (i) developing
stakeholder capacity, (ii) creating enabling environments and (iii) ensuring programme clarity.
According to Climate Home News (http://www.climatechangenews.com), funding from MDBs
increased to USD 35 billion in 2017, a 28 percent increase compared to the previous year. Of the
total investment, 79 percent funded climate mitigation projects with the remaining funds USD 7.4
billion funding climate adaptation projects in emerging and developing nations with the primary
beneficiaries being Latin America and the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and the Pacific.
Approximately 8 percent (USD 598 million) of the funding for adaptation projects supported
institutional capacity building and/or technical assistance, 35 percent (USD 2.6 billion) supported
water and wastewater actions, 26 percent (USD 1.938 billion) supported energy and other built
environment and infrastructure, 12 percent (USD 871 million) went towards agricultural and
ecosystem resources and 11 percent (USD 798 million) financed crop and food production. Several
of these investment areas align to the GFCS priority areas with the institutional capacity support or
technical assistance providing a potential avenue for strengthening/modernizing NMHSs. Of the
funds supporting adaptation, USD 673 million was provided as grants.
The World Bank noted the 2017 was a record setting year for it from the perspective of climate
financing due to its deliberate effort over the past few years to mainstream climate considerations
into its operations.
D).3 Governmental-based Development Agencies
Achieving the ambitious goals set out in the UN 2030 Development Agenda requires a significant
scaling up resources from public and private sources. Developing countries have underscore that
Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) should continue to play an important role in the Least
Developed Countries and Small Island Developing States and in leveraging other sources of
finance. Available information indicates that Climate-related Official Development Assistance has
been increasing in absolute and relative terms since 2002. However, total ODA to the poorest
countries is falling as their vulnerability to climate variability and change increases.
Recognizing the above, ODA provides another mechanism for financing GFCS implementation. Here
ODA is treated separately from the funds WMO Members have contributed to the various GFCS
trust funds and VCP programs that support GFCS implementation. ODA provided through agencies
such as Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD), US Agency for International
Development (USAID), UK Department for International Development (DfiD), Foreign Affairs
Canada, and the European Development Fund (EDF) has targeted national and regional
development programs in the developing world. Increasingly, some of these investments have
targeted national and regional climate change adaptation and resilience building initiatives. In
some cases, funding for GFCS implementation activities has occurred after development partners
appreciated the importance of the GFCS to supporting many of the traditional development
programs supported through ODA assistance. Increased dialogue between ODA partners and GFCS
implementation partners is expected to produce increase support especially if the importance of the
support to national and regional development priorities can be well documented.
D).4 Foundations and Non-Governmental Organizations
Foundations and Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs) provide effective mechanisms for
funding the implementation of the GFCS at global, regional and national levels. Many foundations
and NGOs are particularly active in climate change adaptation and, as a result, may already be
indirectly supporting the implementation of the GFCS. In many instances, GFCS implementation
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provides products and services that support the goals of NGOs and foundations. For example, the
development and provision of climate services to climate sensitive socio-economic sectors such as
water, health and agriculture often align with the goal of broad goals NGOs and foundations
making joint programming possible.
Exploring partnerships with the UN Foundation and its partners is encouraged as its objectives align
with the GFCS. The Foundation supports the UN in areas of energy and climate change by working
closely with the Executive Office of the Secretary-General, the UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, UN agencies, and Sustainable
Energy for All. The Foundation notes that as a champion of the work of the United Nations, it is
working to advance the Paris Agreement on climate change by engaging with countries, subnational leaders, and the private sector.
A range of philanthropic funds exist that have the potential to fund or co-fund GFCS
implementation activities in the developing world. Many of these funds including the Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation, and the Rockefeller Foundation are already supporting GFCS
implementation related activities. For example, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation grant making
priorities
in
the
following
areas
of
agriculture
and
food
production
(https://www.gatesfoundation.org/What-We-Do/Global-Growth-and-Opportunity/AgriculturalDevelopment) show considerable alignment to GFCS implementation priorities:
● Research and development in crop and natural resource management to help farmers better
manage and protect their staple crops and livestock through better soil management, water
resource management, and minimizing of crop and livestock waste due to spoilage, weeds,
pests, disease, and other threats.
● Evidence-based policy and decision-making particularly as it relates to (i) data collection and
analysis and (ii) mitigation of risks that may impact production.
Examples of websites providing relevant information on grant opportunities that align with GFCS
implementation priorities include but are not limited to:
● https://www.rockefellerfoundation.org/our-work/grants/
● https://www.insidephilanthropy.com/fundraising-for-climate-change/
● https://www.climateworks.org/portfolios/grants-database/
D).5 Private Sector Financing
Private sector financing provides an approach for financing the implementation of the GFCS.
Currently, the amount of private sector resources being used to finance GFCS implementation is
unknown.
Private sector finance accounted for approximately 60 percent of global climate financing over the
period 2012-2016 as reported by the Climate Policy Initiative in 2017. Much of this expenditure
focuses on climate change mitigation measures; in particular, the implementation of new green
energy programs. The implementation and operation of much of this new infrastructure offers new
opportunities for climate service providers.
Private sector financing to support GFCS implementation is already occurring through direct
financing of implementation efforts or through indirect approaches including in-kind support. Direct
investments include co-financing for (i) observational and early warning networks, (ii) sector based
training and (iii) the provision of scholarships and grants to support education, training and
research. Private sector entities are also procuring goods and services from climate service
providers including data and forecasts products.
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In recent years, MDBs have reported leveraging significant levels of private sector finance to
support climate change financing. The World Bank reported securing USD 8.6 billion in private
financing for climate change in 2017 - an increase of 27 percent compared to 2016.
D).6 Bottom-up Financing
The UNFCCC has recognized that bottom-up financing approaches including community based
approaches such as microfinance and crowdfunding represent credible sources of largely untapped
financing for climate change adaptation and mitigation in the developing world
(https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/paper_-_microfinancing_.pdf). In particular, the report noted
that crowdfunding provides an alternative approach to private sector financing while microfinance
give direct access to micro and small entrepreneurs and community organizations otherwise
excluded from formal finance. This form of financing can enable such organizations to undertake
sustainable small-scale climate actions with significant adaptation potential. Mobilizing resources
through crowdfunding and distributing it through microfinance institutions can be achieved within a
matter of days or weeks with lower transaction costs compared to more traditional means of
financing. Within the GFCS framework, bottom-up financing can be undertaken by NGO
organizations, and small cooperatives to sustain local early warning systems and conduct smallscale studies and investments in priority areas.
In 2015, Reading University successfully completed a crowdfunding effort that raised Sterling
33,000 to improve statistical literacy in Africa. The fund financed improvements to its free InStat
software that is popular with the climate community and facilitated the participation of selected
students in training on the updated tool.
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Annex 17 – Risks for finance and resource mobilization
RISK IDENTIFICATION
Risk

1 GFCS
Trust
Fund is
inadeq
uately
capitali
zed to
support
GFCS
implem
entatio
n and
the
situatio
n may
not
change
in the
near
future

Cause
(If…)

Issue
(then…)

Impact on
objectives

Member
contributi
ons for
the GFCS
Trust
Fund
decline as
fewer
members
are
pledging
reduced
amounts
and many
members
opting for
earmarke
d
contrituti
ons

How to
get
members
or other
entities to
recapitali
ze the
Fund and
or
identify
alternativ
es to the
Fund

GFCS Office
is unable to
staff
appropriatel
y to support
Implementat
ion of
priority
activities;

Early warning
indicators

Declining
pledges and
balances in
the GFCS
account;

RISK
ASSESSMENT
Risk
flagged
by

RISK RESPONSE

Prob
H/M/L

Impact
level

Mitigating
actions

H

H

Members are
encouraged to
once again
contribute to
the Trust
Fund to
appropriate
actions;

Declining
levels of
global
activities
Key
receiving
managemen support
t and
documented
governance in GFCS Office
meetings
reports
are not held
so critical
decisions
delayed;

New plan for
financing and
resourcing
the GFCS
developed,
approved and
implemented
– new plan
will be
contingent on
agreeing to a
new
governance
and
management
arrangement
for the GFCS;

Global
implementat
ion slowed
and
members in
need of
climate
services
need lose
faith in the
GFCS

Explore
secondments
to temporarily
address
staffing
challenges in
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Person
Date due
accountable
for
for action
completion

Ongoing

MONITOR
Progress

Risk
status

the GFCS
Office;
2 WMO
maintai
ns
current
funding
levels
for the
GFCS
Office
or
funding
levels
decline

WMO is
unable to
identify
funds to
increase
funding
to the
GFCS
Office

The GFCS
office
does not
have
appropria
te levels
of staffing
to
effectivel
y
implemen
t the
GFCS

Global
delivery of
GFCS
benefits is
slowed and
beneficiaries
lose interest
in the GFCS

WMO budget
and
budgetary
allocations
approved;

H

Declining
levels of
global
activities
receiving
support
documented
in GFCS Office
reports

H

Implement
measures to
shift some of
the
responsibility
for global
implementatio
n of the GFCS
away from
the GFCS
Office;
New plan for
financing and
resourcing
the GFCS
developed
and approved
– new plan
will be
contingent on
agreeing to a
new
governance
and
management
arrangement
for the GFCS;
Seek a
commitment
from the
WMO on the
level of
funding that
will be
committed to
the GFCS
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over the 4year budget
cycle;
Explore
secondments
to temporarily
address
staffing
challenges in
the GFCS
Office;
3 GFCS
fails to
build
new
partner
ships
that
deliver
signific
ant
resourc
es

7 GFCS
implem
entatio
n
model
is not
approp

Potential
partners
are not
convinced
that GFCS
is a viable
process
that will
assist in
furthering
their
goals and
therefore
represent
sa
significant
financial
liability

How to
strengthe
n global
confidenc
e that the
GFCS is a
process
that can
deliver
significan
t returns
on
investme
nt and
strong
mutual
benefit

GFCS ability
to
implement
programmes
and projects
is
compromise
d

GFCS
implemen
tation
lacks
sufficient
decentrali
zation to

Incoheren
ce
between
decisionmaking
and
regional

Reduced
rate of
implementat
ion

Number of
partners
investing in
the GFCS –
either through
GFCS Projects
or GFCS
Contributing
Projects;

M

M

GFCS
continues to
explore new
partnerships
and
effectively
builds a
strong
business case
to attract new
partnerships
– may be
compromised
by declining
resources
available to
GFCS.

Recruitmen
t of new
partners
should be
ongoing

H

H

Decentralize
GFCS
activities to
national and
regional
levels to the
extent

Ongoing
activity

Number of
new
partnership
agreements
being signed;
Amount of
new funds
coming into
the GFCS;
Slow
implementatio
n of project
activities;
Low levels of
national and
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riately
and
effectiv
ely
decentr
alized
to
mitigat
e
implem
entatio
n risks

be
extremely
effective
and
efficient
especially
given that
implemen
tation is
occurring
at
regional
and
national
levels and
major
decisionmaking is
occurring
at the
global
level

and
national
implemen
tation
often
occurs
especially
where
significan
t
opportuni
ties for
national
and
regional
collaborat
ions and
synergies
exist

regional
ownership of
programme
activities;

possible by
reducing the
implementatio
n deficit in
countries and
regions
through (i)
technical
exchanges
and (ii)
capacity
development
to strengthen
fiduciary
capacity of
GFCS
implementing
institutions’

Low levels of
participation
and
sustainability;

__________________
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