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INTRODUCTION 

The Eighth Session of the Partner Advisory Committee (PAC) was held in Oslo, Norway, on 5 and 6 

April 2018. The meeting was hosted by the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) and was attended by 

20 representatives of 12 partner organizations and 2 organizations as observer (see list of 

participants)  

 

1. OPENING OF THE SESSION 

1.1 At the opening, the Secretary-General of NRC, Mr Jan Egeland, formerly the Co-chair of the 

High-level Taskforce for the Global Framework for Climate Services (GFCS) that developed the 

document “Climate Knowledge for Action: A Global Framework for Climate Services – Empowering 

the Most Vulnerable” providing recommendations on the proposed elements for the Framework and 

next steps for the consideration of the Sixteenth World Meteorological Congress in 2011,  

highlighted the fact that making progress in delivering operational climate services to users on the 

ground such as farmers, doctors and others, is taking more time than originally expected.  There 

was therefore need for the PAC and service providers to work together to enhance the delivery of 

services to end users.  

1.2 Mr Selvaraju Ramasamy, chair of the PAC, welcomed the Group on Earth Observations 

(GEO), the latest member to join formally the PAC after the Seventh Session held in October 2017. 

The PAC now has 21 members. He thanked NRC for its contribution to the work of the Taskforce on 

Governance, Management and Finances of the GFCS as well as members of the PAC who are 

contributing to the various chapters of the report being developed by the Taskforce on Governance, 

Management and Finances of the GFCS. He noted that following the 7th meeting of the PAC in 

October 2017, the attention of the PAC has focused on actions being undertaken in response to the 

Mid-term Review of the GFCS through taskforces and working groups.  

 

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

2.1 A request was made to amend the agenda to allow PAC members who attended the Second 

Development Partners Conference (Geneva, 21-21 March, 2018) to provide some reflections to the 

meeting as they would be useful in informing the presentations and discussion on the Taskforce on 

Governance, Management and Finances. An overview of the WMO Commission for Climatology 

(CCl) was also provided to raise awareness by PAC members of the role it plays in supporting 

GFCS, particularly the CSIS pillar to enable PAC to consider further synergies. Given the number of 

items on the agenda to be covered by the meeting, a request was made to reduce the amount of 

time spent on the country activities.  The amendments proposed to the agenda were unanimously 

approved. 

2.2 The World Meteorological Organization (WMO) informed the session that the Development 

Partners Conference: Strengthening and Sustaining Hydro-meteorological Services, co-organized 

by WMO and the World Bank/GFDRR (21-22 March 2018) highlighted the following issues: (i) 

proposals submitted to the Green Climate Fund (GCF) by various actors lack the climate rationale, 

are not sufficiently specific in addressing the climate challenge, do not conform to basic 

requirements or standards, and do not sufficiently include national authorities and hydro-

meteorological institutions in their development; (ii) proposals to GCF are piecemeal and do not 

address in an integrated manner systemic issues related to coordination and effective development 

and application of weather and climate information and services in support of decision making for 

adaptation and mitigation; (iii) proposals to GCF do not provide a clear understanding of the 

connections and linkages with other current and planned initiatives (how they fit within the context 

of other projects being developed or implemented with financing from other sources), thus not 

resulting in desired outcomes and not ensuring sustainability of the investments made; (iv) there is 

http://www.gfcs-climate.org/sites/default/files/List%20of%20Participants.pdf
http://www.gfcs-climate.org/sites/default/files/List%20of%20Participants.pdf
http://www.gfcs-climate.org/sites/default/files/PAC-8-d02-1-AGENDA-approved_en.pdf
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lack of incentives to enable and promote effective coordination of key actors for the development 

and implementation of integrated proposals. The GFCS has a lot of elements that could contribute 

to address GCF issues such as: (i) an implementation plan developed through a consultative 

process that involved more than 2500 experts; (ii) implementation entities through the PAC and 

(iii) a Secretariat. On a wider scale, it was stressed that several projects under implementation are 

aligned with GFCS implementation plans, however GFCS role in guiding the design and 

implementation of projects, or monitoring progress, remains marginal. Based on the identified 

issues, WMO was requested by the Chair of the Taskforce on Governance, Management and 

Finances to develop a note with options on “GFCS Manageable Interests” to help alignment of the 

governance, management and financing arrangements being developed by the various chapter 

leads of the Taskforce on Governance, Management and Finances of the GFCS. The note developed 

by WMO contained two options (scenarios). Each option will have implications on governance, 

management and finance and so an “alignment meeting” will be needed once each of the 3 chapter 

leads will have something ready (end-May or beginning-June). Option 1 of the note suggests 

considering GFCS manageable interests as (i) providing advisory services for project identification 

and project design, and (ii) monitoring and evaluating the implementation of climate services 

(tracking outputs, results and identifying lessons learned). In the case of option 2, using CREWS as 

a model with its secretariat, trustee, procedures for programming and project development, 

financing arrangements, implementation plan and evaluation. With similar elements, the GFCS 

could facilitate analysis of needs, co-development of project proposals, submission of work plans to 

the Steering Committee by the Secretariat, release of funds by the Trustee based on approval of 

the work plans by the Steering Committee and joint implementation by the implementing partners 

following approval, in addition to the functions listed in Option 1. The GFCS was requested (by the 

Second Development Partners Conference) to develop a Concept Note articulating how it could 

serve as a facility for project design, implementation coordination and strengthened coordination 

among partners to be shared with the chairs of the Working Group 4 of the Second Development 

partners Conference.   

2.3 The World Bank (WB) informed that the Development Partners Conference agreed to 

explore a “Global Hydromet Compact”, with the aim to be launched at the World Bank - 

International Monetary Fund (WB-IMF) annual meeting in October 2019. The “Compact” would be 

aligned with the new WMO Strategic Plan (to be endorsed at the 2019 World Meteorological 

Congress), and would help with catalysing behavioural change, finance, knowledge, collaborative 

mechanisms and public-private partnerships. The relationship of the “Compact” with the GFCS 

remains to be defined.  

2.4 The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) reminded the group 

about the need for clarification from GCF regarding feasibility of financing multi-country projects 

that are aligned with the GFCS implementation plan/exemplars; about the options of using 

readiness and preparatory support programme that seeks to maximize effectiveness; and about 

how projects could be financed with some accredited entities who do not have co-financing 

available. PAC members discussed the pros and cons of these scenarios, including the dependency 

of option 2 on the existence of option 1; and the need to ensure user-based partners are 

sufficiently involved in provision of advisory services. 

2.5 In the context of considering new future mechanisms for implementation, the GFCS 

Office recognized weaknesses in (i) resource mobilization for the Priority Needs implementation, 

despite the contributions made by various actors, would have needed, among others, door-to-door 

efforts and (ii) inadequate monitoring and evaluation mechanisms, which prevented reporting 

successes and how the GFCS is effectively being implemented in a large number of countries and 

(iii) absence of a champion to advocate the GFCS at a high political level.  

 

http://www.gfcs-climate.org/8th-session-PAC
https://www.dropbox.com/s/34qjdaio6cr83qs/Maxx%20-%20GFCS%20manageable%20interest%20options.docx?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/34qjdaio6cr83qs/Maxx%20-%20GFCS%20manageable%20interest%20options.docx?dl=0
http://www.crews-initiative.org/en/about-us/secretariat
http://www.crews-initiative.org/en/about-us/trustee
https://ane4bf-datap1.s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/wmocrews/s3fs-public/ckeditor/files/Revised_Operational_Procedures_Note_No1_Programming_and_Project_Development.pdf?OlO3Yfu.Sp1.aIiGNEBPbphkoloVjhnN
https://ane4bf-datap1.s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/wmocrews/s3fs-public/ckeditor/files/Revised_Investment_Plan_2016-2020.pdf?Ko0G3NnbZBcfXhGgJHDJ0H61bsSW5fl5
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3. REVIEW OF THE STATUS AND NEEDS FOR THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE PAC TO 

THE TASKFORCES AND WORKIG GROUPS ESTABLISHED BY THE MANAGEMENT 

COMMITTEE OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL BOARD ON CLIMATE SERVICES (IBCS) 

a. Taskforce on Governance, Management and Finances 

3.a.1 - Governance Chapter: The WB reported on behalf of the group which includes WB, 

MeteoSwiss and UK Met Office. The group considers that form follows functions and so until there is 

clarity about what form the GFCS will take their task will be a challenging one. Despite this 

challenge, the group is preparing a draft paper expected to be shared with the Taskforce on 

Governance, Management and Finances of the GFCS towards the end of April. They note that the 

GFCS structure had in its original conception anticipated 5 Management Committees aligned with 

the pillars, which have never been put in place. The paper being developed will propose 2-3 options 

for the future governance structure of GFCS. The group believed that the proposed structure would 

need to be less government-centric, more inclusive of the different stakeholders to better reflect 

the priority areas of the GFCS, and be more flexible, more process-focused and less bureaucratic. 

Five potential governance models were discussed, namely (i) updating the existing GFCS 

Governance structure and remaining under WMO Congress, (ii) resembling the governance 

structure of the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) with a UN Special 

Representative for Climate Services, (iii) resembling the governance structure of 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)/GEO with an independent governing structure, 

(iv) developing a new governance structure with a Key Organization Group (lead for pillars, lead for 

exemplars, lead for implementation) similar to the humanitarian clusters or (v) resembling the 

governance structure of Climate Risk and Early Warning Systems (CREWS), which correspond to 

option 2 in the note “GFCS manageable interest options for alignment of governance, management 

and financing arrangements”. The meeting noted some limitations with the CREWS model where 

the steering committee is composed exclusively of donors, which are not enough in number in the 

context of GFCS. There was interest in the 4th model with Key Organization Group (KoG) and an 

inter-agency setting. Participation would be similar to that of the UNISDR global platform and 

synergies could be established with the International Conference on Climate Services (ICCS) and 

the Climate Services Partnership (CSP), but it was noted that the interagency management seemed 

complex. The GFCS could pull strength from different models used by other frameworks and 

propose its own model. It was noted that the engagement of non-state actors has improved under 

frameworks such as UNISDR and Sustainable Energy for All (SEforALL). Thus, the proposed 

governance structure for the GFCS should be informed by these good practices to achieve the goal 

of being more inclusive. The meeting indicated that it would be useful to have a corollary for each 

of the options proposed in terms of outcomes that could be expected for each of the options.   

3.a.2 - Management Chapter: NRC reported on behalf of the group which includes FAO and UNDP 

from PAC. NRC noted that as they developed the proposals for the management structures they 

recognized the need to remain ambitious and have medium to long term strategies. They proposed 

GFCS should maintain key functions which include: (i) knowledge management to facilitate access 

to good practices, (ii) clearing house services taking advantage of what the GFCS actually offers 

and fundraising (matching funds with needs), (iii) monitoring and evaluation of progress with 

provision of climate services to the end-users, (iv) technical support to entities implementing 

activities on the ground, e.g., partners, National Meteorological and Hydrological Services (NMHSs) 

and Regional Climate Centres (RCCs) and (v) communication. The lack of monitoring and 

evaluation (M&E) capacity has limited the capacity of GFCS to communicate about its usefulness 

even though there is an M&E framework approved by IBCS. The meeting highlighted that the GFCS 

must provide benefits with or without projects, so that capacities get developed over time. 

Fundraising would be best supported by GFCS by ensuring joint approach to development of e.g. 

GCF proposals with support from the GFCS Office (for example by strengthening the climate 

rationale of proposals and providing some quality assurance for capacity development of NMHSs), 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/34qjdaio6cr83qs/Maxx%20-%20GFCS%20manageable%20interest%20options.docx?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/34qjdaio6cr83qs/Maxx%20-%20GFCS%20manageable%20interest%20options.docx?dl=0
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however the proposed governance model should avoid overloading the GFCS Office, and be based 

on what GFCS intends to manage. The meeting also recommended that coordination, enabling 

activities and assisting with access to products and services should be considered as a key function 

for GFCS. With regards to the clearinghouse function, the GFCS should avoid conflict of interest 

since many partners are accredited to climate funds. The meeting recommended that the GFCS, if 

it assumed such a clearing house function for donors such as the GCF, should rather concentrate 

on providing the framing conditions to ensure high-quality climate services are provided e.g., 

quality assurance, guidelines, standardization, good practices, training and support to NMHSs and 

RCCs to optimally use all types of funding sources made available to them. One participant noted 

that the vision of the GFCS is getting muddied by opportunities. There is a need to firm up the 

value proposition of the GFCS by the Taskforce on Governance, Management and Finances of the 

GFCS, in synchronization with the governance and finance realities and ambitions to enhance the 

effectiveness of the work of the chapter leads. An alignment meeting of the Governance, 

Management and Finances chapter leads is called for to harmonize not only the work being done, 

but the common vision of the GFCS’s value proposition. 

3.a.3 - Finance Chapter: The GFCS Office reported on behalf of the finances chapter lead, based 

on the presentation made by David Farrell on 29 March 2018 to the Taskforce on Governance, 

Management and Finances of the GFCS. Many projects are supporting different GFCS priorities but 

are not accounted for. Aligning the sources of financing is challenging and many investments 

remain uncoordinated. A mechanism will be proposed to better monitor progress with GFCS-related 

priorities at a country-by-country level. An “option paper” would propose the role of GFCS with 

regards to coordinating funding streams to ensure optimal implementation of GFCS priorities 

building upon respective comparative advantages.  

b. Taskforce on Strategy to Enhance Implementation of the GFCS 

3.b – The World Health Organization (WHO)/WMO Joint Office  for Climate and Health presented as 

co-chair of the Taskforce for the development of the Phase II Operational Resource Plan (ORP) (on 

behalf of the chair – US-NOAA). This group was asked by the Management Committee to outline 

the requirements for accelerating implementation of GFCS in the reminder of Phase II and in Phase 

III. They first reminded the PAC that most of the basic requirements for GFCS implementation, and 

risks to implementation identified in GFCS Implementation Plan 2011-2012 are still valid today and 

have manifested as weaknesses. These include GFCS’s (i) organizational complexity, (ii) leadership 

and management, (iii) resourcing, (iv) support for high priority projects, (v) judicious selection of 

high-priority projects, and (vi) communication. The approach to developing a Priority Needs 

Document for the Operationalization of Phase II did not meet expectations as an approach to 

resource mobilization nor for accelerating implementation. Thus, the unimplemented priorities 

should largely carry over into Phase III. However, the chairs recommend GFCS should focus 

principally on 3 areas: (i) technical guidance and support; (ii) knowledge management and 

brokering and (iii) creating connectivity between partners and dialogue. Monitoring and evaluation 

and fund raising remain management functions which are also requisite for success. It was noted 

that the identification of strategic partnerships will support traction and progress in these areas. 

For example, the Climate Services Partnership and its International Conference on Climate Services 

was highlighted as an opportunity for leveraging existing efforts for knowledge management and 

connectivity. Development of a GFCS theory of change was noted as a means to communicate and 

sensitize partners and members in connecting to the vision and next steps. It was noted, that the 

Management Chapter Task Team – have made similar conclusions and it was suggested discussions 

on “enhanced implementation” and “functions for management” should be merged as one input to 

MC. The former task group will thus not be reconvened, but consulted to socialize the more 

advanced proposals. The IBCS Management Committee will need to provide clear directions to the 

Task Group to ensure timely update of the implementation plan before the next meeting of the 

WMO Congress.  
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Actions: Co-chairs (US-NOAA/WHO-WMO) to merge recommendations with the Management 

Committee Chapter. 

c. Working Group on Climate Services Standards 

3.c - The meeting recognized standards need to be developed to match the evolution of 

international approaches in developing climate services and partner’s needs. The European 

Commission (EC) expressed interest in supporting ISO 14090 about principles, requirements and 

guidelines for adaptation to climate change, and would also be interested in actively collaborating 

in the development of standards for climate services beyond ISO 14090. To this extent, the EC 

agreed to share its contacts from Copernicus and ISO with the GFCS in order to foster a closer 

collaboration and to ensure alignment of the different processes. WB in Moldova is also supporting 

the verification and quality management system of the NMHS to be ISO 9001 certified. The WMO 

Commission on Climatology (CCl) briefed the meeting on the function and goals of CCl, which was 

established to provide world leadership in promoting expertise and international cooperation in 

climatology. CCl is currently reorganizing itself to better serve the needs of GFCS and developing 

guidelines for quality management in climate services (currently under review), following ISO 9000 

and ISO 9001 standards. PAC partners valued learning about actions CCl is taking to support GFCS, 

particularly the CSIS. The standardization efforts would address production of climate services, 

measuring uncertainty as well as ensuring quality of user interface platforms. Work will be 

supported by ClimatEurope and discussed during CCL-17. The United Nations Educational, Scientific 

and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) noted that ethical principles of climate services were recently 

adopted by UNESCO. 

d. Working Group on Communication Strategy 

3.d – This group comprised of the European Organisation for the Exploitation of Meteorological 

Satellites (EUMETSAT), the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), WHO, NRC and UK 

Met Office, has as its objective to review and provide a strategy and prioritize communication 

goals. The 2015 Communication Strategy of the GFCS was only partially implemented. The group 

has not convened yet since there is still a lack of clarity about what needs to be communicated. 

Important features of the GFCS communication strategy are (i) to ensure communication both 

ways, including from partners and from Members to better understand what is communicated from 

partners and Members to GFCS and (ii) to communicate based upon proper information from a 

monitoring and evaluation system on the basis of concrete reports. The World Food Programme 

(WFP) suggested that the terminology used in GFCS would need to be clarified to ensure concepts 

are properly communicated.  

e. Working Group on Brainstorming on the UIP 

3.e - The meeting recalled that at its last meeting, in October 2017, it had agreed to develop a five 

page  “White Paper” to clarify the UIP concept/principles and the space or network within which it 

is embedded, proposing functions and connections across GFCS. Several publications have already 

been prepared, including the Annex to the Implementation Plan of the GFCS – User Interface 

Platform Component, the CCL ET-UIPs “Guidance on Good Practices for Climate Services User 

Engagement”, and the Energy Exemplar to the User Interface Platform  (Executive Summary here). 

The CCl ET-UIPs decided to use the terminology “User Interface” dropping the term “Platform” to 

avoid confusion with web-based tools and other types of platforms, and be inclusive of outlook 

forums and multidisciplinary working groups. WMO suggested that the CCl guidelines be the 

starting point for the work of the working group. The approach should go beyond interface to ways 

to provide access, and should explore co-production and co-design of the information, with 

examples. The meeting noted that the GFCS Helpdesk once developed would be an online presence 

contributing to the User Interface Platform (UIP) where users can access resources, tools and 

http://www.wmo.int/pages/prog/wcp/ccl/index_en.php
http://www.wmo.int/gfcs/sites/default/files/Components/User%20Interface%20Platform/GFCS-ANNEXES-UIP-FINAL-14210_en.pdf
http://gfcs.wmo.int/sites/default/files/IBCS-MC-3-Communication%20Strategy%20-d07-4-Approved_en.doc
http://www.gfcs-climate.org/sites/default/files/Components/User%20Interface%20Platform/GFCS-ANNEXES-UIP-FINAL-14210_en.pdf
http://www.gfcs-climate.org/sites/default/files/Components/User%20Interface%20Platform/GFCS-ANNEXES-UIP-FINAL-14210_en.pdf
http://www.wmo.int/pages/prog/wcp/ccl/opace/opace4/ET-UICS-4-2.php
http://www.gfcs-climate.org/8th-session-PAC
http://www.gfcs-climate.org/8th-session-PAC
http://www.gfcs-climate.org/sites/default/files/Priority-Areas/Energy/GFCS_Energy%20Exemplar_JN17453.pdf
https://www.cno.org.co/sites/default/files/documentos/actas/Energy%20Exemplar%20Executive%20Summary.pdf
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products, and request technical support. The EU invited the meeting and the Working Group to 

reflect experiences of the Copernicus Program, the European Centre for Medium-Range Weather 

Forecasts (ECMWF), EUMETSAT, MeteoAlarm and Climate-Adapt. The meeting recommended that 

the White Paper should contribute to understanding how a UIP (or a CSIS-UIP link) would work 

most effectively with other partners across timescales. WMO (Jean-Baptiste Migraine) and GEO 

(Douglas Cripe) will lead the process with the contribution of WFP (Katiuscia Fara). WHO/WMO joint 

office can contribute from guidance developed for the health sector. The CCl will be available to 

review the draft developed by the Working Group.  

Actions:  

 Jean-Baptiste Migraine (WMO) to coordinate with Katiuscia Fara (WFP) and Douglas Cripe 

(GEO) the development of the White Paper on the UIP; 

 EC (Diogo de Gusmão-Sørensen) to share contacts of Copernicus Manager and the 

International Organization for Standardisation (ISO) currently engaged with the EC on 

climate services and work on standardisation. 

f. Working Group on Linkage of GFCS with major policy agendas 

3.f - The Working Group is yet to be established. Given the work being done by WMO and the GFCS 

Office in linking climate services with NAPs, WMO was requested to take a lead on this task. It was 

noted that contributions to all policy agendas such as the new Urban Agenda, Sendai Framework 

and the 2030 Agenda and its SDGs should be included, not just the Paris Agreement. The United 

Nations High-level Political Forum on Sustainable Development (HLPF) was indicated as an 

opportunity to link with major agendas.  

Actions:  

 Through Ilaria Gallo, WMO to lead this task; 

 Partners to explore opportunities for featuring or contributing to the July 2018 HLPF event 

and other upcoming events. 

 

4. ENHANCING EFFECTIVENESS OF PAC 

4.1. The meeting recalled that GFCS’ vision 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 scale”, and invited feedback about partners’ motivation to join 

the PAC, their expectations vis-à-vis GFCS, and ideas around how PAC members currently work 

together at the national level and how existing mechanisms and new tools could support better 

coordination of PAC activities at national level and to reflect on goals and indicators of effective 

coordination.  

4.2 WFP recognized that many Field Offices do not understand GFCS, and this is in part due 

to the unclear terminology used in GFCS. At country level the NMHSs should play a stronger role in 

understanding and communicating about climate services,  GFCS and bringing users together to 

develop an understanding of user requirements and initiate co-design and co-development of 

services. At country level the priorities of WFP, and many other UN partners, are informed by 

priorities set forth by the Governments and thus it is not possible to decide at global-level what 

should be prioritized nationally, even though a large number of activities contribute to GFCS 

priorities. GFCS should be process-oriented, and help bring relevant partners to contribute to 

http://www.copernicus.eu/
https://www.ecmwf.int/
https://www.eumetsat.int/website/home/index.html
https://www.meteoalarm.eu/
http://climate-adapt.eea.europa.eu/


8 
 

building sustainable processes at country level. WFP indicated that a wealth of expertise/knowledge 

already exists in WMO but it is not easy to access, understand and connect to. 

4.3 WMO highlighted the differences among various organizations. Given these, the critical 

issue is to determine what would be the right degree of engagement to enable synergies for 

partners to work more together. WMO further highlighted that in the end it is about finding 

incentives and enabling the PAC members to coordinate as a group of organizations working 

together towards a common objective (the GFCS) rather than a sum of individuals’ contributions. 

4.4 ECMWF being entrusted by EC to operate the Copernicus Climate Change Service (C3S), 

has recognised the critical importance of GFCS in providing the right framework to reach out 

globally and multiply the usefulness of its Climate Change Service. Highlighted coordination with 

WMO/GFCS in the preparation of a White Paper to identify areas of collaboration (needs to be 

followed up by a roadmap). ECMWF DG sent a letter to WMO SG, confirming ECMWF engagement 

to support some events (e.g. training), as long as it can also serve as increasing the awareness 

and uptake of C3S. Rethink the value and the offer from C3S in terms of global products 

(reanalyses, EO ECVs, multi-model seasonal forecasts, global climate scenario products) in order to 

respond more closely to GFCS partners’ demands. Noted the need to work with GFCS to ensure 

efficient access to products and add value from global to regional to local levels. Explore fitness for 

purpose of the C3S Climate Data Store (and ultimately the EU Data Information Access System - 

DIAS) to promote development of downstream services in GFCS targeted countries. Possibly 

amend and tailor, depending on resources. ECMWF C3S relies on GFCS (and e.g. its RCCs and 

meteorological services) to be the relay at local level, the arrangement being that training material 

and expertise can be provided by C3S, the last (downstream) mile, including the private sector and 

NGOs, being done in the context of GFCS. ECMWF coordinates easily with organisations like 

EUMETSAT, GEO and GCOS, etc. as the organization had this coordination before GFCS and 

continues to do so even outside GFCS. Noted that they use the EC leverage to ensure this is done 

efficiently. Noted expectation for GFCS to serve as an intermediary to liaise more efficiently with 

organizations like WHO, FAO, etc. 

4.5 For Helvetas, a user of climate information contributing to make climate information 

more useful, there is an immense potential to scale-up climate-related activities, through improved 

coordination among the key actors. Today, long-term interventions can’t be designed without 

considering climate change. It looks to the GFCS to ensure standards for information and quality 

assurance as there are concerns that the climate information is not of sufficient quality to inform 

decisions. Implementation should come from the partners and not from the GFCS, and the partners 

should mobilize additional stakeholders to ensure GFCS concepts translate into actions.  

4.6 NRC, based on their mandate in providing experts through deployments, its 

engagement with the GFCS, and though the PAC, is motivated by the desire to respond to direct 

requests of expertise to support the GFCS implementation on the ground. Based on the 

collaboration with the PAC, there could be more deployments in the future, subject to availability of 

funding.  

4.7 GEO identified some existing services such as Data Access for Risk Management (GEO-

DARMA), GEO Vision for Energy, (GEO-VENER), Global Agricultural Monitoring (GEOGLAM), GEO 

Global Water, health community of practice, which could be very useful for the GFCS to strengthen 

synergies. In addition, the GEOSS Portal, where data providers have made available 400 million 

resources, may be useful for search and discovery of Earth observation data and information in the 

development of climate services. 105 Governments have designated a GEO Principle who can be 

considered the focal point to ensure GEO resources are optimally used at the country level in the 

context of GFCS. GEO is a member of the UN IAEG-SDGs Working Group on Geospatial Information 

and contributes to report about SDGs through this working group.  

https://www.earthobservations.org/activity.php?id=110
https://www.earthobservations.org/activity.php?id=110
http://ggim.un.org/
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4.8 UNESCO contributed to the development of the Water Exemplar for GFCS. UNESCO 

suggested that the interaction with the UN-WATER Expert Group on Water and Climate Change 

could be beneficial to GFCS. A number of existing working groups in the water community could be 

better linked to GFCS. It noted that the World Water Week in Stockholm (26-31 August 2018), 

United Nations High-level Political Forum on Sustainable Development (HLPF, 9-18 July) could be a 

good venue to connect with a number of  the relevant members of the community. Furthermore, it 

noted the need to coordinate to upscale. 

 4.9 The United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS) has a growing portfolio in more 

than 80 countries, and the climate and resilience dimensions in project delivery are becoming 

dominant. As such, UNOPS would appreciate GFCS connecting them with the appropriate projects 

and approaches in need for procurement and project implementation support. UNOPS can also 

provide a roster of experts specialized in disaster risk reduction, infrastructure, GIS, community 

engagement and more, to GFCS partners when the need arises.  

4.10 The International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics (IUGG) was invited to join the PAC, 

with a network of researchers and scientific associations which can help the NMHSs in supporting 

the right decisions based upon information and data available. The national meteorological 

societies such as the AMS could also support political engagement for the NFCS. For IUGG the PAC 

needs to talk about how it should coordinate based on improved understanding of what partners do 

(who is doing what in each pillar and how we engage to achieve better coordination/results).  

4.11 WHO received the mandate to address climate change from its Member States in 2008. 

GFCS was seen as a principle vehicle to develop and access climate services in support of this 

agenda and country programmes. WHO shared some of its original motivations to participate in the 

GFCS, outlined in a 3-page brief on its role in GFCS, as well as expectations and measures of 

success for GFCS in the health sector. WHO not only contributed to the development of the Health 

Exemplar but agreed to lead health implementation under GFCS through a joint WMO-WHO Office 

on Climate and Health. WHO is not an official PAC member, as new partnerships are difficult for the 

agency to sign to, compounded by the fact that the World Health Assembly does not recognize 

IBCS as an intergovernmental body. Some  Ministries of Health have partnerships with NMHSs and 

interact to strengthen use of climate information at country level, but application remains limited. 

WHO expressed interest in better understanding the expertise available from the GFCS network, 

including from WMO. It was noted the PAC could benefit from technical conversations to learn 

about advances in climate services and science – the last such discussion at the global level was 

the Implementation Coordination meeting organized by the GFCS Office in September 2014. WHO 

also highlighted it would be useful to identify where organizations are already working together and 

how, and circulating descriptions of what each PAC member does in relation to GFCS, their 

expertise and tools, also noting how PAC members currently work together (at what level). 

Knowing this could help strengthen GFCS implementation at the national level.  

4.12 WMO will continue to establish the operational systems to ensure delivery of climate 

services at the country level through improved operational coordination from the global to regional 

and national levels. WMO expects GFCS PAC members to help with alignment of programs toward 

shared objectives, to ensure projects are designed with coordination; and to provide expert inputs 

in relation with agriculture, energy, food security, health, disaster risk reduction, etc., to ensure 

forecasts are improved for variables that matter to achieve specific outcomes, with a co-design and 

co-production approach. WMO is getting organized to provide expert services to its partners in 

order to guide project development, starting from an expression of interest from WB and the 

African Development Bank. WMO noted the need to focus on solving problems collectively at 

country-level, rather than targeting global solutions.  

4.13 EC noted that activities it supports such as the Copernicus and the 85 million Euro 

Intra-ACP programme contribute to strengthened production, availability, delivery and application 

http://www.worldwaterweek.org/
http://www.copernicus.eu/
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/3/2015/EN/3-2015-7766-EN-1-1-ANNEX-2.PDF
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of science-based climate prediction and services, and in turn contribute to the implementation of 

the GFCS.  

4.14 WB noted that it joined the PAC with limitations since the country operations are guided 

by country teams and not by headquarters. The task team leaders need to better understand the 

added value of the GFCS, and identified potential champions to promote implementation of NFCS 

action plans in Moldova, Burkina Faso and Mali for example.  

4.15 FAO is one of the early partners of the GFCS and was part of the Project Oversight 

Board prior to PAC, and joined the PAC to further strengthen the collaboration with WMO started in 

1952. The GFCS activities are expected to further strengthen agrometeorological services, and to 

better use expertise and services available from the regional and global centers. GFCS could 

support the design of the global and region specific monitoring for early warning, risk reduction and 

response, technical cooperation related to data, tools and methods to improve agrometeorological 

products and services and their access by small farmers and to support development of joint 

programmes and projects.  

4.16 UNDP is contributing and serving as partner agency since the beginning of GFCS.  It is 

supporting more than 160 countries on climate change and DRR.   UNDP is one of the largest 

implementing agency for GEF and GCF national projects/programme.  GFCS could serve as a 

technical coordination platform on climate service, in finding technical gaps and guiding partner 

agencies in building national capacity on climate services including serving as a knowledge platform 

and information sharing of good project/programme models which could be replicated in different 

countries and regions to develop good programmes and initiatives.    The support of GFCS will 

enable partners to act and plan as one in countries towards the achievement of Paris agreement 

and SDGs (particularly focused on climate services).   

Actions:  

 GFCS to lead the update of partner resources mapping that would support GFCS 

coordination and implementation, ; 

 GFCS Office to provide a synthesis on the status of implementation of NFCS (including the 

list of countries and focal points); 

 The next PAC meeting to be preceded by a technical discussion. 
 

Focus activities for  2018 

4.17 The following were identified as key activities for the PAC workplan for 2018: 

 Communication (as part of the work of the communication working group), including the 

development of a GFCS highlights brochure with a few case that demonstrate added value; 

 Development of the White Paper clarifying the concept of UIP (led by GFCS Office); 

 Development of mechanisms, including documentation for linking the GFCS with major 

policy agendas (lead by WMO); 

 Organize a technical meeting, prior to PAC-9, to raise awareness of technical advances and 

developments in service delivery; 

 Global level mapping of: 

http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/3/2015/EN/3-2015-7766-EN-1-1-ANNEX-2.PDF
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o Institutional resources available within PAC members; GFCSO to develop a template 

to collect the information from PAC members. 

o Project proposals’ pipeline to enable cross-fertilization of expertise among partners 

(using existing mechanisms such as the Africa Hydromet Programme and upcoming 

Asia Hydromet Programme); 

o Events where coordination would be useful with an indication of the event, organizer 

and the role of the PAC. GFCSO to develop an events spreadsheet to support 

coordination and template for reporting events. 

 Country level mapping of initiatives contributing to National Frameworks for Climate 

Services implementation, remaining gaps and focal points (starting with Burkina Faso where 

various partners have activities); consider metrics to align programmes and tools that help 

determine if NMHS have enough resources and support to support climate service delivery 

and consider how we report on success; and 

 

5. UPDATE ON ACTIVITIES BEING IMPLEMENTED ON THE GROUND BY PAC 

MEMBERS 

5.1 The meeting was provided with an overview of the activities being implemented by WB 

and WMO under the CREWS Initiative. CREWS aims to significantly increase the capacity of Least 

Developed Countries (LDCs) and Small Island Developing States (SIDS) to generate and 

communicate effective, impact-based, multi-hazard, gender-informed early warnings and risk 

information. CREWS approved and funded 7 projects over 2017. The example of Burkina-Faso was 

presented, where multiple partners including WMO, United Nations Development Programme 

(UNDP), the Department for International Development (DFID), the French Research Institute for 

Development (IRD) and WB, all contribute to implementing the national framework for climate 

services. WB is mobilizing USD 31 million from GCF and International Development Association 

(IDA) to support early and rapid warning systems, while CREWS provides expertise and resources 

to the national institutions through WMO in order to improve synergies and collaboration among 

projects and partners, and ensure optimal use of larger investment resources. More details are 

available in the 2017 annual report. In 2018, the WHO and UNFCCC have launched a global 

initiative for climate and health in SIDS, to provide national health authorities in SIDS with the 

political, technical and evidence and financial support to better understand and address the effects 

of climate change on health. Regional action plans for the Pacific, Indian Ocean, and Caribbean all 

call for partnerships to strengthen climate services, such as MHEWS, integrated surveillance, and 

research. 

 
6. ROTATION OF CHAIRS 

6.1 Following discussion UNESCO offered to serve as vice-chair of PAC. The PAC agreed 

unanimously with the suggestion.  

 

7. DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING OF PAC  

7.1 The next meeting of the PAC will be held on 22-23 October 2018 at the headquarters of 

the FAO, Rome, Italy. The first day of the meeting will consist of a technical discussion. The 

meeting will be followed by the 6th Session of the Management Committee of the IBCS on 24-25 

October 2018 to which PAC members are invited in the same venue.  

No other business was discussed and the meeting closed at 16:30 on the 6 April 2018. 

https://ane4bf-datap1.s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/wmocrews/s3fs-public/ckeditor/files/CREWS_AR_2017_20180403_EN_office_print_pages.pdf?R2L0fB.picJePmweXlZHc_X.iDswbYNi
http://www.who.int/globalchange/sids-initiative/en/

