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 For each building block, countries 
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from other sources 
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MRP Feedback Process 

 Role and relevance of market instruments to a country’s overall mitigation 
strategy and rationale for the target sector/program(s)/areas; 

 Level of political support within the country and clarity on the institutional 
arrangement for implementation; 

 Clear planning, sound technical analysis and rationale behind the proposed 
activities or instrument(s) for PMR funding; 

 Synergies from other relevant existing or planned efforts are clearly 
identified;  

 Budget reflects indicative costs, other sources of financing and a timetable; 
and  

 Output/results of the implementation are identified as is the plan to 
monitor and evaluate such implementation 

General Criteria to Assess Quality of MRP:   

PMR-NOTE-PA2-1 contains a full description of the general criteria agreed to in Istanbul 



MRP Feedback Process (continued) 

1. Expert Group: a group of 2-4 experts will provide feedback for each MRP. 
The process will begin after the first draft of the MRP is submitted to the 
secretariat 

 

2. Participants: Feedback can be provided during the informal presentation of 
the MRP  

 

 

Feedback 
The purpose of a feedback process is to harness expertise and experience from 

PMR experts and Participants in order to add value to proposed MRPs 

PMR-NOTE-PA2-1 contains a full description of MRP Feedback Process agreed to in Istanbul 



MRP Funding Allocation Decision 

 Following the MRP feedback process, an Implementing Country Participant 
will finalize the MRP and formally present it to the PA for consideration 

 

 The PA shall assess the quality of the MRP based on the general criteria and 
shall determine the size of the funding allocation taking into account 
additional criteria 

In order to facilitate this decision, the following additional criteria 
are proposed for discussion and adoption at this Extraordinary 
Meeting of the PA… 



MRP Funding Allocation Decision (continued) 

 Comprehensiveness of the proposal and institutional arrangement: the 
extent to which the proposal covers all “market relevant elements”. In 
addition an effective organizational and implementation structure for a 
market-based instrument is being envisioned or has been set up, including 
clear identification of the ministry or agency that will lead the market 
readiness work and the institutional set-up for implementation, and 
elaboration of a clear decision-making process;  

 Scope and depth of the activities for piloting: the piloting program has broad 
coverage of the activities in a sector and is based on sound analysis and 
planning for implementation. There is an estimate of the potential emissions 
reductions; and  

 Resource allocation and ownership: the extent to which the country is able to 
demonstrate its ownership/commitment to the proposal by allocating (or 
planning to allocate) its own resources for implementation. The 
implementation or piloting can be expected in a reasonable period of time. 

…Additional Criteria for Determining the Size of Allocation: 



Forecast of MRP Submissions: May 2012 – May 2013* 

*Implementing Country Participants are encouraged to update the 
secretariat about submission plans in order to keep this table current 
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PMR Fund Capitalization 



Target Capitalization: $100m 

PMR Operation: 
 $20m Implementation Funding: $75m 

Preparation 
Funding: 

$5m  

Target Funding Capitalization 

N.B. these are “fixed” costs 

$45M 

Base allocation 

Base Allocation: With minimum 
allocation of $3m, then  
$3m x 15 proposals = $45m 
 

$30M 

Additional 
allocation 

Additional Allocation = $30m  

 



13 

  PMR FY12 Budget Proposal: Use of Funds 

FY12 Budget: Use of Funds 

Use of Funds In US $ Thousands 

Country Delivery Support and Advisory Services 

Secretariat Services 
     Participant Assembly meetings 

      Workshops 
      Other Secretariat Services 

1,110 
433 
400 
277 

Trust Fund Management 

Contingency 300 

Total FY12  Use of Funds 3,330 

1,794 

1,110 

126 



Status of PMR Fundraising 

 PMR has received pledges of $ 76.4m 
 
Fundraising is ongoing. The PMR 
Secretariat is engaged with potential new 
contributors and encouraging existing 
Contributing Participants to increase 
financial contributions 

 
 Target is to reach full capitalization of 
$100m 

Australia 10.7

Denmark 5.0

European Commission 6.5

Germany 6.5

Japan 7.4

Netherlands 5.1

Norway 5.8

Spain 5.0

Switzerland 8.4

United Kingdom 11.0

United States 5.0

Total 76.4

PMR: Contributions - March 2012

(US$ million)



Current Capitalization: $76.4 million 

PMR Operation: 
 $20 million 

Preparation 
Funding: 

$5 million  

Implementation Funding:  
$51.4 million 

Current Funding Capitalization 

$45M 

Base allocation 

$6.4M 

Additional 
allocation 

With minimum allocation of $3m 
 



Progress: Allocation Process Discussions  



 Panama Consultation – September 2011 

 

 Note #1 presented in Istanbul – October 2011 

 Participants agreed on non-uniform allocation 

 Funding range of $3-10m considered 

  Participants agreed to general criteria for assessing quality of 
MRPs 

  

Note #2 circulated in December 2011 (incorporating Istanbul 
feedback): 

 Proposed two allocation options given the current funding shortfall  

 

Consultations in January and February 2012 

 PMR Secretariat carried out consultations based on feedback from 
Note 2 (feedback summarized in Annex to this presentation)   

 

 

Recap of discussions on Implementation Funding Allocation  



For Consideration by the PA at Extraordinary Meeting 

 Not all countries are on the same schedule: It is important to strike a balance 
between those countries that are ready to submit solid and ambitious MRPs in 
2012 and those that will submit later; neither group should be penalized in 
terms of the potential funding available. Implementing Country Participants are 
encouraged to regularly update the PA on their progress so that the PA can 
better prepare for future allocation decisions 

 

 Given target capitalization, the number of Implementing Country Participants is 
limited to 15: Implementing Country Participants and Contributing Participants 
alike joined the PMR with the expectation that funding would be available to 
implement quality MRPs 

 

 The PA should be prepared for 15 excellent MRPs or for some countries never to 
submit: It may be helpful to implement a time limit for the submission of the 
draft MRP so that the PA can plan ahead for funding allocations. The PA may 
consider that a deadline of December 2013 for the submission of the draft MRP, 
after which funding is uncertain 

 

 

 

 



For Consideration by the PA at Extraordinary Meeting 
(continued) 

 Countries have different levels of access to additional funding: As part of the 
budgeting exercise in the MRP, countries include additional sources of funding, 
including from their own budgets. Some countries are better positioned to 
leverage bilateral funding than others 

 

 MRPs should clarify priorities: Implementing Country Participants should 
prioritize activities in their MRPs to better inform the PA of the order in which 
funding will be spent. The secretariat proposes to amend the MRP Tool as 
necessary 

 

 Fundraising is on-going; pledges likely will follow good proposals: High-
quality and ambitious MRPs are likely to spur additional contributions 

 

 Allocation decisions are challenging: Even if the PMR were fully capitalized, 
determining the size of the funding for an Implementing Country will remain 
challenging  

 

 

 

 



Option Pros Cons 

Uniform Allocation 

Simplifies allocation decision Does not reflect differences in 
need; less opportunity to reward 
ambitious proposals 

Fixed Allocations 
(e.g., $ 3, 5, 8, 10m) 

Greater predictability for 
Implementing Countries; possibly 
more countries receive larger 
portion 

Reduces PA’s flexibility; difficult to 
apply in the face of dynamic 
capitalization 
 

First-come, first-serve 

Ensures early movers are not 
discouraged 

If insufficient funds, reserve list; 
assumes eventual full capitalization 
or some countries could receive 
less than minimum 

Set aside $3m for 
each country; allocate 
additional amount 
when available 

Ensures minimum funding for 15 
finalized MRPs 

Countries may have to wait for full 
distribution; additional costs 
associated with multiple 
installments/tranches 

Allocation Options Considered… 



Options continued… 

Option Pros Cons 

Channel funds from 
Base Allocation Pot to 
Additional Pot 

Encourages early movers to submit 
ambitious proposals in near term 
 

If insufficient funds, reserve list; 
assumes eventual full capitalization 
or some countries could receive 
less than minimum 

Redefine the funding 
range downward 

Increases funding available in 
additional allocation pot 

Risk of undermining work on 
ambitious proposals;  sends 
negative signal on PMR capacity to 
support Implementing Country 
Participants’ plans 



For PA Consideration 



For PA Consideration 

 Additional Criteria for Determining the Size of Allocation 

 

 Confirmation of funding range of $3 – 10m 

 

 Deadline of December 2013 for the submission of a draft MRP 
(after which funding is uncertain) 

 

 Recognize that Implementing Country Participants will develop 
MRPs at different stages and PA must strike a balance between 
encouraging early movers and supporting those MRPs that will 
come later 

 

 

 

 

 



Annex // Additional Information 



The Implications of Funding in Tranches 

  

 

Participants have suggested an allocation process that incorporates funding in 
tranches. There are several important implications to consider for such an 

approach: 

 Administrative & Transaction Cost: 

 A separate Grant Agreement is required for each funding allocation, 
regardless of its size (whether $350K or $10 million). From start to finish, 
these agreements can take months to finalize – both because of the 
World Bank’s internal procedures and countries’ own ministerial 
procedures 

 

 Many Implementing Country Participants require cabinet-level approval 
in order to accept funds. Some require approval in the national budget 
(which is done on an annual basis)  

 

 



 Based on feedback from participants, the secretariat proposes that countries 
also identify spending priorities:  

– Implementing Country Participants are further encouraged to prioritize 
activities in the MRP so that the PA knows where money will be spent first, 
particularly if the MRP can not be financed in full by a PMR Implementation 
Funding allocation 

– The PMR Secretariat proposes to amend the Tool for MRP to provide 
instruction and space for the inclusion of spending priorities 

Identifying Priorities in the MRP 

Under the current MRP Tool, Implementing Country Participants are required to 
propose a budget for each Building Block, specifying sources of funding 
(including from their national treasuries and from outside sources) and the 
amount required 



Implementation Funding : Expectations & Challenges 

 Implementing Country Participants 
joined the PMR with the expectation 
of funding support for their PMR 
activities 

 The PA has broadly agreed to 
minimum funding of US$3 million and 
maximum of US$10 million per 
Implementing Country Participant 

 

Expectations Challenges 

 The PMR is not yet fully capitalized 

 Regardless of capitalization status, 
allocation decisions will be challenging  

 Important to ensure that countries 
have time to formulate high-quality 
MRPs; at the same time, important not 
to penalize early movers 

 All 15 Implementing Country 
Participants could submit quality MRPs; 
or, some countries could stall and 
never submit an MRP 



Proposals presented in Note 2 (December) 

 December 2011 - Secretariat circulated an allocation proposal taking into account 
feedback from Istanbul. Two options were proposed: 

Option 1 – “first-come, first-serve” 
Goal: ensure early movers are not discouraged 

 MRPs considered for allocation on a first-come basis 

 If there are insufficient funds at the time of allocation, the MRP is put on a reserve 
list to receive its funding 

 Allocation will occur once full funding is available 

 

 

Option 2 – “Guaranteed minimum of US$3 million to each MRP” 
Goal: ensure minimum funding is set aside for each (eligible) MRP 

 Enough funding is set aside to ensure all 15 Implementing Country Participants could 
receive a minimum allocation of US$3 million 

 Implies a minimum set-aside amount of US$45 million 

 MRPs that receive an allocation greater than US$3 million receive the additional 
amount only when it is available 

 



Feedback Secretariat  Response 

The first-come, first-serve approach 
outlined in Option 1 could lead to a 
“rush to the bottom” in which countries 
deliver poor-quality MRPs in order to 
avoid missing out on funding. 

A first-come, first-serve approach could increase the risk of a “race to the bottom.” However, 
the goals of the Expert Group review process, the informal MRP presentation to the PA, and 
the agreed-upon criteria are to minimize this risk. The first decision a PA must make is if an 
MRP is ready to be considered for funding; the second decision is to determine the size of 
that funding. Hence, the built-in review process aims to ensure that an MRP is not presented 
for an allocation decision until it meets the basic standards. 

Option 2 guarantees $3million; doesn’t 
seem to be dependent on the quality of 
the MRP and deliverables. 

It is dependent on the quality of the MRP. At PA2, participants felt comfortable with a funding 
allocation range of US$3-10 million. Assuming a country submits a good quality presentation 
that meets the agreed-upon criteria, then it is reasonable to assume it will receive a 
minimum allocation of US$3 million.  

Since Option 2 “locks in” US$3 million 
for each country, irrespective of how 
long it takes to develop the MRP, 
maybe include a deadline for 
submission of 1 to 1.5  years after the 
date of  PA3 after which the a first 
come, first serve approach takes over.  

It is conceivable to set the deadline for the submissions of the MRPs. However, such 
timetable needs to take into account a country’s circumstances and capacity. Implementing 
Country Participants should be given sufficient time to prepare the MRPs and conduct 
consultations.  

Clarify the implications of allocating 
money to an MRP in two phases? Is it 
possible to have a single grant-
agreement with a  clause that says 
additional installments are dependent 
on resources? 

Theoretically it is conceivable to slice implementation funding into tranches. For each 
tranche, a separate legal agreement will have to be signed. Doing so carries potentially very 
high transaction costs, administrative burden, lengthy process for domestic approval for 
grant agreement, and potentially long delay for disbursement.  

Participant Feedback on Note #2 
In the notes below: 

 Option 1 refers to the “first come, first serve” approach 

 Option 2 refers to “set aside $3m for each country” approach 



Participant Feedback on Note #2 (continued) 

Feedback Secretariat  Response 

Can MRPs include details on how much is 
required to implement or pilot a 
mechanism, incl. a break-down of needs 
to show what capacity building methods 
will be included and what each costs? 

The MRP Tool currently requires that countries detail the funding needs required to 
implement or pilot market mechanisms. Each segment of the Tool includes a budget 
exercise that asks countries to break down their funding proposals to show the cost of 
each capacity building activity that is proposed.  

Can MRPs include three different funding 
brackets (min, middle, max) explaining 
what can be delivered under each bracket? 

The concern with the three-tier approach is the potential adverse incentive it gives to only 
seek the maximum funding for any significant progress. That is, it may incentivize 
countries to include very few activities in the lowest bracket of funding and to include the 
majority of activities in the highest bracket of funding. This approach could lead to most 
countries submitting proposals that ask for the maximum funding, without really aiding 
the PA in its decision-making about funding allocation.  
One option would be to include a section in the Tool where countries state clearly their 
priorities (e.g., their top 3 or 4 activities) so that the PA knows what each country would 
spend money on first, particularly if a country does not receive the full amount of funding 
requested. 

How will the criteria be applied in 
practice? If there is no clear idea how the 
criteria are applied in relation to the 
amount of funding available, this may 
result in difficult discussions in PA 
meetings. A scoring grid with questions 
and options could help. 

Given the limited resources available for Implementation funding allocation – even when 
the PMR fully capitalizes – decisions about allocation will be difficult. It is impossible to 
remove all subjectivity from this process. While it may be tempting to boil down decisions 
to an objective score – in reality this does not eliminate this difficulty. What if two or 
three MRPs receive the highest score but there is not enough money available to give 
each the maximum? How will the decision be made then?  



Participant Feedback on Note #2 (continued) 

Feedback Secretariat  Response 

Suggestions for additional criteria to 
use when determining an allocation 
above US$3 million: 
 
1) Clear identification of level of 
existing capacity & capacity needs 
2) Clear indication of emission savings 
(resource allocation should also be a 
function of this to ensure value for 
money)  
3) Sound and comprehensive business 
and financing planning of the 
implementation phase 

#1 and #3 are already included in the criteria for assessing the MRPs.  
 
#2 – Under the MRP,  Implementing countries are requested to make an estimate on 
emissions reductions  in the context of the scaled –up crediting mechanism. There is a 
concern that the nature of the PMR (piloting, for example) does not lend itself to maximum 
emissions savings. In other words – the goal of the PMR is to demonstrate that an approach 
can work THEN scale it up to maximize benefits. It might be difficult to put an accurate 
emissions savings read on MRPs this early on.  Also – some countries will focus on activities 
that do not have a direct link to emissions savings – such as MRV work – it would be difficult 
to make an estimate as a result of MRV work. In addition, a number of Implementing 
Countries intends to explore the ETS, it is perhaps difficult at this stage for these countries to 
estimate emissions reductions from capacity building programs for ETS. 
Ultimately, however, fewer carbon emissions is the goal of the PMR and its participants. For 
Contributing Participants, in particular, demonstrating emission savings is an important 
benchmark for their own constituents. In the additional criteria proposed for determining 
whether an MRP should receive more than US$3 million, the secretariat has added this: 
“There is a clear indication of potential emissions savings and an effort to estimate potential 
emissions reduction as a result of any new policy or mechanisms is provided.” 

PMR funding is not expected to finance 
an entire MRP. How does it works if a 
country receives funding from other 
sources? Countries should submit a 
budget detailing their own 
contribution, PMR and other funding 
opportunities. 

The MRP Tool asks countries to indicate other sources of funding and to what activity(ies) 
those sources will be applied. For example, if a country is already engaged in MRV work with a 
bilateral partner, then funding from the PMR can be used for another area of the country’s 
MRP proposal. Providing information about other funding sources not only better targets the 
PMR allocation, it also helps identify remaining gaps that other donors may be interested to 
support. It also promotes synergies. 



What could funding allocation ultimately look like*? 
Multiple possible scenarios, such as… 

Country 1 

Country 2 

Country 3 

Country 4 

Country 5 

Country 6 

Country 7 

Country 8 

Country 9 

Country 10 

Country 11 

Country 12 

Country 13 

Country 14 

Country 15 

$3m 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

 

Base 

allocat’n 

TOTAL $45 mm 

Add’l 

allocat.(1) 

TOTAL 

allocat.(1) 

$7m 

5 

7 

3 

3 

1 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

 

$10m 

8 

10 

6 

6 

4 

4 

5 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

 
$30 mm $75 mm 

Add’l 

allocat.(2) 

TOTAL 

allocat.(2) 

$6m 

4 

6 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

 

$9m 

7 

9 

5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

 
$30 mm $75 mm 

Add’l 

allocat.(3) 

TOTAL 

allocat.(3) 

$7m 

6 

6 

2 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

 

$10m 

9 

9 

5 

7 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

 
$30 mm $75 mm 

*Assuming all 15 PMR Implementing Country Participants present good 
quality MRPs, as per MRP submission process  


