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PMR Overview 

1. The Partnership for Market Readiness (PMR), which became operational in April 2011, is a grant-

based, capacity building trust fund that provides funding and technical assistance for the collective 

innovation and piloting of market-based instruments that reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The 

Partnership brings together developed and developing countries, as well as other key experts and 

stakeholders, in order to provide a platform for technical discussions on market instruments, South-

South exchange, collective innovation for pilot efforts and the implementation and scale up of financial 

flows. 

2. The PMR aims to provide a platform for technical discussions and the exchange of information 

on market instruments for mitigation; it also aims to help interested countries build the capacity to scale 

up their mitigation efforts, and pilot instruments appropriate to their domestic context. 

3. The PMR objectives, as stated in the Governance Framework, are: 

a. to provide grant financing to countries for building market readiness components; 

b. to pilot, test and sequence new concepts for market instruments, both for domestic and 

new international mechanisms, and to identify potential synergies between national market 

based instruments at an early stage; 

c. to create a platform to enable policy makers , practitioners, and public and private entities 

to share experiences and information regarding elements of market readiness, to learn from 

one another, promote south-south cooperation, and explore and innovate together on new 

instruments and approaches; 

d. to create and disseminate a body of knowledge on market instruments that could be tapped 

for country-specific requirements; and  

e. to share lessons learned, including with the UNFCCC. 

4. Building on the objectives, the PMR has decided to operate in accordance with the following 

principles: 

a. to be country-led and to build on nationally defined and prioritized mitigation policies, 

according to each implementing country's national circumstances; 

b. to coordinate with other readiness efforts to avoid duplication and ensure effective use of 

resources;  

c. to cooperate with other actors and processes that are undertaking similar initiatives, such as 

UN agencies and other multilateral development banks; and 

d. to promote learning-by-doing through early and integrated efforts. 

5. The first part of the PMR Results Framework—which was endorsed by the PMR PA at its Seventh 

Meeting in Marrakesh, in October 2013—proposes to establish a system to evaluate the performance of 

the PMR as a whole.  It would include key questions to assess the PMR’s achievements against its 

objectives and would focus primarily on the PMR’s overall impact on the global GHG mitigation agenda. 
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6. Other relevant background information on the PMR is available in the Design Document and the 

PMR Governance Framework on the PMR website at www.thepmr.org. 

PMR Evaluation  

7. As provided in the PMR Governance Framework, evaluation is the responsibility of the 

governing body—in this case, the Partnership Assembly (PA).a The PA has approved the Terms of 

Reference (ToR) for the First Independent Evaluation of the PMR, based on which the PMR Secretariat is 

to source external consultants to undertake its First Independent Evaluation. The PA will establish an 

Evaluation Working Group (EWG) to provide overall oversight at different stages of evaluation. The PMR 

Secretariat will facilitate the evaluation process in accordance with the guidance provided by the EWG 

and report progress to the PA. In addition, the PMR Secretariat is responsible for monitoring PMR 

operations and undertaking regular assessment of progress achieved in relation to annual work plans, 

for the purpose of identifying reasons for divergence from the plans, and to take necessary actions to 

improve performance. The PMR Secretariat has proposed to the PA, in its Budget for fiscal year 2014, to 

undertake the First Independent Evaluation as part of its regular work program. 

Determining Key Evaluation Questions 

8. The First Independent Evaluation will ensure a broad and representative perspective on the 

achievements and challenges in the PMR. A draft evaluation framework will be prepared to facilitate a 

first interaction with stakeholders on the key questions and methodology for the First Independent 

Evaluation. The framework questions will be based on the standard OECD/DAC Results Based 

Management, Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (RBM MEF), consisting of inputs, outputs, 

outcomes and impacts (as illustrated, for indicative purposes, in Figure 1 below). In this case, outcomes 

and impacts are perhaps too early to assess, but the causal chain leading up to them would be 

investigated.  

9. OECD/DAC Standard Evaluation Criteria include relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impacts and 

sustainability.b The first evaluation will primarily address the first three criteria. The remaining two, i.e., 

impacts and sustainability, will be targeted in subsequent evaluations.  

                                                 
a
 The Sourcebook for Evaluating Global and Regional Partnership Programs: Indicative Principles and Standards, 

IEG-World Bank, Washington, D.C. 2007, recommends that evaluation is the responsibility of the governing body or 
other unit separate from management. In most of these programs, evaluations are commissioned by part-time 
governing bodies and conducted by independent teams of consultants or independent experts.  In either case, the 
body commissioning the evaluation takes responsibility for the quality of the final report and for disseminating the 
findings and recommendations, in different formats for different audiences, as appropriate. 

b
 The World Bank’s Internal Evaluation Group (IEG) has adapted these OECD/DAC criteria to meet the needs of 

global programs. Despite these improvements, the prevailing evaluation methodologies for the assessment of 
global programs have several known shortcomings. These would need to be addressed in the evaluation 
framework for PMR, when the evaluation methodologies are drafted by the evaluation team. For example, the 
relevance of a global activity is considered, not simply in terms of international consensus in support of that 
activity, but also in terms of the extent of country ownership. The latter takes into account, among other things, 
the subsidiary principle, i.e., the extent to which an activity is being carried out at the most appropriate level, and 
the actual or likely winners and losers among stakeholders using the so-called horizontal considerations. 

http://www.thepmr.org/
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Figure 1 – Indicative Results Chain for PMR Intervention 
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10. The present draft indicates a “conservative” level of ambition to take a balanced approach, 

keeping in view the resources and the timeframe of the First Independent Evaluation. The intention is to 

tailor the scope of the evaluation so that results can be obtained in a timely manner to allow for course 

corrections early on in the operations of the Partnership. Subsequent evaluations may be more 

ambitious given that those will build on the evaluative evidence that has been gathered through the first 

evaluation.  

11. Periodic evaluations should review the relevance and clarity of the PMR’s objectives, identify 

constraints that make achievement of specific objectives difficult or impossible, and recommend 

adjustments. The purpose of the first evaluation is primarily to assess the appropriateness of the 

program design and to review the governance and management arrangements. Subsequent evaluations 

should develop into more outcome/impact-oriented assessments. The first evaluation will help define 

the appropriate framework, including key questions and indicators, to carry out the assessments of 

outcomes and impacts of the PMR. 

Suggested Evaluation Approach 

12. The evaluation will cover ongoing as well as completed activities, comprising desk studies, 

questionnaires, interviews and fieldwork in implementing Country Participants. The evaluation approach 

is a ‘real-time’ one, which is designed to facilitate rapid learning, give advice at an early stage for 

changes in implementation still to be feasible, and provide timely information for the market readiness 

community. The evaluation will start with the most strategic questions, for which sufficient time and 
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resources need to be allocated, before moving on to subsidiary questions. The detailed methodology 

will be formulated by the team conducting the evaluation and made available to the PA. 

Evaluation Period 

13. The First Independent Evaluation will cover the first two and a half years of PMR operations, 

namely from April 2011 to December 2013.  

Audience 

14. The evaluation is of interest to the PMR PA and Observers, the World Bank Management, and 

the broader market readiness community. 

Timeline 

15. It is expected that the First Independent Evaluation will be completed by October 2014, with 

interim results expected to become available in time for the ninth PA meeting in May 2014. After the 

First Independent Evaluation, the PA will determine the frequency of the evaluations. 

Evaluation Objectives 

16. Following the PMR objectives and in accordance with Article I of the PMR Governance 

Framework, the objectives of the First Independent Evaluation will be: 

a. To assess the effectiveness of the governance structure of the Partnership and the 

operational effectiveness of the grant allocation mechanism, and suggest ways of 

enhancing PMR support to the PMR Implementing Country Participants. In light of this 

objective, the scope of the proposed evaluation includes progress made by the PMR in 

directing resources to the activities that are most likely to contribute to market 

readiness in the future. The first evaluation is proposed to be implemented primarily at 

the global level - that is, at a level to review the structure, functions, and outputs of the 

PMR process as a whole.  

b. To conduct an evaluation of the PMR's knowledge sharing at the country, regional and 

global levels. 

c. To develop an evaluation framework for subsequent evaluations, including key 

questions and indicators to (i) review the conduct of market readiness activities in all 

countries and review common elements among all MRPs; and (ii) assess the interactions 

between the PMR's global processes and implementation at the country level, with a 

view to determine, on the one hand, how the global processes have affected country 

capacity, and, on the other, how the PMR has contributed to developing best practices 

on carbon market instruments. 

17. The First Independent Evaluation will report on key outputs and catalytic effects of those 

outputs, and the early outcomes that were achieved particularly from the market readiness process. 

There are four clusters of questions on which the evaluation will focus.  
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Scope of Work: Key Questions for the First Independent Evaluation 

18. This section presents the key questions in four clusters. Many of these questions require several 

sub-questions to allow for an informed answer in the evaluation. Whilst the focus of the evaluation is on 

the key questions included in the four clusters, the evaluation team should elaborate and incorporate 

more specific sub-questions, as relevant, to supplement and strengthen the evaluation.  

19. Cluster One (PMR role and effectiveness of learning): Has the PMR added value to the market 

readiness processes undertaken by PMR Implementing Country Participants? What are the key lessons 

so far, and intended and unintended outcomes for market readiness in PMR Implementing Countries? 

20. This cluster of key question will establish the context and framework in which the PMR 

operates. It will look at the current understanding of the issue of carbon pricing and how it could be 

addressed, as well as at the role of the PMR, its effectiveness in contributing to market readiness and its 

role as a knowledge sharing forum in addressing this issue. Some sub-questions to be addressed include 

the following: 

a. What lessons and implications does the PMR experience offer for market readiness, scaling 

up, and likely impacts on future carbon market outcomes? The lessons learnt should include 

an assessment of the PMR’s ability to help PMR Implementing Countries set objectives and 

standards, e.g., for data collection and management, monitoring, reporting and verifying 

emissions, setting of baselines, institutional arrangements, and consultation and 

participation processes. 

b. What steps has the PMR taken to ensure that these lessons are appropriately conveyed to 

the broader market readiness community?  

c. How can successes be replicated, or failures avoided, in a wide range of country conditions, 

including as a prelude to operationalizing the implementation or carbon pricing instruments 

and the possible purchase of carbon assets? 

21. The above assessments should be seen in their context, i.e., factors that may have contributed 

to the successes or constrained optimal achievements. The findings of this cluster should be cross-

referenced to those of Cluster Four, ‘Performance of the PMR’ to conclude on the added value of the 

PMR.  

22. Cluster Two (Relevance of PMR): Is the PMR on track to meet its objectives? Have the PMR 

objectives evolved? What is the relevance of the PMR within the context of the carbon market 

developments at the global and national levels? 

23. The assessment to the above questions should be guided by the following sub-questions:  

a. Have PMR objectives, design and activities evolved since the PMR was announced at CoP16 

in December 2010, based on the consultations undertaken and experience gained since 

CoP16? If so, how have they evolved and what considerations have driven this evolution?  
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b. Are the current objectives realistic in relation to the capacity of Implementing Country 

Participants, i.e. the time frame and resources for market readiness likely to be available 

before the resurgence of the international carbon market?  

c. How do participating countries perceive the costs and benefits of the PMR Trust Fund, 

including timeliness and magnitude of resources? 

24. Cluster Three (Cooperation with other initiatives): Is the PMR cooperating with other 

processes? The assessment in particular should focus on the following: 

a. Cooperation with other processes at the program level: 

i. UNFCCC process: To what degree has the PMR informed the UNFCCC process, and has 

been successfully informed by the UNFCCC process on new market mechanisms? How 

has the PMR taken into account progress made in the UNFCCC process? 

ii. Other programs addressing market readiness: Does the PMR take into account possible 

synergies and overlaps with other, similar programs (e.g., UNEP’s FIRM Program, 

UNDP’s LECB Program, etc.)? What are the complementarities, and the efforts to 

develop complementarities, as well as joint learning and impacts produced by the PMR 

on other programs (and vice versa), with special emphasis on countries that are 

members of several initiatives?  

iii. Do opportunities exist, and are they being used, to develop links between the PMR and 

other bilateral and regional initiatives? 

b. Coordination and cooperation with other processes at country level:  

i. How is donor coordination for market readiness support manifesting itself in PMR 

countries?  

ii. For example, has bilateral and multilateral assistance to PMR countries for market 

readiness changed? If so, how? In particular, how do these bilateral and multilateral 

partners relate to the Implementing Country Participant’s MRP?  

iii. Has the PMR sought to build on the existing bilateral and multilateral programs in 

Implementing Countries? For example, the LECB initiative is operational in some PMR 

countries; has PMR drawn upon this or similar initiatives? 

25. Cluster Four (Performance of the PMR): How effective is the PMR governance framework? Is 

the PMR efficient in achieving desired results? The cluster will be guided by the following questions: 

a. What are the key elements of the PMR governance framework and how has the governance 

structure affected implementation of the PMR? Is the governance system of the PMR 

adequate for delivering its objectives and up to international standards? 
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This sub-question will build on Cluster One and look at the role and effectiveness of the 

governance structure, and the extent to which the PMR has a transparent and accountable 

system of governance. This system will be compared to similar global programs and funds. 

The responsiveness of the Partnership Assembly to the guidance of key international 

conventions and also to the needs of Implementing Country Participants will be assessed. 

b. To what extent is the PMR efficient in achieving results? 

This question should assess the efficiency with respect to resource use and how this might 

have affected the overall PMR delivery, including the role of the PA and the PMR Secretariat 

and the organizational architecture within which the PMR operates. Some guiding sub-

questions are as follows: 

i. Has the PMR used its resources (funds, time and expertise) efficiently to maximize its 

outputs and provide early lessons for market readiness? If not, why? 

ii. Have the Expert Reviewers been utilized efficiently in the assessment of the MRPs? Has 

the selection process of the Expert Reviewers been transparent, free from conflict of 

interest, and has the independence of reviewers been ensured?  

iii. Does the combined use of Expert Reviewers of the MRPs, PA reviews and the World 

Bank’s due diligence represent an efficiency process for assessing MRPs? 

iv. How efficiently and timely has the PMR disbursed the proceeds of the Trust Fund to 

Implementing Country Participants, taking into account Bank Operational Policies and 

Procedures?  

v. Are the resources sufficient to meet the countries’ market readiness needs? 

vi.  Were the countries able to use the resources provided in a timely manner? If not, why? 

Methodology 

26. In collecting and analyzing data and drawing conclusions and recommendations, the evaluation 

methodology will be based on a wide variety of sources of information and use methods to ensure that 

evaluation will result in a valid, credible and legitimate report. Several key questions will be underpinned 

by literature reviews. The evaluation team will follow an approach to ensure that questions are properly 

understood and presented, underlying assumptions have been analyzed, and the resulting data 

gathering and analysis deliver aggregate and synthetic qualitative and quantitative judgments on the 

basis of diverse materials (from desk studies, interviews, surveys, portfolio analysis, field visits and 

verification through stakeholder consultations). If needed, a special methodology to gather and analyze 

data will be developed and adopted. The use of an evaluation matrix that depicts indicators associated 

with key program activities and outcomes, sources of information, and methodology to be used for 

assessing key evaluation questions is recommended.  The evaluation team will develop the detailed 

methodology. 
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27. Document reviews will be undertaken, focusing on documents of the PMR and its activities, as 

well as those from related institutions and standard evaluation protocols. Protocols of, among others, 

the GEF Evaluation Office and Independent Evaluation Group of the World Bank will be considered 

essential sources of information.  

28. Stakeholder consultations. Independent stakeholder consultations will be instituted to ensure 

that stakeholder opinions are gathered on all aspects of the PMR. Relevant stakeholders should include 

governments, civil society, non-governmental organizations and the private sector. Credible surveys 

already conducted for gathering stakeholder views may be used as appropriate. 

29. Interviews. These will be undertaken on specific questions with specific stakeholders, and the 

governments of recipient and donor countries. Special care will be taken to analyze the qualitative data 

using proper tools and techniques.  

30. Country and field visits. To ensure a representative sample of recipient countries, interventions, 

geographical regions, at least three countries will be visited during the implementation of First 

Independent Evaluation. Evaluative evidence from more PMR countries will be included.  

31. Visits to representative PMR countries will serve to gather data, verify available reports and 

documents, and interview beneficiaries and local stakeholders, including local government, 

communities and representatives from civil society. Country case studies in these countries will be 

undertaken to draw and verify results.  

32. Participation in international meetings. Where possible, in order to limit costs, the evaluation 

team will request feedback on the PMR from Participants present at international meetings, either 

through the stakeholder consultation process, interviews or focus group meetings.  

Deliverables/ Specific Outputs expected from Consultant 

33. It is expected that the Consultants will:  

 Finalize the methodology, the key criteria and indicators for each cluster of evaluation 

questions included in terms of reference in collaboration with the PMR Secretariat; 

 Prepare the inception report; 

 Implement and independently undertake the necessary evaluative work for each cluster; 

 Evaluate relevant sources of information through desk reviews and literature studies; 

 Participate in a sample of representative PMR countries and field visits; 

 Report on these visits and findings for evaluation purposes; 

 Interact with representatives of PMR member countries, PMR Secretariat, NGOs, CSOs and 

stakeholder groups (representative list in Annex 1); 

 Prepare draft reports for each sub-component, including evaluative findings and emerging 

recommendations; 
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 Conduct discussions with the external panel of experts and PA Evaluation Working Group as 

relevant; 

 Share the interim findings at PA9 (May 2014); 

 Receive and incorporate feedback from stakeholders before finalizing the report; 

 Prepare the Final Report for the First Independent Evaluation, submit it to the PMR 

Secretariat for circulation and present it to the PA; 

 Prepare the Evaluation Framework—including key questions and indicators—for subsequent 

Periodic Evaluations, submit it to the PMR Secretariat for circulation and present it to the 

PA. 

All deliverables shall be written in English. 

Delivery Schedule 

34. The desired timeline for the evaluation is as follows. The consultant should keep in view the 

following milestones and timeline in submitting their proposals. 

Tentative Timeline for Conduct of First Independent Evaluation: 

 
Jan 

2014 

Feb 

2014 

Mar 

2014 

Apr 

2014 

May 

2014 

Jun 

2014 

Jul 

2014 

Aug 

2014 

Sep 

2014 

Oct 

2014 

Inception report, refining ToRs and evaluation 

methodology development 

  

  

  

  

  

  
       

Stakeholder consultations 
  

  

  

  

  

  
       

Documentation review 
  

  

  

  

  

  
       

Country & field visits 
  

  

  

  

  

  
       

Data analysis           

Interim report (PA9)           

Preparation of Draft Evaluation Report and Draft 

Evaluation Framework 
          

Editing and communication           

Workshop to present report to stakeholders           

Submission of Final Report for the First 

Independent Evaluation (PA10) 
          

Submission of Evaluation Framework for 

subsequent Periodic Evaluations (PA10) 
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Acceptance Criteria for Deliverables  

35. The deliverables shall be prepared in accordance with international good practice for 

evaluations, clearly written and presented, with appropriate level of detail and in accordance with the 

Terms of Reference, keeping in view the audience. Soft and paper copies of the report shall be 

presented.  Specific criteria shall be developed and mutually agreed with the consultant before the 

contract is signed. 

Specific inputs to be provided by the Client 

36. The Consultant shall undertake the first evaluation in an independent manner. The PMR 

Secretariat at the World Bank will facilitate the country field visits. Publication of the report shall be the 

responsibility of the PMR Secretariat. 

Budget 

37. Budget shall be proposed by the consultant based on the team’s composition, personnel 

requirements, and the expected travel and subsistence expenses for travel to at least three 

representative PMR countries. 
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Annex 1 - List of Potential Interviewers for Evaluation 

The stakeholders/beneficiaries whose perspectives would need to be reflected in PMR evaluation 

include: 

 Implementing Country Participants, including relevant focal ministries, members of the 

climate change mitigation working groups or equivalent; 

 Stakeholders in Implementing Countries — various ministries and departments with 

impacts on targeted sectors, environment ministries or equivalents, Ministry of Finance, 

political bodies concerned with legislation, policy and national planning, private sector 

representatives, civil society representatives; 

 National research organizations working on RE/EE policies and strategies; 

 Donor Participants;  

 Observers (NGOs, think tanks, UNFCCC Secretariat, other MDBs, bilateral development 

agencies, private sector, UNDP, UNEP); 

 Private sector organizations in the Implementing Countries who are market readiness 

stakeholders and likely to have an interest in the design of carbon pricing strategy 

options; 

 PMR Secretariat; 

 PMR Experts and Expert Reviewers; 

 International organizations engaged in market readiness issues; 

 Other evaluation bodies; and 

 World Bank units concerned with the design, management and activities of the PMR.  


