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	Title:  NDC Support Programme 

	Programme Value £ (full life): £126 million
	Review date: (and review period start-end)
1st April 2025- 31st March 2026

	Programme Code: GB-GOV-13-ICF-0008-ext1-NDCP

	Programme start date: April 2024
	Programme end date:  March 2031



	Year
	2024-5
	2025-6
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall Output Score
	A
	A
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Risk Rating 
	Moderate
	Moderate
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Link to Business Case: 
	NDC Partnership extension business case - Redacted.docx

	Link to Logframe: 
	NDC Support Programme Logframe 2024-31 Logframe 

	Link to previous Annual Review (if appropriate)
	NDC Partnership Annual Review 2024-2025.docx



[bookmark: _Toc229553613]Description of programme 

The NDC (Nationally Determined Contributions) Support Programme is a multi-element support offer to the NDC Partnership. The NDC Partnership is a platform which brings together over 140 countries and 100 institutions to support countries to design, enhance and implement their NDCs. It was established following the Paris Agreement, to help countries develop and implement their NDCs, including through improving access to finance.
Partnership members are supported by a central Support Unit (SU), jointly hosted by the World Resource Institute (WRI), United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS), and the UNFCCC. The Support Unit has two key functions: 
· Matchmaking and coordination: facilitating the matching of developing country NDC and climate planning needs with technical and financial support from developed country members (such as the UK and Germany) and institutional members (including the World Bank and UNDP). 
· Knowledge and learning: sharing knowledge across the membership through a global knowledge hub, providing quick and easy access to data on NDC gaps and trends, guidance, good practice, and funding opportunities.  
To complement these functions at a country level, the Support Unit manages a network of in-country NDC facilitators and embedded advisers, whose role is to directly enhance countries’ core capacity to articulate their NDC priorities and deliver their NDCs, strengthening institutional capacity within governments.  
The[footnoteRef:3]five-year Work Programme (WP)￼ designed and approved by the partnership’s Steering Committee and supported by the Support Unit, who act as the partnership’s secretariat. The WP is designed to coincide with the five-year Paris Agreement cycle and states the Partnership’s overall priorities and objectives for each cycle.  [3:  NDCP Work Programme 2021-2025
] 

The 2021–2025 Work Programme built on the Partnership’s early success to drive more ambitious climate action and sustainable development outcomes. It supported countries through implementation of NDCs submitted in 2020–2021, delivery of the Global Stocktake in 2023, and the subsequent cycle of NDC revision and enhancement leading up to 2025. As the UK’s NDC Support Programme’s MEL framework is aligned with the Partnership’s MEL framework, this reporting period primarily captures results from the final phase of delivery under the 2021–2025 Work Programme. 
The new 2026–2030 Work Programme[footnoteRef:4] sets out how the NDC Partnership will support developing countries to strengthen core systems and capacity for NDC implementation, mobilise climate finance, and raise ambition, including support for NDC 4.0 from 2028. Future reviews will assess the UK’s contribution to the delivery of this work programme.  [4:  NDC Partnership 2026–2030 Work Program] 

The UK’s offer to the NDC Partnership through the NDC Support Programme 
The UK’s NDC Support Programme aims to build institutional capacity and capability for NDC development, enhancement and implementation in developing countries, using the NDC Partnership as its anchor. The programme supports the Partnership to drive coordinated global action to raise ambition and accelerate delivery of countries’ climate plans.
The UK was an early member of the NDC Partnership and has been a core donor and Steering Committee member since 2018. The programme team leads on UK representation on the Partnership’s Steering Committee, programme management, governance and oversight. The UK also served as Co‑Chair of the Steering Committee from 2021 to 2023.
Between 2018 and 2024, the UK provided funding to the Partnership’s Support Unit, a Technical Assistance Fund, and the Partnership Action Fund (PAF). Learning from this period — including during the UK’s co‑chairship — informed the design of the current 2024-31 Business Case which adopts a multi‑element delivery model to maximise impact and flexibility. This is the second year of delivery under the current Business Case, and in this reporting, period we have channelled support through four complementary funding elements: 
1. A financial contribution (£4,075,000) to the Partnership’s Support Unit, which delivers the coordination of the NDC Partnership’s successful model of collective climate action. The UK provides funding to WRI as co-host of the SU under this element.
2. A bilateral Country Engagement Fund (CEF), managed by the Support Unit (as UNOPS) on behalf of the UK has mobilised £950,000 to fund a network of in-country NDC facilitators and embedded advisers to strengthen governments’ capacity to implement their NDCs until 2030. 
3. Support to institutional members to aid developing country members with their NDC planning and delivery. This included overseeing grant agreements with UNDP’s Climate Promise and the World Bank’s Climate Support Facility (CSF), with £2,600,000 provided to UNDP and £6,000,000 to the World Bank. We also began identifying additional institutional members to be funded in future years to help facilitate NDC 3.0 implementation efforts.
4. A financial contribution of £7,000,000 to the Partnership’s ‘last response efforts’ which refer to the contribution to the multi-donor Partnership Action Fund (PAF), managed by the SU (as UNOPS and WRI). The PAF supports urgent country requests when they cannot be supported by development partners including developed countries and institutional members; in order to ensure that no country is left behind.    

In addition to the four funded elements, the DESNZ programme team also delivers cross-Whitehall and embassy engagement to support the delivery of NDC support to developing countries via NDC Partnership.

[bookmark: _Toc229553614]Summary of progress and supporting narrative for the overall score 

This is the second year of delivery under the NDC Support Programme Business Case (2024–2031). ￼As the performance indicators show, it has met or exceeded the majority of its objectives for this reporting period, with strong performance across most delivery areas of delivery. The programme has therefore received an A score.

Across the logframe, 13 out of 17 indicators (76%) met or exceeded targets, including eight that exceeded expectations and five that met expectations. Four indicators did not meet targets. Strong delivery was driven in particular by Output 1 ‘Improved coordination and quality of demand and supply of support.’ (A+), where all indicators exceeded expectations. This demonstrates that the programme is effectively delivering its core function of coordinating demand for and supply of support across the Partnership. This is a critical foundation for programme success, as effective coordination enables successful delivery across capacity building, implementation support, and NDC development. These results also demonstrate the strong value for money of the UK’s contribution to the Partnership’s Support Unit.
As in the previous year, not only has the UK provided funding to the Partnership’s Support Unit but also has its own portfolio of delivery mechanisms to build on previous technical assistance and capacity building through the NDC Partnership. This includes the Partnership Action Fund, the Country Engagement Fund, and institutional partners including the World Bank and UNDP. A particularly significant achievement through these funding elements is that the programme supported 52 developing country Partnership members to submit updated NDCs, representing a substantial contribution to the global NDC 3.0 cycle. This level of reach is exceptional and reflects the combined effectiveness of Output 1 coordination alongside delivery through Outputs 2 and 3. It demonstrates that the programme is not only facilitating support but enabling countries to deliver core international climate commitments at scale. 

The focus this year has shifted from setup to full delivery, with the programme successfully expanding the reach of support. Through the Country Engagement Fund, the UK supported 19 countries, including establishing multi-advisor country teams in Kenya, Mexico, Tajikistan and Vietnam. This has strengthened in-country coordination and capacity for NDC submission and implementation. Also, institutional first response support through UNDP and the World Bank have contributed to NDC 3.0 development, improved ambition and quality, and strengthened implementation planning. 

Support through the Partnership has also contributed to wider system-level progress. 80% of NDCP developing country members who responded to the annual members survey, reported that the Partnership report being on track with NDC delivery, and many continue to strengthen implementation and planning processes. 

Case studies from CEF advisors and UNDP highlight the quality and value of support provided via the NDC Support Programme, including the role of embedded facilitators in navigating complex political contexts, strengthening coordination across government and partners, and sustaining momentum on NDC development and implementation.

Performance was more mixed for Output 2 (Capacity and capability of developing countries increases), where indicators measuring reported increases in capacity and engagement did not meet targets, largely due to data and measurement constraints linked to optional survey responses and limited historical baselines. Output 3 (Developing countries establish and enhance climate plans, policies and processes) performed more strongly overall, with targets generally met or exceeded. The main shortfall under Output 3 relates to Indicator 3.1 at Partnership level and is explicitly linked to the basis on which the target was set, rather than weak delivery. Similarly, capacity constraints inhibited the ability to work towards Output 4 (B) ‘More effective and joined up UK Support’, although engagement activity increased later in the year with the presence of a new Senior Programme Manager.

Evidence of value for money remains strong. The multi-element approach has enabled efficient and flexible allocation of resources across the elements. It has also allowed the programme to respond rapidly to evolving demand from the partnership. While both delays in the mobilisation of funds for the World Bank’s Multilateral Development Bank  Long-Term Strategies (MDB LTS) facility due to internal World Bank governance issues and ongoing financial pressures due to ODA cuts presented challenges, the programme has adapted effectively through proactive financial management including the prioritisation of funding being routed into the Country Engagement Fund and PAF to support direct institutional capacity, risk management, and holding delivery partners to account. 

Overall, the programme is performing well with clear evidence of progress in support unit coordination, capacity building at a UK and Partnership level, and NDC development. The score of ‘A’ reflects strong delivery across most outputs, while recognising the need to strengthen outcome-level evidence, improve data reliability, and refine indicators to better capture the quality and impact of support in future reporting periods.

[bookmark: _Toc229553615]Progress against recommendations from the last review

	Recommendation 
	Progress 

	Logframe and ToC recommendations 

	 
The programme team will set targets for all indicators that do not have them and update the language in cases, where it has been established to not be sufficiently clear. The programme team will utilize the programme’s available data for this year to set the baseline for the following reporting years, starting with the next annual review for the reporting year 2025 / 2026. 
 
 
	This was achieved. Following the previous annual review, the programme team undertook a comprehensive assessment of the logframe. As part of this process, targets were established for all relevant indicators to ensure that progress could be measured consistently. Although, in some cases the team needed an extra year to see results to set meaningful targets. Existing indicators were also revised where necessary to improve clarity and ensure that they accurately reflected the programme’s intended outputs. This work has strengthened the programme’s ability to track achievements and maintain alignment with its objectives. 


	Working with the SU to align MEL and update the Work Programme 

	The programme team will organize a MEL focused session between the NDC Partnership’s Support Unit and the UK NDC Partnership programme team to enable more effective and complementary collaboration on MEL and ensure a shared understanding, 
	This has been achieved. A MEL workshop took place with the Partnership’s Support Unit. The availability of relevant data needed to monitor progress against these indicators was confirmed.
The workshop also ensured alignment on results collection timelines. By agreeing a consistent schedule for data collection and reporting, the programme team and the Support Unit have strengthened their ability to track progress, measure outcomes, and meet reporting deadlines.


	The programme team will be working closely with the Support Unit to ensure that the UK’s views are captured and reflected in the new Work Programme (2026-2031), which will include a focus on the building blocks approach for climate action. 
	This was achieved. The UK worked closely with the Support Unit to influence the development of the new MEL framework, to complement the partnership's New Work Programme so that it aligned with the building blocks approach. In particular, the programme team advocated for a disaggregation of data by GEDSI categories. 

	As part of the wider MEL engagement process with the Support Unit, the programme team will ensure that the programme follows the latest GEDSI guidance from the PMO team and incorporates GEDSI in the logframe to enable more equitable delivery across the programme’s multiple delivery elements. 
	This was partially achieved.The indicator on the gender split of advisers remains in the logframe, and we have ensured that methods are in place to collect this data. However, there was limited scope to add further GEDSI-related measures for this year or future years. 
Consideration was given to whether data could be collected on other protected characteristics, such as race, and whether gender pay gap data could be included, but   UNOPS does not provide data on other protected characteristics and salaries due to GDPR concerns. 
Also, evaluating GEDSI beyond this is not necessary in this instance as the programme has a minimum GEDSI ambition. 


	The NDC Partnership level logframe and Theory of Change are updated in parallel to the new Work Programme and this process will be taking place towards the end of the 2025 /2026 reporting period. We will be inputting into the refreshing of the logframe and ToC to ensure that donors can effectively track output, outcomes and impact. Once an updated ToC and logframe has been agreed upon at the Partnership level, we will proceed with updating our ToC and logframe at the UK level. This is likely to happen early in the reporting period of 2026 /2027. 
	This has been achieved. We have produced a more robust logframe and Theory of Change, working alongside Knowledge and Learning colleagues within the Support Unit to align the products with their Building Blocks for Successful Climate Action’ model. The main changes included removing intermediate outcomes and output 4 to ensure better alignment and accessibility of data. This allows us to track progress towards Partnership-level outcomes as well as the UK’s contribution to them. The new ToC and Logframe will be used to assess the programme in future annual reviews. 

	MEL review recommendation 

	The programme team will assess the MEL needs and requirements of the programme, based on the new ODA landscape, as well as available budget, which will become clear after the Spending Review process will have concluded. The programme team will then decide about the programme’s overall MEL approach and the best way to proceed with the MEL element of programme delivery. 
	This was partially achieved. Due to budget uncertainty and team capacity constraints following the ODA cuts announcement, it took longer than expected to decide on the MEL approach. However, a new Senior Programme Manager is now in place and is leading the procurement of a new MEL partner, who will deliver an evaluation to assess the effectiveness of the UK’s NDC Support Programme and provide lessons to inform future programme development. Internal MEL requirements, such as results collection and annual reviews, will continue to be delivered in-house.

	Stakeholder engagement recommendations 

	The UK NDC Partnership team will be focused on ensuring that the programme’s delivery partners are aligned with and informed of UK’s logframe and MEL approach and reporting provided will respond to the programme’s UK level MEL requirements.  
	This was achieved. Significant work has taken place to align the NDC Support Programme’s 2026/27 logframe with the Partnership’s MEL framework. Delivery partners have been made aware of logframe changes for both this period and the next, helping to ensure alignment and data availability. There are relatively limited data requirements for other delivery partners, including UNDP and the World Bank, but they are aware of these requirements.

	Building on this year’s performance, the programme team will deliver additional sessions to DESNZ programme teams and continue embedding UK’s contribution to the NDC Partnership in our ICF capacity building offer.  
	This was not achieved. Due to unforeseen capacity constraints, the engagement workstream was deprioritised, resulting in limited DESNZ-wide engagement. However, there is scope for this to increase now that a new Senior Programme Manager is in place and leading on engagement.

	NDC Partnership Programme Management Recommendations 

	The NDC Partnership UK Programme Team will improve the Country Engagement Fund process by following the developed guidance on sharing the Requests for Support and obtaining approval for priority countries within a six-week period and working closely with the Support Unit to deliver a responsive and efficient bilateral offer.  
	This was achieved.The team has refined its process for analysing each Request for Support. This has included consulting the Support Unit, as well as colleagues in priority countries, to determine which roles align with UK interests. This has supported the development of a responsive and efficient bilateral offer and enabled us to build an almost full portfolio of roles in DESNZ priority countries.

	The programme team will deliver a refresh of Requests for Support tracker to ensure that it provides an overview of RfS from other country partners and contributes to more effective coordination of country level support across ICF. 
	This was partially achieved, as a Requests for Support tracker was created. However, due to staffing changes, it has not been updated regularly.




[bookmark: _Toc229553616]Major lessons and recommendations for the year ahead 

	Recommendation
	Deadline

	Robust reporting expectations will be included in agreements with new Institutional First Response Partners. This will strengthen our ability to evaluate their performance and allow us to better hold partners to account on integration/utilisation with the Partnership.
	September 2026

	The programme team will work with the Support Unit to get greater clarity on methodology for reporting into indicators and ensure data is provided on time.
	August 2026

	The programme team should mitigate delays in CEF fund utilisation caused by lengthy recruitment processes for advisors and facilitators by considering a small level of over-programming funds within the CEF and, where appropriate, using shorter-term capacity-building support in selected countries.

	Ongoing 

	The programme team will influence the Support Unit to push for a higher response rate across the Annual Members survey. The Annual Members survey is a key Input to the data needed to report in the programme Logframe, and it is therefore essential that response rates are as high as possible, so data is reflective of all member experiences. 
	August 2026

	The programme team will explore ways to better assess and understand how institutional partners being funded are perceived and the work they are doing is valued by recipient countries (likely through the upcoming independent evaluation) and identify ways to get feedback from recipient countries that is representative and useful. 
	December 2026

	The programme team will work with analysts to establish a scoring matrix for next year’s annual review for indicators where targets are less difficult to estimate. This will give more flexibility when scoring indicators where it has been challenging to set targets. This will ensure the annual review can better capture the programme’s progress. 
	August 2026


[bookmark: _Toc229553617][bookmark: _Hlk110858960]
	Section B: Theory of change and progress towards outcomes 



[bookmark: _Toc229553618]Summary of the programme’s theory of change, including any changes to outcome and impact indicators from the original business case 

The programme’s Theory of Change (ToC), as set out in the original business case, remained valid over the reporting period and continued to underpin delivery. The ToC is structured around two core inputs: the funding provided through the ‘funded elements’ (which includes funds for the Support Unit, funds for the Country Engagement Fund, funds for institutional members of the NDC Partnership and funds for the PAF), and the UK’s membership of the NDC Partnership.

The activities from these inputs, which include the Support Unit’s main activities as described in section A, the recruitment of embedded advisors and facilitators, delivery of relevant technical assistance, as well as engagement in membership activities (such as being active participants of the Steering Committee) and significant cross Whitehall and embassy engagement - work together to deliver the following outputs:
 
1. Improved coordination and quality of demand and supply of support through the SU’s matchmaking efforts and in-country engagement.
2. Capacity and capability of developing countries increases through the deployment of embedded advisory support that builds institutional capacity, as well as dedicated and relevant technical assistance on NDC development, enhancement and implementation. 
3. Developing countries establish and enhance climate plans, policies, and processes through technical assistance and the development of institutional capacity through the recruitment of embedded advisory support. 
4. More effective and joined up UK support driven by the Partnership, which is facilitated by our internal cross Whitehall and embassy engagement which supports the coordination of our programmatic offer on NDCs.

These outputs then lead to two intermediate outcomes; increased access to climate finance and NDCs are mainstreamed into development plans and budgets, and then to two outcomes; accelerated NDC implementation and raised ambition and quality of climate action. Finally, these then lead to an overarching impact of the goals of the Paris Agreement being achieved – i.e. Paris Agreements processes are followed, and average global temperature rise is limited to 1.5oC.
Some logframe indicators are reported at both Partnership and UK levels. Partnership-level indicators capture the progress of the NDC Partnership as a whole, including countries and initiatives not directly funded by the UK but potentially supported through the UK’s contribution to the Support Unit. UK-level indicators capture progress from initiatives directly funded by the UK, including the CEF and PAF, UNDP Climate Promise and the World Bank as pooled funds. Adjustments made to the programme’s Logframe for this reporting period focused on including more UK-level indicators to improve attribution to UK support and enhance measurability. Outcome indicators have been refined to better capture results for UK-supported countries and allow disaggregation across delivery channels (CEF, IFR and PAF). Also, intermediate outcome indicators have been clarified to better measure progress on climate finance and mainstreaming. However, these adjustments did not fundamentally change the underpinning ToC logic. 
Further changes were made to the Programme’s 2026/2027 Theory of Change and Logframe to align the UK level ToC with the Partnership’s New Work Programme (2026-31). These are highlighted throughout the review. 
All of the UK’s activities detailed through this ToC are in alignment with DESNZ ICF objectives. The UK’s contributions to the platform both support the delivery of wider UK government objectives and showcase its role as an international climate leader that is enabling ambitious climate action. This ToC builds on the ICF 3.0 ToC, emphasising supporting country engagement and strengthening institutional capacity through ambitious climate action.
[image: ]Figure 1 - UK's NDC Support through NDC Partnership Theory of Change summary

[bookmark: _Toc229553619]Progress against the expected outcomes and impact, and actions planned for the year ahead] 

There is encouraging evidence of progress towards accelerated NDC implementation: in this reporting year, 81% of Partnership-supported countries and 82% of UK-supported countries reported being on track or ahead of schedule in meeting their NDC mitigation and adaptation targets, and 40% of country members reported reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. While this is an impact-level result and cannot be fully attributed to UK NDC Support Programme interventions alone, it provides an indication of the success of the partnership’s model for climate action. 
At a Partnership level there is also evidence of progress in integrating NDC measures into development planning and budgeting, with 67% of developing country members reporting that they had integrated NDC measures into planning processes. Taken together, these results suggest that the programme is helping to create some of the enabling conditions needed for longer-term transformational change. However, UK-level intermediate outcome results on integration of NDC measures into planning and budgeting, and on mainstreaming low-carbon, climate-resilient investment projects, were below target. This does not necessarily indicate weak delivery but rather reflects less progress with implementation during a year when countries and partners were primarily focused on NDC 3.0 preparation and submission, rather than implementation and mainstreaming.
At the UK-level, outcome-level, results on NDC ambition and quality were below expectations against logframe targets, with 44% of UK-supported countries submitting NDCs with increased ambition (against a 70% target) and 56% submitting improved-quality NDCs. This primarily reflects the fact that not all supported countries completed NDC submissions during the reporting period. When considering only those UK-supported countries that did submit an updated NDC, performance is significantly stronger: 67% demonstrated increased ambition and 87% improved quality. This indicates that where support translated into completed submissions, it was effective in strengthening both ambition and robustness. This is consistent with Partnership-level results, where 64% of member countries submitted more ambitious NDCs and 84% improved quality. Taken together, this suggests that while overall coverage fell short of expectations, the programme was effective in improving ambition and quality where NDC 3.0 support was delivered through to completion
ODA funding constraints have required prioritisation across delivery channels for future years and may affect the likelihood of fully achieving the programme’s intended impact, but they have not fundamentally changed the programme’s overall direction. In the year ahead, the focus will be on strengthening the evidence base for outcome-level reporting, refining methodologies and targets with the Support Unit, embedding clearer data requirements in delivery arrangements, and shifting emphasis from NDC submission towards implementation, mainstreaming and investment readiness. Progress towards procuring a MEL partner should also improve the programme’s ability to assess contribution to outcomes and impact over time.
[bookmark: _Toc229553620]Logframe updates since the last review 
There have been a series of changes to the Logframe for the 2025-6 (this review period) and 2026-7 iterations (next review period). 

The changes made for 25-26 were mainly focused on adding indicators that captured the UK’s specific contribution to the partnership and the theory of change by including data from each of the funded elements separately. This has bolstered the results collection methodology as we have been able to better interrogate how each individual element is performing and give us more confidence in the overall score. 

For 2026/27, a significant overhaul of the Logframe was undertaken to align it with the NDC Partnership’s new theory of change and MEL framework. This meant updating indicators so they better reflect the Partnership’s building blocks model for successful climate action and are easier to report on using Partnership data. For example, the mainstreaming and climate finance intermediate outcome indicators are being adapted into outcomes to capture strengthened integration of NDCs into planning and budgets, and stronger domestic capacity to identify, develop and mobilise climate finance. This logframe will be used for future annual reviews. 

	Section C: Output scoring 



A note on scoring methodology
Many indicators include sub-indicators for different programme elements, which were scored individually rather than cumulatively. The overall score for each indicator was then calculated by averaging the scores of its sub-indicators.

Output 1: Improved coordination and quality of demand and supply of support

	Output Title 
	Improved coordination and quality of demand and supply of support

	Output number: 
	1
	Output Score: 
	A+

	Impact weighting (%):  
	30%
	Weighting revised since last AR? 
	No

	Risk rating:
	Minor
	Risk revised since last AR?
	No

	Indicator(s)
	Milestone(s) for this review
	Progress 

	1.1 Number of developing country members who have received support via the Partnership in the previous review period, disaggregated by: 

(i) Total supported by the Partnership
(ii) Those supported by the Country Engagement Fund
(iii) Those supported by institutions funded though the UK’s institutional first response element (IFR)
(iv) those supported by the Partnership Action Fund 
	Baseline (2024/5)
(i) 101
(ii) 10
(iii) 20
(iv) 75


Target
(i) 100
(ii) 20 
(iii) 20
(iv) 75



	Achieved results
(i) 108 (Partnership total)
(ii) 19 (CEF)
(iii) 34 (IFR)
(iv) 61 (PAF)

At the partnership level, targets were moderately exceeded overall. The Country Engagement Fund was just below target, but made significant progress, nearly doubling the number of countries supported. Institutional First Response saw substantial achievement beyond the target, supporting 14 more countries than expected with improved clarity on countries being supported when compared with last year. For the Partnership Action Fund, 14 fewer countries were supported than anticipated, which, given its role as a multi-donor fund of last resort, may reflect fluctuating supply and demand or increased support through other mechanisms. 

Indicator 1.1 is scored as A+ (progress moderately exceeded expectations), as overall support surpassed the target (sub indicator i) and the shortfall in PAF support (sub indicator iv) was offset by the IFR support (sub indicator iii). It is an explicit aim of the business case to reduce reliance on PAF by increasing IFR. This offset gives an early positive indication that the UK is reducing reliance on the Partnership’s last resort mechanism.   

	1.2 Number of partners providing support to requests made by developing country members in the previous review period, disaggregated by:
(i) members of the partnership
(ii) non-members of the partnership
	Baseline (2024/5)

(i) 81
(ii) 229

Target
(i) 80
(ii) 230


	Achieved results 
(i) 84
(ii) 237

Targets for both sub-indicators were moderately exceeded. For both members and non-members of the partnership, there has been a small increase in requests supported, when compared with the baseline. 

This signals the partnership’s continued success with matchmaking a high number of members with developing countries to provide tailored support. 

Indicator 1.2 is scored as a A+ (progress moderately exceeded expectations), as both sub-indicators surpassed their targets. 


	1.3 % of implementing and development partner members (who responded to the members survey) that have used Partnership data and insights (from kNook, peer exchanges, knowledge products or the Knowledge Portal) to programme support and make decisions in the previous review period.
	Baseline (2024/5)

94%

Target
60%
	Achieved result
83%

The target for this indicator was surpassed by 23%.
This result suggests that the Partnership’s Knowledge and Learning function is helping to improve the quality of support, with a large proportion of partners using Partnership products to design tailored support.

However, this finding should be treated with caution. It is based on 61 responses from implementing partners out of a possible 100, and we do not know exactly which partners this question was relevant to.

There is also likely to be some methodological bias, as the respondents are likely to be those most engaged with the Partnership and therefore more likely to report using Partnership data. This may also help explain the high result in the previous year. The programme team has recommended that, next year, the Support Unit works to improve survey response rates across all countries.

Indicator 1.3 is scored as a A+ (progress moderately exceed expectations). 


	1.4 Number of knowledge and learning products or convenings created/delivered by the Partnership’s Support Unit in the previous review period that make use of the knowledge gaps identified through the partnership.
	Baseline (2024/5)
298

Target
300
	Achieved result
314

The target was for this indicator was moderately exceeded. This shows good evidence that the partnership has been able to deliver a robust Knowledge and Learning offer and indicates good progress on improved coordination and quality of demand and supply of support. 

Indicator 1.4 is scored as a A+ (progress moderately exceeded expectations). 



Output summary and supporting narrative for the score 
The indicators for the output "Improved coordination and quality of demand and supply of support" have either significantly or moderately surpassed expectations, resulting in an overall score of A+.

This output assesses the Support Unit’s capacity to deliver demand-driven in-country assistance by fostering coordination among developing countries, developed countries, and institutional members.

At the partnership level, indicators measure the partnership’s knowledge management and learning function, facilitating the creation of knowledge products and convenings. It also considers the number of members and non-members supporting developing countries, the number of developing countries receiving assistance, and how effectively developed countries utilise partnership tools to identify support needs and programme funding. In each of these areas, the partnership has not only met, but exceeded targets, often building on progress from the previous year.

Indicator 1.1 ii-iv specifically evaluates the partnership’s coordination of demand and supply of support for the UK’s NDC Support Programme. The partnership demonstrated effectiveness in facilitating in-country support through the UK’s CEF fund, narrowly missing its target although nearly doubling the number of supported countries. Additionally, the partnership’s institutional first response significantly exceeded the target, confirming the success of its matchmaking function at the UK level. The PAF missed its target by a moderate margin. As a multi-donor fund, the UK does not control the number of countries funded and delivery capacity depends on the overall capitalisation of the fund. PAF does not operate on a fixed replenishment model, resulting in significant fluctuation in annual funding as donors make individual decisions on funding amounts and timing. This makes it challenging to establish meaningful targets. The shortfall might have been caused by natural variation or diminishing resources. Reduced delivery through PAF is not necessarily a negative output. As noted above the PAF is the NDC Partnership’s ‘last resort mechanism’, designed to support partners when no institutional members can respond. During this review period the NDC Support Programme delivered support to 34 countries through Institutional First Response, significantly exceeding the target for this sub-indicator, offsetting the reduced support through PAF.
When considered together, these indicators reflect substantial progress toward improved coordination and enhanced quality of demand and supply of support. 

Changes to this output, and any planned changes as a result of this review

The partnership is now following a new work programme and MEL framework for 2026-31. The Logframe has been revised and outputs, Theory of Change, and indicators to align with this framework, to ensure we are measuring intended outcomes and utilising the data that will be available. Output 1 remains largely the same; but the following tweaks have been made : 

· Indicator 1.3 now reflects the percentage of members (who responded to the member survey) reporting capacity strengthening to at least level three (on a scale of 1-4), attributed to participation in NDC Partnership events or utilization of NDC Partnership knowledge products. This indicator is disaggregated by category of member (Development Partners or Implementing Partners). This bolsters the indicator’s usefulness as it now gives us clearer indication of the quality of partnership support and not just the volume of support. 
· Indicator 1.5 has been introduced: ‘Total value of technical assistance disbursed to support NDC Partnership member requests (cumulative)’. This bolsters the evidence for Output 1 as it positions the volume of technical assistance coordinated by the partnership as a key metric to understanding the capacity of the partnership to deliver TA. 

Progress on recommendations from the previous AR, lessons learned this year, and recommendations for the year ahead 
Last year marked the first year of the NDC Support Programme in its current format, making it the first time a Logframe was developed. The results from last year served as a baseline for setting new targets, with delivery partners providing reports to inform these indicators. By this year, we had established targets, baselines, and results across all aspects of the programme, leading to improved data reliability and greater confidence in scoring.

Additionally, the team collaborated with the SU as a Steering Committee member to set more ambitious goals for the coming year, in line with their ongoing development of a new MEL framework within the 2026–2030 Work Programme. We have worked to influence the SU to ensure indicator targets are included in the new MEL framework and verified that our 2026–27 Logframe iteration aligns with theirs. The new Logframe indicators reflect the quality of the Support Unit’s support and not just presence of coordination which will enable us to have more confidence in our results in the next reporting period. 

 
Output 2: Capacity and capability of developing countries increases
	Output Title 
	Capacity and capability of developing countries increases

	Output number: 
	2
	Output Score: 
	A

	Impact weighting (%):  
	30%
	Weighting revised since last AR? 
	No

	Risk rating:
	Moderate
	Risk revised since last AR?
	No

	Indicator(s)
	Milestone(s) for this review
	Progress 

	2.1 Number of individual embedded advisors and NDC Partnership facilitator roles funded by the Partnership (including PAF, the Country Engagement Fund and other mechanisms) disaggregated by:

(i) those funded within the previous review period (based on ‘active contracts’
(ii) those funded over the lifetime of the Partnership (cumulative) 
	Baseline (2024/5)

(i) 92
(ii) 239

Target
(i) 92 
(ii) 250
	Results achieved
(i) 143
(ii) 314

The targets for both sub-indicators under Indicator 2.1 were significantly surpassed. This result demonstrates that, at the partnership level, there has been an increase in capacity among developing countries, as evidenced by the greater number of advisors on active contracts compared to the previous year.

It is important to note that the number of advisors and facilitators deployed is determined by supply and demand. However, these results still directly support the overarching goal of enhancing capacity and capability in developing countries.

Indicator 2.1 is scored as A++ (progress significantly meets expectations). 


	2.2 Number of individual embedded advisors and NDC Partnership facilitator roles funded by the UK Country Engagement Fund disaggregated by:

(i) those funded in the previous review period (based on ‘active contracts)
(ii) those funded over the lifetime of the Country Engagement Fund (cumulative)

	Baseline (2024/5)
(i) 11
(ii) 11

Target
(i) 20
(ii) 20
	Achieved result
(i) 19
(ii) 19
The target for both these sub-indicators was very narrowly missed. There are not always enough suitable requests for support or sometimes hiring takes longer than expected. However, this is unlikely to represent any programmatic failure and suggests the programme is hiring at a steady pace where there are quality requests for support. There are also an additional 7 advisors in the pipeline. The portfolio of advisors in the CEF has almost doubled compared with the 2024/5 baseline and this represents good progress in capacity building for the developing countries supported. 

Indicator 2.2 is scored as A (Progress meets expectation). 



	2.3 Gender identity split (%man /%woman) of embedded advisors and NDC Partnership facilitator roles funded by:

(i) The Partnership (including PAF, the Country Engagement Fund and other mechanisms)
(ii) the UK Country Engagement Fund
	Baseline (2024/5)

(i) 68% male, 32% female
(ii) 46.6% male 53.3% female 


Target
(i) 68% male, 32% female
(ii) 50% male 50% female



	Achieved result

(i) 66% male, 34% female
(ii) 65% male, 35% female

The target was met at a partnership level. This represents a modest increase in the proportion of female embedded advisors and facilitators, rising from the last reporting period. 

However, the CEF did not meet the 50/50 gender balance target, missing it by 15%. The gender split was more balanced in the previous reporting period. It is important to note that UNOPS manages the Country Engagement Fund and is responsible for recruitment under its own hiring policies, which limits direct influence over the gender composition of advisors. The balance is also shaped by the availability of suitable advisors within countries, which is beyond our control.

Overall, as one sub-indicator moderately surpassed the target and another did not meet it, indicator 2.3 is scored A (Progress met expectations).


	2.4 Number of countries with multiple embedded advisors and/or NDC partnership facilitator roles being funded by the Country Engagement Fund within the previous review period.
	Baseline (2024/5)
1

Target
3 

	Achieved results 
4

The target for this indicator was moderately exceeded, with four countries having UK-funded teams comprising multiple advisors or facilitators. This is one more country than anticipated, demonstrating notable progress towards the objective of building robust teams in countries to enhance capacity for climate action.
Countries with Multiple Advisors or Facilitators funded by the CEF
· Kenya
· Viet Nam
· Mexico
· Tajikistan
This achievement reflects good progress in establishing country teams, which is integral to increasing national capacity for climate action. 

Indicator 2.4 is scored as a A+ (Progress moderately exceeds expectations)
.

	2.5 Number of developing country members with embedded advisors and/or NDC Partnership facilitator roles funded reporting that they have increased knowledge and/or capacity for NDC implementation, disaggregated by:

(i) Those funded by the Country Engagement Fund 
(ii) Those funded by the Partnership Action Fund (PAF)

	Baseline (2024/5)
(i) 8
(ii) 30

Target
(i) 20
(ii) 75


	Achieved results 

(i) 10
(ii) 30

Both sub-indicators fell significantly short of their targets, largely due to limitations in target setting and data availability. Targets were set with limited historical baseline data and did not account for reliance on an optional annual membership survey.

Data coverage was incomplete: for sub-indicator (i) (CEF), data was available for 10 out of 19 funded countries; for sub-indicator (ii) (PAF), responses were received from 41 out of 61 funded countries. In addition, the targets were not realistically achievable, as a maximum of 19 countries (CEF) and 61 countries (PAF) could have contributed to results.
However, survey responses from participating countries indicate stronger performance. Among responding countries, 100% of CEF-supported countries and 73% of PAF-supported countries reported increased knowledge and/or capacity for NDC implementation.
This suggests that, while headline results fall short, there is evidence of improved knowledge and capacity, particularly within UK-supported interventions. The shortfall is therefore primarily driven by data limitations and target setting, rather than facilitator performance.

Overall, there is some evidence of increased knowledge and capacity for NDC implementation, but performance against the indicator target remains limited.


Indicator 2.5 is scored as a C (Progress substantially did not meet expectations)





	2.6 Number of developing country members with embedded advisors and/or NDC Partnership facilitator roles funded reporting that they have increased whole of government and whole of society engagement, disaggregated by,

(i) Those funded by the Country Engagement Fund
(ii) Those funded by the Partnership Action Fund (PAF)
	Baseline (2024/5)
(i) 7
(ii) 27

Target
(i) 20
(ii) 75


	Achieved results
 
(i) 12
(ii) 37

Both sub-indicators fell significantly short of their targets, largely due to limitations in target setting and data availability. Targets were set with limited historical baseline data and did not account for reliance on an optional annual membership survey.
Data coverage was incomplete: for sub-indicator (i) (CEF), data was available for 12 out of 19 funded countries; for sub-indicator (ii) (PAF), responses were received from 41 out of 61 funded countries. In addition, the targets were not realistically achievable, as a maximum of 19 countries (CEF) and 61 countries (PAF) could have contributed to results.
However, survey responses from participating countries indicate stronger performance. Among responding countries, 100% of developing country members supported by the UK CEF and 90% supported by the PAF reported increased whole of society engagement. In addition, more developing country members reported increased whole of government and whole of society engagement among advisors and facilitators compared to the previous year.
This suggests that, while headline results fall short, there is evidence of improved whole of government and whole of society engagement, particularly within UK-supported interventions. The shortfall is therefore primarily driven by data limitations, representativeness concerns, and target setting, rather than facilitator performance.

Overall, there is good evidence of increased whole of government and whole of society engagement among respondents, but uncertainty remains regarding how representative these findings are across all advisors, and performance against the indicator target remains limited.
Indicator 2.6 is scored as a C (Progress moderately did not meet expectations).



	2.7 Number of organisations (ministries/government institutions) supported by the UK, disaggregated by: 
(i) Those funded by the Country Engagement Fund 
(ii) Those funded by the Partnership Action Fund (PAF)
	Baseline (2024/5)

(i) 10
(ii) 69


Target
(i) 20
(ii) 69


	Achieved result
(i) 19
(ii) 74
The targets for the number of organisations supported by the UK through the CEF was missed by 1, whilst the target for the PAF was moderately exceeded. This demonstrates a strong performance, particularly for PAF. The increase in organisations supported indicates progress towards capacity building. 

Overall, as one sub-indicator moderately surpassed the target and another did not meet it, indicator 2.7 is scored A (Progress met expectations).





Output summary and supporting narrative for the score 

Output 2, which aims to enhance the capacity and capability of developing countries, received a score of an B. This output specifically assesses improvements in advisor support designed to strengthen knowledge, delivery, and coordination within developing country governments at a partnership level as well as for two UK-funded initiatives: the Country Engagement Fund and the Partnership Advisory Fund.

Indicators 2.5 and 2.6 fell significantly short of their respective targets, primarily due limited data availability. Where data was available, results show strong positive reports of enhanced capacity, knowledge, whole-of-government and whole-of society co-ordination. Results were strongest for the UK Country Engagement Fund (with 100% of respondents in CEF supported countries indicating enhancements across all categories). CEF and PAF advisers are both recruited and managed through UNOPS, but as sole funder of the CEF, the UK has a stronger role in recruitment and shaping the Terms of Reference for these roles through teams at post. These roles are also primarily based in countries with a strong UK ICF presence or wider UK interest. Available evidence does not provide insight into whether the CEF approach and the UK's role has contributed to strengthened progress, but available data provides reassurance that NDC Partnership advisers are contributing to positive change within UK-supported countries.

Indicators collectively reveal a positive trajectory towards expanding the capacity and capability of developing countries. Indicators 2.1 through 2.4 and 2.7 demonstrate significant advancements in building capacity in developing country governments, as evidenced by an increase in advisors at both partnership and UK levels. At the programme level, notable progress has been made in assembling teams in developing countries, with four countries now benefiting from more than one UK-funded advisor.

In summary, the performance across all indicators suggests ongoing progress toward strengthening capacity and capability in developing countries. Although some targets were unmet, most were accomplished or exceeded, and when contextualized, the data points to continued improvement in facilitator engagement, institutional backing, and skill development.

Changes to this output, and any planned changes as a result of this review 

Overall, the major changes to Output 2 so far were made to align the UK Logframe with the NDC Partnership’s new results framework. The major changes were: 
· A shift from counting number of activities or actors who receive and deliver the support, to also measuring the change catalysed by the support provided, particularly strengthened country capacity and institutional progress, to better understand quality of support. 
· Indicators 2.5 and 2.6 have been substantially revised to use scale-based measures of strengthening rather than simple counts, with clearer focus on institutional capacity, coordination and whole-of-society engagement. 

Progress on recommendations from the previous AR, lessons learned this year, and recommendations for the year ahead 

As with Output 1, baselines and targets will be updated where needed as to be informed by the latest data available. Where the evidence base is limited, the SU will be consulted. If needed the logframe will be updated to reflect uncertainties for example by setting a target range.

For Output 2 specifically, the main lesson is that while CEF and PAF support appears to be contributing positively to country capacity, the evidence base remains limited by the quality and consistency of performance information on advisers and facilitators available. In the year ahead, the programme should use additional data from this reporting cycle to refine targets and work with UNOPS to strengthen expectations on what performance information is provided on CEF-funded advisers, so that future reporting can better assess not only the scale of support delivered but also its quality and contribution to results.

Output 3: Developing countries establish and enhance climate plans, policies and processes

	Output Title 
	Developing countries establish and enhance climate plans, policies and processes

	Output number: 
	3
	Output Score: 
	A

	Impact weighting (%):  
	30%
	Weighting revised since last AR? 
	No

	Risk rating:
	Moderate
	Risk revised since last AR?
	Yes, reduced from major



	Indicator(s)
	Milestone(s) for this review
	Progress 

	3.1 Number of NDCs submitted to the UNFCCC from developing country members supported through the Partnership disaggregated by:

(i) total number supported through the partnership.
(ii) number supported specifically through UK funded interventions including the Country Engagement Fund, Institutional first response, and the PAF.
	Baseline (2024/5)
N/A

Target
(i) 105
(ii) 50
	Achieved result 
1. 70
2. 52
The achieved results show that the Partnership-level target was not met, with 70 developing country members supported by the Partnership submitting NDCs against a target of 105. However, this target was overly ambitious, as it was set assuming that almost all eligible NDCP developing country members would both receive support and submit within the reporting period. In this context, 70 NDC submissions still represents a strong level of delivery, particularly given the wider delays in the NDC 3.0 cycle. A further eight NDC Partnership developing country members also submitted NDCs without direct support from the Partnership, indicating continued momentum across the wider membership beyond those directly supported.

At the UK level, performance exceeded expectations, with 52 countries supported through UK-funded interventions submitting NDCs against a target of 50. This demonstrates positive delivery through the NDC Support Programme’s selected Institutional First Response partners and funded advisers, and an effective contribution to the Global Call support for NDC 3.0 submission.

Indicator 3.1 is scored as an B (progress moderately does not meet expectations).

	3.2 Number of developing country members, supported by the Partnership, that have NDC Implementation Plans and/or NDC-aligned investment plans, disaggregated by:

(i) total number supported through the partnership.
(ii) number supported specifically through UK funded interventions including the Country Engagement Fund, Institutional first response, and the PAF.
	Baseline (2024/5)
(i) 65
(ii) 49

Target
(i) 65
(ii) 49
	Achieved result
(i) 69
(ii) 61

The target for this indicator anticipated no increase on baseline during this reporting period as implementation and investment planning was not expected to be delivered until after NDC3.0 updates. At the partnership level, the target for developing NDC implementation or NDC-aligned investment plans has been moderately exceeded. This reflects a positive trend, with more countries actively working on implementation plans in parallel to their NDC enhancements. 

At the UK level, the target has been surpassed by a greater margin than at Partnership level. This result is attributed to an increased number of countries receiving funding during the current year, as well as targets being set based on the smaller volume of countries supported last year at the UK level. 

Overall, there has been positive progress towards developing countries establishing climate plans and processes. Indicator 3.2 is scored as A+ (progress moderately exceeded expectations). 

	3.3 Number of developing country members, supported by the Partnership, that report to have mainstreamed climate in development planning and budgeting, disaggregated by:

(i) total number supported through the partnership.
(ii) number supported specifically through UK funded interventions including the Country Engagement Fund, Institutional first response, and the PAF.
	Baseline (2024/5)
(i) 56
 (ii) 50

Target
(i) 56
(ii) 50
	Achieved results
(i) 61
(ii) 50

These results are cumulative and therefore build on the 2024/25 baseline. The target anticipated limited change from the baseline during this reporting period, as countries were expected to focus primarily on developing and drafting their NDC 3.0 submissions rather than on implementation-focused activities such as mainstreaming climate into development planning and budgeting.

At the Partnership level, the achieved result increased from 56 to 61 countries, indicating some additional progress despite the wider focus on NDC development. At the UK level, the achieved result remained at 50 countries, in line with the baseline and target. This should not necessarily be interpreted as weak performance, as substantial increases were not expected this year given the timing of the NDC cycle. The UK was also not directly supporting countries to carry out mainstreaming work in this review period.

Some countries appear to have progressed implementation-related activity alongside NDC development, which helps explain the increase at Partnership level. This is a positive result in a year when the main focus was expected to be NDC 3.0 preparation and submission rather than mainstreaming into planning and budgeting.

It should also be noted that this indicator relies on self-reporting via the optional annual membership survey.

Indicator 3.3 is currently scored as A (Progress met expectations). 


	3.4 Number of developing country members, supported by the Partnership that have developed a policy, regulation and/or law that drives the climate transition, disaggregated by,

(i) total number supported through the partnership.
(ii) number supported specifically through UK funded interventions including the Country Engagement Fund, Institutional first response, and the PAF.
	Baseline (2024/5)
(i) 68
(ii) 56

Target
(i) 68
(ii) 56
	Achieved results
(i) 73
(ii) 58

These results are cumulative and therefore build on the 2024/25 baseline. The target anticipated limited change from the baseline during this reporting period, as countries were expected to focus primarily on NDC 3.0 development rather than on implementation-focused reforms such as developing policies, regulations or laws that drive the climate transition.

At the Partnership level, the achieved result increased from 68 to 73 countries, and at the UK level it increased from 56 to 58 countries. This indicates that some countries have continued to progress implementation-related policy and regulatory work alongside NDC development, despite the overall emphasis this year on NDC 3.0 drafting.

It should also be noted that this indicator relies on self-reporting via the optional annual membership survey.

Indicator 3.4 is scored as A (Progress met expectations). 




Output summary and supporting narrative for the score 
Output 3 measures whether developing countries have established and enhanced climate plans, policies and processes. Based on the average of the indicator scores above, Output 3 is scored as an A, reflecting that targets were generally met or exceeded and that progress was in line with expectations for this stage of the NDC cycle.

This is a positive result in a reporting year that was not primarily focused on implementation. During this period, many countries and partners were prioritising NDC 3.0 development and submission to the UNFCCC, rather than implementation-focused reforms such as mainstreaming climate into planning and budgeting or developing new policies, regulations and laws. In that context, meeting or exceeding targets across most Output 3 indicators demonstrates that the programme continued to support progress on climate planning and policy processes while also contributing to the global NDC 3.0 cycle.

The main shortfall under Output 3 relates to Indicator 3.1 at Partnership level. This shortfall is explicitly target-related: the target was set on an overly ambitious basis, effectively assuming that almost all eligible developing country members would both receive support and submit an NDC within the reporting period. We therefore consider the achieved result of 70 Partnership-supported NDC submissions to be a strong outcome, particularly given wider delays in the NDC 3.0 cycle and the fact that a further eight NDC Partnership developing country members submitted without direct Partnership support. Performance was especially strong at the UK level, where 52 UK-supported countries submitted NDCs against a target of 50, exceeding expectations and demonstrating the effectiveness of UK-funded support through the NDC Support Programme.
Taken together, the evidence suggests that the programme is making a positive contribution to strengthening the climate policy and planning architecture needed for NDC delivery. While deeper implementation-focused reforms were more limited, this is consistent with expectations for a year centred on NDC preparation and submission rather than implementation. Overall, the results provide a good indication of progress, with the strongest performance visible in the UK-supported portfolio.

Changes to this output, and any planned changes as a result of this review 

Overall, the major changes to Output 3 were made to align the UK logframe with the NDC Partnership’s new results framework for 2026–31. 

The previous version of Output 3 has been altered, as the earlier indicators were closely tied to the Partnership’s old theory of change and did not fully reflect the newest iteration of their MEL framework. The previous indicators on implementation plans, mainstreaming into development planning and budgeting, and climate-related policies, regulations and laws have been changed. In their place, the new approach is intended to focus more clearly on the “building blocks” for effective climate action and on stronger measures of change, including whether countries are strengthening plans, policy frameworks, institutional capacity and MRV (Measurement, Reporting or Verification) systems. 

These changes should improve alignment with Partnership-level results, reduce duplication with other parts of the logframe, and create a more coherent basis for assessing UK-supported contribution to climate planning and policy change.

Progress on recommendations from the previous AR, lessons learned this year, and recommendations for the year ahead 
As this was the first year in which Output 3 was measured through the new logframe, the main recommendation from the previous AR to set targets across the relevant indicators was achieved. However, a key lesson from this year is that the programme team should work more closely with the Partnership to verify targets to align with more accurate expectations for delivery.


Alongside the revised 2026–27 logframe, which aligns with the Partnership’s new MEL framework, the programme team will work with the Support Unit to strengthen response rates to the annual members survey and improve confidence in future results. The programme team will also work with new Institutional First Response delivery partners to strengthen reporting on policy, planning and process-related support, so that next year’s review can better capture the UK’s specific contribution to countries placing ambitious climate action at the centre of their development agendas.

Output 4: More effective and joined up UK support driven by/supported by the Partnership

	Output Title 
	More effective and joined up UK support driven by/supported by the Partnership

	Output number: 
	4
	Output Score: 
	B

	Impact weighting (%):  
	10
	Weighting revised since last AR? 
	No

	Risk rating:
	Major 
	Risk revised since last AR?
	Yes, increased from moderate to major

	Indicator(s)
	Milestone(s) for this review
	Progress 

	4.1 Number of FCDO embassy teams who report that they understand what the partnership is and what it can offer the country they work in.
	Baseline (2024/5)
10

Target
20

	Achieved result
10

The target for this indicator was missed by 50%, with 10 fewer embassy teams than planned reporting that they understand the Partnership and what it can offer in their country. This shortfall is largely attributable to a low survey response rate, with only 13 out of 90 embassies responding. However, among those that did respond, 10 out of 13 (76%) stated that they understood the Partnership and its offer, suggesting a relatively strong level of understanding within the responding sample. Notably, none of the respondents who reported a lack of understanding were based in NDC Partnership member countries.

The lack of reported understanding of the partnership is likely more reflective of methodological challenges and limited team capacity than programme failure. Specifically, the NDC Support Programme team was without a Senior Programme Manager for the majority of the year which reduced the capacity for engagement. 

Given the target was not met, it cannot be concluded that there has been more effective and joined-up UK support driven by or supported by the Partnership. As a result, indicator 4.1 has been scored as a C, (Progress substantially did not meet expectation).


	4.2 Number of awareness raising sessions/outreach products delivered by DESNZ NDC Partnership programme team.
	Baseline (2024/5)
15

Target
5

	Achieved result
7

Sessions delivered
· Trinidad and Tobago Embassy Team
· Guinnea Bissau Embassy Team 
· Ethiopia COP team
· Mauritius Embassy Team
· DESNZ ICF Stand up
· UK PACT Intro session (July 2025)
· Teach in on NDCs with DESNZ Analyst team

The target for this indicator was moderately exceeded with two more teach-in session being delivered than planned. 

The target for teach-in sessions was set considerably lower than the previous year's baseline. This adjustment was made in response to uncertainties surrounding the programme's budget, which impacted planning and delivery expectations.
The delivery of these has helped to increase engagement and further promote the partnership and the UK’s support offer. 

Indicator 4.2 scored a A+ (progress moderately exceeded expectations). 
.


Output summary and supporting narrative for the score 
The final months of the reporting year saw improvement in team capacity, enabling the implementation of a new engagement strategy. This increased activity is reflected in indicator 4.2, which scored an A+ rating, demonstrating progress that moderately exceeded expectations.

In contrast, indicator 4.1’s reliability remains questionable due to a notably low survey response rate, making it difficult to draw firm conclusions from the data. Taking both indicators into account, Output 4 scores a B overall, indicating that progress has moderately not met expectations.

It is important to note that the target for teach-in sessions was intentionally set lower than the previous year’s baseline because of budget uncertainties affecting planning and delivery. Despite this, the actual number of sessions delivered surpassed the target, reflecting capacity to champion the partnership and UK support offer in order to deliver more effective and joined up UK support on behalf of the partnership. 

The overall score takes into consideration these achievements alongside the challenges posed by limited capacity and response rates, ensuring a balanced assessment of progress against expectations.


Changes to this output, and any planned changes as a result of this review 
In the updated 26-7 Logframe version, output 4 has been removed. After assessing its importance for programme performance, it was decided that measuring this output relies too much on factors outside the programme’s control, such as team capacity. 

Engagement will remain a key workstream, and we will continue to interact with embassy teams and DESNZ programme teams; however, these activities should be driven by need rather than the need to fulfil a quota. 
Additionally, engagement serves more as a micro-indicator of team goals instead of reflecting any primary outputs in the Theory of Change. Furthermore, our aim was to ensure the new Logframe and Theory of Change are more closely aligned with the intended outcomes described in the partnership’s new MEL framework for 2026-31.

Progress on recommendations from the previous AR, lessons learned this year, and recommendations for the year ahead 
A key takeaway from this year’s engagement is the need to distinguish the NDC Support Programme from the broader NDC Partnership in our outreach efforts. It is important to emphasise that the NDC Support Programme represents a distinct support offering, tailored to advance the UK’s objectives for International Climate Finance, rather than simply supporting the NDC Partnership. This year, considerable effort has been made to ensure our communications strategy articulates this distinction effectively.

Looking ahead, we will incorporate data from the embassy teams survey into our approach for engaging countries. This information will inform our multi-tiered prioritisation system, designed to strengthen country engagement with embassy teams, build awareness of both the NDC Support Programme and the Partnership's activities, and encourage embassy teams to champion these initiatives. Additionally, survey data will enable us to pinpoint countries that may benefit from targeted teach-ins, as well as capture insights from particularly successful country experiences.

[bookmark: _Toc229553625]No major recommendations were provided in the previous AR for this output, other than proposing increased targets where feasible; however, these adjustments were not possible due to ongoing team constraints. 

	Section D: Programme performance not captured by outputs 



UK impact as a Steering Committee member
As a Steering Committee member, the UK played a pivotal and significant role in shaping the NDC Partnership’s 2026–31 Work Programme during this reporting period.  This included direct influence of the structure and content of the new work programme, ensuring alignment with UK objectives and a focus on implementation. The Partnership operates in 5-year ‘work programs’, matched to the 5-year NDC cycle under the Paris Agreement which set out the overall strategic direction of the Partnership. UK engagement helped strengthen the integration of the [footnoteRef:5]￼across both operational and MEL frameworks. This has improved the Partnership’s ability to support more coherent, country-led delivery across the full NDC cycle. [5:  NDCP Building Blocks for Effective Climate Action] 

Outcome-Level Impact of CEF-Funded Facilitators
Overall, CEF-funded facilitators are making substantial contributions to the Theory of Change outcomes by improving coordination, building capacity, and enabling ambitious climate action in partner countries. Their embedded roles allow for tailored, context-specific support, which is critical for translating NDC priorities into actionable policies and programs. More broadly, UK‑supported facilitators are seen as trusted counterparts who can navigate challenging contexts and sustain momentum on NDC delivery. However, the impact is sometimes constrained by external factors such as leadership turnover, recruitment challenges, and shifting government priorities. The Support Unit’s ongoing engagement and adaptive management are helping to mitigate these risks and sustain progress. Some of the key outcomes supported by these roles have been:
· Improved Coordination and Quality of Support:
Facilitators have played a pivotal role in structuring NDC development processes, coordinating stakeholder engagement (including government, donors, civil society, and private sector), and drafting key sections of NDC submissions. For example, in Bolivia, the facilitator aligned sectoral ministries and local partners, ensuring broad inclusion and coherence in NDC 3.0 and its implementation plan. In Kenya, facilitators coordinated technical working groups, developed investment plans, and mainstreamed gender considerations, demonstrating strong alignment with the Theory of Change’s emphasis on inclusive, cross-sectoral coordination. 
· Capacity and Capability Building:
Facilitators have strengthened institutional capacity by supporting policy formulation, knowledge management, and technical advisory roles. In Uganda, the facilitator led stakeholder coordination for NDC implementation, climate change act formulation, and sector-specific frameworks, fostering collaboration across ministries and development partners. In Mozambique, the advisor contributed to updating climate strategies, developing investment plans, and preparing for international climate negotiations, thus enhancing national capacity to deliver on NDC commitments.
· Enabling Ambitious and Actionable NDCs:
Facilitators have been instrumental in supporting the development and revision of NDCs, aligning national priorities with international commitments, and mobilizing resources for implementation. In Zambia, the facilitator helped revise NDC 3.0, mobilize technical assistance, and ensure coherence between national priorities and external contributions. In Iraq and Somalia, facilitators enabled formal NDC submissions, coordinated with international partners, and supported resource mobilization for climate interventions.
Impact of first response funding and coordination efforts by the programme team
Over this and the previous reporting year, the Institutional First Response (IFR) window has focused on supporting countries to develop updated NDCs (NDC 3.0) through the UNDP Climate Promise and World Bank Climate Support Facility. UK funding has significantly enhanced the quality, ambition and implementation potential of NDCs. Support has strengthened key components across the NDC cycle, including stocktakes, greenhouse gas inventories, sectoral analysis, costing, MRV (Measurement, Reporting or Verification) systems, coordination mechanisms and investment readiness. It has also embedded cross-cutting priorities such as gender equality, social inclusion, and just transition.
As of 25 March 2026, 12 of the 22 countries supported through UNDP had submitted revised NDCs. Country examples demonstrate the scale and depth of impact achieved:
· Cambodia: A 1.5°C-aligned NDC targeting a 55% reduction in emissions by 2035, with renewable energy reaching up to 80% with international support and investment needs of US$32.2bn.
· Nigeria: Increased ambition to a 32% emissions reduction by 2035, alongside expansion of renewable energy from 22% to 52%.
· Zambia: Development of an economy-wide NDC covering 10 sectors, with over 100 measures and estimated investment needs of US$17bn.

The programme team also utilised first response funding to support broader coordination efforts to support NDC3.0 development with proactive engagement in coordination between the Support Unit, UNDP and the World Bank, which saved £4m for the PAF which was originally assigned to support NDC3.0. 
Advancing GEDSI
[bookmark: _Toc229553626]The UK also used its position on the Steering Committee to advance gender equality, disability and social inclusion (GEDSI) priorities, proposing improvements to strengthen accountability across the Partnership and its membership. This strategic influence has helped ensure that the Partnership’s future delivery model is more inclusive, intersectional, and more closely aligned with DESNZ ICF’s GEDSI strategy. 
	Section E: Risk 



[bookmark: _Toc229553627]Overall risk rating:  

Moderate 

[bookmark: _Toc229553628]Overview of risk management 

Over the last year, the programme’s risk rating has remained moderate, with this being shaped by internal funding constraints, a more constrained global ODA funding environment and delivery risks associated with institutional partners. The most significant trend has been the materialisation of risks linked to ODA reductions and Spending Review outcomes, which have reduced the level of funding available, compared to that approved under the Business Case. This has placed pressure on, and delayed, delivery choices, particularly for institutional first response support, and required active prioritisation and flexibility in funding choices across the programme.

In response, risk management has focused on maintaining delivery within constraints through funding flexibility across the programme’s portfolio and clear communication with delivery partners. Monthly risk register reviews and quarterly deep dives have continued throughout the year, with escalation where risks moved beyond tolerance. Risks have been closed or reclassified as issues where uncertainty has materialised into confirmed budget reductions, ensuring the risk register allows us to monitor and manage risks appropriately.

A key delivery risk throughout the year has been the delayed operationalisation of the World Bank MDB LTS Facility, driven by the US withdrawal process and delayed transfer agreements with MDBs. While this remains a major risk, mitigation has focused on sustained senior‑level engagement with the World Bank, pausing encashment in line with fiduciary requirements, and exploring alternative first response delivery options to protect overall programme impact.

A fraud risk assessment was completed in the last review period to comply with central DESNZ requirements. Mitigating actions continue to be taken, including a clear approach to managing fraud across our delivery partners, strict definitions of eligible expenditure, institutional processes for making payments to delivery partners that require several levels of approvals and a rigorous due diligence process (that found all our delivery partners to have strong fraud prevention policies).
Safeguarding risks are embedded within contractual arrangements and monitored through regular partner engagement; no safeguarding incidents were reported during the year and follow‑up actions from due diligence reviews (particularly for UNOPS and WRI) have been undertaken. 
[bookmark: _Toc229553629]Current risks

	Risk description 
	Mitigation strategy 
	Residual Risk rating


	Reduced donor engagement and funding contributions to the NDC Partnership Support Unit and implementing partners due to geopolitical shifts and reduced ODA allocations, limiting the Partnership’s ability to function and deliver impact.

	Use UK position on the Steering Committee to push for greater budget scrutiny; support development of a realistic 2026–2030 Work Programme; engage philanthropic actors; improve join‑up with initiatives such as GCF Readiness.

	Major

	Risk of not utilising UK funding effectively due to complexity of the NDC Partnership support landscape, leading to sub‑optimal balance between funding streams and weaker value for money.

	Maintain flexibility in budget allocation; hold strategic discussions on balance across elements; use reporting and monitoring to inform funding decisions and prioritisation.

	Minor


	Risk that too great a proportion of funding is absorbed by institutional fees rather than on‑the‑ground support due to complex supply chains and multiple delivery partners.

	Active supply‑chain mapping to inform VfM decisions; use flexibility in Business Case to rebalance funding between funding elements ongoing assessment of institutional fees to feed into selection of first-response partners. 
	Moderate


	Risk that the MEL system or partner does not effectively demonstrate the impact of the UK’s contribution to the NDC Partnership, limiting evidence for future business cases and spending reviews.

	Prioritise MEL procurement; strengthen logframe and indicators; set clear expectations in MEL agreements; maintain close coordination with DESNZ analysts and commercial colleagues.

	Moderate


	Risk that embedded advisors funded through the Country Engagement Fund do not meet expectations or deliver against their ToRs, reducing the impact of UK bilateral support.

	Regular feedback via Support Unit and Embassy teams; consultation with Embassy teams during extension decisions; triangulation of performance evidence; refresh of CEF strategy and processes.

	Minor


	Risk of safeguarding, fraud or corruption issues arising with embedded advisors operating in country contexts, potentially causing reputational and delivery impacts.

	UNOPS contractual responsibility for safeguarding and fraud management; mandatory reporting requirements; clear organisation‑wide safeguarding policies and procedures.

	Moderate


	Risk of recruitment and retention challenges for embedded advisors in certain regions (e.g. Pacific), including issues linked to salary levels, affecting delivery and reputation.

	UNOPS to manage recruitment and retention risks; escalation through governance channels; involving DESNZ and embassy teams where negotiations or interventions are required.

	Minor / Moderate


	Risk that the Partnership Action Fund is not the most efficient use of UK funding due to limited UK control over country allocations managed by UNOPS.

	Mapping of the PAF supply chain to ensure the best VfM while balancing this with the PAF's purpose to ensure that no country is left behind. Ensuring effective engagement in the governance of the PAF at advisory board meetings is key here.

	Minor


	There is a risk of an imbalanced Country Engagement Fund portfolio, due to the lack of requests from DESNZ priority countries, which may result in support and funding being distributed to countries that do not advance wider DESNZ ICF objectives.

	Work closely with Teams in Post to examine the wider ICF portfolio in country, as well programme teams within DESNZ. Engage with the DESNZ Portfolio Management Office to ensure that the delivery of CEF is complementary to wider DESNZ ICF work. Also, work more closely through regular communications and check-ins with Posts in DESNZ priority countries to see if the Partnership Support Programme team can utilise the Post’s relationship in the relevant country to encourage priority countries to engage and request support from the NDC Partnership more.

	Minor


	Risk of overreliance on specific in-country facilitators, leading to loss of institutional knowledge if roles are discontinued and uneven performance across the portfolio.

	Embed facilitators within broader country support packages; fund training and networks; periodically review and consolidate the facilitator portfolio.

	Major



[bookmark: _Toc229553630]Outstanding actions from risk assessment 
 
[bookmark: _Toc229553631]All outstanding risks which are scoring above “moderate” are included above and are being managed through the processes detailed previously. These risks include some that were identified through the business case process and through the due diligence of delivery partners undertaken alongside the business case. 

	Section F: Programme management: delivery, VfM, commercial and financial performance [1 - 1 ½ pages]



[bookmark: _Toc229553632]Summary of the performance of partners and DESNZ, notably on commercial and financial issues, and including consideration of VfM. 

This was the second year of delivery under the 2024 to 2031 Business Case and the first full year in which all programme agreements were in place across the portfolio. Overall, the programme was managed effectively through active grant oversight, regular partner engagement and the ability to adjust allocations across delivery channels in response to evolving demand. This has supported good value for money across the five Es by combining lower-cost delivery routes where appropriate, maintaining strong governance and reporting, and directing funding towards the mechanisms best placed to respond to country demand for NDC 3.0 and related climate planning support.

Overall, the programme continues to demonstrate good VfM, particularly given its role as an upstream TA intervention operating in complex, demand-led contexts. VfM is primarily driven by: 
1. Use of established multilateral delivery partners
2. Flexible portfolio management across delivery channels
3. Evidence of progress toward transformational change in country climate planning systems’
Programme management and delivery 
The programme has been delivered through a multi-element model spanning the Support Unit, the Country Engagement Fund, institutional first-response and the Partnership Action Fund. This structure has allowed DESNZ to respond to different types of country demand while avoiding reliance on a single channel. Programme management has been strengthened through regular governance with partners, including fortnightly meetings with UNOPS, bi-monthly meetings with WRI, and quarterly meetings with the World Bank and UNDP. These arrangements have supported close monitoring of delivery, finances and risks, and provided a clear basis for challenge where performance or issues emerged.

Delivery performance has been solid overall. The first full year of portfolio-wide delivery has demonstrated the benefit of active management of allocations across elements, enabling resources to be directed towards the areas of strongest demand and delivery potential. This included using available underspend to mobilise additional support for the Country Engagement Fund at the end of FY25/26. At element level, the programme supported delivery through the Support Unit, funded support to 19 countries through the Country Engagement Fund, enabled UNDP to support 25 countries, and contributed to the Partnership Action Fund as a backstop where bilateral funding was not available. This active portfolio management approach is a key driver of VfM, enabling funds to be redirected towards high demand, high performing channels and minimising underutilised resources. 

Value for money across the Es 


Efficiency: the multi-element model has improved the conversion of funding into outputs by matching different delivery channels to different country needs and by allowing annual reallocation across the portfolio. This has reduced duplication, increased speed of response and made better use of partner comparative advantage. Evidence includes strong performance on coordination indicators, continued use of embedded advisers and facilitators through the Country Engagement Fund, and the ability of pooled or institutional mechanisms to extend reach beyond what DESNZ could deliver directly.

Effectiveness and Cost effectiveness: the programme has continued to support the NDC Partnership’s core objective of helping countries strengthen climate plans and implementation. The Support Unit remains central to partnership coordination and has contributed to strong results against partnership-level indicators. The Country Engagement Fund has supported 19 countries and established small teams in four countries, helping strengthen in-country coordination and support to NDC 3.0 processes. UK funding through UNDP enabled support to 25 countries, of which 14 had submitted NDC 3.0 by April 2026; of those, 57% increased ambition and 92% improved quality relative to previous submissions. The Partnership Action Fund has continued to close urgent support gaps and sustain in-country capacity where other funding is absent or declining. Overall, results were particularly strong on NDC 3.0 submission and climate planning, while deeper implementation-focused reforms are expected to become more prominent in future years as countries move from submission into delivery. These results contribute to transformational change by strengthening country systems for climate planning, improving institutional coordination, and embedding long-term policy and investment pathways, consistent with the programme ToC outlined in the Business Case.
Given that this is a technical assistance programme and considering limitations in unit cost data, cost-effectiveness is primarily assessed through proxy indicators, including progress against KPI 15 (evidence of transformational change) and quantitative and qualitative evidence on capacity building. 


Equity: the programme supports developing countries through a demand-led partnership model intended to improve access to technical assistance and coordination, including for countries that may otherwise struggle to secure timely support. This is particularly significant with the Partnership Action Fund element which mobilises resources from developing countries for developing country requests which have not been supported by another partnership mechanism to ensure no country is left behind. Across all elements, delivery partners are expected to apply the Partnership’s whole-of-society approach and gender commitments in programme design and delivery. As a Steering Committee member, the UK has also influenced the Partnership’s wider work on gender and social inclusion within the 2026 to 2031 work programme.

Commercial and financial performance 
Commercially, the programme is now on a stronger footing than in the previous year because all major agreements were in place for the full review period and governance arrangements are established across partners. Financially, total funding disbursed during this review period was £24,035,000, meeting and in fact exceeding the SR allocation for the programme through effective use of promissory notes and by channelling funds into well-performing and oversubscribed mechanisms that are demonstrating real-world impact, e.g. the PAF. Funding has been deployed across all four elements, with good utilisation in several channels and some material variation in disbursement pace between partners. Support Unit funding represented around 17% of total programme funding this year. The Country Engagement Fund and Partnership Action Fund continued to channel resources into live delivery, while UK funding to UNDP has already been translated into support for 25 countries. By contrast, the £6 million invested in the World Bank-managed MDB LTS Facility has not yet been mobilised during the review period because of delays linked to geopolitical factors and slower-than-expected pipeline development. These issues were beginning to ease by the end of the period, with spending expected to accelerate in the next review cycle. While these delays reduce short-term efficiency, active monitoring and expected acceleration mitigate longer-term VfM risks. Overall, the picture is one of an actively managed portfolios with funds largely utilised where delivery channels were mature and demand was immediate, alongside a smaller number of slower-moving allocations being closely monitored through established governance mechanisms.

Compliance

	Paris alignment pillar
	Description of activity

	How have you taken a proportional approach to climate and environment risk assurance?
	We carried out a climate and environment risk assessment as part of the writing the of the new Business Case. It determined that the programme is either very low risk, or the proposal has considered risk management measures to minimize hazard impacts and associated risks, and that the programme may therefore have a potentially higher threshold against current and anticipated risks. 
 

	How have you taken a proportional approach to using shadow carbon pricing?
	 N/A

	Does the programme adhere to HMG’s fossil fuel policy?
	 Yes

	Are you ensuring the programme does not undermine impacted countries climate plans?
	As the programme is focused on providing capacity building and technical assistance for those plans, it does not undermine them


 
 
	Date of last narrative financial report
	N/A

	Date of last audited annual statement
	N/A
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