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Abstract 
This study examines why Pakistan’s official climate policies fail to work properly within the 
everyday system of national and provincial development planning, despite the country's extreme 
vulnerability. Using a careful analysis of 24 important government documents and planning 
manuals published between 2021 and 2025 including the National Climate Change Policy (2021) 
and the National Adaptation Plan (2023) this paper looks at how decisions are actually made. 
The results show a big gap between policy words and real action. For instance, even though the 
2022 floods affected 33 million people, killed over 1,730, and caused USD 14.9 billion in damages, 
and the 2025 monsoon caused over 1,000 deaths with PKR 822 billion in losses, checking for 
climate risks is still not mandatory. The Planning Commission allocated only 0.22% (PKR 2.78 
billion) of the total federal budget directly to the Ministry of Climate Change, and checking for 
climate risks remains an optional suggestion rather than a strict requirement when designing and 
approving development projects in the PC-1 form. 
The study highlights six main barriers: poor cooperation between different ministries, weak 
coordination between the federal and provincial governments, a habit of funding traditional 
projects rather than climate-safe ones in development programs (PSDP and ADPs), a lack of clear 
climate budgeting rules, limited technical skills in government departments, and poor 
monitoring. Because of these issues, climate safety remains limited to official speeches, while 
government funds continue to be spent on projects that ignore climate risks. 
The study concludes that Pakistan does not need new departments. Instead, the government 
must build strict and mandatory climate rules directly into its existing main institutions 
specifically the Planning Commission and the Finance Division making climate safety a 
compulsory rule for all public investments. 
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1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 
Pakistan’s climate challenge has decisively shifted from a localized environmental externality to 
a core systemic crisis of national development planning, public financial management (PFM), and 
institutional governance. The state apparatus faces a continuous cycle of compounding climate 
shocks, encompassing catastrophic macro-flooding, protracted droughts, prolonged heatwaves, 
glacial lake outburst floods (GLOFs), systemic water stress, and climate-induced food and public 
health insecurities. In its long-term vulnerability index, the Global Climate Risk Index ranked 
Pakistan among the most severely impacted nations globally, following the unprecedented 
macro-economic and human losses of the 2022 monsoon season (Adil et al., 2025; 
Germanwatch, 2025). Extreme weather attribution models demonstrate that anthropogenic 
climate forcing exacerbated the intensity of the 2022 monsoon rainfall by approximately 50% 
and elevated the probability of multi-day extreme heatwaves across the Indo-Pak sub-continent 
by a factor of 30 (Germanwatch, 2025). 
The 2022 macro-floods critically underscored the magnitude of this structural vulnerability. 
According to the Post-Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA), the deluge impacted approximately 
33 million individuals, resulted in over 1,730 fatalities, and displaced more than 8 million citizens 
(Government of Pakistan [GoP] et al., 2022). The macroeconomic fallout comprised direct 
physical damages exceeding USD 14.9 billion, secondary economic losses amounting to USD 15.2 
billion, and long-term reconstruction and resilient rehabilitation prerequisites calculated at USD 
16.3 billion (GoP et al., 2022). Sectoral disaggregation reveals that housing (USD 5.6 billion), 
agriculture and livestock (USD 3.7 billion), and transport and communications (USD 3.3 billion) 
sustained the most severe capital destruction, with the province of Sindh bearing nearly 70% of 
the aggregate national damage and loss burden (GoP et al., 2022). 
Rather than constituting isolated, stochastic anomalies, these climate shocks have transitioned 
into a recurring structural baseline. The 2025 monsoon system, spanning late June through mid-
September, generated over 1,000 casualties—including 275 children—and disrupted 6.9 million 
lives across Punjab, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Sindh, Balochistan, Azad Jammu & Kashmir, and Gilgit-
Baltistan (National Disaster Management Authority [NDMA], 2025; United Nations Office for the 
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs [OCHA], 2025). Preliminary economic valuations quantified 
national infrastructural damage at PKR 822 billion (approximately USD 2.9 billion), while 
macroeconomic forecasting by the NDMA anticipated a 0.3 to 0.7 percentage-point contraction 
in the gross domestic product (GDP) growth rate for Fiscal Year 2025–26 as a direct consequence 
of these meteorological shocks (NDMA, 2025). These systemic shocks are not merely transient 
humanitarian crises; they function as exogenous fiscal destabilizers that systematically degrade 
public infrastructure, agricultural yields, human capital, and sovereign fiscal space. 
The developmental ramifications of these climate disruptions are highly pronounced due to the 
structural path-dependency of Pakistan’s economy on climate-sensitive primary sectors. 
Agriculture constitutes 23.5% of the national GDP and absorbs 37.5% of the total labor force, yet 
it remains fundamentally exposed to rising thermal thresholds, volatile precipitation regimes, 
and acute water scarcity (Ministry of Climate Change [MoCC], 2025). Hydrological projections 
indicate that accelerated glacial recession will reduce Indus River flows by 20% to 30% by the 
year 2050, compounding an existing groundwater crisis where water tables are depleting by up 
to one meter annually in agrarian Punjab, and over 70% of aquifers have reached hyper-exploited 
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thresholds (MoCC, 2025). The World Bank’s Pakistan Country Climate and Development Report 
(CCDR) warned that in the absence of aggressive adaptation mainstreaming and structural 
resilience budgeting, climate change could erode real GDP per capita by 7.3% by 2050, with 
cumulative climate threats generating compound GDP losses of up to 9% under pessimistic socio-
economic pathways (World Bank, 2022). Consequently, climate risk does not merely alter 
ecological equilibriums; it undermines the financial viability, structural design, and allocative 
efficiency of public investments. 
In institutional response, Pakistan has formulated a highly stratified and elaborate climate-policy 
architecture. The normative framework includes the National Climate Change Policy (2021), 
Updated Nationally Determined Contributions (2021), the ambitious NDC 3.0 (2025), and the 
formulation of the National Adaptation Plan (2023). Under these instruments, the state has 
committed to a 50% abatement of its projected greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions trajectory by 
2030, conditional upon 15% domestic resource mobilization and 35% international climate 
finance architecture (GoP, 2021; MoCC, 2025). Crucially, the National Adaptation Plan explicitly 
recognizes that systemic resilience is contingent upon mainstreaming climate variables into the 
operational matrices of development planning and public financial management. This mandate 
encompasses the Planning Commission, the Ministry of Finance, the Economic Affairs Division 
(EAD), sectoral line ministries, and provincial planning apparatuses (GoP, 2023). These statutory 
configurations demonstrate that the state has discursively acknowledged climate change as an 
existential governance and developmental challenge. 
However, the binding constraint within Pakistan’s climate governance framework is not a deficit 
of policy formulation, but rather the institutional decoupling of strategic commitments from the 
operational machinery of national development planning. High-level climate mandates 
experience a severe transmission loss when filtered down to routine administrative processes. 
Climate risk variables remain insufficiently institutionalized within the project cycle (PC-1 to PC-
5) appraisal matrices, the federal Public Sector Development Programme (PSDP), provincial 
Annual Development Programmes (ADPs), sectoral medium-term expenditure frameworks, 
intergovernmental coordination bodies, and compliance monitoring apparatuses. As a 
consequence, climate mainstreaming manifests primarily as a symbolic narrative tool in 
executive policy documents, while remaining functionally marginalized within micro-level 
project design, budgetary allocation, execution, and formal accountability structures. Public 
investment sub-projects frequently articulate nominal adherence to sustainability targets, yet 
their engineering configurations, ex-ante risk screenings, fiscal space adjustments, and 
performance evaluations fail to internalize the actual scale of localized climate vulnerabilities. 
While the existing scholarship on climate governance in Pakistan has extensively documented 
localized vulnerabilities, post-disaster macro-losses, agrarian shocks, and the evolutionary 
history of state climate policies, a critical institutional lacuna remains. Extant literature primarily 
interrogates what the climate impacts are on communities, ecological systems, and physical 
infrastructure. However, the internal institutional mechanisms explaining how and why 
structural climate priorities systematically fail to penetrate the routine workflows of national 
public investment management remain under-examined. Limited empirical focus has been 
directed toward the structural constraints within PC-1 appraisals, the political economy of 
PSDP/ADP resource allocation, the operationalization of climate-responsive budgeting, the 
frictions inherent in post-devolution federal-provincial coordination, and the institutional path-
dependencies of sectoral line agencies that impede programmatic climate integration. 
1.2 Aim and Research Questions 
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The aim of this study is to examine the barriers to mainstreaming climate change into Pakistan’s 
national development-planning system, with particular attention to policy integration, 
institutional coordination, budgeting practices, and implementation gaps. The study addresses 
three interrelated questions: 

• How are climate priorities currently incorporated into Pakistan’s national development-
planning instruments, including PC-1 appraisal, the PSDP, and provincial ADPs? 

• What institutional and procedural barriers prevent climate considerations from 
becoming binding criteria in routine planning, budgeting, and implementation? 

• Which reforms can convert Pakistan’s policy recognition of climate change into 
operational mainstreaming across federal and provincial planning systems? 

Using qualitative document analysis, the study reviews national climate-policy documents, 
development-planning frameworks, public-investment guidelines, and relevant institutional 
reports to assess how climate priorities are incorporated into planning and implementation 
systems. By adopting a policy-integration and institutional-coordination lens, the paper moves 
beyond a general discussion of climate vulnerability and examines the governance conditions 
under which climate mainstreaming can become operational, measurable, and development-
relevant. 
1.3 Significance and Structure 
This paper systematically contributes to the extant climate governance and public policy 
literature in three distinct ways. 
First, it executes an analytical shift from mere policy adoption and symbolic compliance to the 
empirical mechanics of operational integration within a decentralized, multi-level public 
administration framework. While existing scholarship predominantly emphasizes macro-level 
policy formulation, this study problematizes the transmission mechanisms required to 
institutionalize climate resilience across federal and provincial vertical tiers. 
Second, it directly links macroeconomic climate governance to the granular, statutory 
instruments of Public Investment Management (PIM) specifically interrogating the ex-ante PC-1 
project appraisal matrices, the allocative efficiency of the federal Public Sector Development 
Programme (PSDP) and provincial Annual Development Programmes (ADPs), and the 
institutionalization of Climate Budget Tagging (CBT) systems. These functional administrative 
conduits remain under-theorized and empirically neglected in contemporary studies on South 
Asian climate governance. 
Third, departing from conventional policy recommendations that advocate for institutional 
proliferation and the creation of parallel bureaucratic architectures, this study provides an 
internally consistent reform trajectory. It leverages existing constitutional and statutory bodies—
predominantly the Planning Commission, the Finance Division, and provincial planning boards—
to optimize resource alignment without exacerbating bureaucratic friction. 
The remainder of this monograph is structurally organized as follows: Section 2 provides a 
comprehensive conceptual and empirical review of policy integration and multi-level 
environmental governance frameworks. Section 3 delineates the qualitative document analysis 
(QDA) methodology and thematic coding architecture. Section 4 presents a critical exposition of 
the six structural barriers impeding systemic climate mainstreaming. Section 5 articulates a 
matrix of actionable policy interventions grounded in the political economy of Pakistan’s public 
financial management, followed by concluding remarks in Section 6. 
2. Literature Review 
2.1 Climate Mainstreaming and Development Planning 



Vol. 05 No. 02. April-June 2026  Advance Social Science Archive Journal 

 

651 | Page 
 

Climate mainstreaming differs from the mere production of separate climate policies. It refers to 
the systematic incorporation of climate risks, adaptation priorities, mitigation concerns, and 
resilience objectives into the ordinary procedures through which development is planned, 
financed, implemented, and evaluated. In this sense, mainstreaming does not add climate 
change as an external environmental concern; rather, it reshapes development planning itself by 
requiring public investment, sectoral strategies, infrastructure standards, and governance 
routines to account for climate-related risks and opportunities (Lam et al., 2024; Runhaar et al., 
2018). The concept usually operates at two related levels. Programmatic mainstreaming 
integrates climate considerations into existing sectoral programmes, such as agriculture, water, 
health, energy, urban planning, and infrastructure. Organisational mainstreaming embeds 
climate objectives into institutional mandates, performance frameworks, strategic planning 
cycles, and accountability mechanisms (Wamsler & Osberg, 2022; Lam et al., 2024). 
The need for mainstreaming arises from the cross-cutting nature of climate change. Agricultural 
productivity, water availability, energy generation, transport systems, public health, disaster-risk 
management, urban resilience, and poverty reduction are all shaped by climate variability and 
long-term climate shifts. A development-planning system that treats climate change as the 
responsibility of one environmental ministry is therefore unlikely to produce climate-resilient 
outcomes. Lam et al. (2024) show that, compared with gender mainstreaming, climate 
mainstreaming remains less mature in organisational culture, leadership structures, and 
accountability arrangements. This difference suggests that climate mainstreaming faces deeper 
institutional complexity because it requires changes not only in policy language but also in 
budgeting systems, planning rules, appraisal tools, and sectoral incentives. 
For mainstreaming to become meaningful, climate risks must be embedded into long-term 
planning horizons, public-investment frameworks, project-appraisal systems, and monitoring 
indicators. Sectoral development targets in agriculture, energy, water, infrastructure, health, and 
transport must be adjusted in light of climate constraints. Budgetary allocations must also reflect 
adaptation and resilience priorities; otherwise, mainstreaming remains declaratory rather than 
operational. This problem is visible in countries such as Pakistan, where formal climate 
commitments coexist with limited integration of climate risk into development-programme 
budgeting, PC-1 appraisal, and sectoral implementation procedures (Khan, 2025). The distinction 
between policy aspiration and operational integration is therefore central to understanding the 
limits of climate mainstreaming. 
2.2 Policy Integration Theory 
Policy integration theory explains the governance difficulty created by problems that cut across 
sectoral boundaries. Climate change is a paradigm case because its causes and impacts are 
distributed across energy systems, agricultural practices, land-use decisions, infrastructure 
design, water management, public health, and urban development. Yet responsibility for these 
sectors is usually divided among autonomous ministries, provincial departments, and local 
authorities, each with its own mandate, budget, administrative culture, and performance 
priorities (Candel & Biesbroek, 2016; Howlett & Saguin, 2018). 
Two dimensions of policy integration are especially relevant. Horizontal integration refers to 
coordination across ministries and sectors operating at the same level of government, while 
vertical integration concerns alignment across national, provincial, local, and international levels. 
Both are necessary for climate governance. Horizontal integration requires planning, finance, 
agriculture, water, energy, health, infrastructure, and environment institutions to align their 
objectives and planning tools. Vertical integration requires national climate commitments to be 
translated into provincial and local plans, budgets, and projects. In practice, both processes face 
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resistance: sectoral departments often protect their authority, budgets, and performance 
indicators, while cross-cutting climate objectives may be perceived as external burdens rather 
than core institutional responsibilities (Howlett et al., 2017; Trein et al., 2023). 
Policy coherence is the normative goal of integration: different policies should reinforce, rather 
than undermine, shared climate and development objectives. Coherence, however, is difficult to 
achieve. Olsen et al. (2024), in an analysis of development-aid policies across 42 donor countries, 
found that full climate–development integration remains uncommon. This shows that even well-
resourced governance systems struggle to make climate objectives routine within development 
practice. The barriers are not only technical but institutional: sectoral silos, competing budget 
priorities, weak incentives, limited technical capacity, and bureaucratic resistance all weaken 
integration. 
Whole-of-government approaches seek to address these weaknesses through inter-ministerial 
committees, joint planning processes, integrated budgeting, and shared monitoring frameworks. 
Their success depends on political commitment, institutional authority, and administrative 
capacity (Trein et al., 2023; Cairney, 2021). Without these conditions, coordination structures 
may exist formally but fail to influence everyday planning decisions. For climate mainstreaming, 
the critical issue is therefore not whether coordination forums exist but whether they change 
how development priorities are selected, financed, appraised, and monitored. 
2.3 Institutional Coordination and Multi-Level Governance 
Institutional coordination becomes more complex in federal systems, where authority is 
distributed across national, provincial, and local levels. Climate change requires national 
strategic direction, but adaptation is largely implemented through provincial and local 
institutions that face the direct effects of floods, heatwaves, droughts, water stress, and urban 
risks. Multi-level governance theory shows how climate action depends on the alignment of 
authority, resources, information, and accountability across different tiers of government 
(Hooghe & Marks, 2016). Underdal (2010) argues that long-term environmental governance 
requires both decentralised adaptive capacity and intergovernmental mechanisms for 
knowledge-sharing and collective action. 
Pakistan illustrates this challenge clearly. The 18th Constitutional Amendment (2010) devolved 
several climate-relevant sectors including agriculture, water, forestry, environment, local 
government, and disaster management to provincial governments. At the same time, federal 
institutions remain responsible for international commitments, national policy direction, 
development planning, and climate-finance coordination. This creates a structural coordination 
problem: national climate commitments under the Paris Agreement and Pakistan’s NDCs require 
implementation through provincial planning systems, yet the mechanisms connecting federal 
climate policy with provincial development planning remain weak (Rauf & Alam, 2017; Adil et al., 
2025). 
Several coordination barriers affect climate mainstreaming in Pakistan. Overlapping mandates 
create uncertainty about institutional responsibility. Weak information-sharing limits the 
movement of climate data and technical guidance between federal and provincial bodies. 
Uneven provincial capacity produces variation in adaptation planning and implementation. Fiscal 
coordination is also weak, especially when federal PSDP priorities and provincial ADPs are not 
systematically aligned with climate objectives. UN DESA (2024) emphasises that climate 
governance requires multi-level coordination because mitigation and adaptation actions cut 
across administrative scales, but such coordination often remains fragmented in practice. 
Pakistan’s NAP itself identifies poor federal–provincial coordination, unclear stakeholder roles, 
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and weak institutional capacity as major obstacles to effective adaptation and disaster-risk 
management (Government of Pakistan, 2023). 
2.4 Implementation Gap in Climate Governance 
The implementation gap in climate governance refers to the distance between formal policy 
adoption and actual policy outcomes. Fransen et al. (2023) distinguish between the adoption gap 
and the outcome gap. The adoption gap arises when climate commitments are not supported by 
adequate domestic policies; the outcome gap appears when policies exist but fail to produce 
expected results because of weak financing, poor enforcement, limited technical capacity, or 
institutional fragmentation. This distinction is important for Pakistan because the country has 
adopted climate policies and international commitments, but their translation into 
development-planning systems remains uneven. 
Pakistan’s NCCP, Updated NDC, and NAP all contain ambitious language on mitigation, 
adaptation, resilience, and disaster-risk reduction. Yet the operational machinery of planning and 
finance has not fully absorbed these priorities. Khan (2025) argues that Pakistan’s climate policy 
remains largely aspirational because implementation is uneven across provinces, budgetary 
support is limited, and progress reporting is weak. Masud et al. (2024) similarly show that 
adaptation implementation is constrained by institutional fragmentation, limited capacity, and 
weak coordination between policy actors. 
The sources of this gap are multiple. Climate finance is limited, but financing alone does not 
explain weak implementation. Technical expertise, reliable data, climate-risk screening capacity, 
monitoring systems, and accountability mechanisms are equally important. Where these are 
absent, climate commitments remain trapped in policy documents. In Pakistan, the problem is 
particularly visible in development planning: climate-risk screening and climate-responsive 
project appraisal are inconsistently applied, while budget tagging and monitoring systems are 
still maturing (Government of Pakistan, 2024a; Ministry of Planning, Development and Special 
Initiatives, 2025). The result is symbolic mainstreaming: climate language appears in policies, but 
routine planning, budgeting, and implementation continue to operate through older sectoral 
logics. 
2.5 Conceptual Framework 
This study adopts an integrated conceptual framework combining policy integration theory, 
institutional coordination/multi-level governance, and implementation-gap analysis. Policy 
integration theory explains why climate change cannot be managed by an environment ministry 
alone: its risks and responses cut across agriculture, water, energy, health, transport, housing, 
and disaster management, and so climate objectives must be embedded into sectoral planning, 
public-investment appraisal, budgeting, and monitoring systems. 
Institutional coordination and multi-level governance theory explain why this process is difficult 
in Pakistan’s federal setting. National climate commitments are formulated mainly at the federal 
level, but implementation depends heavily on provincial departments, local institutions, sectoral 
agencies, and planning and finance bodies. Where these actors do not share information, clarify 
responsibilities, coordinate budgets, and align development priorities, climate mainstreaming 
remains administratively weak. 
Implementation-gap theory explains why policy adoption does not automatically generate 
climate-resilient outcomes. Climate commitments must pass through the development-planning 
system, become part of sectoral integration, be supported by institutional coordination, and 
receive budgetary and technical backing before they produce measurable outcomes. The 
framework therefore traces a sequential pathway: (i) climate-policy commitments enter the 
national development-planning system; (ii) planning institutions translate them into sectoral 
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policies and projects; (iii) coordination mechanisms align federal, provincial, and sectoral actors 
around shared climate objectives; (iv) budgeting and implementation capacity determine 
operationalisation; and (v) successful integration produces climate-resilient development 
outcomes in which climate priorities demonstrably shape planning rules, budget allocations, 
institutional responsibilities, project-appraisal decisions, implementation practices, and 
measurable indicators. The central proposition is that climate mainstreaming fails when climate 
objectives remain policy-level commitments but are not converted into planning rules, budgetary 
priorities, institutional responsibilities, and measurable implementation indicators. 
3. Methodology 
3.1 Research Design 
This study employs a qualitative research design using document analysis as the primary 
methodological approach. Qualitative document analysis is a systematic research method that 
involves the thorough examination and interpretation of written texts, policy documents, 
institutional frameworks, and official records to extract meaningful information related to the 
research questions (Bowen, 2009). Unlike quantitative approaches that reduce phenomena to 
numerical data, qualitative document analysis preserves the complexity and contextuality of 
policy language, institutional arrangements, and governance procedures, making it particularly 
suited to understanding why climate mainstreaming remains weak despite formal policy 
commitments (Flick, 2014). 
The methodological strategy follows a content-analysis framework in which documents are 
examined to identify how climate considerations are or are not integrated into planning 
language, institutional responsibilities, budgeting procedures, and implementation mechanisms 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). This approach allows the researcher to access official institutional 
perspectives without requiring primary data collection through interviews or surveys, thereby 
providing an objective evidence base derived from documentary sources that represent formal 
institutional positions and commitments (Yin, 2014). 
3.2 Data Sources 
The study draws on seven primary categories of documents reflecting federal, provincial, 
international, and academic perspectives on climate governance and development planning in 
Pakistan: 

• National climate policy documents: National Climate Change Policy (2021), Updated NDC 
(2021), NDC 3.0 (2025), and the National Adaptation Plan (2023). 

• Development-planning frameworks: Planning Commission guidelines, the Manual for 
Development Projects (2024), the Handbook on Climate Risk Screening (2024), and PSDP 
documentation for FY 2023–24, 2024–25, and 2025–26. 

• Disaster-risk management documents: NDMA and PDMA policy documents, situation 
reports for the 2022 and 2025 floods, and disaster-risk-reduction frameworks. 

• International development partner reports: World Bank Country Climate and 
Development Report (2022), UNDP and OCHA assessments, ADB sector studies, IMF 
Climate-PIMA reports, and GIZ technical reports. 

• Government implementation and budget documents: Federal and provincial budget 
documents, including the Climate Budget Tagging framework introduced in FY 2025–26. 

• Planning Commission and sectoral guidelines: PC-1 procedures, sectoral development 
plans, and inter-ministerial coordination protocols. 

• Academic journal articles: Peer-reviewed research on climate governance, policy 
integration, institutional coordination, and implementation barriers in Pakistan and 
comparable South Asian contexts. 
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3.3 Data Analysis Method 
Thematic analysis is the primary analytical method. Thematic analysis is a qualitative analytical 
technique that involves identifying, coding, and organising patterns (themes) within textual data 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). The analytical process follows a structured five-step procedure: (1) 
familiarisation through repeated document reading; (2) open coding, in which relevant text 
segments are assigned preliminary codes based on content relevance; (3) focused coding, in 
which preliminary codes are organised into broader thematic categories; (4) theme refinement, 
in which themes are reviewed for coherence and analytical utility; and (5) theme interpretation, 
in which thematic patterns are analysed in relation to the research questions and conceptual 
framework (Tunio et al., 2024). 
The analysis combines deductive and inductive coding. Deductive codes derive directly from the 
conceptual framework (policy integration, institutional coordination, implementation gaps). 
Inductive codes emerge from document content itself, allowing unexpected barriers and 
institutional arrangements to surface (Flick, 2014). This mixed approach ensures the analysis 
remains theoretically grounded while remaining open to evidence not anticipated by existing 
frameworks. 
3.4 Coding Themes 
Documents are systematically analysed through five primary coding themes derived from the 
conceptual framework and research questions, summarised in Table 1. 
Table 1. Coding themes and analytical focus. 

Coding Theme Analytical Focus 

Policy 
Integration 

Extent to which climate priorities are embedded in development-planning 
language; degree of sectoral policy alignment around climate objectives; 
presence of cross-cutting climate considerations in planning documents. 

Institutional 
Coordination 

Federal–provincial linkages in climate governance; inter-ministerial 
coordination mechanisms; clarity of institutional responsibility for climate 
mainstreaming; alignment between federal climate commitments and 
provincial planning procedures. 

Budgetary 
Integration 

Budget allocation to climate-relevant sectors; presence of climate-finance 
mechanisms; project-level climate cost accounting; evidence of climate 
budget tagging; resources allocated to climate-related institutions. 

Implementation 
Capacity 

Technical expertise for climate mainstreaming; human resources allocated 
to climate-responsive planning; data and monitoring systems; technology 
infrastructure supporting mainstreaming. 

Monitoring & 
Accountability 

Existence of performance indicators for climate mainstreaming; reporting 
frameworks for tracking implementation progress; accountability 
mechanisms linking climate policies to sectoral outcomes; systems for 
evaluating climate resilience of development projects. 

Each document is examined for evidence related to these five themes, with particular attention 
to explicit mentions of climate integration, procedural requirements for climate consideration, 
institutional assignments for climate responsibility, and documented barriers to implementation. 
3.5 Justification and Limitations 
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Qualitative document analysis is appropriate and rigorous for this study because the research 
objective fundamentally addresses the gap between policy documents and institutional practice. 
Document analysis enables systematic examination of what Pakistan’s institutions officially 
commit to (through policy language), what procedures they establish (through planning 
guidelines), and what resources they allocate (through budgets) all of which are essential to 
understanding why climate mainstreaming remains weak despite formal commitments. The 
approach is particularly justified because climate mainstreaming operates through institutional 
procedures, planning frameworks, and budgeting mechanisms that are codified in official 
documents. 
Examining these documents provides verifiable evidence of institutional positions without 
introducing the social-desirability bias that can occur in interview-based research. Document 
analysis also allows triangulation across multiple institutional actors (federal ministries, 
provincial governments, planning commissions, development partners) and policy domains 
(climate, energy, agriculture, water, disaster management), generating a comprehensive 
understanding of climate-governance fragmentation (Bowen, 2009). 
Three limitations should be acknowledged. First, document analysis cannot fully capture informal 
practices and incentives that shape implementation; future research could complement this 
study with key-informant interviews. Second, the findings rely on publicly available documents 
up to early 2026, and rapidly evolving climate-budget reforms (such as climate budget tagging) 
may produce different patterns in coming cycles. Third, the analysis emphasises federal 
documents, while province-specific dynamics in Punjab, Sindh, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, and 
Balochistan would benefit from deeper sub-national investigation. 
4. Findings and Discussion 
The document analysis identified six interlocking barriers to climate mainstreaming in Pakistan’s 
development-planning system. These barriers, summarised in Table 2, are not independent: 
weakness in any one dimension undermines the others. The remainder of this section discusses 
each barrier in turn. 
Table 2. Six barriers to climate mainstreaming in Pakistan’s development-planning system. 

# Barrier Core Manifestation 

1 
Policy recognition without 
operational integration 

Climate language present in policy; PC-1, PSDP and ADP 
procedures do not require binding climate-risk 
screening. 

2 Institutional fragmentation 
Climate governance scattered across MoCC, PC, MoF, 
NDMA, line ministries; sectoral ownership of climate 
weak. 

3 
Weak federal–provincial 
coordination 

Devolution under 18th Amendment without parallel 
coordination architecture; provinces face 
heterogeneous obligations. 

4 Budgetary disconnect 
MoCC receives 0.22% of FY 2025–26 PSDP; new climate 
budget tagging not yet binding on project approval. 

5 
Technical and data 
capacity gaps 

Coarse climate projections; weak provincial/district 
capacity for climate risk assessment. 

6 
Weak monitoring and 
accountability 

PSDP M&E does not track climate performance; no 
national mainstreaming dashboard. 

4.1 Policy Recognition without Operational Integration 
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Pakistan’s official climate-governance architecture demonstrates substantial rhetorical 
commitment to mainstreaming climate considerations into development planning. The National 
Climate Change Policy (2021) explicitly identifies climate change as a cross-cutting development 
challenge requiring integration across sectors; the Updated NDC (2021) commits Pakistan to 
climate-resilient development; and the National Adaptation Plan (2023) frames adaptation as an 
integral development objective. These policy documents reflect international good practice in 
climate governance and signal ministerial awareness of climate risks. 
However, policy recognition does not automatically convert into operational integration. The gap 
between policy language and planning practice emerges sharply when one examines routine 
development-planning procedures. The Manual for Development Projects (2024) issued by the 
Planning Commission provides the primary template for project appraisal (the PC-1 form), yet 
climate-risk screening is not yet a mandatory pass–fail requirement in project design. The 
Planning Commission has issued a Handbook on Climate Risk Screening for Development Projects 
(2024), but evidence indicates that climate-risk screening currently functions more as guidance 
than as a binding precondition for project approval. Provincial Planning and Development 
departments, which manage the ADP in all four provinces, have not systematically integrated 
climate-risk assessment as a precondition for ADP inclusion. Sectoral departments including 
agriculture, water, energy, and health acknowledge climate risks in strategic documents but do 
not consistently apply climate-risk criteria in project design or resource-allocation decisions. 
This disjuncture between policy endorsement and operational integration suggests a 
fundamental problem in how mainstreaming is understood institutionally. Mainstreaming 
requires converting policy objectives into binding rules, procedural requirements, and 
performance expectations that structure routine decision-making. When climate considerations 
remain optional, advisory, or aspirational rather than mandatory criteria in project appraisal, 
budget allocation, and departmental targets, they remain peripheral to core planning functions. 
The result is that multiple policy documents recognise climate change as a threat to 
development, but this recognition has not been operationalised as a constraint on development-
planning decisions. 
4.2 Institutional Fragmentation 
Pakistan’s climate-governance system is institutionally fragmented across multiple federal 
ministries, provincial departments, and specialised agencies with overlapping mandates and 
unclear responsibility hierarchies. The Ministry of Climate Change and Environmental 
Coordination holds the primary mandate for climate-policy formulation and international 
negotiations; the Planning Commission coordinates development planning; the Ministry of 
Finance controls budget allocation; the National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) 
coordinates disaster-risk reduction; and provincial Planning and Development departments 
manage development investment within provinces. At the same time, sectoral ministries 
(agriculture, water, energy, health, urban development) are responsible for implementing 
climate-relevant development investments within their sectors. 
This institutional plurality produces several governance problems. First, sectoral ownership of 
climate action is weak, as sectoral departments often view climate change as externally imposed 
rather than integral to their sectoral objectives. The Ministry of Agriculture, which manages a 
substantial development portfolio related to irrigation, crop production, and rural livelihoods, 
does not systematically coordinate with the Ministry of Climate Change in designing agricultural 
projects. The Ministry of Water Resources and provincial water departments operate within 
water-sector logics that often conflict with climate-adaptation priorities. Second, institutional 
coordination mechanisms are fragile: the Pakistan Climate Change Council, intended to 
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coordinate across ministries, meets infrequently and lacks binding authority over sectoral 
institutions. Third, accountability is diffuse: when climate mainstreaming fails, no single 
institution bears clear responsibility. Fourth, financial incentives are misaligned: sectoral 
departments derive no budgetary advantage from climate-responsive investment, creating weak 
institutional incentive for climate integration. 
The effect is that climate governance operates as a horizontal silo  a specialised institutional 
domain — rather than as a principle structuring development planning across all sectors. This is 
analytically important because mainstreaming, by definition, requires moving climate 
considerations from a specialised policy domain into all development-planning decisions. When 
climate governance remains institutionally isolated, mainstreaming cannot succeed regardless 
of policy language. 
4.3 Weak Federal–Provincial Coordination 
Pakistan’s federal structure and the 18th Constitutional Amendment (2010) devolved substantial 
sectoral authority to provinces in agriculture, water, health, environment, local government, and 
disaster management — precisely the sectors most central to climate adaptation. This creates a 
structural coordination problem: national climate commitments are formulated by federal 
institutions, but implementation capacity and regulatory authority are distributed across 
provincial governments and district administrations. 
The coordination gap manifests in several ways. First, provinces have heterogeneous planning 
capacities and climate priorities. Punjab and Sindh have more developed planning institutions 
and technical capacity than Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and Balochistan. Yet the Updated NDC (2021), 
NDC 3.0 (2025) and the NAP (2023) set national climate targets without explicit provincial 
disaggregation, leaving provinces uncertain about their specific obligations. Second, provincial 
ADPs are formulated within provincial planning cycles that do not systematically align with 
national climate commitments; provinces rarely conduct systematic climate-risk screening 
before including projects in the ADP. Third, financing responsibility for climate adaptation 
remains unclear. The federal government formulates climate commitments but lacks direct 
budgetary control over provincial expenditure. The Finance Division controls the federal PSDP  
set at PKR 1,000 billion in FY 2025–26  but the bulk of development investment at sub-national 
level is financed through provincial ADPs, which together total approximately PKR 2,869 billion 
under the FY 2025–26 National Development Programme of about PKR 4,224 billion (Planning 
Commission, 2025). 
This federal–provincial gap exemplifies the implementation gap identified in the conceptual 
framework: national policy adoption (climate commitments at federal level) is not coupled with 
institutional coordination and capacity alignment at the provincial implementation level. 
Without explicit federal provincial coordination mechanisms, binding provincial targets, and 
financing incentives aligned with climate commitments, the gap between national climate 
promises and provincial implementation remains substantial. 
4.4 Budgetary Disconnect 
Climate mainstreaming requires alignment between policy priorities and public-resource 
allocation. Pakistan’s development budget  the federal PSDP and the provincial ADPs  represents 
the primary lever for converting climate commitments into implementation. However, the 
relationship between climate policy and budgetary allocation remains tenuous. Table 3 
summarises core indicators. 
Table 3. Climate finance and PSDP indicators, Pakistan (FY 2025–26). 
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Indicator Value Source 

Total National Development 
Outlay (FY 2025–26) 

PKR ~4,224 billion 
Planning Commission 

(2025) 

Federal PSDP PKR 1,000 billion Ministry of Finance (2025) 

Provincial ADPs (combined) PKR ~2,869 billion 
Planning Commission 

(2025) 

MoCC PSDP allocation FY 2025 - 
26 

PKR 2.78 billion (≈0.22% 
of PSDP) 

Bhatti (2025); MoF (2025) 

Change vs FY 2024 - 25 MoCC 
budget 

Down from PKR 3.42 bn (–
PKR 640 m) 

Bhatti (2025) 

Estimated NDC 3.0 investment 
requirement by 2030 

USD ~348 billion 
Ministry of Climate 

Change (2025) 

2022 floods PDNA: total damages USD 14.9 billion 
Government of Pakistan 

et al. (2022) 

2022 floods PDNA: economic 
losses 

USD 15.2 billion 
Government of Pakistan 

et al. (2022) 

2022 floods PDNA: reconstruction 
needs 

USD 16.3 billion 
Government of Pakistan 

et al. (2022) 

2025 floods preliminary damages 
PKR ~822 billion (USD ~2.9 

billion) 
NDMA (2025) 

The Ministry of Climate Change and Environmental Coordination received PKR 2.78 billion in the 
FY 2025–26 PSDP  only about 0.22% of the PKR 1,287 billion preliminary federal PSDP outlay 
reported in budget documents down by approximately PKR 640 million from PKR 3.42 billion in 
the previous fiscal year (Bhatti, 2025; Ministry of Finance, 2025). This is striking given that NDC 
3.0 (2025) estimates Pakistan’s climate-investment requirement at approximately USD 348 
billion by 2030, with the great majority conditional on international support (Ministry of Climate 
Change, 2025; Dawn, 2025). The mismatch between the assessed need and the lead ministry’s 
development envelope is therefore an order of magnitude problem, not a marginal one. 
More fundamentally, climate-responsive investment has historically not been systematically 
tagged or tracked across the PSDP and provincial ADPs. Without climate budget tagging — in 
which climate-relevant projects are coded and their expenditure tracked  it is impossible to 
assess whether development spending reflects climate priorities or whether climate-relevant 
projects are adequately resourced. Recognising this, the Ministry of Finance, working with the 
IMF and development partners, introduced an initial climate budget tagging framework in FY 
2025–26, requiring PSDP projects to be classified under adaptation, mitigation, or support 
categories (Ministry of Finance, 2025; Olsen et al., 2024). This is a significant procedural reform; 
however, tagging on its own does not redirect resources unless it is linked to project approval 
thresholds, sectoral ceilings, and reporting obligations. 
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Furthermore, the PSDP project-approval process does not yet require climate-risk assessment as 
a financing precondition. Projects continue to be approved based on cost-benefit analysis, 
technical feasibility, and alignment with sectoral priorities, while climate-risk implications are not 
systematically weighted in approval decisions. This means that development projects may be 
approved and financed without assessing whether they increase or decrease climate resilience. 
The inverse problem also occurs: adaptation projects that would enhance resilience but show 
weak short-term economic returns under conventional cost-benefit analysis may not be 
prioritised in competitive budget allocation. The budgetary disconnect therefore demonstrates 
that mainstreaming cannot be a purely rhetorical exercise: unless climate commitments are 
translated into development priorities that compete for and secure actual budget allocations, 
and unless climate-risk assessment influences project approval, mainstreaming remains a 
communication strategy rather than a resource-allocation mechanism. 
4.5 Technical and Data Capacity Constraints 
Climate-sensitive development planning requires local climate information, risk-assessment 
tools, and technical expertise that are unevenly distributed across Pakistan’s planning 
institutions. At federal level, the Pakistan Meteorological Department provides climate data, but 
the spatial resolution of climate projections is coarse, limiting utility for district-level project 
design. Vulnerability assessments and climate-risk maps are not systematically available for all 
development sectors or all geographic areas. The Ministry of Climate Change has begun 
developing sectoral climate-change impact assessments, but these are incomplete and not 
consistently integrated into sectoral planning. 
At provincial and district levels, technical capacity constraints are more severe. Provincial 
Planning and Development departments typically lack in-house expertise in climate-risk 
assessment, climate modelling, or vulnerability analysis. District administrations, which manage 
local development at the implementation frontier, have minimal climate-adaptation expertise. 
The result is that project designers lack the local climate data and risk-assessment guidance 
necessary to systematically incorporate climate considerations into project design. Agricultural 
projects, for example, are often designed with agronomic expertise but without explicit analysis 
of how climate change will affect productivity assumptions or irrigation requirements. 
This capacity constraint has two implications for policy integration. First, planning officials cannot 
meaningfully conduct climate-risk screening without data and tools. When tools are absent, 
optional requirements become non-functional: officials cannot be expected to implement 
procedures that demand resources and expertise they do not possess. Second, weak technical 
capacity perpetuates institutional fragmentation: sectoral departments design projects within 
sectoral logics, without systematic integration of climate considerations, because the resources 
for integration are unavailable. Addressing capacity constraints therefore requires not only a 
policy mandate but also resource allocation for technical training, data infrastructure, and tool 
development. ND-GAIN data place Pakistan at 150th in adaptation readiness and 146th in 
vulnerability, which is consistent with these institutional findings (Ministry of Climate Change, 
2025). 
4.6 Weak Monitoring and Accountability 
Effective mainstreaming requires measurable indicators, transparent tracking, and 
accountability mechanisms that link climate commitments to implementation outcomes. 
Pakistan’s climate-governance documents articulate targets for example, the NDC commits to 
specific emissions-reduction percentages and adaptation outcomes but institutional 
mechanisms for tracking progress toward these targets at the sectoral and project level are 
underdeveloped. 
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Sectoral departments do not routinely report on climate-mainstreaming indicators. Agricultural 
departments report on area cultivated and crop production; water departments report on 
irrigation coverage; health departments report on disease prevalence. But systematic monitoring 
of whether these sectoral outcomes are climate-resilient, whether projects incorporate climate-
risk considerations, or whether sectoral spending aligns with climate-adaptation priorities is 
largely absent. The PSDP monitoring system tracks project implementation progress (physical 
and financial) but does not include climate-specific performance indicators. Provincial ADPs 
similarly lack climate-mainstreaming indicators. 
The monitoring gap has critical implications. Without monitoring data, it is impossible to assess 
whether mainstreaming is actually occurring or whether it remains symbolic. Officials face no 
performance evaluation based on climate-mainstreaming criteria; departments have no 
incentive to track climate outcomes. When climate mainstreaming is not part of standard 
institutional reporting and performance evaluation, it remains a parallel concern  important in 
policy documents but not central to departmental accountability. The absence of clear 
accountability mechanisms means that institutional failures in climate mainstreaming are not 
systematically identified, reported, or remedied. This monitoring weakness exemplifies a 
broader institutional problem: mainstreaming becomes real only when institutions adopt 
standard procedures that include climate considerations, when officials are held accountable for 
implementing these procedures, and when progress is measured and publicly reported. 
5. Policy Recommendations 
The findings indicate that climate mainstreaming in Pakistan will require institutional change  not 
merely additional policy documents. The recommendations below are sequenced to convert 
existing policy recognition into binding planning rules, aligned institutional responsibilities, 
traceable budget allocations, technical capacity, and transparent accountability. 
5.1 Make Climate Risk Screening Mandatory in PC-1 Appraisal 
Climate-risk screening must become a binding pass - fail requirement in project appraisal, not an 
optional environmental consideration. The Planning Commission should amend the Manual for 
Development Projects (2024) to incorporate mandatory climate-risk assessment into PC-1 
preparation for all major infrastructure, agricultural, water, energy, transport, health, and urban-
development projects above a defined cost threshold. The assessment should evaluate exposure 
to projected climate hazards including flood risk, drought severity, heat stress, water-availability 
changes, soil degradation, and disaster events. By embedding climate screening into the project-
appraisal framework that gates access to PSDP and ADP financing, Pakistan can convert climate 
considerations from advisory language into a binding precondition for project approval. The 
Planning Commission should provide standardised, user-friendly climate-risk screening tools that 
project teams can apply within existing appraisal timelines, avoiding the perception that climate 
integration adds bureaucratic burden rather than improves project design. 
5.2 Strengthen the Planning Commission’s Coordination Role 
The Planning Commission occupies a unique institutional position at the intersection of 
development planning, project appraisal, PSDP management, and sectoral coordination. Rather 
than positioning the Ministry of Climate Change as the sole lead institution for mainstreaming 
an approach that has produced institutional silos Pakistan should task the Planning Commission 
with integrating climate objectives into development-planning rules, investment criteria, and 
sectoral targets. This requires expanding the Planning Commission’s mandate to include climate-
mainstreaming oversight and providing it with authority to screen project pipelines and sectoral 
plans for consistency with national climate commitments. The Planning Commission should chair 
an inter-ministerial committee that reviews climate integration in PSDP priorities, sectoral plans, 
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and PC-1 approvals. This centralises coordination through an institution that already commands 
authority over development planning rather than creating parallel climate-governance 
structures. 
5.3 Operationalise Climate Budget Tagging 
The Climate Budget Tagging framework introduced in FY 2025–26 represents an important 
reform but is not yet fully operational. The Finance Division, working with the Planning 
Commission and provincial finance departments, should: (i) extend tagging to all four provincial 
ADPs; (ii) link tagging classifications (adaptation, mitigation, support) to PC-1 approval 
thresholds, so that projects coded as climate-relevant must demonstrate climate-risk 
integration; (iii) publish annual climate-tagged expenditure data disaggregated by sector and 
province; and (iv) integrate tagging with the parallel Pakistan Green Taxonomy and National 
Climate Finance Strategy. Tagging without these mechanisms remains a labelling exercise; with 
them, it becomes a genuine resource-allocation discipline (Ministry of Finance, 2025; Dawn, 
2025). 
5.4 Build Provincial and District Capacity 
Targeted capacity building must be provided to provincial Planning and Development 
departments, district administrations, and provincial sectoral departments. Training 
programmes should focus on climate-risk assessment methodologies, vulnerability mapping, 
climate-sensitive project appraisal, adaptation planning, and use of climate data in development 
decisions. Because climate impacts are localised and adaptation implementation occurs at 
provincial and district levels, building technical expertise at these levels is essential. This requires 
sustained investment in human resources, technical tools, and data infrastructure not one-off 
training workshops. International development partners (World Bank, ADB, UNDP, GIZ) should 
support this capacity building alongside government budget allocation, ideally channelled 
through programmes anchored in the Planning Commission and provincial P&D departments. 
5.5 Establish a Formal Federal–Provincial Coordination Mechanism 
A formal federal–provincial coordination mechanism should be established, convening the 
Ministry of Climate Change, the Planning Commission, the Finance Division, provincial Planning 
and Development departments, the NDMA and provincial disaster-management authorities, and 
sectoral ministry representatives on a quarterly basis. This mechanism should review climate-
integration progress in provincial development plans, assess alignment between provincial ADPs 
and national climate commitments (including NDC 3.0 sectoral targets), track climate-budget 
allocation, and evaluate implementation of the NAP and NCCP. Clear terms of reference, 
designated responsibilities, decision rules, and shared monitoring data should structure this 
coordination to ensure it produces actionable outcomes rather than symbolic engagement. 
5.6 Create a National Climate Mainstreaming Dashboard 
Pakistan should establish a national climate-mainstreaming dashboard accessible to government 
and public stakeholders. The dashboard should track implementation of the NAP, NCCP, and NDC 
3.0 by displaying measurable indicators of climate integration across sectors, provinces, and 
projects; identifying responsible institutions and implementation timelines; linking climate 
investments to budget allocations through climate budget tagging data; and reporting annual 
progress against targets. Independent evaluation of dashboard data should be conducted 
annually — ideally jointly by an academic consortium and the Auditor-General — to assess 
whether climate mainstreaming is advancing from policy language to operational practice. The 
dashboard creates transparency and institutional accountability by making climate-
mainstreaming progress or failures visible to decision-makers and the public. 
5.7 Sequencing of Reforms 
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These six recommendations should be implemented in two phases. In the short term (12–18 
months), Pakistan should: (a) make climate-risk screening mandatory in PC-1 appraisal; (b) 
operationalise climate budget tagging across the federal PSDP and at least two provincial ADPs; 
and (c) launch a federal–provincial coordination mechanism with binding terms of reference. In 
the medium term (2–4 years), Pakistan should: (d) expand the Planning Commission’s climate-
coordination mandate; (e) institutionalise capacity-building programmes at provincial and 
district level; and (f) establish the national climate-mainstreaming dashboard with independent 
evaluation. This sequencing reflects political feasibility (procedural reforms first), institutional 
dependencies (tagging precedes meaningful dashboards), and capacity realities (lasting capacity 
work requires sustained investment). 
6. Conclusion 
Pakistan’s climate-mainstreaming problem is not fundamentally one of policy awareness or 
international commitment. The National Climate Change Policy (2021), the Updated NDC (2021), 
NDC 3.0 (2025), and the National Adaptation Plan (2023) demonstrate that Pakistan’s 
government recognises climate change as a serious development threat. The real problem lies in 
translating policy recognition into operational integration across development-planning 
procedures, institutions, budgets, and accountability mechanisms. This study has shown that 
mainstreaming fails at the implementation frontier, where policy commitments must be 
converted into binding planning rules, institutional coordination, budgetary allocation, technical 
capacity, and measurable outcomes. 
The analysis identified six interlocking barriers. First, climate considerations remain embedded 
in policy documents but have not been converted into mandatory project-appraisal criteria or 
sectoral planning targets. Second, institutional fragmentation isolates climate governance in a 
specialised ministry rather than integrating it into the Planning Commission, sectoral 
departments, and provincial authorities responsible for development decisions. Third, national 
climate commitments formulated federally are not aligned with provincial implementation 
capacity, creating a coordination gap that leaves provinces uncertain about their climate 
obligations. Fourth, climate-responsive development investment is insufficiently resourced and 
only partially visible in budget-tracking systems, rendering mainstreaming rhetorical rather than 
resource-based; the Ministry of Climate Change’s 0.22% share of the FY 2025–26 PSDP, set 
against a USD 348 billion investment requirement by 2030, captures the scale of this disconnect. 
Fifth, provincial and district planning institutions lack the technical expertise, climate data, and 
risk-assessment tools necessary to systematically incorporate climate considerations into routine 
project design. Sixth, weak monitoring and accountability mechanisms mean that climate 
mainstreaming remains a policy promise rather than an administrative practice verified through 
measurable indicators and transparent reporting. 
Addressing these barriers requires more than policy revision. It requires embedding climate 
considerations into the rules, procedures, and incentives that structure routine development-
planning decisions. Climate screening must become mandatory in PC-1 appraisal; the Planning 
Commission must assume central coordination responsibility for climate integration; climate-
relevant budgeting must become visible and tracked through a fully operational tagging 
framework; provincial and district institutions must be equipped with technical capacity and 
climate data; federal–provincial coordination must occur through formal mechanisms with clear 
responsibilities; and progress must be monitored through transparent dashboards that hold 
institutions accountable for mainstreaming outcomes. 
The stakes are substantial. Pakistan faces climate impacts intensifying floods, extended droughts, 
water stress, heat-related mortality, and agricultural-productivity losses that will undermine 
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development gains unless development investment itself becomes climate-resilient. The 2022 
floods affected 33 million people and produced damages of USD 14.9 billion; the 2025 monsoon 
killed more than 1,000 and affected 6.9 million more (Government of Pakistan et al., 2022; OCHA, 
2025). Mainstreaming is therefore not a climate-policy option; it is a development necessity. Yet 
mainstreaming will not happen through exhortation or policy language alone. It requires 
institutional change altering how development is planned, financed, and evaluated. For Pakistan, 
the real test of climate governance is not whether climate change is mentioned in policy 
documents but whether it shapes the everyday decisions through which development is planned, 
financed, implemented, and evaluated. 
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