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Annual Review - Summary Sheet 
 

Title:  BioCarbon Fund (BioCF) Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes (ISFL) 

Programme Value: £50m DECC investment Review Date: March 2016 

Start Date: 
May 2015 

End Date:  
March 2016 

Start and end dates should indicate the period 
that the review covers, including if this is over 
12 months.   

 
Summary of Programme Performance  

Year 2015 2016       

Programme Score B B       

Risk Rating Medium Medium-
high 

      

 
Summary of progress and lessons learnt since last review  
 
Overall we assess that the ISFL is on course to achieve the outputs outlined in its logframe but with 
some slippage to the original expected timeframes. 
 
Over the review period the ISFL has been focused on parallel efforts to (1) refine processes and 
procedures in order to execute the Initiative and its programs effectively and (2) progress programs 
through design stages towards implementation.  
 
Since the last ISFL ICF Annual Review in May 2015, the Initiative has made good progress, including1: 

 Operationalising the governance of the ISFL by: 
o Refining operational procedures, clarifying roles and responsibilities, and agreeing 

decision-making and contributor approval processes, based on the principles of the ISFL 
Operating Framework 

o Holding the first Annual Meeting (date?) 
o Issuing first Annual Report (August 2015). Further refinements are expected this year 

once the ‘governance document’ is integrated into the BioCF Instrument2.    

 Improving transparency, communications, and knowledge management, with more 
information made available on the ISFL website.  

 Improving the ISFL’s private sector engagement approach, including working with the IFC.  

 Improved stakeholder engagement, including regular meetings between the World Bank ISFL 
team and civil society organisations (CSOs).  

 Developments to strengthen monitoring and evaluation, including identification of additional 
improvements as a result of the ICF Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) team review of 
the logframe (Feb 2016).  

 Since early 2016, improvements in programme management and communication between the 
Bank and Contributors, with better planning to forecast workloads, plan Contributor input, 
deconflict meetings (particularly with other key multilateral forest fund meetings), alongside 
improved coordination by Contributors. 

 Continued progress at the programme-level.  
 
Governance arrangements were resource-intensive and took longer than expected to finalise, due to a 
number of factors. Initiative-level work, particularly in the latter part of 2015, focused on restructuring the 
BioCFplus trust fund (the upfront finance part of the initiative; where DECC is not invested). Earlier plans 
did not anticipate the volume of work required to operationalize the innovative aspirations of the 
Operating Framework and the requirements of the ISFL (to work directly with the IFC, to enable 
Contributors to allocate funds to specific country programs, etc.). This required extensive internal World 

                                            
1
 Further detail on these elements of success is included as Annex 1.  

2
 The BioCF Instrument will need to be revised primarily to connect the governance of BioCFplus-ISFL trust funds 

with the BioCF T3. This is not expected to affect DECC’s Participant Arrangement with the ISFL.  

http://www.biocarbonfund-isfl.org/
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Bank coordination and agreement through consensus of  all ISFL Contributors, whose limited availability 
in 2015 (particularly around Paris COP) led to delays in finalising the new governance arrangements. 
Despite this, other Initiative work advanced (such as development of management tools, approaches for 
stakeholders and private sector, etc.). Recent improvements in programme management and 
communication between the Bank and Contributors regarding updates to the ISFL planning calendar 
should (1) improve forecasts of workloads and (2) improve coordination with Contributors so opportunity 
for input is planned further in advance and can navigate conflicts in Contributor diaries (e.g. ensuring 
input points do not clash with input points on other World Bank fund’s that Contributors are also involved 
in).  
 
The ISFL did not significantly progress work on a comprehensive landscape carbon accounting 
methodology until early 2016. The initiative aims to incentivise changes at the landscape level, i.e. going 
beyond traditional REDD+ activities (which account for emissions from deforestation, forest degradation, 
conserving and enhancing forest carbon stocks) to also include sustainable agriculture and smarter land-
use planning. The development of these unprecedented, new methodologies for landscape-level 
accounting is technically complex. A workshop to start scoping options for methodological approaches 
was held in January 2016 with technical experts and Contributors to the fund. Further work on the 
analysis of options will be required before a decision on the appropriate approach can be made. We 
expect this work to be completed by October 2016, following which a more accurate understanding of 
the timeline for completing the methodology work can be determined. If Contributors are unable to agree 
to a methodological approach in a timely manner (which is also dependent upon the analysis of options 
being completed by a Bank-procured consultant team with the requisite expertise), there may be delays 
to negotiating Emissions Reduction Purchase Agreements (ERPAs) in the most advanced programmes. 
The original milestone of signing the first ERPA in 2016 now looks very unlikely.  
 
Although every effort was made to progress initiative level arrangements in parallel to making progress 
with programme design at the local level, both the additional unanticipated Initiative work programme 
and the ongoing methodology work programme could potentially cause delays to programme delivery.  
 
Key Lessons Learned 
 
A key lesson of 2015 was the need to improve the communication between the World Bank ISFL Team 
and Contributors. 2015 was a particularly busy year in the run up to COP21 in Paris which limited the 
availability of Contributors; this was compounded by clashes with peaks in workload in other multilateral 
funds that ISFL Contributors are also invested in. Better coordination between Contributors and the 
World Bank ISFL team, such as improving forward planning, setting and sticking to decision points, and 
maintaining regular channels of communication will hopefully overcome these challenges. Improvements 
have already been made. In January 2016, the World Bank ISFL team provided contributors with a 
forward look of key milestones for the year ahead. Monthly calls have been scheduled which will be 
important to flag any key risks and deviations from the planned calendar of events. This includes 
involving and updating contributors on potential new programmes for the ISFL pipeline and the 
management of other key risks.  
 
Another area for further learning is private sector engagement, an explicit defining characteristic of the 
ISFL that sets it apart from other major REDD+ results-based finance funds. Unfortunately the ISFL was 
unable to secure any Public-Private-Partnership announcements in time for COP21 in Paris, 
Contributors hoped COP could be a good moment to solidifying private sector commitments to the ISFL; 
The ISFL will need to continue to engage companies to secure a Public-Private-Partnership and broaden 
its private sector approach. The Bank is working with The Nature Conservancy to identify the challenges, 
opportunities and gaps in the ISFL’s current approach to private sector engagement.  
 
The ISFL should continue to do more to work cohesively in-country with participant governments as well 
as World Bank local staff and Contributor’s embassy staff. For example, where progress in a particular 
programme has been slower than expected, Contributors’ in-country representatives, the World Bank, 
and the host governments should coordinate efforts to accelerate progress.  
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Progress on Recommendations from the last annual review 

 

Progress on Recommendations from the last annual review 

Complete consultation on ISFL’s ‘smart 
management principles’ that guide the timely 
delivery and governance of the initiative by the 
end of 2015.  

Met  
Although 
work on 
governance 
is still 
ongoing. 

This recommendation referred to CSO consultation on the ‘Operating Framework’ which was 
completed in October 2015. The feedback from CSOs was incorporated into the new governance 
arrangements and informed other documents such as the stakeholder management approach. 
More could have been done, however, to communicate to Contributors (and back to the CSO) how 
this feedback has been addressed. This will be particularly important if the Operating Framework 
is ‘retired’, having been superseded by the new governance arrangements.  
 
The scope of the required ‘smart management principles’ or governance of the ISFL was much 
broader than originally anticipated and included more issues than were foreseen when the 
Operating Framework was written. The process to agree the governance arrangements (through 
the governance document and amendments to the Instrument) took much longer than expected, 
driven by: 

 lack of foresight of all the work that would be required, complex structure of the ISFL 
incorporating the BioCFplus-ISFL and Tranche 3 (T3) and the substructures within them, 

 the internal discussions required at the Bank, and;  

 the steers required from Contributors at a busy time where opportunities to discuss the 
detail were limited.  

 
Any knock-on amendments relating to DECC’s Participation Arrangement

3
 will need careful 

consideration including by DECC legal. The governance arrangements are due to be finalised in 
September 2016. 

Finalise decision making process by the end 
of 2015 and continue clear communication 
between the Bank and donors on milestones 
and information required to make decisions. This 
will need to continue for all ISFL programmes  

Partially 
Met  

The first draft of the Contributor decision making process (Contributor Approval Process Note) 
was finalized and shared with Contributors in May 2015 and discussed at the 2015 Annual 
Meeting. This version best reflected decision making at the time and was therefore considered 
final. However, it was always the intention of the Bank to update the Contributor decision making 
process as needed. Therefore, this will be updated based on the final governance arrangements. 
A third version of the decision making paper, refining the process as we learn, will be shared with 
contributors ahead of the April mid-year meeting and agreed. The timing/milestones for decisions 
should also be discussed during the meeting and incorporated into the forward look calendar.  

Develop Initiative Level M&E plan by the end of 
2015 (this should include updates and 
improvements to the log frame, setting out 
ISFL’s approach to evaluations and outlining an 
approach to developing programme level M&E). 
This should be discussed at the ISFL Annual 

Met 
Although 
further work 
to refine 
M&E plans 
will be 

The logframe was developed in the Spring of 2015 and shared with Contributors. An updated 
logframe and a draft evaluation plan were sent to Contributors on 30

th
 December 2015. The 

process for developing programme level M&E was shared in the M&E note in advance of the 2015 
Annual Meeting and M&E was discussed more comprehensively at this meeting. ICF MEL team is 
reviewing the logframe and will make recommendations for improvement which will be shared with 
the World Bank team following this Annual Review.  

                                            
3
 The Participation Arrangement will not be amended. The BioCF Instrument, which is referenced in the Participation Arrangement, will incorporate the agreed ISFL 

governance arrangements. 
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Meeting in August 2015.  required.   
The draft evaluation plan should be further developed. DECC has provided feedback on the 
evaluation plan, suggesting that more detail is needed from the outset, considering the staging of 
evaluations of the Initiative as a whole, including consideration of the utility of an early-stage 
evaluation drawing out the lessons learned in this initial period. This should be built-on evaluations 
planned at the programme-level which are set out in the Programme Appraisal Documents.  
 
No comments have been received from other contributors. It has been suggested that a specific 
teleconference on M&E should be held following the mid-year meeting to ensure that the M&E 
plans are fit-for-purpose, and the views of Contributors are incorporated into plans. DECC will 
work with other Contributors to help ensure there is broad consensus on the logframe and M&E 
plan. 

Update expected timeframes for key 
programme milestones so that progress can 
be measured effectively. This should be 
complemented by an outline plan of work and 
decisions at the initiative level and a strategy to 
identify risks to timely programme delivery and 
appropriate mitigation strategies).  

Partially 
met 

Timeframes for programme milestones are included in planning calendars for the ISFL (for this 
reporting period, calendars were shared in August and December 2015) and the ISFL logframe 
(through milestones for ISFL Programs). The 2016 planning calendar further defined decision 
points and strategies for risk management for timely delivery, though this is something the Bank 
manages as part of its day-to-day work.  
 
It would be helpful to forecast milestones for the process from concept note stage to ERPA for 
each programme to monitor progress against expectations. While immediate next milestones were 
included in the Annual Report and planning calendars, a longer-term perspective would help 
manage the initiative as a whole and the interdependencies between work streams, ensuring that 
the logframe captures this progress and has appropriate milestones at the aggregate initiative-
level.  
 
Some milestones have shifted, and a systematic approach to capturing the reasons for this should 
be adopted. ISFL programmes are innovative; there is an element of ‘learning as we go’ to 
planning, and programmes are led by recipient governments, not the World Bank, and therefore 
delays can be caused by a range of external factors. Our understanding of timings should improve 
over time, particularly after the first programme has reached ERPA signature. This learning at the 
initiative level should be incorporated into programme timeline projections in addition to the 
programme specific context.  
 
Quarterly teleconferences with Contributors for each of the programmes have been arranged 
which should improve monitoring the performance of programmes within the initiative and reduce 
slippage when possible by better planning and regular communication. 
 

Communicate with Contributors ISFL’s risk 
management strategy (including, inter alia, an 
assessment of the option to over programme the 
portfolio to address the delivery risks; 
consideration of new ways to articulate the 
ambition, scale and breadth of the programmes 

Partially 
met 

This was discussed as planned at the Annual Meeting. However, it spurred a more in-depth 
conversation on risk, which will be reported on at the mid-year meeting in April. Risk should be 
formally managed and discussed with Contributors at both the programme and initiative level. Risk 
Management at the initiative level has not been communicated to Contributors. There is not a 
clear and comprehensive risk management strategy or associated risk register. A risk 
management strategy and risk register are expected in advance of the mid-year meeting in April.  
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that ISFL and support to forest nation 
governments and to gain the political leadership 
required and avoid further delays in programme 
development, consideration of the risk of 
outstanding funding gaps to ensure the 
programmes’ viability). This should be discussed 
at the ISFL Annual Meeting in August 2015.  

This should put in place processes that are compatible with the World Bank’s systems, and 
facilitate the World Bank ISFL team’s communication to Contributors of top initiative-level and 
local risks, mitigations that are underway, and what residual risk that leaves.  

Complete analysis of staffing requirements at 
the initiative and programme level and include 
this in the budget forecasts as part of the 
initiative and programme level annual reports. 
This should be completed prior to the next ICF 
Annual Review in spring 2016.  

Met 
 

Staffing requirements are continuously analysed. The World Bank has a strategic staffing plan and 
has projected needs for the ISFL through to 2030 (the close date of the Initiative) as part of the 
budget forecasts. Staffing requirements will not be reported on in the Annual Report, but the 
budget will reflect needs. 
 
Most of the World Bank staff working on the ISFL have other programmes to manage. While this 
encourages synergies and facilitates learning across related World Bank funds, there can also be 
constraints. For example, carbon  accounting expertise is a resource is shared between BioCF 
and FCPF; there is a large workload needed to progress things in parallel and resources may not 
be sufficient to make progress in both funds at the pace expected by Contributors. This issue was 
recognised and the ISFL has scaled up staffing resources as the Initiative and its programmes 
have developed (for methodology and other needs). 
 
Management of priorities and enhancing synergies also applies to Contributors. There have been 
bottleneck moments due to competing work programs and priorities, for example related forest 
funds and the Paris COP. Contributors will similarly need to manage their time in order to move 
critical processes forward to meet milestones at both the Initiative and programme levels. 
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Summary of recommendations for the next year 
 
The ISFL should continue progress and complete the recommendations from last year’s review as per 

the update above. In addition the World Bank ISFL team should: 

 Conclude revisions to the ISFL’s governance, including relevant decisions on: the governance 

document decision-making process document, Operating Framework and amendments to the 

BioCF Instrument, with the full agreement of Contributors to the approach and quick 

implementation of the new governance arrangement thereafter.  

 Finalisation of BioCFplus restructuring (which includes finalisation of the governance document) 

should be concluded no later than the end of May 2016 to allow negotiations of the 

implementation grant for Ethiopia to begin in May 2016. This is on the critical path for the 

timetable – a step Ethiopia needs in place before it can develop its emission reduction 

programme – and could impact the timely progress of other programmes. The ‘decision making 

process’ document will be updated for the 2016 Mid-year Meeting in April and may be updated in 

the future if needed. Contributors and the Bank will discuss potential ‘retirement’ of the Operating 

Framework at the 2016 Mid-year Meeting. Amendments to the BioCF Instrument will be 

discussed and agreed at the 2016 Annual Meeting in September. 

 Accelerate work on comprehensive landscape carbon accounting methodology to provide 

clarity on options that can be taken and facilitate decision-making and mitigate risk of delay in 

projected milestones for ERPA negotiations.   

o ISFL team will check in with Contributors by June/July 2016 on the methodology work 

programme after analysis of 1-2 countries is underway. Full research to be completed by 

October 2016 at which point Contributors will be provided with options on next steps. 

o Contributors to agree by consensus their preferred approach to carbon accounting 

methodology (which may include a transition to a comprehensive methodology once 

available) to allow ERPA negotiations in programme countries to proceed.  

 More effective planning processes and lesson learning from first country window  

o analyse reasons for slippage in most advanced programmes and consider if and how the 

pace could be accelerated, making any necessary adjustments to subsequent programme 

milestones and deadlines to set ambitious but realistic deadlines, improving monitoring of 

future progress. 

o Full set of projected milestones from concept note to ERPA signature for each ISFL target 

country to be communicated in the 2016 Annual Report due in September.  

 Regular communication between the Bank and Contributors and between Contributors to 

ensure there is a clear understanding on what we expect to achieve over the next year 

o maintaining the monthly initiative-level teleconferences and quarterly programme level 

teleconferences throughout 2016, to ensure there is a clear understanding between the 

Bank and Contributors on: key milestones; forthcoming meetings, missions, consultations 

and decision points; any changes to current plans; and key risks and mitigation strategies. 

o Contributor teleconferences should also be organised to improve understanding of 

Contribution constraints and positions and facilitate consensus decision-making on tricky 

issues in advance of key meetings/calls with the Bank. This should be a continual process 

throughout the next year and lead.  

 Develop and agree an Initiative-Level Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) plan with all 

Contributors after the mid-year meeting by July 2016, in advance of the 2016 Annual Report.  

o DECC is the only Contributor that has provided comments on the Initiatives’ M&E plan. 

We will work with the World Bank to obtain consensus and buy-in of all Contributors on 

this important piece of work, including incorporating any recommendations provided by 

the MEL expert review, and input from all Contributors, to improve the logframe.  
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o While detailed terms of reference for the evaluations can be defined closer to the time, the 

M&E plan should set out starting assumptions on: methods/types of evaluation; scope 

and scale including number of programmes; estimated cost range; formats and 

communication approaches for findings; governance/involvement of Contributors; timing 

of first evaluation and approximate frequency of subsequent evaluations.  

o Details of the ISFL’s M&E approach at the local-level required to operationalise the 

initiative-level plan will be developed in the corresponding Programme Appraisal 

Document (PAD).  

 Implement by June 2016 a more formal risk management strategy  

 Including a risk register or equivalent format that suits Bank internal processes, using this system 

to communicate to the Contributors key initiative-level and programme-level risks, the risk 

mitigation plan and residual risk estimates.  

 Consider options to manage under-delivery risk through additional pipeline development. Bank to 

present options at the mid-year meeting in April. Contributors and the Bank to reach consensus 

on an approach to manage under-delivery risk by July 2016 and implement the agreed approach 

by end of 2016. 

 Utilise Contributors’ overseas diplomatic and technical staff more effectively to help 

unblock barriers and strengthen political buy-in for ISFL programmes, including by agreeing key 

joint messages for all involved in ISFL and considering where contributors can help address 

technical or financial gaps to complete remaining readiness steps and facilitate programme 

delivery. This should be done for the first Quarterly Programme Calls and updated for 

consideration at subsequent Quarterly Programme Calls.  

 Update ISFL’s Private Sector Approach.  

o By the mid-year meeting (April 2016) present an analysis of early lessons learned and 

road map for private sector engagement.  

o By December 2016, focus on 1-2 ISFL programmes to determine where private sector 

engagement can be strengthened. 
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A. Introduction and Context (1 page) 

Link to Business 
Case:  

Business case 

Link to Log frame:  Log frame and Theory of Change 

 
 
Outline of the programme 
 
The BioCarbon Fund (BioCF) Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes (ISFL) is a multilateral fund, 
managed by the World Bank with 4 participating donor countries: UK (DECC and Defra), Germany, 
Norway and the US. In its initial round of activity the ISFL has elected to focus intensive effort in a small 
number of forest country jurisdictions (4-5). DECC is looking to invest its £50m contribution in 2-3 of 
these country programmes.  
 
ISFL comprises two complementary financing mechanisms: BioCFplus-ISFL which will provide grant 
funding and technical assistance and BioCF Tranche 3 (T3) which will provide results-based payments 
for emissions reductions. DECC is currently only invested in T3.  
 
ISFL aims to incentivise the transformation to sustainable landscapes, and will test comprehensive 
carbon accounting methodological approaches consistent with monitoring and reporting emission 
reductions (on which payments will be made) from a range of sources including forests, agriculture and 
possibly energy. It also has a strong private sector focus, actively engaging major commodity producers, 
aggregators, traders and buyers to create public-private partnerships (PPPs).   
 
 
  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/305241/ICF_BC_for_DECC_investment_in_BioCF_and_FCPF_CF.pdf
https://www.biocarbonfund-isfl.org/sites/biocf/files/documents/ISFL%20Logframe_12-30-15_DRAFT7_Contributors.pdf
https://www.biocarbonfund-isfl.org/sites/biocf/files/documents/ToC%20for%20BioCF.pdf
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B: PERFORMANCE AND CONCLUSIONS (1-2 pages) 

 
Annual outcome assessment  
 
Although there remains a level of uncertainty as the ISFL is still in the process of establishing the 
building blocks of the fund, we assess that the ISFL is likely to achieve the outcomes outlined in the 
logframe.  
 
The ISFL’s proposed outcomes relate to a number of ICF Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). The ISFL’s 
intended outcomes are: 

 Net reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from land use, land use change and forestry in ISFL 
programme countries. 

 Increased area managed sustainably in ISFL programme countries. 

 Increased private and public sector financing leveraged for better land management. 

 Livelihoods maintained or improved as a result of ISFL interventions. 

 Biodiversity conserved as a result of ISFL interventions. 
 
Assessing the outcomes requires a long-term perspective as the ISFL will run to 2030. Confidence in the 
likelihood of achieving these outcomes will increase once the key building blocks of the fund are 
established. For example a viable, comprehensive, landscape carbon accounting methodology that 
ensures environmental integrity is still under development. This will be central to achieving the 
anticipated emissions reductions from broad ‘land use’ category requiring integration of accounting 
across different sectoral activities. In addition, another unique feature of the ISFL is the focus on 
engaging the private sector. The ISFL is designed to maximise private sector engagement and financial 
leverage. Its objective is to partner with private firms to help ‘forest-proof’ the sourcing of commodities 
and redirect market forces towards more sustainable land management practices. Despite promising 
progress in this area the ISFL has not yet finalised and made public any deals with the private sector. 
 
Overall output score and description 
 
B – outputs moderately did not meet expectations. 
 
Overall we assess that the ISFL is on course to achieve the outputs outlined in its logframe but with 
some slippage to the timeframes originally expected. It was anticipated in DECC’s Business Case that 
the ISFL would take two years to set up.  Although every effort was made to progress initiative level 
arrangements in parallel to making progress with programme design at the local level, both the ongoing 
restructuring and methodology work are impacting the critical path for delivery of programmes and risk 
causing (further?) delays.  
 
For example, a key milestone for DECC’s investment in T3 (the results-based part of the ISFL) was the 
first ERPA originally expected in 2016. Though this may still be achievable, it is more likely that this will 
be delayed to 2017. This is due several reasons including on-going work to progress programme design 
and outstanding work at the Initiative level on the ISFL methodological approach. This may have knock-
on consequences for the disbursement of funding.  
 
Delivery  risks have also increased. The logframe includes a milestone of 5 programmes in the ISFL 
pipeline by the end of 2016. Only 3 programmes have developed sufficiently to be formally ‘opened’ and 
included in the pipeline. Progress on a fourth programme in Indonesia has started, albeit slowly, after a 
year of very limited progress. This delay was largely due to the long period of adjustment following the 
Indonesian elections and subsequent re-organisation of relevant line areas, and the higher priority given 
to progressing other similar initiatives (including its FCPF Carbon Fund programme). A jurisdiction has 
not yet been selected for this programme. As the programme in Indonesia is expected to be large (in 
terms of Emissions Reduction (ER) volume), a relatively large portion of committed funds has been 
reserved for the Indonesia programme. Slow delivery here raises the overall risk for the ISFL. A fifth 
programme has not yet been selected or discussed with Contributors. Mitigating under-delivery risk is an 
important consideration for ISFL in 2016. Formalising the management of risks and communicating this 
to Contributors should be a top priority for the ISFL. A risk management strategy and options for 
managing pipeline development will be presented to Contributors in April 2016, including populated risk 
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registers to formally manage key risks to both the ISFL as a whole and to individual country 
programmes.  
 
Progress against activities has also been monitored through the logframe and is detailed in the section 
below. The activities have not been ‘scored’ as Annual Reviews focus and judge performance based on 
outputs. That said, progress towards delivering the activities is still relevant as it improves the likelihood 
to achieving the associated outputs in the longer-term.  
 
Key actions 
  
See recommendations outlined in the summary sheet. 
 
Has the logframe been updated since the last review? 
 
The logframe has been updated in the following ways:  
 
Impact level: 

 Impact 1.1 was updated to measure the number of countries/jurisdictions instead of the level of 
integration in policies. This ensures the impact can be measured in a more straightforward 
manner. 
 

Outcome 2: 

 2.1 was updated to more broadly capture land under management plans. 

 2.2 was changed to capture examples of the enabling environment’s effectiveness. This is a key 
pillar of the ISFL’s programme design and examples of its success will be integral to sharing 
knowledge and learning lessons. 
 

Outcome 3: 

 3.1 and 3.3 were updated to refer to private and public finance that can be more directly linked to 
the ISFL and its relevant components. This extends to finance for complementary activities that 
contributes to the ISFL’s objectives. 
 

Outcome 4: 

 Based on feedback from M&E experts, task teams, and FCPF colleagues, the indicators were 
adjusted to reflect monetary and non-monetary beneficiaries as this is straightforward to measure 
(as compared to reduction in poverty). 
 

Outputs: 

 Outputs were adjusted to better build on the activity level (new in this updated version)  
 
Milestones: 

 All milestones have been projected for each indicator. 

 Milestones have been adjusted to: 
o Reflect projections in programme documentation, including projections of timelines and 

the Ethiopia programme’s results framework 
o More accurately predict performance 
o Reflect the ambition of the ISFL to reach full disbursement (full achievement of ERs, for 

example) 
 
DECC has commissioned an expert review of the logframe and recommends a refresh should be 
conducted by June 2016 including rebaselining some existing milestones where expectations have 
changed and potentially adding and removing a small number of indicators where a more effective 
approach has been identified. 
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C: DETAILED OUTPUT SCORING (1 page per output) 

 

Output Title  Emission reduction programs are in place, progressing, and adequately staffed. 

Output number per LF 1 Output Score  B 

Risk rating (H, M or L):   Medium- high Impact weighting (%): 100 

Risk revised since last AR?  Yes (Medium-low in 
previous Annual 
Review) 

Impact weighting % revised 
since last AR?  

Yes. As the output 
related to 
disbursements is not 
expected until much 
later we are 
weighting the 
assessment, at this 
stage, 100% towards 
earlier milestones 
that are stepping 
stones to 
disbursement.  

 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

1.1 Number of ISFL 
programs that are formally 
included in the ISFL 
portfolio. 
(cumulative) 

5 by 2016 
5 by 2020 
5 by 2030 

The absence of a clear fifth target country programme, coupled 
with stasis in Indonesia, makes achieving the 2016 target of 
five windows formally opened highly uncertain. This milestone 
is potentially still achievable but with a high risk due to limited 
progress in the Indonesia programme. A potential fifth country 
programme has not yet been identified or discussed with 
Contributors.  
 
3 programmes are currently open and the ISFL hopes to open 
the Indonesia programme in 2016. It is unlikely a fifth 
programme will be opened this year (even if it had been 
identified). However, options for managing the ISFL pipeline 
will be discussed at the mid-year meeting in April and could 
result in a fast-tracking of this issue. This will also depend on 
Contributor appetite and consensus on the selection of fit-for-
purpose potential programmes. 
 
As progress in this area is taking longer this indicator may need 
to be rebaselined to provide a realistic way to assess 
performance in 2016 and 2017. If the ISFL decides to take a 
more competitive ‘pipeline’ approach to manage its under-
delivery risk an additional indicator (e.g. ‘programmes included 
in as a target in the pipeline’) could be added to the ISFL 
logframe. 

1.2 Number of staff 
working on ISFL programs 
(full time equivalents). 
(cumulative) 

35 by 2016 
25 by 2020 
20 by 2025 

The ISFL has achieved the targeted 2016 full-time-equivalent 
(FTE) level of staffing of 35. This includes Washington staff, 
Bank staff in overseas offices, input from Global Practice staff, 
IFC staff, and corporate services such as time contributed by 
legal and resource management colleagues, amongst others.  

1.3 Number of grant 
agreements signed for 
upfront funding for ISFL 
programs. 
(cumulative) 

3 by 2016 
4 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

The 2016 milestone for this indicator remains achievable. The 
most likely candidates for agreements in 2016 are Ethiopia, 
Zambia, and Colombia which are making reasonable progress. 
There is an outside chance that if progress in Indonesia also 
picks up substantially, the milestone for 2016 could be 
exceeded.  
 
Lessons should be learned about why it has taken almost two 
years for one programme (Ethiopia) to progress from inclusion 
in the initiative to grant signature. If these lessons imply more 
conservative planning assumptions should be applied to other 
geographies this section of the logframe may also require 



12 
 

 
Key Points 
 
The initial milestones for 2016 for indicators 1.1 and 1.4 are unlikely to be met and progress in the early 
design stages of programmes has taken longer than expected. The reasons for slippage should be 
assessed to see if the pace of some programmes could be accelerated, or if the logframe should be re-
baselined with more realistic milestones and expectation. Parallel acceleration of key decisions at the 
Initiative level (such as on methodologies) would also be needed.  
 
Given the ISFL is a long-term programme, expected to close in 2030, it will be possible for the ISFL to 
make up these missed milestones in subsequent years, and should still be able to achieve its outcome 
level aims. If targets are not made up and the ISFL fails to reach its target number of programmes then 
the expected results of the programme will reduce, resulting in return of ICF funds to DECC. However, 
the risk of under-delivery is being carefully managed to avoid this outcome. 
 
Summary of responses to issues raised in previous annual reviews (where relevant)   
 
One issue that was raised in the previous annual review was to consider the viability of over-
programming in the ISFL pipeline with one or more additional country programmes to manage delays 
and other delivery risks. Although a fifth programme was added to the logframe this does not necessarily 
constitute ‘over-programming’ if the intention is to sign a fifth ERPA unless smaller ER volumes in the 
original 4 programmes are anticipated. Suitable target countries to approach for over-programming have 
not yet been identified. A process for considering additional target countries will be presented at the mid-
year meeting (April 2016). 
 
Recommendations 

 Consider the following amendments to the logframe  
o Clarify in the logframe that all indicators for this output are cumulative. 
o Clarify language of 1.1 to describe ‘formally included’ as classified a ‘open’ 
o Adjust 1.3 to align with PAD (activity 1.3) milestones 
o Consider rebaselining the milestones for indicators based on update expected timeframes 

to provide a realistic way to assess performance in 2016 and 2017. If the ISFL decides to 
take a more competitive ‘pipeline’ approach to manage its under-delivery risk an 
additional indicator (e.g. ‘programmes included in as a target in the pipeline’) could be 
added to the ISFL logframe. 

 More effective planning processes learning lessons from first country window, setting 
ambitious but realistic timescales, learning from the reasons for slippage from the expected 
timeframes in the most advanced programmes and considering if and how the pace of some 

rebaselining.   

1.4 Number of Emission 
Reduction Purchase 
Agreement (ERPAs) 
signed. 
(cumulative) 

1 by 2016 
3 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

There is very little chance that Ethiopia and the ISFL will be in a 
position to sign an ERPA in 2016, although it is possible that 
negotiations will start in the latter part of this year. This is 
largely due to (1) lack of progress at Initiative level on deciding 
on ERPA issues; (2) lack of capacity of Government of Ethiopia 
to negotiate ERPA; (3) need to advance dialogue with 
Government of Ethiopia on requirements for ERPA (e.g. 
documentation of emission reductions, reference emission 
levels) (4) ongoing initiative-level work on carbon accounting 
methodologies which informs an approach to carbon 
accounting in the ERPA. ISFL may be able to make up ground 
to achieve its 2017 target with progress on Initiative level work 
programs (ERPA and methodological approach) and focused 
dialogue with Government of Ethiopia, and pre-negotiation 
workshops. However, 2 further ERPAs in 2017 besides 
Ethiopia is challenging due to the lengthy process of 
negotiating ERPAs even after the Initiative level work is 
complete. Milestones and expected timelines for all 
programmes would be helpful in determining progress through 
the process. Again, with the benefit of this analysis, 
rebaselining the logframe to be more realistic is recommended.  
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programmes could be accelerated. Programme milestones and deadlines for each programme 
would facilitate monitoring progress of programmes within the initiative. This full set of projected 
milestones from concept note to ERPA signature for each ISFL target country should be 
communicated in the 2016 Annual Report due in September.  
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Output Title  ISFL programs have received disbursements in support of ISFL interventions. 

Output number per LF 2 Output Score  N/A at this stage 

Risk rating (H, M or L):   Medium -High Impact weighting (%): 0 

Risk revised since last AR?  No Impact weighting % revised 
since last AR?  

Yes. As this output 
related to 
disbursements is not 
expected until much 
later we are 
weighting the 
assessment, at this 
stage, 100% towards 
earlier milestones 
that are stepping 
stones to 
disbursement 
(output 1). 

 

 
Key Points 
 
The delay to singing ERPAs in the ISFL (as identified in the discussion on Output 1) has a knock-on 
consequence of delaying the first disbursement of ER-Payments, which could result in the 2020 
milestone for Output 2.3 not being fully met and increases the risk of missing the 2025 milestone. If the 
volume of Results Based Financing disbursed is less than 100% by 2030 then the programmes will not 
have delivered the expected volume of ERs resulting in return of ICF funds to DECC. However, the risk 
of under-delivery is being carefully managed to avoid this outcome. 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

2.1 Volume of World Bank 
executed funding 
allocated to ISFL 
programs in support of 
ISFL interventions, 
including IFC services 
(millions USD, 
cumulative). 

36.4 by 2020 
45 by 2025 
 
54.3 by 2030  

This indicator is not directly relevant to DECC’s investment in 
T3 as this funding is from BioCFplus-ISFL (where DECC is not 
invested)  
 
It is recommended that once the logframe for ISFL has been 
updated DECC will grey out (and not report on) parts of the 
logframe that are not relevant to our T3 investment but we will 
continue to monitor them due to the linkages between the 
readiness and investment support (from  BioCFplus-ISFL) on 
the programmes expected to deliver ERs to be purchased by 
T3.  
 

2.2 Volume of recipient 
executed funding 
disbursed to ISFL 
programme countries in 
support of ISFL 
interventions (millions 
USD  cumulative). 

84.2 by 2020 
93.5 by 2025 
93.5 by 2030 

This indicator is not directly relevant to DECC’s investment in 
T3 as this funding is from BioCFplus-ISFL (where DECC is not 
invested)  
 
It is recommended that once the logframe for ISFL has been 
updated DECC will grey out (and not report on) parts of the 
logframe that are not relevant to our T3 investment. 

2.3 Volume of Results 
Based Financing 
disbursed to ISFL 
programs in support of 
ISFL interventions 
(millions USD  
cumulative). 

23.8 by 2020 
95.2 by 2025 
 
238 by 2030 
(100%) 
 

The long-term plan projects the first ER Payment in 2018/19 
which assumes the first ERPA is signed in 2016. As discussed 
above under output indicator 1.4, it is now unlikely that the first 
ERPA will be signed in 2016. This projection will be amended 
in the next version of the long-term plan. It is likely that the first 
ER Payment will be in 2019 or 2020; the volumes of these 
initial payments is not known at this stage but it is possible that 
this 2020 milestone will be missed. It could also impact the 
2025 milestone as, even if some ground is recovered, 
disbursing almost all the ISFL’s results-based finance in a 5-6 
year period is ambitious. Again, to reflect that the programme is 
taking more time than expected, rebaselining is recommended.   
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Summary of responses to issues raised in previous annual reviews (where relevant)   
The previous Annual Review recommended targeting 100% disbursal by 2030. This target has now been 
incorporated into the logframe.  
 
Recommendations 

 It is recommended that once the logframe for ISFL has been updated DECC will grey out (and 
not report on) parts of the logframe that are not relevant to our T3 investment.  

 Update DECC’s indicative schedule of payments based on revised Long-term plan to reflect the 
first ER payment is now projected to be in 2019/20. 
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PROGRESS AGAINST ACTIVITIES 
 

Activity Title  ISFL programme documentation prepared according to the World Bank project cycle. 

Activity number per LF 1 Activity Score  N/A. Activities have not been ‘scored’ as Annual 
Reviews focus and judge performance based on 
outputs. 

 

 
Key Points 
 
Two of five the indicator milestones for 2016 are likely to be missed. This is reflected in the likelihood 
that the initial milestones in Output 1 will also be missed. 
 
Recommendations 

 Consider the following amendments to the logframe  
o Clarify the language of activity 1.1 in the logframe (not always letters) 
o Update activity indicator 1.1 to align with output indicator 1.1. 
o Consider adding an additional indicator if it can be linked to required World Bank process 

for example mid-term reviews of programmes to monitor that things are progressing well. 
  

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

1.1 Number of letters from 
recipient governments 
requesting to host an ISFL 
programme. 

4 by 2016 
5 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

Requests to host an ISFL programme have been received from 
Colombia, Ethiopia, and Zambia. This has not always been in 
the form of a letter (the indicator in the logframe should be 
amended to reflect this). Indonesia is due to confirm the 
request in March 2016. Therefore the 2016 indicator is on 
track. 
 
As discussed above, a fifth ISFL programme has not yet been 
discussed with Contributors nor selected so the 2017 milestone 
is uncertain. 

1.2 Number of Project 
Concept Notes (PCNs) 
prepared and finalized. 

4 by 2016 
5 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

PCNs for Colombia, Ethiopia, and Zambia have been finalised. 
A scoping mission is planned for Indonesia in April. If this is 
successful it is hoped a PCN for Indonesia will be finalised in 
2016. This milestone is still achievable however progress in 
Indonesia remains uncertain.  

1.3 Number of Project 
Appraisal Documents 
(PADs) prepared and 
finalized. 

3 by 2016 
5 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

On track. So far only 1 PAD has been finalised (Ethiopia’s). 
PADs for Colombia and Zambia are expected in late 2016.  

1.4 Number of Emission 
Reduction Purchase 
Agreement (ERPAs), with 
corresponding annexes, 
prepared and signed. 

1 by 2016 
3 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

Same as output indicator 1.4 above. First ERPA now expected 
in 2017, although ERPA negotiations are expected to 
commence in 2016. 

1.5 Number of ERPA term 
sheets discussed and 
approved by Contributors. 

1 by 2016 
3 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

This is to be discussed at the mid-year meeting in April but 
should also reflect the revised timeframe for ERPA signature as 
discussed above. 
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Activity Title  ISFL meetings, both World Bank meetings and Contributor meetings, are executed 
effectively. 

Activity number per LF 2 Activity Score  N/A. Activities have not been ‘scored’ as Annual 
Reviews focus and judge performance based on 
outputs. 

 

 
Key Points 
 
The delivery of these activities are directly related to the activities in the preceding section (activity 1): 
Concept Review meetings are tied to Project Concept Notes; Quality Enhancement Reviews and 
Decision Meetings are tied to PADs (timing may differ for Quality Enhancement Reviews and finalization 
of PADs as they are a mid-term step in the process to finalize the PAD). Therefore the timeframes and 
progress are considered to be the same. 
 
Recommendations 

 In the absence of in-country Annual Meetings for each programme the ISFL should consider 

ways to utilise Contributors’ overseas diplomatic and technical staff more effectively to 

help unlock barriers and secure political buy-in for ISFL programmes, including by agreeing key 

joint messages for all involved in ISFL and considering where contributors can help plug technical 

and financial gaps e.g. in remaining readiness steps.  

 
 

  

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

2.1 Number of Concept 
Review Meetings held that 
result in an ISFL 
programme moving to 
preparation. 

4 by 2016 
5 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

Aligned with documentation in the activity above (on same 
timeframe and progress as activity 1.1) 

2.2 Number of Quality 
Enhancement Review 
(QER) meetings held that 
further an ISFL 
programme's preparation. 

3 by 2016 
5 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

Aligned with documentation in the activity above (on same 
timeframe and progress as activity 1.3) 

2.3 Number of Decision 
Meetings held that result 
in an ISFL programme 
moving to appraisal. 

3 by 2016 
5 by 2017 
5 by 2020 

Aligned with documentation in the activity above (on same 
timeframe and progress as activity 1.3) 

2.4 Number of ISFL 
Annual Meetings held with 
Contributors that result in 
approvals for annual 
business plans and 
budgets for ISFL 
programs and the 
Initiative as a whole and 
ISFL Annual Reports 
being finalized. 

5 by 2020 
10 by 2025 
15 by 2030 

On track. The first Annual Meeting was held in August 2015 
and Annual Meetings are scheduled every year until the close 
of the ISFL in 2030.  
 
Originally it had been anticipated that there would be an Annual 
Meeting at the Initiative Level and separate Annual Meetings 
for each of the ISFL Programmes. To reduce the time spent 
preparing for meetings (and in them), it was decided that there 
will now be one Annual meeting which will incorporate updates 
on the Programmes. However, it is still expected that 
Contributors will be invited to attend one mission per 
programme per year.  
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Activity Title  Policies and strategies are developed to ensure the ISFL operates effectively 
according to its objectives. 

Activity number per LF 3 Activity Score  N/A. Activities have not been ‘scored’ as Annual 
Reviews focus and judge performance based on 
outputs. 

 

 
 
Key Points 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

3.1 ISFL Governance 
Document finalized. 

Completed by 
2016 and remains 
relevant through 
lifetime of the fund 

Not yet complete.  The BioCFplus-ISFL governance was 
finalised in March 2016. The structure of T3 and potential 
amendments to the Instrument are on-going considerations 
which are expected to be finalised by the end of 2016. 
 

3.2 ISFL Stakeholder 
Engagement Approach 
developed and updated, if 
necessary. 

Completed by 
2016 and remains 
relevant through 
lifetime of the fund 

Completed. This should be reviewed regularly to ensure its 
continued relevance.  

3.3 ISFL Private Sector 
Engagement Approach 
developed and updated, if 
necessary. 

Completed by 
2016 and remains 
relevant through 
lifetime of the fund 

This was drafted in 2015 and will be reviewed regularly to 
ensure its continued relevance. 

3.4 ISFL Methodological 
Approach principles 
developed and finalized. 

Completed by 
2016 and remains 
relevant through 
lifetime of the fund 

This has not yet been completed. A workshop to begin this 
work was held in January 2016. The timeline for the 
development of the methodological approach should be 
updated, the consequences to programme development in 
parallel should be clarified.  

3.5 ISFL Contributor 
Approval Process 
developed and updated, if 
necessary 

Completed by 
2016 and remains 
relevant through 
lifetime of the fund 

This was drafted in 2015 and is due to be updated at the mid-
year meeting in April 2016. 

3.6 A risk assessment for 
ISFL is completed and 
updated, if necessary. 

Completed by 
2016 and remains 
relevant through 
lifetime of the fund 

Although the ISFL has been managing risk, Contributors had 
not been adequately updated on the risks and key mitigation 
actions. This was an important recommendation of the 2015 
Annual Review and has not been completed. Formalising the 
management of risks and communicating this to Contributors 
should be a top priority for the ISFL. A risk management 
strategy will be presented to Contributors in April 2016, 
including a populated risk register to formally manage key risks 
to both the ISFL as a whole and to individual country 
programmes. 

3.7 A long term financial 
plan (LTP) for the ISFL is 
developed and updated 
annually. 

Completed by 
2016 and remains 
relevant through 
lifetime of the fund 

This was included in the 2015 Annual Report produced for the 
first Annual meeting in August 2015. 

3.8 An evaluation plan is 
developed and updated, if 
necessary. 

Completed by 
2016 and remains 
relevant through 
lifetime of the fund 

A draft evaluation plan was sent to Contributors on 30
th
 

December 2015. The draft evaluation plan should be further 

developed. DECC has provided feedback on the evaluation 

plan, suggesting that more detail is needed from the outset, 

considering the staging of evaluations of the Initiative as a 

whole, including consideration of the utility of an early-stage 

evaluation drawing out the lessons learned in this initial period.  

Additionally, any local-level details of the ISFL’s M&E approach 

required to operationalise the initiative-level plan will be 

developed in the corresponding PAD. Further improvements to 

the Logframe will be made based on this review, input from all 

ISFL Contributors, and feedback from the MEL expert.  
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Many of these activities are considered to be key building blocks for the effective management of the 
ISFL. Some are still being developed and others are expected to be updated as necessary. Many of 
them should be concluded as soon as possible otherwise the initiative could suffer further delays.  
 
Recommendations 

 Conclude revisions of the ISFL’s governance (including relevant decisions on: the governance 

document, decision-making process document, operating framework document, amendments to 

the Instrument and, if necessary, participation arrangements) with the full agreement of 

Contributors to the approach and quick implementation of the new governance arrangement 

thereafter. This should be concluded no later than May 2016 to allow negotiation of the 

implementation grant for Ethiopia to begin by end of May 2016. 

 Update ISFL’s Private Sector Approach. By the mid-year meeting (April 2016) present an 

analysis of early lessons learned and road map for private sector engagement. Next steps on 

work programme will be to focus on 1-2 ISFL programmes and determine where private sector 

engagement can be strengthened based on road map tailored for programmes by December 

2016. 

 Accelerate work on initiative-level carbon accounting methodology to provide clarity on the 

approach that can be taken.  ISFL team will check in with Contributors by June/July 2016 on 

methodology work programme after analysis of 1-2 countries is underway. Full research to be 

completed by October 2016 at which point Contributors will be provided with options on next 

steps. Contributor consensus on an acceptable approach to carbon accounting methodology 

(potentially including a transition to a comprehensive methodology once available) is crucial for 

ERPA negotiations in programme countries, especially in Ethiopia. Lack of clarity on this 

approach and timeline will increase the risk of under-delivery against projected milestones. 

 Implement by June 2016 a more formal risk management strategy including a risk register or 

equivalent, in a format that suits Bank internal processes but also using this system to 

communicate key initiative-level and programme-level risks to the Contributors with a mitigation 

plan and residual risk estimate for each key risk. Risk of under-delivery will be further considered 

through an approach for pipeline development, which will be presented at the mid-year meeting 

in April. Contributors and the World Bank will work to reach consensus on an approach by 

June/July 2016. 

 Develop an agreed Initiative Level Monitoring and Evaluation plan with all Contributors after 

the mid-year meeting (by June 2016). DECC is the only Contributor to provide comments on the 

evaluation plan and the World Bank and DECC will work to obtain consensus of all Contributors 

on this critical piece (including the logframe). The evaluation should not require the full detail of 

terms of reference for evaluations (these can be defined closer to the time) but can set out 

starting assumptions on: methods/types of evaluation; scope and scale including number of 

programmes, an estimated cost range; formats and communication approaches for findings; how 

Contributors will be involved and other aspects of governance; and timing of first evaluation and 

approximate frequency of subsequent evaluations. Additionally, any local-level details of the 

ISFL’s M&E approach required to operationalise the initiative-level plan will be developed in the 

corresponding PAD. Further improvements to the logframe based on this review, input from all 

ISFL Contributors, and feedback from the MEL expert will be made.  
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D: VALUE FOR MONEY & FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE (1 page) 

 
Key cost drivers and performance  
 

The key input cost drivers of the IFSL programme include 1) administrative fees and charges related to 
the management of the programme and 2) supervision and implementation charges for programme 
management expenses incurred during the implementation of the country-windows. These costs are 
funded out of the contributions and reduce the amount of money available to buy carbon credits. The 
current fee structure is in line with the expectations included in DECC’s Business Case (page 79).   
 
On the administrative side the current fee structure outlined by the World Bank includes the following: 

 The World Bank applies a one-off 2% central unit fee to contributions to cover central Bank and 
corporate expenses (legal and resource management support, for example). On the £50m DECC 
investments this equates to £1m in total. This 2% fee is taken from each call of funds. 

 In addition, there is a fee for ‘business development’ or the initial set up cost of each window that 
is 0.75% of each contribution. This was drawn down in March 2014.   

 The Trustee is entitled to apply up to a maximum of 4% of window property4 as a charge to cover 
verifications and initiative level expenses, which includes: fund administration, communication 
and knowledge management, strategy and procedures for private sector engagement, 
evaluations, and any other activities that the Bank deems appropriate for the purpose of 
benefitting the Initiative as a whole (including Section 3.6(c) of the PA). This equates to up to 
£1.7m on DECC’s investment5. These charges are pre-approved based on annual budget 
forecasts and charged based on actual expenses.  It was indicated in last year’s annual review 
that these admin costs are expected to decrease over time. The World Bank have recently 
estimated expenses in this category will be significantly lower than the 4% cap, ranging from 
0.76% to 2.57% for DECC6.  To be conservative, in Figure 1 it is assumed that the 4% cap of 
window property still applies.  

 
In regards to supervision and implementation charges, the World Bank have provided an estimate of the 
costs of implementation support (supervision costs) by ISFL Programme (see Annex 1). This means the 
proportion of DECC spend allocated to these costs depends on which window is chosen. The World 
Bank have estimated that this is likely to amount to 3.1% of DECC’s £50m contribution, or £1.6m.This is 
based on the assumptions that DECC is the only investor in the Colombia programme, and invests a 
13% share of the Indonesia programme. These assumptions have not been confirmed and are subject to 
change. Note if this changes, supervision costs are subject to change, and could increase or decrease.    
 
A buffer for exchange rate fluctuations is used as a budget tool to plan for investments over the lifetime 
of the ISFL. This buffer is not ‘set aside’ or charged to contributions. Instead, the Bank uses this 
information to plan for investments in country programmes to ensure that Contributors are not over-
committed based on outstanding contributions. This buffer is adjusted as cash is received by the World 
Bank, making planning straightforward. Once all cash is received by the World Bank, the buffer is no 
longer necessary. 
  

                                            
4
 The available T3 Window Property is the T3 Contribution less the central unit fee (2%) and the business 

development fee (0.75%). The 4% cap on ‘window property’ excludes supervision costs which also fall within the 
window property category.  
5
 DECC’s investment of £50m less the 2.75% fees. 

6
 This based on the ISFL Cost Sharing Scenarios and Implications discussion Paper, March 2015. 
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Figure 1  
 

  Of DECCs' 
£50m 

Contribution   

World Bank Central Unit Fee  
  

2% £1.0 

ISFL Initiative Activities and Window 
Administration  
 

Up to 3.5%  
(Equivalent to up to 4% of 

window property) 

£1.7m 

Business Development Fee 0.75% £0.4 

Total Admin Costs  
  

6.25% £3.4 

Supervision Costs  
  

3.1% £1.6 

Buffer for Exchange Rate Fluctuations  7.4% £3.7 

Total Supervision Costs + Buffer for 
Exchange Rate Fluctuations  

10.5% £5.3 

 
 
VfM performance compared to the original VfM proposition in the business case  
 
There is no reason that the economic arguments in favour of delivering the ISFL in cooperation with the 
World Bank have changed since the approval of the Business Case. The modelling has nevertheless 
been updated to reflect new information available on admin and supervision costs, as well as the DECC 
burden share.   
 
The initial VfM appraisal and cost-benefit analysis included in the Business Case included conservative 
assumptions on admin and supervision charges, of 20% (reducing to 12% after 2 years) and 15% 
respectively. These have been updated to match the new information shown above, so now admin costs 
are 6.75%, and supervision costs + buffer for exchange rate fluctuations are 10.5%. This has had the 
effect of increasing expected results, since now more money is available for results based payments.  
 
The DECC burdenshare (fund level) has decreased very slightly from 21.30% to 21.15%, reducing 
results attributed to DECC. This reflects an additional contribution of $6.9m from the US to T3, regularly 
updated exchange rates, and a correction to the value of Norway's contribution.  
  

 
 
 
Assessment of whether the programme continues to represent value for money 
 
At this stage there is limited information to support the “efficiency and effectiveness” assessment of this 
section of the review due to the early stage of implementation of the programme. One important factor 
though is a delay in the programme. It was originally assumed in the modelling that set-up time would 
take 2 years, and the results-based disbursements (ER purchases) would begin in 2016 lasting for 8 
years. This assumption was not very realistic – now it is expected that the first ERPA will be signed in 
2017, so the results based disbursements will begin in 2018 at the earliest, 2 years later than originally 
forecast.  
 
 
 



22 
 

 
Quality of financial management 
 
A long-term financial plan was provided by the World Bank ISFL team as part of the 2015 Annual Report. 
The ISFL will report budgets for the following financial year at each Annual Meeting. The actual spend 
against the forecast will be monitored and updated regularly by the World Bank.  

A payment schedule will be forecast, indicating the drawdown of funds from the UK contribution. This 
should be updated to reflect any changes made as a result of the upcoming decision on ‘cost sharing’ for 
Initiative Level expenses. A full payment schedule cannot yet be determined as DECC has not yet 
decided which windows it will contribute to. 

In the BioCF Instrument, it states that the single audit will be provided for financial reporting each year. 
The Bank and Contributors have agreed that a narrative for budget information will be provided annually.  

 

Date of last narrative financial report August 15 2015 

Date of last audited annual statement September 18, 2015 
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E: RISK (½ page) 

 
Overall risk rating:   
Medium-High 
 
Overview of programme risk 
 
Risk Mitigations proposed Current status 

Difficulty securing 
private sector 
involvement in the 
programme to 
leverage the 
investment.  

Bank and DECC to build 
stronger private sector 
commitments to action  

 Medium-High residual risk 
No public-private-partnerships have yet been finalized 
and made public, despite on-going attempts to engage 
the private sector. A gap analysis for the ISFL’s private 
sector approach is expected to be presented at the mid-
year meeting in April. Identifying mitigating actions from 
this assessment could reduce the residual risk.   

Failure to set robust 
national, 
jurisdictional and 
project baselines 
against which 
performance will be 
judged.  

Support forest nations to 
develop robust technical 
proposals and Monitoring, 
Reporting, and Verification 
systems.   

 High residual risk 
The risk is significant with the ISFL likely to attempt 
challenging accounting methods, integrating 
methodologies for several sectors beyond forests, e.g. 
agriculture and energy projects. This risk has increased 
as programmes may outpace sufficient progression on 
decisions relating to methodologies at the Initiative level. 

Programmes fail to 
create changes that 
are sustainable in 
the long term 

Ensure that the sustainability 
of interventions is hardwired in 
programme design. 

− Medium-low residual risk 
It is too early to change the assessment of this risk. 
Project design documents, including Project Concept 
Notes and Project Appraisal Documents, analyse the 
long-term viability of interventions as part of the Bank 
requirements. Controls must also be employed for 
reversal of the benefits that the programme creates. 
Ultimately the key to fundamental change and 
sustainability will lie in how drivers are addressed and 
both public and private sector role in that. 

Slow start up of 
programme due to 
lower initial forest 
nation and World 
Bank capacity 

Bank to quickly secure 
required resources and fund 
capacity building for local 
programmes 

− High residual risk 
Unchanged at this time; no further mitigation has been 
done. Some of the target forest nations still face 
significant capacity constraints. World Bank capacity 
should be continually reviewed.  

 
Outstanding actions from 2015 Annual Review risk assessment 
The 2015 risk assessment set out the recommendation to produce a comprehensive risk management 
strategy to formally manage risks. This has not yet been shared but will be discussed at the mid-year 
meeting in April 2016 with a view to Contributors endorsing the approach. This should include a risk 
register of the key risks at the initiative and programme level to complement the above overview.  
 

F: COMMERCIAL CONSIDERATIONS (½ page) 

 
Delivery against planned timeframe 

 
DECC’s Business Case did not outline a full timetable for delivery. However, it was anticipated that there 
would be a 2 year set up period, with ERPAs signed in 2016 and that ISFL T3 programmes would be 
delivering results thereafter. The milestone of the first ERPA in 2016 is now likely to be missed. In part 
this is due to unrealistic expectations on the time required for initial set-up. ISFL programmes are 
innovative and there is an element of ‘learning as we go’ to planning. However, our understanding of 
timings should improve after the first programme has reached ERPA signature. This learning at the 
initiative level should be incorporated into programme timeline projections in addition to the programme 
specific context. Milestones for the process from concept note stage to ERPA for each programme 
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should be outlined in the ISFL Annual Report to enable monitoring of progress against expectations7.  
This will provide a more detailed timeframe for ISFL delivery. 
 
Some milestones have shifted; a systematic approach to capturing the reasons for this should be 
adopted. Quarterly teleconferences with Contributors for each of the programmes have now been 
arranged which should improve monitoring the performance of programmes within the initiative and 
reduce slippage by better planning and regular communication. 
 
Performance of partnership (s) 
 
Generally the relationship with the World Bank has been effective. Amendments to our Participation 
Arrangement were suggested in early 2016 as part of the work to restructure ISFL Trust Funds but due 
to concerns raised by DECC and the other Contributors this has been rejected by Contributors and is no 
longer an option on the table. However, it is likely that Amendments to the BioCF Instrument will be 
proposed in 2016. These amendments should reflect the governance principles of the ISFL trust funds 
and is due to be completed in 2016.  
 
We will continue to work collaboratively with the other Contributors to ensure progress is made on the 
key decisions in 2016. Collectively the World Bank ISFL team and Contributors should consider how to 
utilise Contributors’ overseas diplomatic and technical staff more effectively to help unlock barriers and 
elevate political buy-in for ISFL programmes, including by agreeing key joint messages for all involved in 
ISFL and considering where contributors can help plug technical and financial gaps. It will be essential 
for Contributors to reach consensus on key matters, such as an approach to comprehensive landscape 
accounting methodologies and a potential transitional approach, in order for the Initiative and its 
programmes to make progress towards milestones. 
 

G: MONITORING & EVALUATION (½ page) 

 
Evidence and evaluation 
 
Developing an Initiative Level M&E plan was a key recommendation of the last Annual Review. A 
preliminary Evaluation Plan was developed by the World Bank ISFL Team which briefly outlined the 
ISFL’s approach evaluation. In addition amendments were made the logframe (as described in section 
B) following a discussion with all Contributors at the Annual Meeting in August 2015.  
 
Further work could be done to clarify the M&E arrangements and make improvements to the Logframe. 
The UK ICF’s Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) team have reviewed the logframe and have 
made recommendations on how it could be improved. The recommendations from the MEL review will 
be discussed with the World Bank team with a view to updating the logframe following this annual 
review.   
 
Monitoring progress throughout the review period 
 
From August 2015 the World Bank ISFL team have provided Contributors with a ‘forward look’ calendar 
which sets out key milestones to work over the next review period (the calendar was updated in 
December 2015). Quarterly programme level teleconferences have been set up to check progress at the 
country programme level. 
 
A mid-year meeting is planned for April, and Annual Meeting in September (when the Annual Report will 
be shared with Contributors and subsequently published) which will provide formal opportunities to take 
stock of progress and take decisions to move key issues forward. In addition, monthly Initiative levels 
calls have been arranged to monitor progress on a regular basis and provide the World Bank ISFL team 
with regular opportunities to update Contributors and seek their feedback on guidance.  
 

                                            
7
 Programme milestones should include only those milestones that can be made public. 
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Evidence for this Annual Review was collected via a ‘live-scoring exercise’ teleconferencing involving 
key staff from the World Bank ISFL team and DECC’s International Climate Fund team responsible for 
managing DECC’s investment in the ISFL.  
 

H: TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE (½ page) 

 
Rating  
 
The ISFL has agreed a draft theory of change and logframe that mirrors several aspects of the ICF’s 
theory of transformational change. Overall the forecast for the ISFL is that the intervention may result in 
tentative evidence of change – a KPI15 box marking of ‘3 – transformation judged likely’. Depending on 
the development and refinement of the ISFL, this forecast could be increased to 4 – clear evidence of 
change – transformation judged very likely. 
 
As of March 2016, there was no evidence available yet to indicate the likelihood of transformation 
change, resulting in the current KPI box marking of ‘1 No evidence yet available - too soon to revise 
assessment in business case’. 
 
Evidence and evaluation 
 
At each results collection, based on the evidence to date, a score will be given against each indicator 
outlined below. The mean average of this score will be reported as the final result. 
 

ICF theory of 
change 

ISFL theory of 
change 

Draft ISFL Logframe Real world delivery Score : 
March 
2016 

 Political 
will and 
local 
ownership:  

Impact-level: 
“Compelling to 
national 
governments 
and PPPs 
globally” 

1.1 National or sub-national 
climate change mitigation 
and development 
approaches include 
sustainable and 
comprehensive land use 
management in both ISFL 
and non-ISFL programme 
countries (number of 
countries/jurisdictions) 

ISFL has successfully 
approached Environment 
and Agriculture Ministers 
in Colombia, Zambia and 
Ethiopia. They have 
confirmed their interest in 
partnering with ISFL to 
deliver ambitious 
landscape-scale 
programmes. It is hoped 
that Indonesia will confirm 
its ISFL programme in 
2016 

1 

 Capacity 
and 
capability 
can be 
increased 

Assumes that 
by working with 
the most ‘ready’ 
countries “they 
have the 
financial and 
technical 
capacity to 
pursue policy 
goals”. However 
narrative could 
be strengthened 
as ISFL will also 
build capacity 
through design 
and delivery TA 
both for forest 
nation 
governments 

No indicators in this area, 
could be strengthened.  

Too early to judge if 
capacity constraints are a 
threat to transformational 
change. ISFL is working 
with some of the most 
advanced forest nations 
i.e. Indonesia and 
Colombia. Colombia was 
recently assessed by the 
Global Canopy 
Programme to be the 
forest nation most ‘ready’ 
for participation in global 
REDD+ mechanisms. 
ISFL can also provide 
significant capacity 
building support for less 
advanced countries e.g. 
Ethiopia and Zambia.  

1 
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and productive 
sector 
stakeholders 
e.g. smallholder 
farmers, 
agribusinesses, 
industry 
associations 
etc.  

 Innovation:  Impact-level: 
“The 
encompassing 
nature of this 
[new] approach 
appeals to 
programme 
designers and 
PPP 
programmes 
globally” 

2.0 Interventions 
successfully tested in ISFL 
programme countries are 
replicated in other 
landscape-level 
jurisdictional climate change 
mitigation programs leading 
to change on a 
transformational scale. 

New carbon accounting 
methodologies to work 
across several land use 
sectors is still under-
development. Some 
encouraging 
conversations with private 
sector partners on 
potential public-private 
partnerships have taken 
place, which have the 
potential to be highly 
innovative, but no PPPs 
have yet been finalized 
and made public. 

1 

 Evidence 
of 
effectivene
ss is 
shared:  

Impact-level: 
“ISFL measures 
its impacts and 
shares 
knowledge and 
lessons learned 
on a wider 
scale” 

Number of ISFL 
programmes with high 
quality monitoring and 
evaluation plans 
 
Could be strengthened to 
better reflect the ISFL’s 
theory of change. 

No reviews or evaluations 
have yet taken place. 
However, an increasing 
number of resources are 
shared on the ISFL 
website. It will take a 
significant number of 
years for interventions to 
generate results that can 
drive a demonstration 
effect.  

1 

 Leverage / 
create 
incentives 
for others 
to act:  

Outcome-level: 
“private and 
public sector 
finance 
leveraged” 

3.1 Volume of private 
finance mobilised…  
 
3.2, Number of partnerships 
established with private 
sector… 
 
3.3. Volume of public 
finance mobilised… 

The Bank’s private sector 
corporation, the IFC have 
been successful in 
pitching ISFL’s ‘toolkit’ to 
major commodity 
producers, aggregators 
and buyers both at HQs 
and on the ground in the 
target forest nations. A 
public-private partnership 
is close to being made 
public in Ethiopia. Some 
promising public-private 
partnerships are already 
being designed in close 
consultation with major 
businesses such as Cargill 
in Zambia. The ISFL 
programme in Colombia 
will be targeted at a region 
that Colombian 
agribusinesses have 
pinpointed as a major 

1 
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centre for production in the 
future. More work is 
required to bottom out 
potential partnerships in 
Indonesia but this also has 
promise.   

 Replicable See “innovation” 
above 

See “innovation” above No notable success on 
this front to date, as only 
one programme has 
developed a detailed 
design document to date. 
Replication would begin 
much later in the 
programme cycle.  

1 

 At scale:  Impact-level: 
“integration of 
better land 
management… 
compelling to 
national 
governments… 
replicated 
globally” 

1.0 Improved land 
management integrated into 
national policies concerning 
climate change mitigation 
within a development 
context. 
 
 
 

Programme areas 
identified are large scale 
with high mitigation 
potential.   

1 
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ANNEX 1: DETAILS OF ISFL PROGRESS AND ACHIEVEMENTS IN 2015 
 
Building on the overview provided on the summary sheet, the following captures the detail of the 
progress made since the last ISFL ICF Annual Review in May 2015.  
 
Operationalising the governance of the ISFL, including the first Annual Meeting and Annual 
Report in August 2015 
 
The operational procedures and processes of the ISFL were refined in 2015. This included drawing on 
the principles in the ISFL Operating Framework to clarify roles and responsibilities and set out the 
decision making and contributor approval process. Further refinements are expected this year once the 
‘governance document’ is integrated into the BioCF Instrument. Useful management tools that improve 
our understanding of the ISFL’s long-term plan were also developed including a long-term financial plan, 
which facilitates projections for ‘funding envelopes’ and resource planning over the lifetime of the 
Initiative. This was presented at the first Annual Meeting held in London in August 2015 and was 
included as part of the 2015 ISFL Annual Report. These important building blocks for the effective 
management of the ISFL are now in place. Work to restructure the BioCFplus-ISFL trust funds will be 
completed in May 2016. The governance arrangements for the initiative as a whole have now been 
agreed to in principle and are due to be finalised by September8.    
 
Improved transparency, communications, and knowledge management of the Initiative with more 
information made available on the ISFL website.  
 
This effectively addressed a recommendation to make relevant and appropriate information on the ISFL, 
while it develops, publicly available. Examples of resources made available online in the past year 
include: the 2015 Annual Report, the ISFL’s private sector and stakeholder engagement approaches, 
summary of the recent methodology workshop, presentations from civil society briefing sessions and 
updates to country pages including programme design documentation.  
 
Work on improving the private sector engagement approach. 
 
Working closely with the private sector is a central design feature of the ISFL. The ISFL hopes to secure 
the involvement of the private sector (ranging from large multinational companies, to regional and local 
companies, to farmers and small town businesses) and leverage their resources to ensure success of 
ISFL programmes. There is interest from large consumer goods companies in sustainable and 
deforestation free supply chains. For example, at COP21, Unilever and Marks & Spencer pledged to 
prioritise commodity sourcing from areas that are pursuing comprehensive forest climate programmes, 
such as jurisdictions that are part of the ISFL.  Although there have been some promising developments, 
working through the International Finance Corporation (IFC), to establish off-taker agreements in the 
ISFL’s target jurisdiction, no off-taker deals have been finalized and made public. The private sector 
approach was shared in August 2015 and discussed at the Annual Meeting. Further work to analyse the 
gaps in the approach and develop it beyond work with the IFC has been commissioned and will be 
presented by The Nature Conservancy at the mid-year meeting in April 2016. Additional work will be 
needed in 2016 to strengthen private sector engagement in the development of ISFL programmes.  
 
Improved Stakeholder engagement.  
 
In the past year the ISFL reached out to civil society organisations (CSOs) for feedback on the Operating 
Framework and the ISFL team has organised regular (every 6 months) CSO briefings on the Initiative, 
during which CSOs have provided in-country contacts for coordination. This is good progress however 
the ISFL team could update Contributors on the feedback received from these sessions to ensure CSOs 
concerns or ideas are actively taken up by the ISFL.  
 
Developments to improve monitoring and evaluation.  

                                            
8
 The BioCF Instrument will need to be revised primarily to connect the governance of BioCFplus-ISFL trust funds 

with the BioCF T3. This is not expected to affect DECC’s Participant Arrangement with the ISFL.  

http://www.biocarbonfund-isfl.org/
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The ISFL Logframe, which sets out the activities required in the early stages of the Initiative’s 
development before outputs can be delivered, was discussed at the Annual Meeting in August 2015. 
Drawing on inputs from Contributors, World Bank operational colleagues, the IFC, the FCPF and 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) experts, the logframe has been refined and will be actively used as a 
monitoring tool feeding into communications and Annual Reports in the future. As to be expected with all 
logframes, it will be continually reviewed to ensure it is fit-for-purpose. In February 2016 DECC 
commissioned the ICF Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) team to review the logframe. The 
MEL experts have provided recommendations for further improvement. DECC will continue to work 
closely with the ISFL team and other contributors to improve M&E. 
 
Since early 2016 the ISFL has improved its planning processes  
 
This process has resulted in a forward look for work planned for 2016, arranging monthly initiative level 
teleconferences and quarterly programme level teleconferences with Contributors. This should also 
improve monitoring of progress throughout the year. 
 
Progress at the programme-level.  
 
3 out of 4 target programmes have been ‘opened’. Programmes in Colombia and Zambia are 
progressing well. The programme design for Ethiopia has been finalised and progression on key 
implementation components has continued, despite delays in negotiating and signing the grant 
agreement due to delays in BioCFplus-ISFL restructuring. Discussions on an ERPA in Ethiopia await 
completion of discussions on ERPAs at the Initiative level as well as completion of analysis for a 
comprehensive methodological approach. Despite best efforts to progress initiative level and programme 
level work in parallel, there is a continued risk that delays at the initiative leave (e.g. restructuring and 
methodology development) inadvertently stall progress in-country. Changes to the Indonesian 
government, following an election in 2015, has delayed initial progress; however discussions on potential 
jurisdictions are now underway. A process and criteria for selecting a jurisdiction for the programme is 
expected to be identified and communicated by the Government of Indonesia in March. 
 


