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Preface

Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative was launched in 2007 with
the aim of reducing greenhouse gas emissions resulting from deforestation and
forest degradation in developing countries (REDD+). Up to three billion
Norwegian kroner has since been pledged annually to support such efforts both
internationally and at the country level. This initiative is in other words the largest
single undertaking within Norwegian development cooperation.
What are the results of such a substantial initiative? This report gives an
overview of the documented main results achieved by the initiative up to 2013.
The team was asked to assess the initiative’s contributions towards the global
REDD+ regime and country progress in Brazil, Guyana, Indonesia and
Tanzania, as well as the management of the initiative. Moreover, the report
covers to some extent the progress through multilateral organizations.
The time has come for the Norwegian initiative and the international REDD+
community to take stock of the initial work done, and frame the next steps in
preservation of the world’s forests. It is our hope that the results and lessons
presented in this report will be taken into account in the continuation of the
initiative.
This is a synthesizing report in a series of evaluations conducted “real time” as
the Norwegian initiative is on-going. Through a framework agreement with a
consortium of independent consultants and experts led by LTS International,
evaluations progressively assess the results of the initiative with regard to its
objectives and they are intended to provide timely information and
recommendations to stakeholders and the public.
Oslo, August 2014

Tale Kvalvaag
Director, Evaluation Department
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Executive summary

This report presents the findings of a real-time evaluation of Norway’s
International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI) support of efforts to reduce
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, taking into account forest
conservation, sustainable management of forests and the enhancement of forest
carbon stocks (REDD+).

Background

The primary objective of the Norwegian Government’s climate policy is to help
establish a global, binding, long-term post-2012 regime that will ensure deep
enough cuts in global greenhouse gas emissions to limit global temperature rise
to two degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels. Measures to Reduce
Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+) in developing
countries are considered essential if this target is to be achieved.
To work towards this objective, the Government of Norway’s International
Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI) was launched by then Prime Minister Jens
Stoltenberg during the 13th Conference of Parties to the United Nations
Convention on Climate Change in Bali, December 2007, pledging up to three
billion Kroner (circa US$ 500 million) a year in development cooperation funding
in support of REDD+.

The evaluation

As NICFI will be managing a substantial component of Norwegian development
cooperation funds until 2020, it is in the interest of policy-makers and the public
to have access to impartial information about the progress and performance of
the initiative.
A real-time approach to this evaluation has been adopted to facilitate rapid
learning, to give advice at an early enough stage for changes in implementation
to be feasible and to provide timely information to the international community
engaged in REDD+ and climate change issues.
There are decisions to be taken about the future strategy of NICFI and the
primary purpose of this evaluation is to provide inputs that inform the decisionmaking process. The aim is to synthesise the results of NICFI’s support towards
achievement of its core objectives over the period from 2007-2013.
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This is a summative evaluation, as described in the Terms of Reference; hence
the focus is primarily a backward-looking compilation of documented results
achieved. The assessment is made on available documents and the activities
assessed are at different stages: design-implementation. It is intended to
complement a forward-looking strategic study of NICFI commissioned by the
NICFI Secretariat.
The Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment and the Norwegian Agency
for Development Co-operation (Norad), which are responsible for NICFI, are the
intended main audience of this report and users of the feedback and
recommendations generated. The wider intended audience for the findings is the
Norwegian Parliament and Norwegian public, the multilateral REDD+ institutions
and the international REDD+ community.
This evaluation is the fifth in a series of real-time evaluations of NICFI.

About NICFI

The three core objectives of NICFI are:
1. To work towards the inclusion of emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation in a new international climate regime;
2. To take early action to achieve cost-effective and verifiable reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions;
3. To promote the conservation of natural forests to maintain their carbon
storage capacity.
These core objectives are intended to contribute to Norwegian climate policy
objectives. As NICFI is funded through the Norwegian aid budget, contribution to
achievement of the general objectives of Norwegian development policy is also
an overarching objective for NICFI.
Funds are provided to a range of partners through four major channels with
different expectations as to how they will address the NICFI Core Objectives:
•

Activities focused on the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) negotiations (inter-alia development of submissions;
knowledge generation by supported initiatives and processes; consensus
building research; offline workshops; funding of meetings) have been 		
undertaken to encourage progress on the REDD+ elements of the UNFCCC
negotiations;

•

Multilateral REDD+ Institutions (Congo Basin Forest Fund; Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility; Forest Investment Program; UN-REDD Programme) are
supported in order to engage REDD+ countries and other donors; establish
an international architecture and framework for REDD+ readiness; and for
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results based payments prior to achievement of a post-Kyoto agreement
containing REDD+ under the UNFCCC;
•

Bilateral country partnerships provide an opportunity to demonstrate how
REDD+ might work in a range of countries at different places along the forest
transition curve;

•

Support to civil society organisations to generate needed knowledge; 		
advocacy (international and political); piloting; and facilitate / enable 		
implementation.

Since 2008, a total of 10.3 billion NOK (US $ 1.7 billion) of NICFI funding was
disbursed (Figure 1). Brazil has received by far the most funding (NOK 4.6
billion, 44% of all funds disbursed), followed by the FCPF and UN-REDD
Programme (NOK 1.2 and NOK 1.1 billion respectively, around 11% each) and
civil society (NOK 1 billion, 9%). These four recipients account for three-quarters
of all major disbursements made. In respect of pledged support, the three major
bilateral partners (Brazil, Indonesia and Guyana) account for the largest portions
of the 19.8 billion NOK (US$ 3.3 billion) pledged to date, followed by civil society.

Figure 1 NICFI disbursements 2008 - 2013

44% Brazil
11% FCPF
11% UN-REDD
9% Civil Society
8% FIP
5% CBFF
4% Guyana
2% Tanzania
2% Indonesia
2% Other
1% ITTO
1% Vietnam
0% Mexico

Source: Norwegian aid statistics, www.norad.no
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Results against the NICFI Core Objectives
NICFI’s contributions to the establishment of a global REDD+ regime
NICFI is the largest REDD+ donor globally, supporting all available
multilateral channels and seven bilateral programmes across Africa, Asia,
Central and South America. NICFI has pledged the majority of global funds for
REDD+ and is a major donor to each of the multilateral REDD+ institutions.
Bilateral partnerships have also been established with seven REDD+ countries:
Brazil, Ethiopia, Guyana, Indonesia, Mexico, Tanzania and Vietnam.
Through its support of the multilateral REDD+ institutions, NICFI has made a
substantial contribution to the development of the operational
architecture for REDD+ and the engagement of a large number of REDD+
and donor countries.
Key decisions have been made on REDD+ in the UNFCCC climate change
negotiations and Norway / NICFI has been instrumental to this progress.
Norway is regarded by evaluation informants as having played a very important
role in the UNFCCC REDD+ negotiations and was credited by many observers
as being instrumental to the rapid rate of progress compared with other areas of
the negotiations. NICFI financed foundational studies, created opportunities for
knowledge-sharing and relationship building between REDD+ negotiators and,
crucially, used experience from operational partnerships to formulate
submissions. NICFI's financial commitments also helped build trust in the
viability of REDD+.
The large flagship commitments through the bilateral partnerships have
leveraged political support for REDD+ nationally and globally. The ‘one
billion’ commitment to Brazil provided the first example of how national payments
for emissions reductions could be managed at a large scale and increased
pressure on both Brazil and the global REDD+ process to deliver results. It
cemented Brazil’s role as a major player in the international REDD+ negotiations
and Norway's relationship with Brazil is regarded as instrumental in engaging
other Amazon basin countries in REDD+. In Indonesia, the promise of US $ 1
billion provided the political leverage necessary to establish the REDD+ Task
Force and ultimately the REDD+ Agency outside of existing institutions and to
establish key activities such as the Moratorium, the One Map programme, and
the review of licences.
NICFI’s contributions to early action on REDD+
On Country Progress through the bilateral and multilateral channels
Brazil’s deforestation rate and corresponding greenhouse gas emissions
have strongly decreased and activities established through NICFI’s
payments for these results are also paving the way for future emissions
reductions. Brazil successfully avoided deforestation of 6.2 million hectares
between 2007 and 2013, averting three billion tonnes of carbon dioxide
emissions and generating large results-based payments from NICFI. Emissions
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were already decreasing as a result of national activities prior to 2007, and there
is no information to illustrate what may have happened in the absence of the
NICFI support. Nonetheless, the prominence of the Amazon Fund has
stimulated policy debates and participation in the REDD+ debate has become a
priority for policy-makers and civil society organisations. The Amazon Fund has
also influenced the development of other elements of Brazil’s national low
carbon framework financed state-level programmes to reduce, control and
monitor deforestation.
In Guyana, technical and institutional pre-requisites for verifying avoided
deforestation and degradation have been achieved, but much more action
is required to mitigate the impact of mining as the main driver of
deforestation. The Guyana-Norway partnership has been highly successful at
developing a national-level monitoring, reporting and verification system, and
reasonably successful at developing a financial mechanism for REDD+
payments. However, there are on-going concerns about the speed of
disbursement, and further reform and development of the mechanism is needed
as at present it does not represent a functioning ‘model’. There is also a lack of
tangible interventions that directly address the expansion of mining, which is a
key driver of deforestation in Guyana and a key part of the national economy.
With NICFI support, Indonesia has made good progress on readiness
planning, establishment of an institutional framework for REDD+ and
design of the systems and processes required in order to implement
REDD+. However, the upcoming change in government and president and
weaknesses in the legal basis for REDD+ in Indonesia, present a serious
risk that progress may slip backwards and achievements be lost. There is
insufficient specificity in political party platforms to be sure of the future political
will to support REDD+ and the lack of implementing regulation for the
Environment Act of 2009 and the existence of important contradicting policies
each present critical threats to REDD+ progress.
In Tanzania, NICFI support has catalysed a large number of REDD+
activities; however, achievement of readiness outcomes has been limited
by the lack of national government ownership and decision making. Plans
to establish a national REDD+ financing mechanism (with some contribution
from NICFI) have stalled due to a lack of political decision-making from national
Government and there is doubt over the level of commitment on the part of the
government to secure control of forest loss. In contrast to the slow progress at
the national level, all of the supported pilot projects claim improvements in forest
management and three projects have collected data on emissions reductions
that have been achieved. However, there are concerns around the costeffectiveness of the emissions reductions achieved and the sustainability of
activities undertaken.
NICFI support through the multilateral institutions has contributed to the
engagement of a large number of countries in REDD+ readiness planning;
however readiness progress made is highly variable between countries.
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Although the transition to results-based payments for national emissions
reductions has not yet been achieved, the architecture has succeeded in
initiating readiness activities in a large number of countries within a short
timeframe. Of the 18 participants to the UN-REDD Programme that have
country programmes, five countries have completed Phase 1 and one country
has moved into Phase 2. With regard to the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility,
19 countries out of 37 have a signed Readiness Preparation Proposal Grant; 11
are receiving disbursements against their Readiness Preparation Proposals, and
one has a letter of intent to negotiate an emissions reductions purchase
agreement with the Carbon Fund.
On progress with REDD+ Systems and Processes
NICFI has made a major contribution to the development of international
policy and bilateral partners’ progress on REDD+ Measurement,
Reporting and Verification (MRV) and Reference Levels, although extent of
country progress has been mixed. NICFI has provided an important
contribution to the establishment of country level REDD+ financial
mechanisms and generated useful learning. A strong contribution to
safeguards development has been made through contributions to the
UNFCCC negotiations, and through its bilateral, multilateral and civil society
support. The multilateral institutions have been active in developing
systems for grievance redress, and NICFI support has encouraged broad
stakeholder engagement in REDD+. However, in many countries there has
not been sufficient engagement with the private sector or with finance or
agriculture ministries.
NICFI’s contribution to the conservation of natural forests
The NICFI portfolio is providing a substantial, direct contribution towards
the conservation of natural forests, from project-scale pilots to the
establishment of new conservation forests. Pilot projects receiving support
through NICFI civil society support and through the embassy in Tanzania have
focused on natural forest conservation and management. Through the Congo
Basin Forest Fund, projects address security and development threats to natural
forest in national parks in Cameroon and the Democratic Republic of Congo.
The Amazon Fund portfolio includes important large scale activities aimed at
conservation of natural forests.
Conservation of natural forests is also addressed through the planning
frameworks of multilateral REDD+ institutions and through National and
International Safeguard Systems. The multilateral REDD+ institutions all
include biodiversity in their planning frameworks and have indicators to monitor
progress on biodiversity conservation and the National and International
Safeguard Systems developed and implemented through bilateral and multilateral NICFI support channels include criteria on natural forest and biodiversity
conservation.

xxii

Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative

NICFI’s contribution to achievement of Norwegian development policy
The need for good forest governance is addressed throughout the NICFI
portfolio, and fundamental steps to improving forest governance have
been taken by Indonesia through the Indonesia – Norway bilateral
agreement. The need to address governance issues is embedded in the
approach of the FCPF and UN-REDD Programme, which aims to ensure that it
is given priority focus by their partner countries in REDD+ planning.
In Indonesia the fundamental steps taken by the Indonesia government towards
improving forest governance include: i) the establishment of a moratorium on the
granting of new concessions in natural forest; ii) a review of existing forest
licences; iii) the upcoming development of a new licencing system; and iv) a
process for reconciling conflicting land use maps across different sectors and
ministries.
Tackling corruption, forest crime and illegality is an important component
of the NICFI bilateral agreement with Indonesia and the NICFI civil society
support fund. The UN-REDD Programme also contributes in a supportive
capacity. In Indonesia, where forest sector crime is a key driver of greenhouse
gas emissions, an important approach to tackling environment and natural
resources related crime in Indonesia, the ‘Multi-Door Approach’ has been
developed through the bilateral agreement. The 2013-2015 civil society project
portfolio includes eight projects that are tackling illegal logging and corruption
and the UN-REDD Programme held regional and multi-country training
workshops on REDD+ transparency, accountability, integrity, and anticorruption.
Safeguards on indigenous peoples’ and local communities’ rights are
addressed throughout the NICFI portfolio, with many activities that go
further than ‘do no harm’. Most NICFI supported activities have gone beyond
the UNFCCC safeguard requirements. For example, Free, Prior, Informed
Consent (FPIC) is mainstreamed through the UN-REDD programme, addressed
by a range of supported civil society partners, and is clearly differentiated from
social safeguards within the Indonesian REDD+ Strategy.
NICFI support through the bilateral agreement and civil society
programmes has contributed substantially to a distinct, positive shift in
the discourse on indigenous peoples’ rights in Indonesia. Supported civil
society organisations and the Indonesia REDD+ Task Force contributed to the
‘land mark’ commitment for action to address indigenous rights issues at a
conference in Lombok in Indonesia and the development of a legal petition to
Indonesia’s Constitutional Court against the current Forestry Law. This resulted
in a milestone Constitutional Court decision in support of indigenous peoples’
rights.
Non-indigenous communities’ rights are less well represented in the
NICFI portfolio. Non-indigenous communities are not well represented in the
UN-REDD Programme and some concerns have been raised about inclusivity in
relation to the partnership with Guyana, with non-Amerindian communities not
well represented.
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The NICFI portfolio is likely to provide a strong contribution to sustainable
development and livelihoods improvement, with many activities directly
contributing to this. For instance, The Forest Investment Program design
principles require supported investments to have development benefits and the
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) is working towards a target that
activities supported by the FCPF incorporate indicators on forest community
livelihood development. The Congo Basin Forest Fund portfolio contains
activities focused on sustainable and equitable livelihoods and 32 percent of the
funds invested by the Amazon Fund are allocated to projects that fall within the
category of “Economic activities from sustainable use of forests". The Tanzanian
REDD+ pilot projects, and civil society pilots supported through the civil society
support scheme also contribute directly to livelihoods development.
The multilateral institutions supported by NICFI are providing guidance
and support in relation to land tenure and resource access and rights;
while activities in Tanzania, Indonesia and the Congo Basin are providing
a direct contribution. The UN-REDD programme has undertaken analysis and
developed guidance on land tenure and REDD+ issues and the FCPF
Assessment Framework requires the demonstration that action plans make
progress in the short-, medium- and long-term towards addressing land tenure
and titling issues. In Indonesia contributions to securing tenure and rights
access for indigenous and local communities have been made through the
bilateral agreement and by NICFI supported civil society projects. The Tanzania
pilot projects, civil society pilot projects, advocacy and practical actions, and
Amazon Fund projects have also contributed to furthering developments on land
tenure.
Attempts have been made throughout the NICFI portfolio to address
gender issues in REDD+; however, among the NICFI partners there is a
lack of understanding of, and a low general capacity to address, gender
issues. The strongest contribution to this issue has been through the UN-REDD
programme, which has produced numerous publications on REDD+ and gender
issues. Attempts to address gender issues have been made in relation to most
of the NICFI channels; however informants displayed confusion and lack of
understanding of gender issues.

Strategic findings and lessons learnt
On general REDD+ developments
The field is increasingly spread out among REDD+ countries, with some
receiving results-based payments but others making little progress. Whilst
recognising the need to engage countries with REDD+ to secure consensus at
the UNFCCC negotiations, given the limited funds available, and the lack of
progress made with REDD+ in many countries that started readiness, the logic
behind some multilateral REDD+ institutions continuing to “sign up” new
countries without a solid analysis of the reasons underlying the widely differing
rates of progress is not readily apparent.
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The most robust progress in the NICFI portfolio has been made by
countries where the underlying context is supportive. The separation
between the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) partner countries that
are making readiness progress and those that are not does not appear to be
related to REDD+ countries’ national income status per se. Of the NICFI bilateral
partner countries visited for this evaluation, the most progress has been made in
countries where the underlying political context is supportive.
Whilst the promise of funding has been an important factor in country
engagement, results-based finance has acted as a political motivator
rather than an economic incentive. In Indonesia, the ‘incentive’ was not the
US $ 1 billion itself, but the opportunity (through the political leverage it provided)
to push progressive policies that are aligned with an ongoing process of reform.
In Brazil, Norway’s US $ 1 billion provided validation of national reforms already
underway to tackle deforestation, and probably gave strength to continue this
route. In both these cases, the funds were a motivator which had a much deeper
and potentially more sustainable change rather than an economic incentive,
which was likely to have only a short-term impact and be potentially less
sustainable. Countries where the finance itself was the only or even the main
incentive, generally have shown less commitment to REDD+ and are more likely
to lose interest if funds for results-based payments – or even for readiness – do
not flow as anticipated.
The lack of certainty over results based REDD+ funding is regarded as the
single greatest risk to progress yet there has been a lack of attention to
the cost of systems in relation to national capacity and the likely levels of
REDD+ finance available to sustain them. Almost all donor and multilateral
stakeholders consulted identified the challenges in mobilising sufficient
resources for the countries engaged in readiness to progress to results based
payments as one of the major challenges facing the REDD+ agenda. Readiness
activities have so far been overly focused on start-up costs, with insufficient
attention given to running costs and whether these will be affordable by partner
countries given the likely level of rewards to be earned.
Expectations of the potential level of payments for emissions reductions
within some REDD+ countries appear to be unduly optimistic and at times
unrealistic. Interviewees from international civil society organisations
expressed widespread concerns about unrealistic expectations in REDD+
countries, many of which anticipated substantial payments for emissions
reductions. At sub-national level in REDD+ countries, there were also deep
concerns expressed about the danger of raising community and district-level
expectations either through unsustainable payments using project grant funds or
through poor communication leading to frustration from unrealistically raised
expectations.
There is a range of views among other donors and high level informants
on whether payments for emissions reductions should be viewed as the
primary end point of REDD+. There is a divergence between those that regard
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results based payments for emissions as fundamental and those that see
payments for emissions as ‘icing on the cake’ once the fundamental work had
been achieved. Many donors and multilateral institution informants felt that a
substantial number of countries were unlikely to access results-based payments
given the slow rate of progress and stressed the importance of the intrinsic
benefits of participating in REDD+ processes.
On NICFI’s strategy and role
Continued high-level political support, very substantial funding and a
flexible government system in Norway has allowed NICFI to develop and
utilise a uniquely responsive model. However, other donors are unable to
work in the same way. This has implications for the way NICFI engages with
other donors and its expectations of them.
The NICFI strategy as originally designed has not been sufficiently
revised to accommodate the slow rate of REDD+ readiness progress by
many countries. NICFI’s early activities were focused on a need to make rapid
progress in time for Copenhagen, to engage as many REDD+ partner and donor
countries as possible to provide momentum, and to secure the substantial
funding required. Whilst NICFI has signalled an interest in generating a new
narrative that focuses on REDD+ as one part of efforts to create a socially
inclusive green economy, it is unclear whether the slower than anticipated
REDD+ readiness progress in many countries, together with the limited finance
available globally, has been fully reflected in NICFI’s strategic approach.
NICFI’s efforts to convene and coordinate with other donors are valuable
in mobilising financial commitments and testing new approaches;
however there is insufficient co-ordination with other relevant
international initiatives. NICFI has prioritised donor collaboration. Its
relationship with other donors has improved since the early years of the initiative,
and several donor countries now regard Norway as their closest ally. Although
there has been success in developing collaboration at the international level, this
is less apparent at the national level in partner countries and co-ordination at the
national level with other relevant initiatives has been limited.
There is evidence that the NICFI strategy is broadening in scope from
one that is focused solely on an end point of results based payments for
reduced greenhouse gas emissions. The Norwegian vision for REDD+ was
initially simple and focused on payments for verified reductions in emissions of
greenhouse gases from deforestation and forest degradation. Engagement with
the private sector, work at sub-national jurisdictional level and the strategic
work being supported in the latest round of civil society fund grants
demonstrate a commitment by NICFI to a wider-based approach than was the
case initially.
NICFI has played a leadership role in establishing the international
architecture for REDD+ but there are signs that its detached approach has
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allowed inefficiency to proliferate in the multilaterals. While Norway has
played a leading role in establishing the multilateral architecture to support
REDD+, its hand-off approach has allowed the multilateral institutions
considerable leeway in developing processes and practices. The recent
acceptance of more countries into readiness funds when progress has been
slow and when so many countries will not move to results-based payments in
the short to medium term and when the architecture has become overly onerous
has not been helpful. There is a danger that the growing perception that the
main beneficiaries of REDD+ will be the multilateral institutions and large civil
society organisations involved in processes will be found to be true.
NICFI views on the role of sub-national jurisdictional REDD+ programmes
have not been clearly articulated. In recent years, with the limited REDD+
funding available from other donors, there has been increased interest in
working at sub-national scales in jurisdictions or biomes that present specific
opportunities. They are seen by some as an unwelcome distraction from
national level policies but by others as a real opportunity to test intervention
methods and deliver results albeit within more restricted areas that can be
scaled-up to national levels.

Results on management of NICFI - operational and
financial processes
On the management of NICFI
NICFI is admired for its ability to respond quickly and flexibly to new
opportunities and make large commitments in ways which are perceived by
informants to have generated momentum for REDD+. However, there is a need
to balance this flexibility and responsiveness with the need for solid
planning (including Theory of Change) and reporting. Neither a formally
documented Theory of Change beyond an overarching narrative description, nor
an associated results-based reporting framework has been developed for NICFI,
which prejudices good internal coherence and synergy.
The current lack of a dynamic, strategic, results-based framework for
NICFI hinders the development of shared priorities for coherent decision
making. At present there is no single documented strategic framework for NICFI
that contains specific, measureable indicators of success. The lack of a clearly
articulated results framework for NICFI is unhelpful for securing coherent
decision making and for optimising the value of available expertise and
experience. The lack of a clearly articulated results framework for NICFI
hinders the development of shared priorities and without this there is no
basis for results based reporting to request this information from
partners.
There is a need to develop a common understanding among the managing
institutions in Oslo. The institutions involved have different expertise,
experience and institutional cultures, which has given rise to a lack of common
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understanding and interpretation of NICFI aims and strategies, including
divergent views on partner countries. Good communication between the
individuals and institutions where there are differing interests, experience and
aspirations of individuals and the varying institutional priorities, cultures and, at
times, inter-ministerial rivalries, is of paramount importance to ensure that the
institutions pull in the same direction. Securing a common understanding
would be aided by a formalised planning and reporting framework created
inclusively.
The management approach and reporting systems associated with the
NICFI Funding Scheme for Civil Society have been greatly improved since
the last evaluation. The application process has changed and there has been
a substantial change in approach, resulting in a tightly defined results-based
programme across the themes and one that is also geographically balanced.
NICFI staff are regarded as dedicated and effective by other donors, but
the number of staff is perceived as small, particularly the operational
capacity in two countries with large bilateral programmes. NICFI
secretariat staff are seen as being dedicated and effective, with the leadership
held in particularly high regard and viewed as a playing an important convening
role internationally. The NICFI operations in two key partner countries (Guyana
and Indonesia) were less well regarded, both in terms of staffing levels and
operational experience with these country partners. However, the embassy in
Tanzania appears to be providing strong management, guidance on financial
administration, and reporting of results in relation to the embassy administrated
projects.
On operational processes of NICFI partners
There are concerns over the inefficiency of the multilateral institutions
and complexity of the multilateral REDD+ architecture that has created
co-ordination challenges and duplication. Despite reported improvements to
inter-agency co-ordination within the UN-REDD Programme, there is a strong
perception of management inefficiency among donors. Administrative costs of
the FCPF have also been high. The fact that the multilateral REDD+ architecture
contains a number of institutions has generated complexity and the need for
co-ordination. There have been numerous serious operational and
management problems with the Congo Basin Forest Fund. Attempts have
been made to correct these and some improvements made.
Management of technical activities by NICFI’s country partners in
Indonesia and Guyana is generally effective. However, the ‘enabling
activity’ indicators in the Joint Concept Note between Guyana and
Norway are inadequate for managing and monitoring the implementation
of these activities, and access to the project pipeline for the Guyana
REDD+ Investment Fund appears to be over-tightly controlled.
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Results reporting and availability of information is generally inadequate
for gaining a clear view on progress towards the NICFI Core Objectives.
With one or two notable exceptions, the periodic reporting of the NICFI partners
tends to focus on activities and outputs does not provide clear information on
progress towards outcomes and is not always easily aligned with the NICFI Core
Objectives.
On financial processes
The total funds pledged by NICFI since its inception are in line with the
political commitment of NOK 3 billion a year, while disbursements have
been around half of this. This is to be expected, as the bulk of funds pledged
are allocated towards results based payments for emissions reductions
achieved, this is to be expected as few REDD+ countries are yet at this stage.
Disbursements from some of the multi-contributor trust funds to final
recipients have been slower and lower than anticipated because portfolio
development and delivery has been slower than initially expected.
The Norwegian government financial regulations are not set-up to handle
disbursement of results-based payments to partner countries, requiring
divergences from normal practice. Whilst divergences were authorised by the
relevant minister or by parliament, this has slowed disbursement, caused
resentment between the NICFI managing institutions in Oslo and adverse public
comment. A proposal was made to the Norwegian Parliament (Storting) in May
2014 that sought to address this problem and was accepted by Parliament in
June 20141.
Financial management processes are found to be robust in mitigating
against corruption risk within the NICFI portfolio.

Conclusions
In relation to the NICFI Core Objectives
There has been great success on the goal of including REDD+ in a new
international climate regime (NICFI Core Objective 1). NICFI support,
financial and non-financial, has resulted in the engagement of a large number of
countries and, through UNFCCC negotiations and as a result of experience
gained in bilateral partnerships, there has been valuable progress towards
defining an operational architecture for REDD+ and developing financial
mechanisms. The exceptionally large financial commitments, especially to Brazil
and Indonesia, appear to have had a “flagship effect” that has helped create
international moment and lever widespread political support.

1

Decision 581. Disbursement of Grants. https://www.stortinget.no/no/Saker-og-publikasjoner/
Saker/ Sak/?p=59868.
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There has been a good contribution on early action to achieve costeffective and verifiable reductions in greenhouse gas emissions (NICFI
Core Objective 2). This has been particularly notable in the more effective
bilateral partnerships, with Brazil and Indonesia. Whilst there has been some
progress in Guyana and Tanzania, in both countries there is still much further to
go. NICFI support has been especially noteworthy on MRV systems and the
generously funded Civil Society Support Scheme has made very valuable gains
on matters related to safeguards and wider governance.		
There has been a solid contribution to promoting conservation of natural
forests to maintain their carbon storage capacity (NICFI Core Objective 3).
NICFI support has aided forest conservation through pilot-scale projects and the
establishment of new conservation forests. The Indonesia moratorium on new
forest and peat land concessions is a notable step in the right direction.
Safeguard systems on natural forest conservation have been developed and
implemented with NICFI support through bilateral and multilateral channels and
these have been taken up by multilaterals leading to development of appropriate
frameworks and tools for the design of REDD+ activities that should lead to
improved conservation.
There has been active contribution towards achievement of Norwegian
development policy objectives with NICFI funding (Overarching
Development Objective). This contribution goes substantially beyond “doing no
harm.” Forest governance issues have been strongly addressed throughout the
portfolio, including specific attention to tackling corruption and forest crime.
Safeguards have been notably prominent in NICFI supported activities;
bilaterally, multilaterally and through the Civil Society Support Scheme. Although
the rights of indigenous groups have been given strong attention, the rights of
non-indigenous groups require further action. There has been widespread
strong contribution to sustainable development but while gender issues have
been emphasised and addressed in NICFI support, progress has been limited
by lack of understanding in some partners of how to tackle gender issues
effectively.
Regarding strategic issues and lessons learnt
There is need for NICFI to take stock of its progress and the evolution of
REDD+ in order to consolidate and rationalise its continuing and future
interventions. While Brazil has made very solid progress, the good progress in
Indonesia remains quite fragile. There has been mixed progress in Guyana and
Tanzania but good progress through UN-REDD in Vietnam. Overall, bilateral
efforts seem to have been the most rewarding but Norway is limited in the
number of these it can manage. Multilaterals have allowed NICFI support to be
widely spread but we are concerned at the large number of countries continuing
to start readiness activities when mixed progress and limited finance for resultsbased payments mean many will gain more from inherent values than from the
finance they were expecting. Managing expectations of these countries requires
urgent attention. NICFI joint donor efforts, such as those with Germany and UK,
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appear to be a positive and valuable modality. The relatively limited coordination
with FLEGT is surprising as is the general lack of awareness of past experience
from forest sector development programmes that bear strong similarities to the
readiness phase of REDD+.
The cost-effectiveness of the REDD+ is deserving of more attention. While
we note NICFI has made efforts on this matter, the topic is one that seems to be
rather neglected generally despite its crucial importance to the viability of the
REDD+ model. We believe more in-depth study is required but there are
indications that while finance may be important to stimulate initial interest, there
are deeper reasons for the political changes and political support that
characterise the success noted in both Brazil and Indonesia. At the same time, it
is also apparent that cost-effectiveness models need to be developed for nonclosed forest countries that have highly fragmented but low carbon stock forest
resources since the cost benefit equation for such countries will be very
different.
There is good initial evidence that NICFI climate and development goals
can be synergetic. There are interesting differences emerging between the
way Indonesia approached the problem with action on the ground as distinct
from the less direct approach of FCPF and UN-REDD which include
development issues within the REDD+ framework. We believe that the more
integrative the approach can be from the outset, with the inclusion of field-based
activities to the maximum extent possible, the greater will be the likelihood of
success. From the NICFI perspective, we see the revised management structure
as providing a good opportunity for such an integrative approach to be applied
for all NICFI interventions, with strong attention to the viability of scaling-up
pilots and to long term economic sustainability. This would appear to be
especially important for low-income countries that lack the resources to
complement donor funding at the level possible in mid-income countries.
In relation to NICFI operational and management issues
The management style utilised by NICFI at the outset was appropriate but
there is now need for more formalised planning and reporting systems.
While initially NICFI was testing pilots and needed to respond quickly to changes
in the then ill-defined international framework for REDD+, this is no longer the
case. There is increasing complexity around REDD+, much experience has
been gained and lessons learnt. The recent changes to NICFI management
structure will require increased coordination and while basic information on the
Theory of Change exists, it is quite widely dispersed across a range of
documents. Furthermore, there is still no comprehensive planning and reporting
framework. More formal documentation would be very helpful for effective
coordination across the range of actors now engaged with complementary but
disparate expertise, experience, and other demands on their time situated in
agencies with different organisational mandates, cultures and priorities.
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NICFI presence in some partner countries is perceived as being too
limited. This is particularly so in Guyana where despite excellent technical
progress, there is considerable dissent among wider stakeholders at the limited
progress on enabling activities and a view that Norway has an incomplete view
of how its funds are being spent. It is concluded that the staffing situation in
Guyana requires deeper consideration of alternative options.
While multilateral partners have usefully extended the reach of NICFI
support, there are concerns over slow disbursement of funds in some
cases and limited strategic thinking around emerging problems. NICFI was
very successful at influencing multilateral partners on improved governance and
safeguards, there are increasing concerns with slow disbursement, leading to an
accumulation of unspent funds in the multilaterals, and with high management
overhead costs levied. It would be useful to revisit the disbursement process
with the multilaterals. Although there has been recognition that many countries
are making rather slow progress with readiness and, latterly, wider acceptance
that relatively few of the countries engaging in readiness will secure resultsbased finance in the short to medium term, the implications of this in respect of
maintaining commitment to avoid losing the gains made so far do not seem to
have been given adequate attention.
Despite some problems fitting NICFI financing requirements into the
wider Norwegian financial regulations, these now seem to have been
largely resolved. In particular, the recent acceptance of a proposal submitted to
the Norwegian parliament by the Ministry of Finance on handling of resultsbased payments is particularly helpful in this regard.
NICFI staff are widely recognised for their leadership of the debates
around REDD+ and their unique ability to act quickly and flexibly is
admired. By its efforts NICFI has acquired the mantle of leadership in the
REDD+ arena. This allows NICFI to take the lead in addressing issues emerging
in respect of multilateral partners. NICFI has also supported a range of
innovative approaches to leveraging private sector funding as well as being
proactive in partnering with other donors although overall, leveraging additional
finance for REDD+ at the levels originally expected remains a challenge for all
actors, including NICFI. There was certainly extensive dissent expressed by
interviewees at the high transaction costs being incurred for REDD+, notably
through multilaterals.
Good communication of results and achievements as well as working for
greater transparency on all REDD+ issues needs to be given more
attention. The website for the Civil Society Support Scheme has been widely
praised and there is need for a mechanism of similar utility to present the
valuable progress made by NICFI more widely to inform stakeholders and the
wider public. Although Norway’s own records of pledges, commitments and
disbursements are accurate and transparent, this is not so, especially for the
multilateral funds for which the lack of clarity is inappropriate given the amount
of finance flowing.
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Recommendations

Given the experience now gained by NICFI and the changed management
system put in place from the beginning of 2014, we believe that there is need for
more formally documented planning and reporting systems to be established.
While there is albeit dispersed information on the Theory of Change, there is no
results-based planning and reporting framework yet established for NICFI.
In our view, such a framework needs to be established as a matter of priority to
ensure that everyone engaged in delivery of NICFI interventions has clear
information on aims and priorities and to buy in to the process of developing
such a framework and be willing to stick to it as a management guide. In our
view, such a framework would be dynamic and contain a documented Theory of
Change as the basis of a strategic plan delineating strategic interventions, the
rationale for their selection, the modalities to be employed and a broad indication
of input levels, anticipated outputs, expected outcomes leading to desired
impacts and the assumptions that have been made, and are required to hold
good, in order to achieve the outcomes and impacts.
Linked to the Theory of Change, we would expect a Results-based Framework,
again as a single document or suite of documents. In essence, this would build
on the Theory of Change and lay out in greater detail the inputs required, the
milestones to be achieved at specific points, the assumptions made together
with qualitative and quantitative indicators, including progress towards outcomes
and impacts, and means of verification covering progress and the extent to
which assumptions are holding true.
In order to achieve this, we make two recommendations:
Recommendation 1. Using this report and other relevant material, assess
the progress made on REDD+, the contribution of NICFI support together
with that of other donors and the varied progress in REDD+ countries
together with a gap analysis to provide an objective basis for a review of
NICFI policy and strategy
Recommendation 2. Develop a revised NICFI policy and strategy
including a formal Theory of Change linked to a responsive, results-based
reporting framework that takes into account the needs and priorities of all
the agencies engaged in NICFI
These two recommendations encompass the internal aspects of NICFI, geared
towards improving coordination and cooperation and also delivering resultsbased reporting. Related to this is a need to review the partnerships through
which NICFI operates leading to changes that increase the effectiveness of
these.
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Recommendation 3. Undertake a review of partnerships with other
donors and the multilateral organisations, with a view towards optimising
the multilaterals’ activities. This should take into account their differing
mandates, constraints and opportunities for synergy with NICFI’s
strengths. Develop a common approach with other donors to leverage
greater efficiency and effectiveness from the multilateral institutions
The need for a ‘stock take’ extends to the NICFI partnerships with the
multilateral institutions and with other donors. A future approach may involve
more intensive management to ensure the cost effectiveness of activities
supported and that the activities supported are well aligned with current global
priorities. Once NICFI has developed and agreed a revised approach for itself it
will be necessary to agree the future roles of the multilateral institutions, with
partner donors. NICFI has a role and a responsibility to lead on this given its
dominance as a REDD+ donor.
Recommendation 4. For different reasons, there have been limitations to
progress in Guyana and in Tanzania. Both countries should be visited by a
high-level, multi-disciplinary team to discuss the reasons for this and
whether and how NICFI support should be continued
While there has been good progress in Brazil and valuable if fragile progress in
Indonesia, progress in the bilateral partnerships with Guyana and Tanzania is
slower than expected. While it might be said that there has been
transformational change in Brazil and Indonesia, this has not yet occurred in
either Guyana or Tanzania. Yet these two countries represent important models
for NICFI, Guyana as a high forest cover / low deforestation country and
Tanzania as a dry forest country with a high rural population dependent on the
forest / agriculture interface. We consider that specific attention is needed to
both these partners.
Recommendation 5. NICFI should give attention to communication:
providing more information on its progress and successes through a
variety of means. This should include, but not be limited to, a
comprehensive website with links to reports and other sources of
information. It should also continue efforts to secure greater transparency
on the flow of funds around REDD+, especially where funds are
channelled through multilateral partners		
Finally we observe that, while NICFI has made good achievements, these are
not communicated or promoted to the extent they deserve and there would be
benefit in more comprehensive communication to the wider public as well as to
politicians and to those in partner countries and partner agencies.

xxxiv

Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative

Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative

xxxv

xxxvi

Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative

2

Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative

1.

Introduction

This report presents the findings of a real-time evaluation of Norway’s
International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI) support of efforts to reduce
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, taking into account forest
conservation, sustainable management of forests and the enhancement of forest
carbon stocks (REDD+). This section of the report provides general background
to the evaluation and an overview of the NICFI portfolio of activities, the
evaluation object.

1.1

General background
The primary objective of the Norwegian Government’s climate policy is to help
establish a global, binding, long-term post-2012 regime that will ensure cuts in
global greenhouse gas emissions sufficient to limit global temperature rise to no
more than two degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels. Measures to Reduce
Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+) in developing
countries are considered essential if this target is to be achieved (Stern, 2006;
Metz et al., 2007).
To this end, the Government of Norway’s International Climate and Forest
Initiative was launched by then Prime Minister Jens Stoltenberg during the 13th
Conference of Parties to the United Nations Convention on Climate Change in
Bali, December 2007, pledging up to three billion Kroner (circa US$ 500 million)
a year in development cooperation funding in support of efforts to REDD+.

1.2

Real-time evaluation
As NICFI will be managing a significant part of Norwegian development
cooperation funds until 2020, it is in the interest of policy-makers and the public
to have access to impartial information about the progress and performance of
the initiative.
A real-time approach to this evaluation has been adopted in order to assess and
provide feed-back on the results of NICFI to facilitate rapid learning, to give
advice at an early enough stage for changes in implementation to be feasible
and to provide timely information to the international community engaged in
REDD+ and climate change issues. This approach is valid given the dynamic
nature of the international debate around REDD+.
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Four evaluations have been completed to date under the NICFI real-time
evaluation:
1. NICFI contributions to an international REDD+ regime (2010);
2. NICFI support to the formulation and implementation of national REDD+
strategies in five countries (Brazil, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC),
Guyana, Indonesia and Tanzania, 2010);
3. NICFI Civil Society Support Scheme (2012); and,
4. NICFI support of REDD+ Measurement, Reporting and Verification (2013).

1.3

Purpose of this evaluation
As stated in the Terms of Reference (Annex 3), there are decisions to be taken
about the future strategy of NICFI and the primary purpose of this evaluation is
to provide inputs that inform the decision-making process. The aim is to
determine the results of NICFI’s support towards achievement of its core
objectives over the period from 2007-2013.
This is a summative evaluation, as described in the Terms of Reference; hence
the focus is primarily a backward-looking compilation of results achieved. This
evaluation is intended to complement a forward-looking strategic study of NICFI
commissioned by the NICFI Secretariat2.

1.4

Intended audience of this evaluation
The Norwegian government Ministry of Climate and Environment and the
Norwegian Agency for Development Co-operation (Norad), which are
responsible for NICFI, are the intended main audience of this report and users of
the feedback and recommendations generated.
More widely, the intended audience for the evaluation also includes:
•

The Norwegian Parliament, institutions, organisations, and the general public
in Norway;

•

Multilateral organisations engaged in REDD+ activities, including the United
Nations Collaborative Programme on Reducing Emissions from 		
Deforestation and Forest Degradation in Developing Countries (UN-REDD
programme), the World Bank and the regional development banks;

2

Lash, J. and Dyer G. (2014) Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative: A Strategic Evaluation.
Available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/MD/2011/vedlegg/klima/klima_skogprosjektet/LASH_Final_
NICFI_EvaluationReport.pdf
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•

The international community, contributing to overall knowledge concerning
the achievement of both REDD+ and sustainable development in general;

•

The national REDD+ initiatives in target countries.

1.5 The evaluation object
Three elements are important in defining the object of this evaluation: 1) The
NICFI Core Objectives; 2) The NICFI Theory of Change; and, 3) The NICFI
Portfolio of funded activities.
1.5.1 The NICFI Core Objectives
The three core objectives of NICFI are:
1. To work towards the inclusion of emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation in a new international climate regime;
2. To take early action to achieve cost-effective and verifiable reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions;
3. To promote the conservation of natural forests to maintain their carbon
storage capacity.
These core objectives are intended to contribute to Norwegian climate policy
objectives. As NICFI is funded through the Norwegian aid budget, the
overarching objectives of Norwegian development policy are inherent but also
overarching objectives of the Climate and Forest Initiative.
1.5.2 Theory of Change		
While NICFI thinking is made relatively explicit in its budget propositions,
submissions to UNFCCC and the bilateral agreements, there is no detailed
Theory of Change formally written down in a single document which brings this
information together to clarify why specific interventions have been selected and
the impact expected from them.
Funds are provided to a range of partners through four major channels with
different expectations as to how they will address the NICFI Core Objectives:
•

Activities focused on the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) negotiations (inter-alia development of submissions;
knowledge generation by supported initiatives and processes; consensus
building research; offline workshops; funding of meetings) have been 		
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undertaken to encourage progress on the REDD+ elements of the UNFCCC
negotiations;
•

Multilateral REDD+ Institutions (Congo Basin Forest Fund ; Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility; Forest Investment Program; UN-REDD Programme) are
supported in order to engage REDD+ countries and other donors; establish
an international architecture and framework for REDD+ readiness; and for
results based payments prior to achievement of a post-Kyoto agreement
containing REDD+ under the UNFCCC;

•

Bilateral country partnerships provide an opportunity to demonstrate how
REDD+ might work in a range of countries at different places along the forest
transition curve;

•

Support to civil society organisations to generate needed knowledge; 		
advocacy (international and political); piloting; and facilitate / enable 		
implementation.

The assumptions underlying the interventions (as ascertained by the evaluation
team based on interviews with NICFI), the first two of which also underlie
REDD+ more broadly, include:
•

Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation is a costeffective, easy and relatively quick method of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions;

•

The financial incentive of results based payments will motivate REDD+
countries to achieve emissions reductions;

•

Pilot demonstrations and results based payments will generate momentum
for other REDD+ countries to take action;

•

A post-Kyoto agreement under the UNFCCC will be reached;

•

Norway’s finance is to be enabling and is not expected to meet the full costs
but the funds needed for REDD+ will be available (either through UNFCCC
Annex 1 country donations, markets, partner countries’ own contributions
and / or other routes).

1.5.3 Portfolio overview		
Since 2008, a total of 10.3 billion NOK (US $ 1.7 billion) of NICFI funding was
disbursed. Of this total, 5.3 billion NOK (US$ 0.9 billion) went to bilateral
partners (Brazil, Indonesia, Guyana, Tanzania, Mexico and Vietnam3), 3.6 billion
NOK (US $ 0.6 billion) to the multilateral initiatives (the Congo Basin Forest Fund
3

6

Although Ethiopia is also a country partner of NICFI, no disbursements were made during the assessed
period.
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Figure 2: NICFI disbursements 2008-2013

44% Brazil
11% FCPF
11% UN-REDD
9% Civil Society
8% FIP
5% CBFF
4% Guyana
2% Tanzania
2% Indonesia
2% Other
1% ITTO
1% Vietnam
0% Mexico

Source: Norwegian aid statistics, www.norad.no

Figure 3: NICFI pledges 2008-2013

30% Indonesia
30% Brazil
8% Guyana
7% Civil Society
6% FCPF
6% UN-REDD
4% Ethiopia
4% FIP
3% CBFF
1% Tanzania
1% Vietnam
0% Mexico
0% ITTO

Source: Norwegian aid statistics, www.norad.no
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(CBFF), Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF), Forest Investment Program
(FIP) and the United Nations REDD+ Programme (UN-REDD), 1 billion NOK
(US $ 167 million) was disbursed to civil society partners and 0.3 billion (US $ 50
million) NOK to other recipients. A summary table of all NICFI disbursements is
provided in the Financial Processes Annex.
Brazil has received by far the most funding (NOK 4.6 billion, 44% of all funds
disbursed), followed by the FCPF and UN-REDD Programme (NOK 1.2 and 1.1
billion respectively, around11% each) and civil society (NOK 1 billion, 9%). These
four recipients account for three-quarters of all major disbursements made.
Major disbursements are summarised in Figure 2. When disbursements are
compared with pledges (Figure 3), the three major bilateral partners (Brazil,
Indonesia and Guyana) account for the largest portions of the 19.8 billion NOK
(US$ 3.3 billion) pledged to date, followed by civil society. The evaluation
strategy for sampling across this portfolio is outlined in Section 2.2.
1.5.4 Background information on the Four NICFI partner countries 		
included in this evaluation
This section provides a brief summary of some political economy indicators and
forest statistics on the four partner countries covered. Brazil, Guyana and
Indonesia are predominantly closed moist forest countries while Tanzania is
essentially a dry forest country. In terms of forest carbon stocks, Tanzanian
stocks are much lower than the others. Carbon stocks are highest in the peat
forests of Indonesia. The potential earnings from reduced emissions are greatest
for the peat forests and substantially higher for closed moist forest than for dry
forest.
Figure 4: Political economy statistics

Percieved as
Most Transparent

% Forest cover

% Rural population

% Population in
poverty

Human Development
Index (HDI)

Corruption Perception
Index (CPI)

Source: Adapted from World Bank and UN development and forest statistics
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Gender Inequality
Index (GII)

GINI Coefficient
(World Bank)

The values included in Figure 44 are taken from UN and World Bank sources.
Because the various indices are different in terms of 1 or 0 being the most
desirable, they have all been converted to percentages and reversed where
necessary so that the higher the number the better the achievement. The
purpose of the chart is to give a simple illustration.
Table 1 below shows key basic statistics. Tanzania is by far the poorest, close to
a (World Bank) low-income economy. Brazil is an upper middle income country
while Guyana and Indonesia are both lower middle income countries. Population
density is highest in Indonesia – although it varies very widely across the
islands, Tanzania has a moderately high population density while Guyana is
sparsely populated. Population in Brazil is highly urbanised. Tanzania has a high
population growth rate.
Table 1: Basic country statistics

Country

Brazil
Guyana
Indonesia
Tanzania
Norway

Forest			
Change
Population
Population
% 2000-2010
/km2
Increase %

-0.5
~0
-0.5
-1.1
0.8

23
4
125
48
16

0.9
0.6
1.2
3.0
1.3

Gross National
Income per
capita US $

14,320
6,160
8,750
1,670
67,450

Source: State of the World’s Forests 2011, FAO, Rome 2012

In terms of historic forest loss rates between 2000 and 2010, Guyana was close
to zero, Brazil and Indonesia around 0.5% but Tanzania 1.1%. Tanzania also has
a high rate of forest fragmentation and the dry forest type makes accurate
determination of forest change more difficult than for closed forest.
The drivers of forest loss are different in the four countries. In Tanzania, it is
almost entirely due to small-scale subsistence agriculture; note also that
Tanzania has a very much higher proportion of poverty than any of the other
partners. In Guyana, mining is the main cause of forest loss. In Brazil, it is largescale agriculture and in Indonesia it is a mix of conversion for large-scale
farming and tree crops, and for mining although there is some loss due to smallscale agriculture.
Under the UNFCCC, countries are not categorised in respect of either their
approach to REDD+ or the viability of REDD+ as an appropriate mechanism for

4

HDI is (UNDP) Human Development Index; CPI is (Transparency International) Corruption Perception Index;
GII is (World Bank) Gender Inequality Index; GINI coefficient (World Bank) is a measure of income
distribution within the country.
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them. Obviously, the national situation reflected in the ecological facts and the
socio-economic parameters, together with governance and capacity issues, will
affect countries’ ability to respond to REDD+, the speed at which they are able to
do so and the extent to which they are dependent on external funding to do so.
We have endeavoured where feasible and possible to take these aspects into
account during this evaluation but recalling these basic facts may help the
reader to understand the reasons behind the differing levels of progress and the
discussion on the way REDD+ is being developed globally.

1.6 The operating context
This section includes a description of the international context for REDD+ that
NICFI works within. It then describes the Norwegian policy context for NICFI and
outlines the operational structure and processes of NICFI. The descriptions of
context are intended to provide the background necessary to facilitate
interpretation of results.
1.6.1 The international context for REDD+		
The REDD+ concept was originally focused on reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation, and intended to be a way to rapidly and
cost effectively establish a substantial reduction in greenhouse emissions by
using financial incentives in an attempt to change the behaviour of forest users:
forest conservation was to become more profitable than forest clearing as a
result of payments for environmental / ecosystem services (Angelsen and
McNeill 2012). REDD was then expanded in the Bali Action Plan at COP-13 in
2007, which stated that a more comprehensive approach should include “policy
approaches and positive incentives on issues relating to reducing emissions
from deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries; and the role
of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest
carbon stocks in developing countries” (UNFCCC, 2008).
This initial concept has evolved, driven by the failure to reach a new international
climate agreement at the Fifteenth Conference of the Parties (COP 15) to the
UNFCCC, in Copenhagen in 2009. The evolution has been affected by strong
business-as-usual interests, a large number of actors with divergent agendas,
and experience in the field (Angelsen and MacNeill 2012).
The major changes can be summarised as:
i) The focus has moved from carbon only to multiple objectives (Angelsen and
MacNeill, 2012; UNU-WIDER, 2013);
ii) The policies adopted so far are not only, or even primarily, directed at 		
achieving result-based payments (Angelsen and MacNeill, 2012; UNUWIDER, 2013; UNFCCC, 2011b);
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iii) The funding to date is mainly from international aid and the national budgets
of REDD+ countries, and not from carbon markets (Angelsen and MacNeill,
2012; Schalatek et al, 2012).
Whilst the Durban Platform5 states that a post-Kyoto agreement should be ready
by 2015 and take effect from 2020, REDD+ is no longer seen as ‘quick and easy’
as originally anticipated. The scope has broadened from RED, to REDD, to
REDD+ under the UNFCCC6, while some actors push further towards to
landscape level approaches, and a range of additional objectives (‘co-benefits’)
added. While no detailed cost-effectiveness study has been performed,
discussion with interviewees suggests that readiness costs are much higher
than anticipated, as would be expected with the move to multiple objectives
while committed funding available to pay for emission reductions was widely
perceived to be lower than anticipated, and carbon markets have not developed
as some expected.
There is now broad recognition of the need to establish building blocks for good
forest governance and work on forest tenure issues in order to succeed. Slow
progress with implementation has resulted in an increasing interest by donors
and REDD+ countries in sub-national jurisdictional approaches.
1.6.2 Norwegian policy context
The primary objective of the Norwegian Government’s climate policy is to play a
part in establishing a global, binding, post-2012 regime that will ensure
sustained, deep cuts in global greenhouse gas emissions. Norway’s goal is for
the average rise in global temperature to be limited to no more than 2° Celsius
above the pre-industrial level7.
The Norwegian Climate Policy white paper of 20128 re-emphasises the climate
policy objectives contained in the 2007 Climate Policy Report; outlines the
contribution of NICFI towards achievement of that policy and states that “Within
an overall increase in development aid, the Government will… consider
expanding the climate and forest initiative beyond Norwegian Kroner (NOK)
three billion annually, as part of a multi-national payment mechanism for verified
emission reductions, if other countries also increase their contributions.”
In addition to the central position of NICFI in relation to delivery of Norwegian
climate policy, NICFI is also strongly linked to Norwegian development policy
and there is a clearly stated intention that climate policy and development policy
should be mutually supportive: “The Government will strive to ensure that its
5
6
7
8

An agreement reached at the 17th Conference of Parties to the United Nations Framework Agreement on
Climate Change, in 2011.
RED: Reduced emissions from deforestation; REDD: reduced emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation; REDD+: reduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, including the role of
conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks.
Norwegian Climate Policy. Report no. 34 (2006-2007) to the Storting. http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/kld/
documents-and-publications/government-propositions-and-reports-/reports-to-the-storting-white-papers-2/2006-2007/report-no-34-2006-2007-to-the-storting.html?id=507152.
Ministry of Environment Report No. 21 to the Storting (2011–2012).
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climate policy and development policy reinforce one another. This means that
climate policy must contribute to the achievement of development policy goals
and that development policy must increase capacity to achieve climate policy
goals”.9 Specifically, NICFI is anticipated to address Norwegian development
policy by “contributing to the fight against poverty and the efforts to achieve the
Millennium Development Goal of ensuring environmental sustainability”10.
1.6.3 Management and management processes
NICFI has been afforded high political importance from the outset, with then
Prime Minister Stoltenberg taking a leading role along with former Minister Erik
Solheim, joint Minister of Environment and International Development.
Operationally, NICFI was managed jointly between two ministries and one
directorate led by Minister Solheim: the Ministry of Environment, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Norad (which is a directorate under the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs).
The lead body was (and still is) the NICFI Secretariat, established in the then
Ministry of Environment. The Secretariat reported directly to the Minister during
its inception phase but thereafter to the directorship of the Ministry of
Environment. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs was ultimately responsible for
financial compliance and upholding development policy, while Norad provided
an advisory role related to partnership selection and implementation, technical
and legal matters, in addition to management of civil society support.
From September 2012 when Minister Solheim stepped down, the two ministerial
portfolios were separated, with the two individual ministers, the Minister of
Development (Heikki Holmås) and the Minister of Environment (Bård Vegar
Solhjell), having joint responsibility for NICFI. The separation of roles and
responsibilities between the Minister of Environment, Minister of Foreign Affairs
and Norad from this period is described in the Ministry of Environment Budget
Proposal to the Storting 2013-2014.
The Environment Minister had the overall responsibility for the political and
strategic direction of NICFI, including development and implementation of
strategy and approach, choice of partners and design of country strategies and
initiatives, Norwegian positions on REDD +, cooperation and communication on
REDD + in other countries, and environmental policy goal achievement. The
Minister of Development was responsible for development policy, including
overall responsibility for the dialogue with the multilateral cooperation partners
and the last word in decisions about the disbursement of funds and
administrative responsibility for the funding. NICFI was able to request payments

9

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2009). Climate, Conflict and Capital .Report No. 13 (2008–2009) to the Storting.
http://www.regjeringen.no/pages/2171591/PDFS/STM200820090013000EN_PDFS.pdf
10 Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2011. Meld. St. 14 (2010–2011) Report to the Storting (white paper) Towards
greener development: On a coherent environmental and development policy http://www.regjeringen.no/en/
dep/ud/documents/Reports-programmes-of-action-and-plans/Reports/2011/towards_greener_development.
html?id=639930.
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be made up to the limits agreed in the budget with payments being made by
MFA on request from NICFI.
At the same time as this change in ministerial responsibility for NICFI, a number
of operational changes were also made. Firstly, two Ministry of Foreign Affairs
officials were seconded to the NICFI Secretariat at the Ministry of Environment,
one of whom was to be a second deputy director with specific responsibility for
development aspects and financial administration. Secondly, MFA decided that
Norad should take on the management of a large portion of the NICFI portfolio.
During the summer of 2013 the three managing institutions of NICFI outlined
new rules and responsibilities for NICFI operations.
With the change of government following the 2013 election this arrangement has
changed again. Currently, the new Minister of Climate and Environment has sole
responsibility for NICFI, and there is a new line of reporting from NICFI to the
Director General of the Department of Climate Change, within the Ministry of
Climate and Environment. At the same time Norad has been given formal
responsibility for making payments requested by NICFI with the Director General
of Norad having ultimate responsibility for the use of funds. From January 1st
2014 under this new arrangement, for all matters related to NICFI Norad is
formally a directorate under the Ministry of Climate and Environment.11
In parallel with the change of financial responsibility, systems have been
designed within Norad for quality assurance and legal compliance checks on all
payments and decisions taken including documentation and checking back on
any deviation from advice given before such decisions are finalised. There is
also provision for the designated budget authority holder in Norad to maintain a
close administrative link with the NICFI Secretariat to ensure good knowledge of
progress and new planned interventions through regular meetings and shared
work plans.
Under the new arrangements within Norad, the designated budget authority
holder will involve relevant MFA desks and embassies as required. At the same
time, there is also from 1 January 2014 a cooperation agreement between MFA
and MCE that requires close consultation between the two ministries on NICFI
matters, with both parties specifying named contacts, to ensure that NICFI is
administered in accordance with Norwegian foreign policy interests and in
accordance with Norwegian policy towards the countries in question and
international organizations, including multilateral development-banks.
As well as a general requirement to keep each other continuously informed on
relevant matters, the MFA / MCE agreement also includes provision for high
level (Permanent Secretary level) meetings every six months at minimum and
more frequently if deemed necessary. The agreement also clarifies the
important role of embassies and other missions in the disbursement of NICFI

11

The team only had access to relevant documentation after this report had been prepared and this has limited
the level of analysis of these changes that can be included.
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finance and provides for Norad to maintain oversight of expenditure made
through this modality as well as providing technical advice as needed (relevant
sections in Norad being administratively linked to NICFI and MCE).

1.7 The financial context
In this section the source of NICFI funding, the financial guidelines and rules that
govern its use and the current NICFI funding modalities are described.
1.7.1 Financial guidelines, rules and modalities
Source of NICFI funds		
NICFI is funded through the Norwegian government’s budget for Official
Development Assistance (ODA). As there was clear agreement in the
Norwegian Parliament at the outset that funding for NICFI should be in addition
to existing Norwegian aid commitments, the source of NICFI funding originates
from an increase in the aid budget from 0.9 % Gross National Income in 2007 to
1 % Gross National Income in 2008. The new Government has confirmed its
continued support for NICFI and also that it will maintain the current level of
funding (NOK three billion per year) until at least 202012, a proposal adopted
unanimously by the Norwegian Parliament in December 2013.
Regulations, guidelines and de facto criteria that govern the use of NICFI
funds			
As NICFI is funded through the aid budget, its financial operations are required
to be consistent with the Norwegian “Regulations on Financial Management in
Central Government”, as well as the Norwegian Government’s “Grant
Management Manual”. Under regulation 6.3.5 (Chapter 6, section 3, clause 5) of
the Regulations on Financial Management, all disbursements must be based on
documented financial needs (within a specified time period which is typically
three or six months). Financial need in this context means the expected costs to
implement the supported programme within the specified time period. This
means that disbursements to NICFI’s partners should only be made after
financial need for the funds has been demonstrated, for instance, in the form of
an implementation plan and budget for the next specified period. This form of
foreign aid is often referred to as “receipt-based aid”.13
The use of NICFI funds by a recipient country must also meet Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development - Development Advisory Committee
guidelines in order to be classed as Official Development Assistance. One
guideline is that ownership of the funds must have changed hands from the
Norwegian government to a recipient country or a fund manager (such as a
multilateral development institution) to qualify as ODA.
12 Statement by Minister Sundtoft, High level ministerial dialogue, UNFCCC COP 19, Warsaw, 20 November
2013 - http://www.iisd.ca/vol12/enb12592e.html.
13 There are some exceptions to the general rule: budget support, Trust fund and other contributions to
multilateral organizations such as the UN and the World Bank, etc.
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There are also some limitations on the type of partner organisation to which
NICFI can disburse funds. Although there is no explicit rule or regulation
associated with the selection of partners, it is the practice of the Norwegian
authorities to select potential partner organisations following an assessment of
their suitability as a partner. The criteria covered by these assessments include,
inter alia: risk, competence and capability to manage the funds, whether the
potential partner organisation is subject to limitations that could be problematic
(for example, the Inter-American Development Bank is limited by its statutes to
undertake procurements from member countries only), whether the partner
organisation has a strong / active presence in the recipient country, whether
relations between the partner organisation and the authorities in the recipient
country are good, an overall judgement-based assessment of whether using the
potential partner organisation is likely to be “an effective and appropriate way of
achieving the purpose” (Norwegian civil service informant) .
In practice, the chosen partners are typically “internationally recognised financial
institutions” (Norwegian civil service informant) such as the World Bank and
other multilateral development banks and United Nations organisations.
Financial modalities under NICFI
Funding arrangements under NICFI fall into two major modalities: multicontributor trust funds and grants. Under the multi-contributor trust funds,
Norway disburses funds to the fund trustee according to demonstrated need.
The trustee then disburses funds to delivery partners, which use the funds for
programme implementation in the recipient country. All of the multilateral
REDD+ institutions fall into this category, along with the bilateral support to
Brazil (Amazon Fund) and Guyana (Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund). Trustees
include the development banks (World Bank; African Development Bank;
Brazilian Development Bank; and the United Nations Development Programme).
Delivery partner entities are the development banks and United Nations
agencies.
The grant modality applies to the Civil Society Support Fund, which is a
dedicated grant mechanism administered by Norad Civil Society Department on
behalf of NICFI. The bilateral support to Tanzania also consists of grants (oneoff grants, rather than through a dedicated mechanism) administered by the
Royal Norwegian embassy in Dar-es-Salaam. Bilateral funding to Indonesia has
so far consisted of grants made to a trustee (United Nations Development
Programme) that manages the partnership. This is an interim measure until
Indonesia’s designated financial mechanism, a multi-contributor trust fund, is
established.
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2.		Methodology

This chapter outlines the evaluation approach, sampling strategy, data collection
approach, analysis and reporting, team, and limitations. In order to protect
anonymity, the text has been written to include the points made to the team in
confidence in a way that precludes attribution to specific individuals.

2.1 Evaluation design
The terms of reference require a backward-looking focus on documented results
and informant interviews as the major element in the evaluation which was then
to be used to respond to forward-looking strategic questions identified by NICFI
as being of interest. In parallel with this evaluation, the NICFI Secretariat also
commissioned a separate study.14 This separate study was conducted fully
independently from this evaluation and had a different purpose, although there is
obviously overlap in the material used and people met.
Given the focus on synthesising results achieved against the NICFI Core
Objectives, although the standard Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development – Development Assistance Committee criteria of Relevance,
Effectiveness and Efficiency for evaluations of development activities was used
in developing the evaluation framework, it was not considered optimal for the
report. Instead, the evaluation framework was expanded to include indicator
themes against each of the NICFI core climate and development objectives
(Sampling Strategy Annex). The indicator themes were based on anticipated
results against each of the climate objectives, and Norwegian development
policy priority areas for the development objective.

2.2 Sampling strategy
The purpose of the sampling strategy was to provide broad coverage of the key
elements of the NICFI portfolio, so that a portfolio level assessment of results
against the NICFI Core Objectives could be undertaken. Three criteria were
used in devising the sampling strategy (Sampling Strategy Annex):

14 Lash J, Dyer G. Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative: A Strategic Evaluation. MCE, Oslo Feb
2014.
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1. NICFI’s identification of the key portfolio activities anticipated to generate
results against each objective;
2. Level of funding disbursed 2008-2012;
3. Geographic and contextual coverage.
The final sample included the four most established bilateral partnerships
(Brazil, Guyana, Indonesia and Tanzania), which provide good coverage of
country level results-based partnerships, including readiness progress, MRV
and financial mechanisms. This sample also contains a range of ecological
contexts (from rain forest to dry forest) and a range of positions along the forest
transition curve. The more recent partnerships with Mexico, Vietnam, Ethiopia
and Colombia were not included given time and budget constraints.
The multilateral institutions (Congo Basin Forest Fund, Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility, Forest Investment Program, UN-REDD Programme) to
which NICFI provides funding are an important component of the NICFI
portfolio, so coverage of these was essential in the context of the overall NICFI
portfolio. Each of these institutions is supported by their own evaluations that
cover strategy and operational processes. In order to avoid duplication with the
institution specific evaluations, this evaluation did not cover the activities and
operations of these institutions in depth, instead referring to published evaluation
reports, temporal reporting, publications and other published documentation,
supplemented by interviews with key staff at each institution to identify results
against the core NICFI objectives.
As the NICFI supported civil society portfolio was evaluated two years ago, that
evaluation report provided the major source of information to this evaluation,
supplemented by interviews with Norad Civil Society Department, limited review
of more recent project documentation and the new civil society support website.

2.3 Data collection
The evidence for the evaluation was collected through desk reviews and through
semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions with representatives
from beneficiary countries, implementation partners, climate change negotiators,
donors, and other stakeholders. Interviews were used to supplement and
triangulate the evidence collected during the desk reviews and were conducted
by telephone, or in person, with 122 individuals being interviewed altogether.
Visits of one week duration were made to Brazil (Rio de Janeiro and Brasilia);
Guyana (Georgetown); Indonesia (Jakarta); Tanzania (Dar-es-Salaam); and the
United States of America (Washington D.C). Shorter, visits were made to
Geneva, Rome, London and Oslo. The Brazil visit took place in December 2013;
the majority of the other visits took place in February 2014, apart from the
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Guyana visit, which was undertaken in April 2014. Some additional interviews
were undertaken by telephone outside of these visits.
Data collection templates were developed for each of the focal countries; for
each of the multilateral institutions; for the NICFI contribution to the UNFCCC
REDD+ negotiations; and, to compile the interview responses of high level
informants15 to the evaluation that were not covered elsewhere (for instance,
staff based at the headquarters of other donor agencies such as the United
Kingdom Department for International Development; the German development
bank KFW, and the German development organisation, GIZ). As the Brazil visit
was undertaken earlier than the other visits, it was used as a pilot to test and
refine the data collection tools.
A great deal of documentation has been collected through material requested
directly from the NICFI Secretariat, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Norad and the
relevant Norwegian embassies. Norwegian government staff were very helpful
in providing documentation. However, during the first round of comments it
emerged that there were some gaps and the evaluation team were not informed
about substantial developments that were underway.

2.4 Analysis, synthesis and reporting
Analysis was based on the available documentation (official documentation,
project documents, planning documentation, results reporting, correspondence
and interview data). The reporting of results is therefore limited to the quality of
the results reporting of the NICFI portfolio. The numerous activities undertaken
within the portfolio are at different stages of implementation: from design to
completion, therefore the assessment is based on the most recent
documentation available to the team. Hence examples given in the findings
cover a range of stages of project implementation.
Two internal workshops were held. The first, held in January, to provide a ‘stock
take’ of emerging results, as well as the operational processes and methodology
of the evaluation, based on the Brazil pilot visit and the context establishing
activities undertaken in Oslo. The second workshop involved presentations of
the key results against the NICFI Core Objectives from each of the data
collection activities. This enabled the core team to capture the ‘big picture’ of
results across the NICFI portfolio and identify the overarching storyline to guide
the development of the main report.
A workshop was held in Oslo prior to submission of the draft report, to present
results and conclusions to NICFI, to provide an early opportunity for NICFI to
respond to findings, and for the evaluation team to seek further clarifications.

15 Senior REDD+ actors in donor or recipient governments, international non-governmental organisations and
research organisations.
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2.5 Attribution versus contribution
Results are attributed directly to NICFI where this is applicable; however, for
many of the results identified by this evaluation NICFI’s achievement is a
contribution among several or many. This is because NICFI does not work in
isolation on REDD+. Through the multilateral channels, NICFI is one donor
amongst several or many other contributors. Where NICFI activities have
focused on national reforms, they are usually contributing to processes that have
been underway for many years.
There are multiple donors to the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and Forest
Investment Program. The Congo Basin Forest Fund has been funded jointly
between Norway and UK16, while the UN-REDD Programme is predominantly
NICFI funded. The presence of other donors makes attribution of outcomes to
NICFI support difficult. Hence, the relative contribution of NICFI support towards
achievement of outcomes is a more appropriate measure of success than
attribution.

2.6 Team
A team of twenty two people was involved in this evaluation, comprising eight
women and fourteen men, of six nationalities. The evaluation was led and
managed by a core team of senior technical experts that co-ordinated the
activities and inputs of the remainder of the team. A core team member was
present on the majority of the data collection visits to ensure consistency in
implementation. Of the three visits on which no core team member was present,
consistency was secured by pairing senior country experts with team members
that have been involved in at least three prior assignments within the NICFI realtime evaluation.

2.7 Limitations
NICFI does not have an indicator framework to measure achievement towards
core objectives. The core objectives are also partially interlinked. This has
complicated both the development of the evaluation framework and also the
evaluation reporting, making duplication difficult to avoid.
To provide broad coverage of the portfolio, the time spent on each element was
necessarily limited.
It was not possible for the team to have direct access to the archives in either
the Ministry of Climate and Environment or the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. While
we are extremely grateful for the efforts of the NICFI Secretariat, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, and Norad in providing the team with documentation, this

16 Canada is a recent donor to the CBFF.
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documentation was spread between the three institutions. The lack of a single,
central repository for all NICFI-related documentation is a considerable
constraint to the evaluation and has made the process very time-consuming.
During the commenting round it was discovered that the evaluation team had not
been informed about some important developments or provided with
documentation on this. The fact that no single institution had full responsibility to
provide the evaluation team with the documentation required is likely to have
been a factor in this oversight.
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3.		Results

The results of this evaluation are presented in six sections following a short
overview:
•

Operational and Management Processes;

•

Financial Processes;

•

Results against NICFI Core Objective 1;

•

Results against NICFI Core Objective 2;

•

Results against NICFI Core Objective 3;

•

Results against Overarching Development Objective; and,

•

Strategic Findings.

3.1 Operational and management processes

Synopsis		
The findings in this section relate to the management structure and processes
developed to handle an intervention portfolio of up to NOK 3 billion (US $ 500
million) funding per year, encompassing bilateral and multilateral support. The
portfolio was initiated quickly in support of the commitment made by Norway in
Bali in 2007 to provide funding for REDD+, which would be complemented by
others and with the expectation that rapid progress would be made leading to a
global agreement on REDD+ being agreed in Copenhagen in 2009.
In Oslo, NICFI operated as a largely autonomous Secretariat within the Ministry
of Environment, which liaised with both Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Norad.
Operations were facilitated by then Minister Solheim who at the time held
ministerial portfolios for both development and environment. Close coordination
between the ministries was required to develop a common understanding and
effective procedures; however this was not always apparent.
A light touch approach in terms of low staff numbers and a pragmatic application
of the rules and regulations has been employed in relation to processes and
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procedures. This has enabled rapid responses to opportunities that arise.
However, the corollary of this is weaknesses in the planning and reporting
framework and institutional memory. There are also concerns over the
operational efficiencies of NICFI’s multilateral partners.
3.1.1 On the management of NICFI
Finding 1. NICFI has been able to respond quickly and flexibly to new
opportunities in comparison with other donors but this has to be balanced
with the need for solid planning and reporting
In the immediate aftermath of the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) Bali Conference of Parties (COP) in 2007, there was
need for a quick-footed organisation that could quickly establish structures and
systems to disburse the large financial commitment promised by Norway, which
then held to the view that global agreement on REDD+ would be achieved in
Copenhagen in 2009 (Norwegian Policy Context Annex). Neither a formal
Theory of Change nor an associated results-based reporting framework was
developed during this period, partly as a consequence of the political imperative
for speed but partly because it was felt that to do so would prejudice the freedom
to engage rapidly with new ideas and initiatives and give a more definitive
“shape” to NICFI interventions than was deemed appropriate at that time.17
High level informants commented on the ability of NICFI to move quickly in
response to opportunities and make large commitments in ways which
generated momentum for REDD+. One donor emphasised that NICFI is really
good at, and is particularly valued for, ‘being very fleet of foot’ and responsive
(High Level Informants Annex). Other donors by comparison are not able to work
in this way, face more constraints and require a lot more processing of an
opportunity before a funding decision may be reached (High Level Informants
Annex). NICFI’s support to the Biocarbon Fund was cited as a particularly good
example of Norwegian ability to commit funds within a shorter timeframe than
other donors.
The corollary of this is that where decisions are made rapidly according to
political imperative, value for money of investments may be compromised
through lack of sufficient planning and due diligence. For example, despite being
a special case in NICFI’s general approach to bilateral partnerships, the
selection of Tanzania as a country partner prior to the establishment of NICFI
was identified by informants as one decision that risked compromising existing
efforts to improve forest governance and tackle corruption. It was perceived by
some donors active in the forestry sector at the time that bringing in new and

17 For purposes of clarity, a formalised Theory of Change is written down and shows what is being aimed for, the
way in which it is proposed to achieve these aims and the underlying assumptions that impinge on progress
in meeting these aims. A formalised Results-based Framework lays out the resources required, how they will
be applied, defines milestones and specifies indicators of achievement and the means of measuring these.
Both should be dynamic, i.e. they are revisited and revised regularly to take account of experience gained.
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considerable funds for REDD+ might compromise ongoing efforts to restrict
funding to the Ministry of Natural resources and Tourism (MNRT) because of
corruption cases in that ministry (High Level Informants Annex). Norway handled
this risk through avoiding direct funding through the MNRT as well as by
adapting funding modalities and engaging in rigorous diligence prior to releasing
funds.
The partnerships with Guyana and Indonesia were both established rapidly as
high risk initiatives to exploit windows of opportunity to engage with these two
countries. Indonesia was important because it contains a huge tropical forest
resource and Guyana because it is a high forest cover / low deforestation
country, and was seen as a potential model for rewarding avoided deforestation.
The partnership with Guyana has been described in an academic study as “Aid
in a Rush” (Bade, 2012), while the official Norwegian decision documentation on
entering the partnership with Indonesia, including risk assessment, was
prepared after the Letter of Intent negotiations had taken place (Indonesia
Annex).
Whilst Norad, several sections of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the
embassy in Jakarta were involved in the lead-up to the establishment of the
bilateral partnership agreement and the bilateral agreement negotiations
themselves, the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Legal Section of
Norad’s Quality Assurance Department were given only two days to comment
on the content of the Letter of Intent. Despite this minor short-cutting of due
diligence processes, key areas of risk and relevance to Norway’s policy priorities
were identified and outlined in the decision note18 on the agreement and the
Letter of Intent itself reflects and addresses some, though not all, of the main
financial risks involved in entering into a REDD+ partnership with Indonesia
(Indonesia Annex).
One high level informant commented that NICFI had been very careful to collect
institutional information to inform its planning in relation to some of the new
partnerships in contrast with its early partnerships (High Level Informants
Annex). This suggests that lessons from the establishment of the early
partnerships may have been learned.
Although speed was essential up to 2009, since then there has not been
sufficient recognition of the need to balance this with a clearly defined and
formally documented Theory of Change and associated results-based
framework, neither of which yet exists in a formally documented format, although
the White paper, Norwegian Climate Policy19 provides a narrative Theory of
Change, with specific boxes on four partner countries. The lack of a resultsbased reporting framework was commented on adversely by the Office of the
Auditor General in 2013.

18 Ministry of Environment, Norway, 2010.
19 Ministry of Environment, Meld. St. 21 (2011 – 2012).
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Finding 2. The current lack of a dynamic, strategic, results-based
framework for NICFI hinders the development of shared priorities for
coherent decision making
As noted in Finding 1, there is no overarching Theory of Change compiled by
NICFI. The strategic planning framework for NICFI is a Performance Indicator
Table published in the Ministry of Environment’s budget proposal to Norway’s
parliament for 2008-200920. The ‘Performance Indicators’ listed are the NICFI
Core Objectives, and the results indicators are “to be worked up” or absent.
Although we note that some development of achievement criteria was
undertaken in 201321 this is not yet finalised. Consequently, at present there is
no documented strategic framework for NICFI that contains specific,
measureable indicators of success, and much of the strategic thinking around
NICFI is ‘in the heads’ of key staff within the NICFI Secretariat. The lack of a
clearly articulated results framework for NICFI is unhelpful for securing coherent
decision making and for optimising the value of available expertise and
experience.
More formalised systems are also required in order to bridge the differences of
view between the managing institutions that result from their separate pressures
and different ongoing obligations. The lack of a clearly agreed “paper trail”
defining strategies, outputs and outcomes sought, and including measurable
indicators of progress, is a matter of great concern that requires urgent remedy if
the current divergences are to be bridged.
Although clear reporting is a requirement of the new (summer 2013) “Rules” for
NICFI22, the lack of a clearly articulated results framework for NICFI hinders
progress as without this there is no basis for results based reporting to request
this information from partners.
It is unclear why, once the pressures from the need to make rapid progress to
the Copenhagen Conference of Parties to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change in 2009 had passed without achievement of
agreement, more effort was not devoted to developing and agreeing a dynamic
results-based planning and reporting framework, including appropriate
indicators, as has been done for the Civil Society Fund (Finding 4).
It is not clear that the need for a planning and reporting framework has been
accorded sufficient priority by any of the institutions engaged in NICFI. Whilst it
is understood that work is in progress on developing this, interviews with staff
currently engaged with NICFI operations in Norad reported lack of sufficient time
available to them to be able to contribute adequately to the development of the
planning and reporting framework.

20 Ministry of Environment, St.prp.number 1, 2008-2009.
21 See Rules for Climate and Forest Initiative, Chapter.166, post 73.
22 See Rules for Climate and Forest Initiative, Chapter.166, post 73.
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Finding 3. Progress has been made on developing a common
understanding among the managing institutions in Oslo but differences
remain and more work is needed to solidify this foundation
The three institutions that were involved in NICFI until October 2013 all have
different expertise, experience and institutional cultures. The real-time
evaluation baseline studies presented in 201123 noted that individuals within the
three institutions that manage NICFI held differing perspectives on its objectives.
Those studies concluded that, while this range of perspectives was valuable in
respect of tackling issues and developing strategies, good communication
between the individuals and institutions was of paramount importance to ensure
that the institutions pull in the same direction. The real-time evaluation of NICFI
support to civil society presented in 2012 (Hardcastle et al. 2012) also drew
attention to the apparent lack of common understanding and interpretation of
NICFI aims and strategies. It re-emphasised the need for a common resultsbased planning and reporting framework for NICFI as a whole.
While the institutional responsibilities have been somewhat simplified, with only
the Ministry of Climate and Environment and Norad now directly engaged in
NICFI, wider diplomatic views and considerations from Ministry of Foreign
Affairs remain important as Norad is a directorate under that Ministry. Interviews
in Oslo in December 2013 revealed substantially divergent views between NICFI
and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in respect of partner countries. Guyana was
singled out by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as a weak element of the portfolio
because of slow progress in utilising Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund funds,
failure to achieve adequate progress on the ‘enabling activities’ of the bilateral
agreement and Norway’s lack of familiarity with the country. The NICFI
Secretariat, view the partnership more positively, as Guyana has made
remarkable progress on the technical aspects of the partnership.24
While recognising that documents such as submissions to parliament provide
information on what NICFI is trying to achieve and how it proposes to do so, the
large number of individuals involved in decision-making and delivery of NICFI
interventions means that consideration has to be given to the differing interests,
experience and aspirations of individuals and the varying institutional priorities,
cultures and, at times, inter-ministerial rivalries. While such diversity is healthy
and valuable in respect of developing plans, the lack of documented guidance,
developed and agreed by all actors, in our view creates undue opportunities for
NICFI aims to be “interpreted” on the basis of individual or departmental
perspectives. This could be avoided by having more detailed documentation
developed through a process that allows all actors to have influence but
ultimately is agreed as binding with a clearly-defined revision process built-in to
such a mechanism to ensure that everyone involved has a clear understanding
of aims and strategies, and takes consistent decisions.

23 Norad evaluation reports 12/2010 to 18/2010 – 7 reports altogether.
24 Lincoln et al 2013.
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Internal communication is of immense importance as is institutional memory. A
small, stable leadership group within the NICFI Secretariat (the current director
and assistant director) has guided NICFI since its creation. Outside the
secretariat leadership however, individuals have come and gone and have also
held different roles and responsibilities. In the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Norad, there has been substantial turnover of individuals with direct
responsibility for NICFI, which has resulted in loss of direct knowledge and
shared understanding. This again suggests there would be value in clearer and
more definitive documentation.
During interviews in Oslo, it became apparent that many people in the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Norad, at both senior and management levels, had had
some engagement with NICFI but that this had often been quite fleeting and
there was little evidence of a detailed common understanding. It was also clear
that in many cases, the interest of the individuals related less to the specifics of
NICFI than to how its activities fitted into wider government policies, including
higher order diplomatic relations with other countries.
If there is to be internal coherence and consistency, it is important that all
individuals involved have clear understanding of the differing institutional
cultures and priorities that impinge on others in the overall team and that
differences and misunderstandings are resolved. The current system appears to
be an improvement on the previous one in this respect but it is too early to state
whether or not the changes have been sufficiently deep and whether or not they
will be sustained. Securing such changes would be aided by a formalised
planning and reporting framework.
Finding 4. Following the evaluation of the NICFI Funding Scheme for Civil
Society, the management approach and reporting systems have been
greatly improved
For the current batch of projects that started in 2013, the application process for
the NICFI civil society support was changed from a single stage, full proposal
application process, to a two-stage process incorporating a concept note stage,
followed by submission of full proposals by a much smaller number of
shortlisted applicants. In response to the recommendations of the real-time
evaluation (Hardcastle et al. 2012), Norad Civil Society Department has also
undertaken substantial changes in approach, resulting in a tightly defined
results-based programme across the themes and one that is also geographically
balanced.
The initial reports (Civil Society Support Annex) confirm these changes but
perhaps more importantly, the changes in management approach were highly
appreciated by the sample of grant holders interviewed, who felt that they were
much clearer over what was expected and also in respect of what else was
being done and by whom. The new website was lauded by those interviewed as
being of immense value to improving communication among grant holders.
Specific praise was also given by several Civil Society Department grant holders
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for the 2013 REDD+ Exchange meeting, an international conference held in
Oslo that many civil society grant recipients attended, as a valuable opportunity
for grant holders to meet and discuss their projects.
Given its strategic nature and improved reporting, the civil society portfolio
should provide a valuable knowledge base and resource for NICFI to use in
strategic planning of its future directions.
Finding 5. NICFI staff are regarded as dedicated and effective by other
donors, but the number of staff is perceived as small, particularly the
operational capacity in countries with large bilateral programmes
High level informants saw the NICFI secretariat staff as dedicated and effective
(High Level Informants Annex; Lincoln et al. 2013), with the leadership held in
particularly high regard and viewed as a playing an important convening role
internationally (High Level Informants Annex). Informants commented on the
small numbers of staff responsible for implementing NICFI’s large portfolio. In
some cases this reflected admirable efficiency, but in others was perceived as a
potential risk if there was inadequate time for detailed political analysis and
monitoring (High Level Informants Annex).
Whilst NICFI Oslo was highly regarded by high level informants, the country
operations were less so, both in terms of staffing levels and operational
experience with some of its country partners (High Level Informants Annex;
Lincoln et al. 2013). The level of operational capacity in Indonesia in particular
was commented on by a number of high level informants (High Level Informants
Annex). This is reinforced by interviews in Indonesia - during each visit to
Indonesia by this evaluation team, other donors and stakeholders have
expressed surprise at the small number of NICFI staff involved in managing the
bilateral partnership with Indonesia (Indonesia Annex; Mackenzie et al. 2011;
Lincoln et al. 2013).
The implementation of bilateral partnership activities in Indonesia has been
effectively managed by the implementing partners and, despite tensions
between the REDD+ Task Force and the line ministries, the level of co-operation
and dialogue has improved over the last few years. However, collaboration
between the REDD+ Agency and the line ministries remains a challenge and
serious obstacle to progress (Indonesia Annex).
The absence of any full-time staff on the ground in Guyana was commented on
in the real-time evaluation baseline study (Hardcastle et al. 2011). This
recommended an administrative post be located there to facilitate
communication with government and other stakeholders in Guyana and enhance
coordination with other donors. This recommendation was not accepted;
however, the responsibility for diplomatic relations with Guyana was transferred
to the Royal Norwegian Embassy in Brasilia as a result of the abolishing of the
post of Ambassador to the Caribbean Countries.
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The Guyana field team found almost universal support among the people it
interviewed (government and non-government) for a full-time administrative focal
point (not diplomatic representation) to be established in Georgetown. The Brazil
field team found support in the embassy in Brasilia for such an office in Guyana,
as travel and communications problems make maintaining contact with Guyana
from Brasilia extremely difficult, thus raising the risk of the Norway – Guyana
partnership going awry (Brazil Annex).
The embassy in Tanzania appears to be providing strong management,
guidance on financial administration, and reporting of results in relation to the
embassy administrated projects (Lincoln et al. 2013), which may well have
mitigated some of the perceived financial risks (although not the other risks)
described in Finding 1.
Several donor respondents noted that NICFI is perceived as a ‘hands off’ donor,
which may present a challenge in ensuring development results are achieved.
There was a sense that greater operational capacity would be beneficial in
making this a reality as funds are disbursed and spent in country. One
multilateral respondent also noted that in one of the UN agencies implementing
the UN-REDD programme, funds from other donors were subject to more
stringent monitoring and planning processes than those from NICFI. This
resulted in more effective implementation and more efficient use of funds. There
is a perception amongst donor stakeholders that there are insufficient NICFI
staff to guarantee this (High Level Informants Annex).
3.1.2 On operational processes of NICFI partners
Finding 6. There are concerns over the inefficiency of the multilateral
institutions and complexity of the multilateral REDD+ architecture that has
created co-ordination challenges and duplication
Concerns have been raised over the inefficiency and costs associated with the
multilateral REDD+ institutions. Evaluations of the UN-REDD programme have
noted the coordination challenges between the three UN member agencies and
the heavy representation of UN agencies as active participants in the Policy
Board, which limits its independence as an oversight group (UN-REDD
Programme Annex). Despite reported recent improvements in inter-agency
coordination, there remains a strong perception of management inefficiencies
amongst donor informants, which is deterring donors from investing in the
programme (UN-REDD Programme Annex). An exacerbating factor is that whilst
information on the allocation of funds to member agencies and to country
programmes is publically available on the UNDP Multi-Partner Trust Fund
Gateway website, the documents available from Policy Board meetings do not
articulate the rationale for the distribution of these resources between the
UN-REDD member agencies, and it is not possible to discern how each agency
has used their budget (UN-REDD Programme Annex).

30

Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative

A 2011 evaluation of the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) noted that
administrative costs were particularly high in the early years of operation (Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility Annex). NICFI comments on the draft contribution
agreement in 2007 questioned why the usual cost-recovery limit of 5% had not
been specified (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex). In 2013, the FCPF
Readiness Trust Fund administration and FCPF Secretariat expenditures in 2013
accounted for approximately 20% of total spend (Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility Annex).
In addition, World Bank procedures are onerous considering the small size of
FCPF readiness investments. Staff interviewed (Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility Annex and the Forest Investment Program Annex) highlighted the
challenge of applying bank processes designed for much larger investments
than those made by the FCPF, and also require a high level of ongoing follow-up
and engagement (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex). These procedures
also slow disbursements and generate high transaction costs. The Independent
Evaluation Group made a recommendation in its 2011 report for fund
administrators to take advantage of internal World Bank reforms relating to micro
and small grants, but progress in adopting this recommendation was not
mentioned by respondents (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
The fact that the multilateral REDD+ architecture contains a number of
institutions has generated complexity and the need for co-ordination. The added
value and risk of duplication afforded by establishment of multiple institutions
has long been questioned and these points were reiterated by several donor
informants to this evaluation (UN-REDD Programme Annex). However, it should
be noted that this was not a point that came up organically during interviews with
the two country recipients of both FCPF and UN-REDD multilateral funding
(Indonesia and Tanzania) and they were not specifically asked to comment on
the issue.
In relation to this question, UN-REDD staff articulated a clear complementarity
between the FCPF and UN-REDD Programme, given the UN’s greater
experience on forest measurement and governance work as well as ability to act
as a neutral convenor of multiple stakeholders from across Government, private
sector and civil society (UN-REDD Programme Annex). Some United Nations
Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) and UN-REDD Secretariat staff also
highlighted the opportunities that arise from the existence of two ‘competing’
multilateral REDD+ institutions, such as the pressure to improve performance;
the availability of more diverse lessons learned and sharing of the work in
making rapid start-up in a large number of countries (UN-REDD Programme
Annex).
Coordination challenges and increased transaction costs as a result of
overlapping mandates between the UN-REDD programme and the FCPF
readiness fund were mentioned in independent evaluations of both multilaterals
and by numerous interview respondents (UN-REDD Programme Annex; Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility Annex). Improvements have been made in
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coordination between UN-REDD and FCPF over the years, including use of
UNDP and FAO as delivery partners for the FCPF, organisation of back-to-back
governance board meetings and the development of shared tools and
approaches are substantial achievements in improving coordination (Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility Annex, UN-REDD Programme Annex).
However, it is noted, by both donors and multilateral staff, that there are
increased transaction costs as a result of this need to coordinate and several
high level interviewees and UN-REDD staff agreed that the dual channels of
readiness support through FCPF and UN-REDD had created a burden for
recipient countries, particularly the 31 countries where both UN-REDD and
FCPF are operational (UN-REDD Programme Annex). It is also necessary for
countries to fulfil multiple due diligence requirements in order to access finance
from these two different sources There are also concerns that both the
complexity of different organisational processes and the multiple stakeholders
involved places stress on the limited resources available for coordination in
REDD+ country governments.
A review of UN-REDD country evaluations noted the burden created by the
differing requirements of the three UN-REDD agencies (UN-REDD Programme
Annex). Whilst efforts have been made to streamline the processes between the
different multilateral institutions – there are still ‘operational procedures25 such as
fiduciary risk assessments, procurement processes which are applied according
to the requirements of the different implementing agencies. Donors also raised
concerns about the potential for incurring further transaction costs in
transitioning the architecture for REDD+ to the Green Climate Fund.
Finding 7. There have been numerous serious operational and
management problems with the Congo Basin Forest Fund. Attempts have
been made to correct these and some improvements made
The Congo Basin Forest Fund (CBFF) has been dogged with operational
problems since its inception. Most of the functional bottlenecks, such as limited
priority of the portfolio to the portfolio managers at the African Development
Bank, were foreseen by the Norad Appraisal Mission of the CBFF of April 2008
(Hoefsloot et al. 2011). Two years later the NICFI real-time evaluation country
baseline report Democratic Republic of Congo (Hoefsloot et al. 2011) noted slow
progress in implementation, with many actors interviewed by the evaluation
team expressing frustration about this – the international civil society
organisations because of slow operations, unclear procedures and contradictory
instructions; the smaller Congolese non-governmental organisations because
communication was poor and very few had been successful in having their
project funded. The slow progress was considered to relate to both the
inadequacies of the CBFF and its Secretariat, and due to the Fund operating in
vulnerable countries where partners have weak capacity (technical, managerial,
25 UN-REDD Evaluation Management Group (2012) Lessons from National Programme Evaluations.
PowerPoint Presentation presented to the Policy Board.
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financial) and are inexperienced in collaborating with multilaterals such as the
African Development Bank.
These early problems have continued and are comprehensively documented in
the 2012 Operational Effectiveness Review by the African Development Bank
and 2013 Portfolio Analysis by the CBFF Secretariat (Congo Basin Forest Fund
Annex). The Operational Effectiveness Review ascribed the problems to four
causes: i) a governance system lacking consistency; ii) malfunctions prejudicial
to the smooth running of the CBFF; iii) a lack of technical support; iv) a focus on
procedures at the expense of achieving results. The United Kingdom
Department for International Development (DFID) noted that the institutional
arrangements for which it had originally advocated – for the African
Development Bank to serve as trustee and administrator of the Congo Basin
Forest Fund – has become one of the main factors contributing to the
operational issues. This is because of the relatively small size of projects for
African Development Bank to manage in comparison to the large infrastructure
projects that its financial and reporting systems are better geared towards
(CBFF, 2013b).
Attempts have been made to correct these problems and some improvements
have been made. Measures taken included simplification of the CBFF
operational procedures and recruitment of long-term consultants specialised in
disbursement and procurement. However, a visit of the donors to the CBFF to
the African Development Bank in June 2013 concluded that the steps taken
were “insufficient to guarantee improvement in the Fund’s operations” (CBFF
Secretariat 2013). These efforts have been ongoing, involving substantial input
from the donors, including NICFI, and the overall assessment of a CBFF
Governing Council session held in September 2013 concluded that CBFF
performance in terms of the processing and approval of new projects had
significantly improved (CBFF 2014).
Finding 8. There is an effective working relationship between Guyana
and Norway on technical issues. The ‘enabling activity’ indicators in the
Joint Concept Note are inadequate for managing and monitoring the
implementation of these activities, while access to the project pipeline for
the Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund appears to be over-tightly controlled
There is a highly effective working relationship between the Guyana Forestry
Commission and the NICFI secretariat staff on technical monitoring, reporting
and verification issues and members of staff from the Guyana Forestry
Commission commented that they are able to communicate easily with NICFI
staff, and are able to jointly find solutions to issues that arise (Guyana Annex).
However, whilst the enabling activity indicators in the Joint Concept Note are
reasonably specific, with specified time-periods for implementation, they are still
open to overly wide interpretation and allow some divergence from the
underlying intentions and spirit in which they were created. Most notably, the
Multi-Stakeholder Steering Committee excludes representatives from opposition
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political parties, and, according to a range of government and non-government
informants, and Rainforest Alliance (2012), members of the committee who were
overly vocal in their criticisms have been de-selected. Questions have also
been raised about the genuine representativeness of some members of the
committee; in particular those who claim to represent Amerindian communities.
The openness of the indicators to interpretation also partly explains the varying
results in the verification reports for the enabling activities in 2012 and 2013,
though there may also have been genuine progress on the indicators as the two
reports relate to different time periods. The problem of interpretation can be
partially mitigated by increasing the specificity of the indicators in future
iterations of the Joint Concept Note. However, given the inherent difficulty in
striking the right balance between specificity and overly prescriptive language,
ensuring adherence to the spirit of the partnership should also be addressed at
a higher political level (Guyana Annex).
It is also notable that most stakeholders did not know if or how they could
propose projects for funding through the Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund. The
restriction of access to the project pipeline may be justified by the fact that the
amount of funding available is limited, and there are also high administrative
costs associated with developing project proposals. However, opening access
to the project-pipeline could help to de-politicise the Low Carbon Development
Strategy, and avoid the current perception that it is being used to favour the
Government’s perceived electoral power bases (Guyana Annex).
Finding 9. Results reporting and availability of information is generally
inadequate for gaining a clear view on progress towards the NICFI Core
Objectives
With one or two notable exceptions, the periodic reporting of the NICFI partners
does not provide clear information on progress towards outcomes and is not
always easily aligned with the NICFI Core Objectives. Furthermore, the 2013
Auditor General’s report on NICFI also drew attention to the lack of resultsbased reporting.
The weakest example is the Congo Basin Forest Fund for which results
reporting is extremely limited. Periodic reports focus largely on management
processes and disbursements rather than results achieved by the portfolio
(Congo Basin Forest Fund Annex). Results reporting is largely confined to a very
limited number of example results and the focus is on outputs rather than
outcomes (Congo Basin Forest Fund Annex). As a consequence it is not
currently possible to ascertain the overall achievements from the CBFF portfolio,
although the evaluators note that work is underway to improve the CBFF results
reporting (Congo Basin Forest Fund Annex).
Whilst the UN-REDD Programme reporting gives extensive, clear information on
activities undertaken and outputs produced (reports completed, numbers of
workshops held etc.), reporting at the outcomes level is limited. Efforts have
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been made to improve this through the development of the results framework in
the new strategic plan (UN-REDD, 2011c) but there is still no clear
communication of the status of country readiness preparations across the
countries supported by UN-REDD (UN-REDD Programme Annex).
There are clear work plans, periodic reports and verification reports against the
indicators for the bilateral agreements with Indonesia and Guyana. In these
cases information on activities, outputs produced, and outcomes achieved are
clear and readily accessible, although the anticipated linkages to the NICFI Core
Objectives are not explicit (Guyana Annex).
The strongest reporting of results is by the FCPF and the NICFI civil society
portfolio. The FCPF has recently improved its annual reports, with clear
reporting at output and outcome level against its logical framework, a
comprehensive dashboard summary and set of country reports. Whilst the new
results framework has not been adopted by all countries in their reporting, there
is clear alignment of the FCPF logical framework and with the NICFI Core
Objectives, which helps identify key results (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility
Annex ).
The NICFI Civil Society Fund portfolio has adopted a portfolio-wide resultsbased reporting framework into which all projects report. While it is too soon to
comment in detail, this has strong potential to provide, more comprehensive
reporting, enhanced coherence and better coordination. The new website26 is
highly informative and user-friendly (Civil Society Support Annex).
A compounding challenge is that there is no single central repository for all
NICFI-related documentation. Consequently, documentation is spread between
the Ministry of Climate and Environment, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Norad, and
some of the embassies. No one institution has had responsibility, clear oversight
or, apparently, even a clear overview of what documentation is available. The
lack of a readily accessible repository is a constraint to effective management,
placing too much reliance on institutional memory, which in itself is restricted by
the relatively rapid turnover of personnel and exchange of responsibilities within
NICFI.
When management responsibility for a substantial proportion NICFI portfolio
was transferred to Norad, ‘transfer files’ containing the key documents for each
of the portfolio items were collated together and these have been archived by
Norad. NICFI notes that these were intended to alleviate the previous lack of a
central repository and thereby initiate the process of creating a strong
institutional memory to alleviate this problem, but this needs to be an ongoing
process.

26 http://www.norad.no/en/support/climate-and-forest-initiative-support-scheme.
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3.2 Financial processes
Synopsis
Norway’s development budget was used in order to secure funds for NICFI of
the scale publicly committed by Norway’s then prime minister. This was
facilitated by the fact that then Minister Solheim held joint portfolios of
environment and international development. The downside was that there are
restrictions on the use of development funds, which have to meet wider
development aims and must be used in line with the Norwegian Financial
guidelines, which require demonstration of need before disbursements may take
place. The upside was that this meant Norway’s development assistance would
meet the desired target to increase the aid budget to 1% of Gross National
Income.
Although a number of payments made by NICFI have required specific
procedures to authorise them, such authorisation appears to have been granted
in every case, albeit with irritation and sometimes dissent on the part of those
involved in the process. A proposal to improve this process was recently
approved by the Norwegian Parliament (Storting). Bilateral and multilateral
programmes appear to have adequate controls built in to minimise fiduciary risk.
Finding 10. Total funds pledged by NICFI since its inception are in line
with the political commitment of NOK 3 billion a year, while disbursements
have been around half of this. As the bulk of funds pledged are for
emissions reductions achieved, this is to be expected as few REDD+
countries are yet at this stage
Over the six years of operation, cumulative pledges of around 19.8 billion NOK
(US $ 3.3 billion) have been made by NICFI, while cumulative payments
amounted to NOK 10.6 billion (US $ 1.8 billion). Although the cumulative pledges
are roughly in line with the political commitment of up to NOK 3 billion a year, the
disbursements are far short of this. The reasons for this include: slower than
anticipated implementation and over ambitious timelines (see Annexes on
Indonesia, Tanzania; Congo Basin Forest Fund; Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility and the UN-REDD Programme); constraints associated with the financial
set-up (see Finding 12); and the fact that the bilateral agreements, which
account for the majority of the pledges, are multi-year commitments so
payments are spread over several years.
Another factor is the staging of the expected disbursements. Only one of the
bilateral partnerships (with Brazil) was established at REDD+ Phase Three
(payments for emissions reduced), the phase with which the bulk of the pledged
funds is associated; the bulk of Indonesia’s pledged commitment (which is the
same size as the commitment to Brazil) is not expected to be disbursed until a
later phase of the partnership. Similarly, the majority of NICFI funds to the Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) have been used to capitalise the FCPF
Carbon Fund (REDD+ Phase Three), while most FCPF countries are in Phase 1
or Phase 2 of REDD+ readiness. Sizeable disbursements from the Carbon Fund
are not expected for some time to come – i.e. funds have not yet been disbursed
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to recipients (see Annexes on Financial Processes; Indonesia, Tanzania, Congo
Basin Forest Fund, Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and the UN-REDD
Programme).
Finding 11. The system of results-based payments conflicts with
Norwegian government financial regulations; however a proposal has
been recently approved by the Norwegian Parliament (Storting) to improve
this process
The principle of results-based payments is that payment is made ex-post for
results already achieved; however the Norwegian government financial
regulations are based on a system of ex-ante payments for activities still to be
undertaken, with the further requirement that the actual disbursements must be
based on demonstrated need.27 There is thus incompatibility between the
results-based system of NICFI bilateral agreements and Norwegian regulations
for aid disbursement. Bilateral recipients of results-based funds, in addition to
meeting the earning requirement, have to demonstrate need for the funds that
have been earned before disbursement can take place (Financial Processes
Annex).
Brazil’s success in reducing its emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation has earned it annual allocations of between NOK 700 million (US$
117 million) and NOK 1 billion (US$ 167 million) through the bilateral agreement.
Because the funds are channelled to the Amazon Fund, the size of the actual
transfers has depended on the Amazon Fund portfolio pipeline and its
forecasted funding needs. As the Amazon Fund portfolio has taken time to
build, forecasted expenditures of the Amazon Fund have been far lower than the
allocated results based payments, so annual disbursements to the Amazon
Fund ranged between zero and NOK 363 million (US$ 60 million) until autumn
2013. This resulted in an accumulation by mid-2013 of NOK 3.9 billion (US$ 650
million) in funds earned by Brazil but not disbursed from Norway to Brazil. This
balance was disbursed to Brazil by the end of 2013 through granting of a
Parliamentary exemption (Financial Processes Annex).
Unless this functional incompatibility is addressed, there are likely to be similar
problems associated with the other NICFI bilateral partnerships once they enter
Phase 3 payments for emissions reduction results. This has already happened
in respect of the payments to Guyana and is especially likely for Indonesia,
which has the potential to achieve large emissions reductions and therefore be
eligible for sizeable results-based payments.
This is not, however, likely to be the case for the FCPF Carbon Fund. The fund’s
Methodological Framework articulates the process by which emissions
reductions are rewarded, but there is very limited provision for imposing
conditions or tracking how the payments for emissions reductions are spent. The
focus is on having an appropriate benefit-sharing mechanism and on ensuring
27 This is normally a financing plan for three or six months ahead; grant management rules, see section 1.7.1.
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appropriate measurement of emissions reductions in ways that avoid leakage
and double-counting (Financial Processes Annex).
Interviews in Oslo confirmed that there had been initial discussion on using nondevelopment funds for NICFI. It was concluded that, while not ideal because of
the problems noted above, any other route would be much more difficult and
time consuming to establish and would meet with more conflicting claims for
increases from other ministries and departments. The use of aid funds also
contributed to the achievement of the 1% Gross National Income target for aid
(Norwegian Policy Context Annex).
The use of direct budgetary support would have reduced the problems with
making payments. Given the higher order conditionalities that are normally
applied to direct budgetary support, tackling matters related to governance,
economic and fiscal policy, etc. this might have been helpful to addressing the
underlying drivers of deforestation. The idea was, according to interviewees,
only briefly discussed and this option was not pursued in detail (Norwegian
Policy Context Annex).
In May 2014, after the completion of the analysis for this report, a formal
proposal intended to address the problems with the financial process was made
to the Norwegian Parliament by the Ministry of Finance.28 This proposal was
formally accepted by the Norwegian Parliament in June 2014.29
Finding 12. Conflict with Norwegian government financial regulations has
slowed disbursement, caused resentment internally and adverse public
comment. Divergences from normal practice were authorised by the
relevant minister or by parliament
The build-up of undisbursed funds has generated a number of problems. The
undisbursed funds were issued to Brazil in the form of ‘Promissory notes’ in a
bid to comply with the Norwegian financial regulations on disbursement only on
demonstration of need. As funds accumulated, the Norwegian government has
been required to request the Norwegian Parliament to grant exemptions from the
disbursement regulation. These have been granted and all accumulated funds
were disbursed to Brazil in their entirety in December 2013 and January 2014
(Financial Processes Annex).
NICFI made a second payment to the Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund in 2011
although the bulk of funds from the 2010 disbursement were still uncommitted to
an approved project pipeline. The evaluation team has found no evidence of a
parliamentary exemption for this and we presume it was approved by the
minister (Financial Processes Annex).

28 http://www.regjeringen.no/nn/dep/fin/Dokument/proposisjonar-og-meldingar/prop/2013-2014/Prop93-S-2013-2014.html?id=759710.
29 Decision 581. Disbursement of grants. https://www.stortinget.no/no/Saker-og-publikasjoner/Saker/
Sak/?p=59868.
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Although it is correct practice according to the regulations to seek exemptions
when there are discrepancies between political objectives and the established
rules, this practice created dissent between the then Ministry of Environment
and the NICFI Secretariat, responsible for the technical direction of NICFI, and
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which was responsible to Parliament for the use
of NICFI funds, according to informants. The Office of the Auditor General in its
2013 report on NICFI commented unfavourably on NICFI making payments to
development banks when it was unclear that these funds were really needed.
All exemptions and divergences from normal practice were undertaken with the
approval of either the relevant minister, or from Parliament. No breaches have
been identified by the evaluation team. The new budget states that NICFI is
likely to require more exemptions from regulations, so divergence from normal
practice is accepted by the new government as being necessary for NICFI to
operate (Financial Processes Annex).
In May 2014 the Norwegian Ministry of Finance submitted a proposal to the
Norwegian Parliament (Storting) that seeks to address the problems described
in the previous paragraphs. It proposes criteria for full disbursement of results
based payments without the need to request an exemption from Parliament and
for ex-ante disbursement to multilateral organisations for future payments for
verified emissions reductions (e.g. The FCPF Carbon Fund and the BioCarbon
Fund)30.
In addition to the challenges associated with the disbursement regulations, there
have been additional challenges associated with the conditions on reporting of
aid. In order for funds to be reported by the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development’s-Development Advisory Committee (OECDDAC) as official development assistance (aid), the funds have to have left the
donor country. This created a difficulty in reporting the allocated but undisbursed
accumulation of results based payments to Brazil as aid. Norway's initial position
was that this could be undertaken when the money was deposited as
promissory notes. The OECD position - which Norway accepted (and post facto
adjusted its earlier reporting to conform to) - was that reporting could only take
place once the money was paid into a BNDES-controlled account (Financial
Processes Annex).
Finding 13. Disbursements from some of the multi-contributor trust
funds to final recipients have been slower and lower than anticipated
because portfolio development and delivery has been slower than initially
expected
Expenditure from the FCPF Readiness Fund has been slow in relation to funds
received from donors. By the end of 2013 cumulative expenditures (funds
disbursed) amounted to only 13% of the Readiness Fund budget, although 91%
of the funds are committed (Financial Processes Annex), so the disbursement
30 http://www.regjeringen.no/nn/dep/fin/Dokument/proposisjonar-og-meldingar/prop/2013-2014/Prop93-S-2013-2014.html?id=759710.
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rate should increase over the coming years. Over 98% of the Carbon Fund
remains uncommitted, but as discussed under Finding 10, this is to be expected,
considering the early stage of REDD+ readiness achieved so far in most partner
countries. It is open to question whether the level of support to the carbon fund
at this stage was fully justified even on the grounds of showing clear
commitment by donors.
With regards to the Forest Investment Programme, 85% of funds are unused,
although funds committed increased from 22% at the end of 2012 to 42% at the
end of 2013, reflecting increasing progress with project preparation and
approvals. The disbursement rate of the Congo Basin Forest Fund has also
been slow, but has increased over recent years. By early 2014 36% of funds had
been disbursed, and while the CBFF still holds considerable cash reserves, only
11% of its funds are uncommitted (Financial Processes Annex).
Expenditure has been slightly faster in the UN-REDD programme. As of
February 2014, UN-REDD reported 34% of the pledged amount as expenditure
and had committed 68% of the funds pledged to it by donors (Financial
Processes Annex).
In the case of both the Amazon Fund (Brazil) and the Guyana REDD+
Investment Fund (GRIF), the process of building a pipeline of approvable
projects has been slow (see Brazil Annex, Guyana Annex and Financial
Processes Annex) and this has led to disbursement being lower than expected
by this time.
Finding 14. Financial management processes are robust in mitigating
against corruption risk within the NICFI portfolio
The financial controls applied have been sufficient to mitigate against corruption
risks in the bilateral partnerships and that for the multilaterals and civil society
scheme, analysis of the financial management capacity of the partners and their
ability to tackle potential corruption risks was used in the decision-making
around fund allocations (Brazil Annex, Guyana Annex, Tanzania Annex, Civil
Society Support Annex).
In Brazil, all the stakeholders interviewed on this topic acknowledged that the
administrator of the Amazon Fund, the Brazilian Development Bank (BNDES)
has a solid reputation for fiduciary risk management and no claims of corruption
or illegality have been raised against the institution or the Amazon Fund to date.
Strictness of procedures, often seen as an excess of bureaucracy, appear to
have been successful in ensuring funds are well managed and in some cases
were noted in raising the management standards of grantees (Brazil Annex).
In Tanzania, funds were disbursed through a range of partners but financial
management capacity was considered when selecting these. The Royal
Norwegian Embassy was responsible for the management of the funds and had
put a number of fiduciary risk controls in place. These included i) conducting
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regular audits; ii) hiring an independent organisation to perform special audits
when the Embassy sees the need for more information, clarity or suspected
weaknesses or mismanagement; and iii) carrying out unscheduled visits to the
project partners to review financial record-keeping. As a result, they were able to
identify and correct cases of misuse of funds in pilot projects. The WWF project
was suspended for one year due to misuse of finance, but has since put in place
additional safeguards to meet Norwegian requirements and has been able to
continue. The contract with the Wildlife Conservation Society of Tanzania was
terminated due to failure to meet contractual obligations (Tanzania Annex).
In Indonesia, funds have been channelled through UNDP and are subject to
UNDP’s standards for fiduciary management, which are internationally
accepted. The NICFI funded civil society projects are required to submit to an
annual independent audit of funds and no irregularities have been found among
the Indonesian components of the portfolio to date. However, the continued
effective management of fiduciary risks will depend on the management of the
new REDD+ financial mechanism (FREDDI). It is not yet clear where this fund
will be located (Indonesia Annex).

3.3 NICFI Core Objective 1. To work towards the inclusion of
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in a
new international climate regime

Synopsis		
This core objective addresses the following issues:
•

Progress towards an agreement on REDD+ within the United Nations 		
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC);

•

Establishment of an international architecture for REDD+, including the
operational architecture for mobilising resources and processes established
to ensure successful outcomes;

•

The establishment of a ‘ground swell’ and momentum for REDD+ within the
international community.

The NICFI efforts towards achievement of this objective have been a great
success. NICFI has contributed to the engagement of a large number of REDD+
and donor countries, has made a substantial contribution to the development of
the operational architecture for REDD+, has been instrumental in the progress of
the REDD+ negotiations under the UNFCCC, and has leveraged political
support for REDD+ through its flagship bilateral agreements. Uncertainty over
the future of an international climate change regime remains a significant limiting
factor for REDD+ but is beyond the scope of NICFI.
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Finding 15. NICFI is the largest REDD+ donor globally supporting all
available multilateral channels and seven bilateral programmes across
Africa, Asia, Central and South America
Norway has pledged the majority of funds for REDD+, 63% of all funds pledged
globally31. Norway has also supported all the relevant multilateral REDD+
channels (CBFF; FCPF Readiness Fund and Carbon Fund; FIP; UN-REDD
Programme), many of these from their inception. It has pledged 85% of total
funds pledged to UN-REDD, 36% of funds pledged to the FCPF readiness fund,
44% of funds pledged to FCPF Carbon Fund and 24% of total funds pledged to
the FIP (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, Forest Investment Program and
UN-REDD Programme Annexes). NICFI also contributed 45% of the total
funds available to the Congo Basin Forest Fund (Congo Basin Forest Fund
Annex). Bilateral partnerships have also been established with seven
REDD+ countries: Brazil, Ethiopia, Guyana, Indonesia, Mexico, Tanzania
and Vietnam.
Finding 16. NICFI has made a substantial contribution to the
development of the operational architecture for REDD+ and the
engagement of a large number of REDD+ and donor countries
The multilateral architecture developed to support REDD+ readiness Phases 1
and 2 includes the World Bank FCPF Readiness Fund, FIP, Biocarbon Fund,
United Nations agencies (FAO, UNDP, UNEP) collaborating under the
UN-REDD Secretariat. NICFI is a major donor of each of the initiatives.
Together, FCPF, FIP and UN-REDD Programme provide a means of managing
donor contributions for the implementation of the core elements required of an
interim institutional framework for REDD+. These institutions have developed an
international framework for REDD+ readiness by establishing the key
requirements of Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV) and Safeguard
Information Systems, and defined a methodology to enable results-based
payments to be made. They have also developed knowledge and guidance on
key elements of REDD+ Readiness, and supported REDD+ readiness progress
in a large number of countries (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, Forest
Investment Program and UN-REDD Programme Annexes).
UN-REDD started with support only from Norway in 2008. Since then five other
donors have pledged funds (Denmark 2009; then Spain 2010; Japan 2011;
Luxembourg and the European Union in 2013) (UN-REDD Programme Annex).
The FCPF Readiness Fund has received contributions from 14 developed
countries plus the European Commission, while the Carbon Fund has had
contributions from seven developed countries plus the European Commission,
two private sector participants and one non-governmental organisation.32

31 http://www.climatefundsupdate.org/themes/redd#TOC-Who-is-pledging-and-depositing-in-REDD-funds32 https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org.
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It is worth noting that the contribution of the Congo Basin Forest Fund to the
architecture is currently limited by its operational difficulties (see Congo Basin
Forest Fund Annex ). Whilst it is considered as having a potentially important
role in responding to the particular governance and forest context in the
continent, unless it can demonstrate its ability to deliver results, it will struggle to
attract further donor support to enable it to contribute to the REDD+ architecture
in future.
Interview data from donors and multilateral staff note the importance of
Norwegian financial support to the development of this architecture, but also
positive contributions made by Norwegian representatives in the governing
bodies of each of these multilaterals (High Level Informants Annex; Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility Annex; UN-REDD Programme Annex).
NICFI’s bilateral partnerships cover Brazil, Guyana, Indonesia and Tanzania,
which were included in this evaluation, together with Ethiopia, Mexico and
Vietnam, which were not. Through its partnerships in Brazil and Indonesia alone,
NICFI aims to influence national governments responsible for 15% of the world’s
forested land area and some 55% of GHG emissions from deforestation.33 34 The
other four countries account for only a further 3% and include a wider range of
country contexts and forest types.
Through its bilateral partnerships NICFI has also supported development of
REDD+ Phase 3 financial mechanisms including: establishment of the world’s
first dedicated multi-contributor REDD+ financial mechanism (the Amazon
Fund); establishment of the first national multi-contributor REDD+ financial
mechanism (the Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund) (Annexes on Brazil and
Guyana). More recently, commitments to the World Bank’s Biocarbon Fund and
the German-led REDD+ Early Movers Initiative demonstrate that NICFI is still
interested in testing new modalities and expanding its global reach.
The bilateral agreement and results-based payments made by NICFI in Brazil
were also cited as important in generating lessons learned for methodological
development, for example around the Carbon Fund Methodological Framework
(Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
The financial commitments from Norway and REDD+ allies have enabled
widespread engagement in REDD+. There are currently 58 countries engaged
in REDD+ readiness activities. The FCPF is working with 36 countries rather
than 20 as initially planned. UN-REDD has engaged with 49 countries, with 31 of
these countries engaged in both FCPF and UN-REDD processes (UN-REDD
Programme Annex; Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).

33 Harris N L et al (2012). Baseline Map of Carbon Emissions from Deforestation in Tropical Regions. Science
22, Vol 336, pp 1573 – 1576.
34 Global Forest Resources Assessment 2010. FAO, Rome.
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That prospective new country partners continue to request engagement with the
multilateral REDD+ institutions (Finding 25), that donors continue to contribute
new funds to REDD+, and that the majority of the UNFCCC REDD+ negotiations
have concluded (Finding 17), suggests there is a continuing momentum for
REDD+.
Finding 17. Key decisions have been made on REDD+ in the UNFCCC
climate change negotiations. Norway35 has been instrumental to this
progress and decisions reached under the UNFCCC align well with
Norway’s vision of REDD+
The UNFCCC negotiations on REDD+ culminated in the Warsaw Framework for
REDD+ (December 2013), which concluded negotiations on REDD+
Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV) and safeguards, and created a
framework for REDD+ financing. Agreements have been made on seven key
areas: finance; co-ordination of support; monitoring systems; reference levels;
safeguards; MRV and drivers of deforestation.
Most elements of the UNFCCC negotiations on REDD+ elements have
proceeded rapidly compared with other areas of the negotiations. Norway is
regarded by evaluation informants as having played a very important role in the
UNFCCC REDD+ negotiations and was credited by many observers as being
instrumental to the rate of progress (UNFCCC Negotiations Annex ).
NICFI financed foundational studies, created opportunities for knowledgesharing and relationship building between REDD+ negotiators and, crucially,
used experience from operational partnerships to formulate submissions
(UNFCCC Negotiations Annex; Lincoln et al. 2013). NICFI's financial
commitments helped build trust in the viability of REDD+ (UNFCCC Negotiations
Annex).
The Norwegian negotiators are highly regarded within the international
community (UNFCCC Negotiations Annex). All high level interviewees and
negotiators noted that the negotiation team is well prepared, delivers consistent
messages, and makes substantial effort to develop common ground in side
meetings and offline workshops (UNFCCC Negotiations Annex). A number of
interviewees mentioned that the Norwegian negotiators were often effective in
reaching positive outcomes when chairing discussions (UNFCCC Negotiations
Annex).
Norway’s vision of REDD+ in a post-Kyoto framework as outlined in its
submissions to the UNFCCC contains the following characteristics:
•

35
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National level approach;

Norway rather than NICFI is used here to separate the national negotiation input from the NICFI specific.
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•

Phased progression towards results-based financial flows, whether from aid,
markets or other sources, recognising the need to build necessary capacities
and governance structures within participating countries;

•

Robust systems for measurement, reporting and verification to underpin the
results-based financial flows;

•

Safeguards for local communities and indigenous populations and an 		
emphasis on protecting biodiversity in natural forests.

Many of the elements included in Norway's submissions to the UNFCCC are
reflected in the Warsaw Framework for REDD+. Norway's strongest
contributions were in suggesting the Phased Approach36, which is fundamental
to accommodating the needs of countries with different starting points in terms
of levels of forest governance and technical capacity; and on MRV, where
Norway has been instrumental to the achievement of agreement on a robust
verification process (UNFCCC Negotiations Annex).
Finding 18. The announcement of large flagship commitments through
the bilateral partnerships has leveraged political support for REDD+
nationally and globally
Whilst, all respondents note that the scale of financing provided by Norway is
important, several donor and multilateral stakeholders, along with many national
stakeholders, also highlighted that the charismatic scale of flagship bilateral
pledges had generated a political profile that created momentum internationally
and leveraged political support domestically.
Whilst Brazil had initiated the establishment of the Amazon Fund before the
Norwegian commitment, Norway made the first and most high profile
commitment to the fund that capitalised it and hence made it operational. Media
reports (such as Reuters, 2008) on the Norwegian pledge to the Fund highlight
the ‘one billion’ commitment and stress both the domestic and global
implications of the pledge which include increased pressure on both Brazil and
the global REDD+ process to deliver results. Interviews with Brazilian
stakeholders also highlighted the local and global importance of the Fund, noting
that it provided the first example of how national payments for emissions
reductions could be managed at a large scale. Norway's relationship with Brazil
is seen as instrumental by high level informants (other donors, negotiators,
international REDD+ actors) in engaging other Amazon basin countries in
REDD+ (High Level Informants Annex). It also cemented Brazil’s role as a major
player in the international REDD+ negotiations.

36 Formally decided at COP-16 in Cancun, this approach outlines a flexible and progressive path towards
full-scale implementation of REDD+. Phase 1 relates to Readiness activities – the preparation of national
REDD+ strategies and policies. Phase 2 is the Implementation and Investment Phase where these strategies
and policies are implemented. Phase 3 is the phase in which countries can receive performance-based
payments for emissions reductions.
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A similar Flagship Effect can be observed in relation to the Indonesia – Norway
bilateral agreement on REDD+ in Indonesia. Stakeholders interviewed agreed
that the promise of US $ 1 billion provided the political leverage necessary to
establish the REDD+ Task Force and ultimately the REDD+ Agency outside of
existing institutions. Key activities established by the Task Force such as the
Moratorium, the One Map programme, the review of licences, were also
perceived by informants as a critical result of the political leverage gained
through the bilateral agreement, and not considered to have been possible
without the “charismatic” US $ 1 billion commitment.

3.4 NICFI Core Objective 2. To take early action to achieve
cost-effective and verifiable reductions in greenhouse
gas emissions

Synopsis		
Core Objective 2 covers readiness preparations; establishment of the ‘building
blocks’ and systems required for achievement of verified emission reductions;
and verified emission reductions achieved to date through the NICFI portfolio.
The most substantial contribution to emissions reductions, through stimulus to
the national policy debate and changes, have come from Brazil although this
cannot be attributed only to the partnership with Norway, as action to reduce
deforestation was underway before this partnership was in place. Good progress
has been made with preparatory work that could result in substantial emissions
reductions in Indonesia although this remains fragile, especially in light of the
elections in 2014. Guyana has delivered satisfactory performance on avoided
deforestation, although there is a need to more strongly address mining as a
driver of deforestation. In Tanzania, NICFI support has catalysed a large number
of REDD+ activities; however, readiness outcomes are limited by a lack of
national government ownership and decision making. NICFI support through
the multilateral institutions has contributed to the engagement of a large number
of countries in REDD+ readiness planning; however readiness progress made is
highly variable between countries.
In terms of the establishment of systems and processes for REDD+, NICFI has
made a major contribution to progress on REDD+ Measurement, Reporting and
Verification (MRV) and reference levels, an important contribution to the
establishment of country level REDD+ financial mechanisms; a strong
contribution to safeguards development and has generated useful learning for
others.
Finding 19. Brazil has exhibited a strongly decreasing deforestation rate
and corresponding reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. Activities
established through NICFI’s payments for these results are also paving
the way for future emissions reductions
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Brazil successfully avoided deforestation of 6.2 million hectares between 2007
and 2013, averting three billion tonnes of carbon dioxide emissions (Brazil
Annex) and generating large results based payments from NICFI. Emissions
were decreasing as a result of national policy changes and other national
activities prior to 2007, and there is no counterfactual that can illustrate the likely
trajectory of change in the absence of the NICFI support, which is channelled
through the Amazon Fund.
Nonetheless, the financial support provided by NICFI can be seen to have
produced a significant stimulus to policy debates on deforestation and emission
reductions in Brazil (McNeish et al. 2011). Most stakeholders interviewed in late
2013 acknowledged that participation in the REDD+ debate has become a
priority for policy-makers and civil society organisations involved in climate and
forests issues and much of this is down to the prominence of the Amazon Fund.
Stakeholders in Brazil identify the Amazon Fund (to which NICFI was the first
and is the largest donor) as having been influential on the development of other
elements of Brazil’s national low carbon framework: the National Policy on
Climate Change; voluntary commitments to reduce emissions; and the Climate
Change Fund (Brazil Annex).
Stakeholders also pointed out that one of the major contributions of the Amazon
Fund has been in supporting state-level programmes to reduce, control and
monitor deforestation, and regard these as valuable. Around 17% of the Amazon
Fund projects include emissions reductions objectives, paving the way for
achievement of future emission reductions (Brazil Annex).
Projects supported by the Amazon Fund are contributing to improved forest
monitoring in Brazil and other Amazon Basin countries. The Environmental
Mapping and Registration of Rural Individual Properties Initiative (known as
CAR) was piloted through the Amazon Fund and has since become national
policy through Federal Law (Brazil Annex).
According to Brazilian civil society, Federal and State Environmental agencies,
the CAR Initiative is regarded as a key tool that will enable Brazil to maintain
current lowered deforestation rates and possibly achieve further decreases. The
Initiative is also enhancing monitoring and enforcement capacities at the
national, state and local levels. According to the Amazon Fund Annual Reports,
supported projects are expected to improve monitoring and reporting over more
than 66 million hectares, including through a satellite imagery project that aims
to strengthen monitoring in the entire Amazon region, including all seven border
countries (Brazil Annex).
The Amazon Fund is contributing to developing practical capacity for REDD+
both nationally and in the other Amazon Basin countries. It has financed projects
that, once completed, are expected to have trained over 20,000 people from 149
public and private sector institutions on aspects including using monitoring
technologies to fight illegal deforestation, forest fire control for fire brigades, and
sustainable forest management practices. It also funds 17 courses on monitoring
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technologies that will be delivered in neighbouring Amazonian countries.
Different actors commented on the relevance of these activities to strengthening
governance and assisting other countries to build their capacity (Brazil Annex).
Finding 20. In Guyana, technical and institutional pre-requisites for
verifying avoided deforestation and degradation have been achieved, but
much more action is required to mitigate the impact of mining as the main
driver of deforestation
The Guyana-Norway partnership has been highly successful at developing a
national-level monitoring, reporting and verification system, and reasonably
successful at developing a financial mechanism for REDD+ payments. The
system has now successfully completed three rounds of reporting and
independent verification, and two rounds of payments have been made to the
Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund.
Guyana is the first country to have a REDD+ funding mechanism that operates
at the national-scale37, however, there are on-going concerns with the speed of
disbursement, and further reform and development of the mechanism is needed
as at present it does not represent a functioning ‘model’. There is also a lack of
tangible interventions that directly address the expansion of mining, which is a
key driver of deforestation in Guyana and a key part of the national economy
(Guyana Annex).
Finding 21. With NICFI support, Indonesia has made good progress on
readiness planning, establishment of an institutional framework for
REDD+ and design of the systems and processes required to implement
REDD+
The timeline as envisioned in the Letter of Intent between Indonesia and Norway
slipped badly. Nevertheless, the Second Verification Report of the bilateral
agreement with Indonesia (Caldecott et al., 2013) concluded that it is actually
more of a wonder that so much has been achieved so quickly given its
complexity and pioneering nature, and that it is working against “turbulent
political headwinds” (Indonesia Annex).
Informants to this evaluation felt that the over-ambitious timeline, and
consequent failure to meet that timeline, caused embarrassment nationally and
internationally and was damaging the effort to engender public will for REDD+
and in hindsight was probably a result of an overly rapid partnership
establishment process. An over ambitious timeline was also identified as a risk
for the Interim Phase, with the Norwegian Embassy requesting that the REDD+
Agency check the feasibility of their plans (Indonesia Annex). This is a critical
point given the fragility of the progress made in Indonesia and need to generate
strong District and Provincial level support for REDD+, whilst countering the
frustrations at sub-national level that are a result of, in some cases
37
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unrealistically raised expectations. As pointed out by NICFI, there is also likely to
have been an upside to the ambitious timeline through introduction of urgency
and political momentum and the evaluation team acknowledges that there is a
fine line between ambitious and over-ambitious.
Many of the key structural systems and elements for REDD+ implementation
have been designed under Phase 1 of the Indonesia- Norway bilateral
agreement. These include a national REDD+ financial mechanism; an MRV
system (with contributions from the UN-REDD Indonesia country programme
and FCPF readiness grant); safeguards and a safeguards information system.
These are anticipated to become operational during Phase 2 of the bilateral
agreement (Indonesia Annex).
Substantial progress on REDD+ Phase 1 readiness planning has been made,
with a National REDD+ Strategy and National REDD+ Action Plan developed;
sub-national REDD+ strategies and action plans have been completed in seven
provinces (necessary given the decentralised governance structure in Indonesia)
and are under development in a further four provinces and several districts. Note
however, that with 34 provinces and 500 districts in total in Indonesia, there is
also a long way to go (Indonesia Annex).
Despite a difficult consensus-building process, important progress on the
institutional arrangements for REDD+ in Indonesia has been made, with the
REDD+ Agency established by Presidential Regulation in late 2013. Good
progress has been made in establishing the means for measuring and reporting
of emissions reductions and the institutional framework for MRV (Indonesia
Annex).
NCFI support contributed to a broad range of piloting activities and there are
complementarities between the bilateral support programme and NICFI
supported civil society activities (Indonesia Annex).
Finding 22. Given the elections and weaknesses in the legal basis for
REDD+, there is a serious risk that progress may slip backwards in
Indonesia and achievements will be lost
There is insufficient specificity in political party platforms to be sure of the future
political will to support REDD+. Existing institutions such as the REDD+ Agency
are likely to survive given the limited precedent in Indonesia for dissolution of
agencies; however, current key and effective personnel within such institutions
may well be changed through the political appointment processes. While the
Agency is likely to survive, its place in the institutional firmament is fragile. The
coming months will be critical if it is to become an established institution; gaining
political support will be crucial for this. Selection of REDD+ agency staff that are
politically savvy and able to build constituencies among the line ministries are
regarded by stakeholders as critical requirements for the success of the REDD+
Agency (Indonesia Annex).
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The legal basis for REDD+ in Indonesia is not yet clear as there is no
implementing regulation associated with the Environment Act of 2009, which
includes imperatives to address climate change. In addition, important
contradicting policies present a critical threat to REDD+. For example, the
Master Plan for Acceleration and Expansion of Indonesia’s Economic
Development (MP3EI) identifies expansion of oil palm and mining as key
economic growth strategies which, without doubt, will result in deforestation
(Indonesia Annex).
Although the REDD+ Agency is involved in an initiative to “green” the MP3EI (an
initiative that also receives NICFI funding through the Global Green Growth
Institute), the plan is considered by stakeholders to be major threat, and
powerful contradiction, to the Indonesia REDD+ effort. There is also a lack of
clear understanding on how the sub-national REDD+ strategies link with the
major development planning, policies and instruments, which makes it difficult
for sub-national government to know how to respond (Indonesia Annex).
Given these threats to progress, there is an urgent need to build supportive
constituencies among the political parties and at the sub-national level to help
maintain momentum for REDD+ (Indonesia Annex).
Finding 23. In Tanzania, NICFI support has catalysed a large number of
REDD+ activities; however, achievement of readiness outcomes has been
limited by the lack of national government ownership and decision making
NICFI support to Tanzania resulted in: i) the formation of the National REDD+
Task Force, which developed the National REDD+ strategy;; ii)) the approval of a
National REDD+ strategy; iii) the initiation of nine pilot programmes and two
research projects, one on research and development of methods for forest
monitoring and MRV (with relevant use to other countries in the region) and
another on Climate Change Impacts, Adaptation, and Mitigation; and iv) the
decision for the National Carbon Monitoring Centre to be hosted at the Sokoine
University of Agriculture. Support was also provided for a survey of Woody
Biomass in Zanzibar (Tanzania Annex).
The National REDD+ strategy was developed by the National REDD+ Task force
(NRTF), with the practical and organisational support of the NRTF-Secretariat
hosted at the Institute of Resource Assessment at the University of Dar-esSalaam. Stakeholders noted that the national REDD+ strategy development was
a positive consultative and participatory process albeit with some notable gaps.
Plans to establish a national REDD+ financing mechanism (with some
contribution from NICFI) have stalled due to a lack of political decision-making
from national Government. Interviews undertaken by this evaluation suggest that
there is doubt over the level of commitment on the part of the government to
secure control of forest loss, as there is no consensus amongst high-level
decision makers that this will benefit livelihoods and economic growth,
particularly given that payments for results are unlikely to materialise in the near
future (Tanzania Annex).
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In contrast to the slow progress at the national level, all of the supported pilot
projects claim improvements in forest management and three projects have
collected data on emissions reductions that have been achieved. However, there
are concerns around the cost-effectiveness of the emissions reductions
achieved and the sustainability of activities undertaken (Tanzania Annex).
Finding 24. NICFI support through the multilateral institutions has
contributed to the engagement of a large number of countries in REDD+
readiness planning; however readiness progress made is highly variable
between countries
The World Bank and United Nations REDD+ architecture was established to
enable progress on REDD+ prior to the agreement of an international climate
deal within the negotiations. Although transition to results-based payments for
national emissions reductions has not yet been achieved, the architecture has
succeeded in initiating readiness activities in a large number of countries within
a short timeframe (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and UN-REDD
Programme Annexes).
The extent of progress with readiness varies quite widely. FCPF initially
proposed 20 REDD+ Country Participants and by April 2014, this had risen to
40. However, three of those countries effectively withdrew, leaving 37 actively
engaged.38 UN-REDD has 18 partners with national programmes, of which 11
are also engaged with FCPF, but two39 of these 11 countries are inactive. As of
April 2014 there were 44 countries actively engaged in readiness through the
two initiatives (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and UN-REDD Programme
Annexes).
FCPF countries (as of FCPF dashboard April 03, 2014)
Countries engaged with the FCPF programme
		

40, but three have
effectively withdrawn

Readiness Preparation Proposal Formulation Grant Agreements Signed

22

Readiness Preparation Proposal Grant signed

19

Receiving disbursements against Readiness Preparation Proposal

11

Emissions Reduction Programme Idea Note presented to the Carbon Fund

7

Letter of intent signed to negotiate an Emissions Reduction Purchase
Agreement with the Carbon Fund

1

UN-REDD country progress (as of December 2013)
Countries with agreements for National UN-REDD programmes

18

Countries receiving ‘targeted support’ from UN-REDD agencies

31

Countries having completed the first phase UN-REDD programme

5

Countries with Phase II UN-REDD programme

1

38 Three additional countries (Bolivia, Gabon and Paraguay) were engaged with FCPF, but did not submit their
Readiness Preparation Proposal and lost guaranteed access to RP-P funding (https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/redd-countries).
39 Of these 18 countries, 9 are also engaged with FCPF readiness. Two countries, Bolivia and Paraguay, are
also nominally engaged with FCPF readiness but have not pursued this.
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Currently Costa Rica is the only country that has signed a letter of intent to
negotiate an Emissions Reduction Purchase Agreement with the FCPF Carbon
Fund. This agreement is likely to be worth up to US $ 63 million. Whilst this
demonstrates the potential of REDD+ to reward countries with historically low
deforestation rates, its impact on deforestation globally will be relatively small.
The Democratic Republic of Congo has drafted an Emissions Reduction
Programme Idea Note and eight other countries (Chile, Ethiopia, Indonesia,
Mexico, Ghana, Nepal, Republic of Congo and Vietnam) have presented early
ideas (Congo Basin Forest Fund Annex).
Finding 25. NICFI has made a major contribution to the development of
international policy and bilateral partners’ progress on REDD+
Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV) and Reference Levels,
although extent of country progress has been mixed
NICFI’s work on MRV and reference levels has made a major contribution to the
debate on these issues at the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) negotiations. The activities supported by NICFI have
provided valuable practical lessons on MRV and reference levels and relevant
research (Lincoln et al. 2013). These lessons have enabled Norway to develop
crucial evidence-based submissions to the UNFCCC to clarify aspects of MRV
for negotiators, and have been viewed by negotiators as valuable for their
discussions (Lincoln et al. 2013).
In 2013, the Real-Time Evaluation found that NICFI investments had enabled the
bilateral partner countries to make progress on the ‘measurement’ aspects of
measurement, reporting and verification (MRV). The evaluation also noted that
in most countries receiving bilateral NICFI support, progress had also been
made on reference level development, but less had been done on reporting and
verification. As of 2013 analysis, UN-REDD had received 47% of total NICFI
spending in this area (Lincoln et al. 2013).
In reviewing the documentation for this synthesis evaluation, no consolidated
outcome-level data were found that would enable an evaluation of UN-REDD
country progress on MRV development. However, output reporting highlighted
that a framework has been approved by the UN-REDD policy board for National
Forest Monitoring Systems: Monitoring and Measurement, Reporting and
Verification and that a wide range of tools, activities and training sessions have
been delivered, which according to UN-REDD reports reached more than 20
countries in 2013 (UN-REDD Programme Annex).
NICFI bilateral support on MRV varies between countries according to context
and need. The 2013 Real-time Evaluation on NICFI contributions to MRV
highlighted some of the achievements and challenges in relation to NICFI
support to MRV, In Indonesia, NICFI funding has supported the planning of the
MRV system, as well as a number of significant technical and technological
advancements. Clear progress has been made against Indonesia’s baseline
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forest monitoring capability in 2009 particularly in carbon stock assessment
(Lincoln et al. 2013).
In Guyana, NICFI support had been highly effective in developing the national
MRV system and reference level. In Guyana there was also evidence that MRV
data were used more broadly than for MRV to support forest management, for
example in monitoring compliance with harvest plans and to assist with
monitoring mining operations (Lincoln et al. 2013).
In Tanzania there has been a modest improvement to forest monitoring
capabilities, and a range of studies, surveys and research have been conducted
that either provide necessary data for MRV or trial approaches to elements of
MRV. Whilst noting that NICFI set out to contribute to MRV in Tanzania, rather
than develop the full MRV system, wider progress has been limited for several
reasons (Lincoln et al. 2013).
Finding 26. NICFI has provided an important contribution to the
establishment of country level REDD+ financial mechanisms and
generated useful learning for others
In three of the four focal countries of this evaluation, substantial progress had
been made on establishing a financial mechanism to receive and manage
REDD+ payments. In addition, there is some evidence that multilateral REDD+
readiness support is supporting some countries to develop financial
mechanisms.
Brazil’s sub-national REDD+ financial mechanism Amazon Fund was created
in August 2008 as a nationally managed mechanism for accepting and using
payments received for verified results achieved. The Brazilian REDD+
negotiators frequently cite the Amazon Fund in UNFCCC meetings as a
demonstration of how a REDD+ mechanism may work (Brazil Annex).
The Amazon Fund is the world’s first REDD+ financial mechanism. NICFI was
the first contributor to the Amazon Fund and is, so far, its largest donor. It
accepts payments that reward Brazil for past emissions reductions and has
played a vital role in demonstrating to the world how a performance-based
mechanism can work. However, it is important to highlight that interviewees do
not regard the Amazon Fund as a REDD+ benefit-sharing mechanism, since the
transfer of resources to stakeholders is mediated by project approval procedures
(Brazil Annex).
Whilst the establishment of the Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund (GRIF)
through the Guyana – Norway bilateral agreement is a valuable contribution in
its own right, the slow disbursement of funds from the GRIF is one of the
greatest concerns about the Guyana-Norway partnership raised by informants.
The main reason for the delay appears to be the time required to work through
the World Bank’s (or Inter-American Development Bank, or United Nations
Development Programme) procedures, including their safeguard compliance
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processes40. In addition to the safeguard compliance process, informants also
suggested that some delays may be due to slow sign-off by the Guyana Ministry
of Finance and the limited number of personnel available to develop the project
pipeline in the Guyanese Project Management Office. There was also some
confusion among informants regarding the extent to which the expenditure
approved by Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund Steering Committee would
subsequently also go through a national parliamentary approval-by-voting
process – apparently in an attempt to allow the Government of Guyana to report
Norwegian funds as being part of their (published) national finances. This has
given scope for opposition parties to ‘block’/vote against expenditure for the Low
Carbon Development Strategy activities they feel have been politicised by the
government.
Almost all the stakeholders expressed concern about the slow disbursement of
payments from the Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund, and this was cited as one
of the barriers to implementing the enabling actions agreed to in the Joint
Concept Note and has also threatened the political and public acceptance of the
Guyana-Norway partnership (Guyana Annex).
In Indonesia, a national financial mechanism (FREDDI) has been designed,
primarily through the bilateral agreement, but also through UN-REDD country
programme contributions. This will focus initially as a granting entity, with four
windows of disbursement covering both national and subnational programmes,
competitive calls and small grants to community initiatives. The REDD+ Agency
has been given legal authority to constitute FREDDI. The Indonesian
government used lessons from the Amazon Fund and from the GRIF in
developing the design of FREDDI (Indonesia Annex).
In Tanzania, the national financial mechanism is not yet in place. This is partly
due to a lack of consensus on where the Fund would be located or which
organization would host the modality. NICFI financial support to this was limited
and directed towards identifying options for the Government of Tanzania to
consider, rather than financing the entire enterprise. No major donor support has
been leveraged for REDD+ work via the Government of Tanzania and there is,
several Government stakeholders reported, a consequent “lack of urgency” in
developing this mechanism (Tanzania Annex).
NICFI has been involved in the design of the FCPF Carbon Fund (Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility Annex). UN-REDD has also supported the creation of the
Democratic Republic of Congo National REDD Fund, which was launched as
ready to receive contributions in 2013. FCPF Country Progress sheets do not
necessarily attribute achievements to particular implementation modalities, but
noted progress on the development of national finance mechanisms being made
in Colombia, Costa Rica, Kenya, Nepal, and Nicaragua (Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility and UN-REDD Programme Annexes).
40 Although there is serious concern about the impact of the delays, a number of stakeholders also commented
that they believe the safeguard processes are important and necessary, particularly with regard to the
financial safeguards (Guyana Annex).
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NICFI support to civil society has also enabled testing of local-level financial
incentives and benefit-sharing mechanisms. For example, Rainforest Foundation
Norway supported the Shuar People’s Association in Ecuador to establish a
decentralised mechanism for distributing funds from Ecuador’s national REDD+
programme to community members (Civil Society Support Annex).
Finding 27. NICFI has made a strong contribution to safeguards
development through contributions to the UNFCCC negotiations, and
through its bilateral, multilateral and civil society support channels		
Norway’s submission to the Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-term Co-operative
Action (UNFCCC, 2008) outlined an early vision for REDD+ that included
safeguards for local communities, indigenous peoples and biodiversity and
Norway consistently argued for the inclusion of REDD+ safeguards. Norway
provided co-funding to the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity
to establish a workshop series on the need for biodiversity safeguards in a future
REDD+ agreement and also hosted, and provided funding for, a Subsidiary
Body for Scientific and Technical Advice expert workshop on safeguards in 2011
(UNFCCC Negotiations Annex). Several of the civil society funded projects were
involved in high level advocacy around REDD+ safeguards in the UNFCCC
negotiations (Hardcastle et al. 2012). Although attribution is not possible, these
activities clearly contributed to the Cancún Agreements of 2010 on requirements
for safeguards and the near finalisation of the safeguard negotiations with the
Warsaw Framework in 2013; there are still some limited negotiations over the
content of the safeguards reporting scheduled for Lima in December 2014.
The multilateral REDD+ institutions supported by NICFI have established
overarching frameworks for REDD+ safeguards that can be used by REDD+
countries. The Common Approach to Environmental and Social Safeguards,
developed by the FCPF and UN-REDD has established norms for REDD+
safeguards that apply across the activities of the two institutions. The UN-REDD
Programme has developed a set of Social and Environmental Principles and
Criteria, which outline seven overarching principles and 24 specific criteria for
safeguarding against unintended negative impacts of REDD+ (Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility and UN-REDD Programme Annexes).
Guidelines to help national programme participants adhere to the principles and
criteria have also been developed, along with a social principles risk assessment
tool and policy briefs on putting REDD+ safeguards into practice. The FCPF had
analysed how to best use the information generated from the application of
safeguards as inputs into the UNFCCC-required national Safeguard Information
Systems (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and UN-REDD Programme
Annexes).
As of December 2013, four countries with UN-REDD National Programmes are
working on national approaches to safeguards (Indonesia, Ecuador, Democratic
Republic of Congo, the Philippines), supported to varying degrees by UN-REDD
tools. The UN-REDD programme has also developed a policy brief on putting
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safeguards and safeguard information systems into practice and provided
support to countries through regional workshops and support to at least six
countries. A target of the Congo Basin Forest Fund is that five Central African
Forestry Commission (COMIFAC) countries will have social and environmental
safeguards in place by 2018 (Congo Basin Forest Fund and UN-REDD
Programme Annexes).
Work on establishing safeguards in Indonesia and Tanzania has been
undertaken through the bilateral agreements with those countries. The design of
the Indonesian safeguards, PRISAI, is now completed (Indonesia and Tanzania
Annexes).
NICFI civil society support has also contributed to the development and
implementation of national safeguards: HuMa (the Indonesian Association for
Community and Ecology Based Law Reform), a national partner of the
Rainforest Foundation Norway project was supported to contribute to the design
of the Indonesian safeguards; Care Norway has promoted the implementation of
REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards in nine REDD+ countries, with five
other countries expressing interest in the approach, as well as sub-national
governments in three countries. There are also 16 projects with a focus on
safeguards in the 2013-2015 civil society portfolio (Civil Society Support Annex).
Finding 28. The multilateral institutions in particular have been active in
addressing systems for grievance redress
In 2013 the UN-REDD Programme produced early guidance materials on
grievance mechanisms in REDD+; has undertaken capacity building on
grievance mechanisms Honduras, Panama, Paraguay, and Suriname; and initial
scoping of national grievance mechanism in Cambodia. The FCPF has
undertaken capacity building activities focused on grievance redress and
undertaken analysis to identify the enabling features needed for an effective
REDD+ feedback and grievance redress mechanism (Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility and UN-REDD Programme Annexes).
Grievance mechanisms are recognised as necessary in the Tanzania REDD+
Social and Environmental Standards, though these are not yet under
development. Some of the Tanzanian NICFI funded pilot projects have
addressed grievance and conflict resolution issues at the project scale
(Tanzania Annex).
Finding 29. NICFI support has encouraged broad stakeholder
engagement in REDD+; however, in many countries there has not yet been
sufficient engagement with the private sector or with finance or
agriculture ministries
The independent evaluation of the UN-REDD Programme highlights its “groundbreaking work” in enabling indigenous people and civil society to influence
global discussions. UN-REDD has worked with national and local stakeholder
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networks and representative mechanisms to consult with and inform stakeholder
groups in Cambodia, Colombia, Cote d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of Congo,
Ecuador, Honduras, Myanmar, Panama, Paraguay, Peru and the Republic of
Congo (UN-REDD Programme Annex) .
The NICFI civil society portfolio has provided a strong contribution to civil
society engagement in REDD+. The real-time evaluation of NICFI Support to
Civil Society Organisations (Hardcastle et al. 2012) noted that Rainforest
Foundation Norway in Democratic Republic of Congo had brought full
Congolese civil society participation and involvement in developing the national
REDD+ strategy and all of its components.
Indonesian civil society has made a strong contribution to design elements of
REDD+, and key civil society actors have received support through NICFI civil
society funding towards this. The Rainforest Foundation Norway project
(Rainforest Foundation Norway, 2013) facilitated the participation of Indonesian
civil society partners in meetings on the readiness preparation proposals under
UN-REDD and FCPF, and its national partner, AMAN’s, advocacy around the
Indonesia Forest Investment Program Strategy. The project also supported
national partner, Warsi, to advocate on key issues in the Provincial REDD+
strategies of Jambi, West Sumatra and central Sulawesi (Indonesia Annex).
The importance of NICFI support to civil society in enhancing the capacity of
indigenous people and civil society to participate in the development of the
institutional arrangements at global and local level was also noted by interview
respondents (Civil Society Support Annex).
NICFI’s support to civil society also promotes some private sector participation
in REDD+. The Amazon Environmental Research Institute (IPAM) project of the
2009-2012 civil society support portfolio enabled an analysis of changes needed
in the commodity roundtables for soy, palm oil and sugar to facilitate REDD+.
There are twelve projects involving private sector commodity producers in the
2013-2015 civil society fund portfolio that will continue this work (Civil Society
Support Annex).
However, there are indications that private sector involvement is inadequate in
NICFI’s partner countries. For example, in Tanzania, several stakeholders
highlighted the importance of private sector involvement and noted their minimal
engagement. In Indonesia, the need to enhance inclusion of private sector
players was identified as a key strategic issue in the Second Verification Report
of the bilateral agreement between Indonesia and Norway at the end of 2013
(Indonesia and Tanzania Annexes).
The 2011 NICFI real-time evaluation and the 2014 independent evaluation of the
UN-REDD Programme noted that the absence of the private sector and of
ministries responsible for finance, planning, agriculture, industry, commerce and
education in planning discussions limited the extent of policy reform possible
(UN-REDD Programme Annex).
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The World Bank’s internal review of the FCPF highlighted that the REDD+
readiness process is a more expensive, complex, and time-consuming process
than originally envisaged because of the challenge of engaging more powerful
and better funded agriculture, energy and transport ministries and because of
the frequent changes in government administrations. The independent
evaluation highlighted that continued efforts to engage non-sector ministries
(agriculture, finance and rural development) would be needed to address longstanding problems that have negatively impacted on the forest sector (Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).

3.5 NICFI Core Objective 3. To promote the conservation of
natural forests to maintain their carbon storage capacity

Synopsis		
This section covers direct and indirect results achieved by NICFI in the
promotion of natural forest conservation.
The NICFI portfolio is providing a substantial contribution towards achievement
of this core objective. In addition to good progress with safeguards in the
negotiations, and through bilateral and multilateral partnerships, there has been
direct contribution through the bilateral agreements and civil society projects.
Finding 30. The NICFI portfolio is providing a substantial, direct
contribution towards the conservation of natural forests, from projectscale pilots to the establishment of new conservation forests
Pilot projects receiving support through NICFI civil society support with
demonstration activities at the field level have focused on natural forest
conservation and management. The World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) NICFI
supported work in the Congo Basin, Peru and Indonesia focuses on the design
of pilots and accessing finance to conserve natural forest. The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) project supported village development planning processes
in Indonesia that have secured the protection of 15,000 hectares of biodiversity
rich forest and WWF have recently made efforts to secure “land swaps” with
local oil palm and timber concessionaires to take high biodiversity forest out of
their production areas. The 2013-2015 portfolio applications from WWF, TNC
and Rights and Resources Initiative also specify planned outcomes in relation to
the conservation of natural forests. Rainforest Foundation Norway has
supported its local partner to work within Ecuador’s Socio Bosque programme to
protect 89,500 ha of forest (Civil Society Support and Indonesia Annexes).
Eight out of nine of the NICFI-funded pilot projects implemented by civil society
organisations in Tanzania, focused on protection of natural forest or developing
tools to improve monitoring of carbon dynamics and change in natural forest. In
all Tanzania pilot sites specific interventions have been implemented to address
the drivers of deforestation. These include activities to promote natural forest
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conservation such as facilitation of community forest management and
conservation, fire protection and systematic early burning practices (Tanzania
Annex).
Through the Congo Basin Forest Fund, projects address security and
development threats to natural forest in Campo Ma’an National Park in
Cameroon and Luki Forest Reserve in the Democratic Republic of Congo.
Finance has been provided through the Congo basin Forest fund for developing
alternatives to firewood that may or may not have a direct impact of conserving
natural forest. There is currently not enough evidence to demonstrate the impact
of such financing but the initiatives are aimed at the protection of natural forest
(Congo Basin Forest Fund Annex).
On another scale, The Amazon Fund portfolio includes important activities with
direct impact on the conservation of natural forests. The Amazon Fund project
“Areas Protegidas da Amazônia – Fase 2”, once completed will have created a
total of 13.5 million hectares of Protected Areas41. The Fund is investing in
projects to strengthen environmental management and control on existing public
protected areas totalling 56 million hectares. A project has recently been
approved for a forest inventory in the Amazon biome that covers 40% of the
Brazilian territory. It is intended that the inventory will be used as a tool for
informed decision making on natural forest protection (Brazil Annex)
In Indonesia, the Moratorium on new forest and peat land concessions and other
governance products of the Indonesia–Norway bilateral agreement are an
important step towards conservation of natural forest, although not yet fully
effective (Indonesia Annex).
Finding 31. The NICFI portfolio also includes activities that establish the
ground work for forest conservation in REDD+ countries
The UN-REDD Programme has also undertaken a number of activities that
promote biodiversity issues in REDD+ design and implementation and are
intended to contribute ultimately to the conservation of natural forests. For
example: conservation of biodiversity and ecosystem services is included in the
UN-REDD Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria; biodiversity is a
component of the UN-REDD ‘Planning for multiple benefits’ tool; and UN-REDD
has published a policy brief on the 2020 Aichi biodiversity targets and their
synergies with REDD+ (UN-REDD Programme Annex).
The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) is working towards a target that
all national REDD+ strategies, monitoring systems and emissions reductions
programmes incorporate biodiversity conservation indicators. No data are
available as to how many national REDD+ strategies contain biodiversity
indicators, but the REDD+ Strategy of the Democratic Republic of Congo is
identified by the FCPF as a good practice example that contains indicators to
41 Although the total project cost is U$76 million the total financed by the Amazon Fund was U$9.3 million.
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track progress towards biodiversity conservation in the national REDD+ process
(Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
All Forest Investment Program (FIP) investment plans are required to outline
benefits related to biodiversity, soil and agriculture, water conservation, and
climate resilience or adaptive capacity. All FIP pilot country participants are
required to implement in line with the multilateral development banks’
safeguards, including on biodiversity, and as biodiversity features in the FIP
results framework, FIP pilot countries are required to report on biodiversity
outcomes (Forest Investment Program Annex).
In addition to the pilot demonstration activities operating in specific areas
identified earlier it is worth noting the wide spectrum of readiness tools and
systems that are the result of NICFI support covered under objective two and
have been developed for future use in the improved conservation of natural
forest.
Finding 32. National and International Safeguard Systems developed and
implemented through bilateral and multi-lateral NICFI support channels
include criteria on natural forest and biodiversity conservation
NICFI provided funding for a series of workshops on biodiversity and REDD+
established by the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, that
were described as ‘critical’ by informants in gaining consensus that biodiversity
should be a component of the REDD+ safeguards that form the Cancún
Agreements.
The UN-REDD programme and its respective strategy highlights the importance
of integrating measures to conserve natural forests in national REDD+ strategies
and in using safeguards on natural forest conservation in the programme’s
delivery approach. The UN-REDD Social and Environmental Principles and
Criteria prioritises natural forest conservation in Principle 5 and its two specific
criteria (Criteria 12 and 13).42 Other criteria focus on biodiversity and ecosystem
services which on paper also contribute to the protection of natural forest
indirectly (UN-REDD Programme Annex).
Similarly the FCPF has supported countries to ensure that their National REDD+
Strategies promote the conservation of natural forest and will continue to require
the application of safeguards to REDD+ activities. However, it remains to be
seen how far these safeguards will be successfully implemented beyond the
readiness phase of FCPF and UN-REDD. As yet there is no systematic
information on the application of safeguards, for example those applied by the
World Bank and International Finance Corporation (Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility Annex).

42 Criterion 12 –Ensure that REDD+ activities do not cause the conversion of natural forest, and do address the
other causes of conversion. Criterion 13 – Minimize degradation of natural forest in order to maintain
biodiversity and other key values.
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Key elements of natural forest conservation and/or protection are included in
national social and environmental safeguards for REDD+ of Indonesia (PRISAI),
and the draft safeguards of Tanzania (Indonesia and Tanzania Annexes).
Although there are no specific safeguards for Brazil these are covered by the
guidelines for Amazon Fund projects by reference to ‘Enlargement of protected
areas; management of public forests and protected areas; recovery of degraded
areas, especially permanent protection areas and legal reserves” (Brazil Annex).
In the 2009-2012 NICFI civil society support portfolio, funding to Care Norway
was important in promoting the adoption of REDD+ Social and Environmental
Standards in nine countries, which include “conservation of natural forests and
biological diversity”. In the 2013-2015 civil society portfolio, there are 16 projects
working on the implementation of safeguards which include the safeguard in
relation to the protection of natural forests (Civil Society Support Annex).

3.6 Overarching Development Objective. Contribute towards the
achievement of Norwegian development policy objectives
Synopsis
Progress with achievement of the development objectives has been more than
simply avoiding harm and there are substantial examples of positive progress.
Norway has promoted good governance strongly through its bilateral
partnerships, within multilaterals and through its innovative and increasingly
strategic Civil Society Fund.
Rights and tenure for indigenous peoples has been a major area of discussion
and progress within REDD+ although there are issues relating to whether the
interests of non-indigenous forest dependent peoples have been given sufficient
attention.
The Forest Investment Programme in particular together with the Amazon Fund
and some CBFF projects are addressing matters directly relevant to improving
livelihoods and sustainable development.
Gender specific progress has been quite limited, despite strong interest from
Norway. The main constraint appears to be the lack of understanding of gender
issues and lack of capacity to deal with gender suggesting an alternative
approach with greater concentration on capacity building may be required.
Finding 33. The need for good forest governance is addressed
throughout the NICFI portfolio, and fundamental steps to improving forest
governance have been taken by Indonesia through the Indonesia –
Norway bilateral agreement
The need to address governance issues is embedded in the approach of the
FCPF and UN-REDD Programme, which aims to ensure that it is given priority
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focus by their partner countries in developing plans. The guidance provided to
FCPF and UN-REDD country partners in developing their Readiness
Preparation Proposals clearly specifies that countries should identify
governance issues that need to be addressed. The FCPF Assessment
Framework (2013) also requires the demonstration that action plans “make
progress in the short-, medium- and long-term towards addressing …
governance issues in priority regions” (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility
Annex).
The UN-REDD Programme and FCPF have also undertaken analyses of
governance issues in relation to REDD+: The UN-REDD Programme has
undertaken a Participatory Governance assessment in four of its partner
countries; and the FCPF supported the production of an ‘Assessment of key
governance issues for REDD+ implementation” through the implementation of
the World Bank Program on Forests forest governance tool (Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility and UN-REDD Programme Annexes).
Whilst the multilateral approach has focused on embedding forest governance
issues at the heart of REDD+ readiness planning and activities, the
comparatively larger funding available through the bilateral route has enabled
fundamental steps towards improving Forest Governance in Indonesia to be
taken by the government of Indonesia. These fundamental steps include: i) the
establishment of a moratorium on the granting of new concessions in natural
forest; ii) a review of existing forest licences; iii) the upcoming development of a
new licencing system; and iv) a process for reconciling conflicting land use maps
across different sectors and ministries (Indonesia Annex).
Through the bilateral agreement, efforts are underway to resolve overlapping
licences, improve the system for issuance of licences, and transparency around
the licencing system. At the end of the moratorium period, the expectation is to
have two systems in place: one consolidated map of licences and land use
claims, and a new land-use licencing system. The One Map initiative,
established by the REDD+ Task Force under the bilateral agreement, is intended
to resolve different maps from different sectors and contain in one place all
relevant information linked to forest licencing and land use claims. This One Map
is to be used as the reference map for land use decisions by all line ministries
and other actors (Indonesia Annex).
New large-scale corporate licences have largely ceased to be issued in
Moratorium areas with licence proposals covering around one million hectares
rejected since the start of the moratorium. Through NICFI civil society support,
Rainforest Foundation Norway’s partner, Walhi, has monitored implementation
of the moratorium, collecting information on a non-compliant concessionaire in
Tripa, Aceh.This contributed to a ‘landmark prosecution’ in which an Indonesian
court found the concessionaire guilty of violating environmental laws (including
the moratorium) and ordered it to pay US $ 30 million in fines and restoration
costs (Indonesia Annex).
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Identification of and review of land use permits is underway in three priority
provinces (Central Kalimantan, East Kalimantan and Jambi). A Memorandum of
Understanding was signed between the Provincial Government of Central
Kalimantan and the REDD+ Task Force in 2012 stipulating that all land use
licences (for plantations, mining, forestry) issued in Central Kalimantan will be
registered and the licence information centralised into a single online database
system that can be accessed by the public. In 2013, a memorandum of
understanding between UKP4/REDD+ Task Force, Governor of Jambi, and
Governor of East Kalimantan was signed to resolve overlapping land use
permits on plantations, forestry, and mining in their regions. The online licence
database system is established in Central Kalimantan and is under
establishment in East Kalimantan (Indonesia Annex).
These developments in Indonesia, though in many cases imperfect, are still
recognised as being of critical value by the stakeholders consulted by the
evaluation team. The system for reviewing all natural resource licenses is widely
welcomed by all stakeholders consulted and seen as a major step to improving
forest governance. Two stakeholders stated that five years ago they would not
have imagined it possible that a moratorium and review of licences could be
established. Another key civil society stakeholder regarded the One Map as a
fundamental step forward, noting that civil society in Indonesia had been
pushing for something similar for 10-15 years and nothing had made as much
progress (Indonesia Annex).
Finding 34. Tackling corruption, forest crime and illegality is an
important component of the NICFI bilateral agreement with Indonesia and
the NICFI civil society support fund. The UN-REDD Programme also
contributes in a supportive capacity
In Indonesia, where forest sector crime is a key driver of greenhouse gas
emissions, addressing forest sector crime is a key component of the activities
supported through the bilateral agreement. An important approach to tackling
environment and natural resources related crime in Indonesia, the ‘Multi-Door
Approach’ has been developed through the bilateral agreement. Such crimes
are multi-dimensional and connected to other crimes across various sectors
(e.g. forestry, mining, plantation, taxation, money laundering, and corruption) so
the idea is that by using a combined approach of enforcing laws across multiple
sectors, it will be easier to prosecute and more difficult for perpetrators to evade
prosecution. The Multi-Door Approach was described by a stakeholder as
“tackling issues never addressed before” (Indonesia Annex).
Through the Multi-Door Approach, a capacity building curriculum for law
enforcers has been developed; training activities and seminars held for 306
participants (judges, prosecutors, police, and civil servant investigators) in three
provinces (REDD+ Task Force, undated 2). Sixty-three cases have been
reviewed by the Ministry of Forestry and the Judicial Mafia Task Force to identify
the most serious violations. According to the documentation, 43 of these have
been ‘addressed’ using the Multi-Door Approach, but it is unclear whether these
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are prosecutions achieved or in process. Of the 43 cases, 39 involve plantation,
forestry or mining companies. The cases in Central Kalimantan were
‘addressed’ using combined plantation and forestry laws, while those in Aceh
(including Rawa Tripa) using combined environmental and plantation laws (Royal
Norwegian Embassy Jakarta, 2013) (Indonesia Annex).
The 2013-2015 civil society project portfolio includes eight projects listed as
tackling illegal logging and corruption. This includes support to the
Environmental Investigation Agency, Interpol, the United Nations Office for
Drugs and Crime (UNODC) and Transparency International. The Interpol Law
Enforcement Assistance for Forests project aims to improve law enforcement
capacity and effectiveness of operations to tackle illegal logging in Indonesia
and other countries. The UNODC project aims at improving capability to address
transnational organised forest crime. Relevant examples of activities undertaken
by the Environmental Investigation Agency include investigation of potentially
fraudulent carbon trading cases in Peru and trained indigenous representatives
in Indonesia on monitoring legality on plantations and investigated smuggling of
merbau timber in West Papua (Indonesia Annex).
The UN-REDD Programme has sought to develop capacity for addressing
forest sector crime through holding regional and multi-country training
workshops at global and regional level on UNREDD on transparency,
accountability, and integrity for REDD+, and anticorruption. Several national
level activities have been established through country programmes such as
establishment of online, anonymous surveys that allow respondents to provide
perceptions of corruption risk; corruption risk assessments and studies; and
design of activities focused on tackling corruption, such as awareness raising,
systems to provide open information, complaints mechanisms and drafting
reforms to close legislative loopholes. Since there is limited outcome reporting
from the UN-REDD programme and the effectiveness of these approaches is
hard to measure, it is difficult to ascertain what they have achieved43 (UN-REDD
Programme Annex).
Finding 35. Safeguards on indigenous peoples and local communities
are addressed throughout the NICFI portfolio, with many activities that go
further than ‘do no harm’, although outcomes are not yet clear
The FIP safeguards applied to the investments are consistent with the UNFCCC
safeguard which requires “the full and effective participation of relevant
stakeholders, in particular indigenous peoples and local communities” (Forest
Investment Program Annex)

43 UN-REDD report an effort towards this in relation to the Participatory Governance Assessment: documenting
preliminary results after the governance data is available, how this informs policy making, has led to changes
in policy to avoid or mitigate corrupt practices, opened up a space to constructively address corruption risks
and also for civil society actors to have a meaningful dialogue with relevant government actors. This
information is now being updated each quarter and is available for Indonesia here: http://www.unredd.net/
index.php?option=com_docman&task=cat_view&gid=3463&Itemid=53
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Other NICFI supported activities have gone beyond the UNFCCC safeguard
requirements. For instance, the UN-REDD programme has developed
programme level guidelines on Free, Prior, Informed Consent (FPIC) and an
associated legal companion; country specific guidance for FPIC in Papua New
Guinea and Vietnam; and undertaken country level planning of FPIC in Ecuador,
Honduras, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, Peru. While the FCPF procedures do not
require Free, Prior and Informed Consent to be in place, these principles are
included in the FCPF’s ‘Global Action Plan’ on Indigenous Peoples developed in
2013; however, it is not clear whether the FCPF procedures have been adjusted
to take this into account (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and UN-REDD
Programme Annexes).
In Indonesia, NICFI supported civil society partners such as the Forest Peoples
Programme and The Centre for People and Forests (RECOFTC) have been
developing, testing processes and building capacity for FPIC. Rainforest
Foundation Norway has supported its partners to work through the National
Forestry Council to advocate for FPIC to become a national policy priority for the
forestry sector in general (Rainforest Foundation Norway, 2013). Recognition of
Indigenous Peoples rights and implementing a policy of FPIC as part of the
REDD+ process is mainstreamed throughout the Indonesia National REDD+
strategy, developed through the bilateral agreement. FPIC is clearly
differentiated from social safeguards within the Indonesian REDD+ Strategy
(Indonesia Annex).
Several NICFI supported civil society pilot projects in Tanzania report that they
are promoting FPIC. For example, as of December 2013, 19 of the 21 villages in
the planned project area of the Africa Wildlife Foundation have endorsed the
project. In the other two villages the village council voted against being involved
(Tanzania Annex).
Indigenous representatives are included in the governing body of the FCPF and
the FCPF has established a capacity building programme that aims to promote
the effective participation of indigenous people and local communities in REDD+
(Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
The UN-REDD Programme independent evaluation highlights that the
programme has done “ground-breaking” work to enable indigenous people to
influence global discussions on REDD+. However there is limited evidence of
substantial influence on decision making or rights in REDD+ implementation as
a result of this engagement (UN-REDD Programme Annex).
UN-REDD has demonstrated its ability to respond to grievances raised and
successfully resolve emerging rights issues: the UN-REDD country programme
in Panama was put on hold for a period due to concerns raised by the National
Coordinating Body of Indigenous Peoples in Panama (COONAPIP). An
independent investigation and evaluation of the UN-REDD Programme in
Panama was established by UN-REDD, which found that while there were no
violations of individual human rights by the UN-REDD Programme, there were
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faults in the National Programme design, and problems with the consultation
process which hampered the inclusion of indigenous peoples in the
implementation of activities. Efforts were made by the government of Panama to
resolve the problems identified and the country programme implementation is
now underway again with the full agreement of COONAPIP (UN-REDD
Programme Annex).
A ‘Global Indigenous Peoples Dialogue with the Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility’ was held in December 2012 in Qatar, which produced a ‘Global Action
Plan of Indigenous Peoples Relating to FCFP (2013-2015)’. It is “a set of
activities aimed at implementing FCPF within the human rights framework […]
with the spirit of UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP)”.
It is too early for the outcomes of this initiative to be clearly apparent (Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
A Dedicated Grant Mechanism for indigenous peoples and local communities
has been established under the Forest Investment Program (FIP) to provide
grants for indigenous peoples and local communities in the FIP countries. As
this mechanism is newly established, no results are available; however, all eight
FIP pilot countries have requested funding from the mechanism (Forest
Investment Program Annex).
Results are less clear from the Congo Basin Forest Fund portfolio. The annual
reporting suggests that indigenous peoples’ and local communities’ rights are
taken seriously by the CBFF management, however, the inadequacies of the
reporting are such that it is unclear what CBFF projects have achieved.
According to the very limited reporting, 1,590 indigenous peoples have been
“trained and sensitised” on REDD+, and 50 indigenous and local community
representatives “trained on REDD+” in Republic of Congo. No information is
provided on the purpose of these activities and what this training has achieved
(Congo Basin Forest Fund Annex).
Finding 36. NICFI support through the bilateral agreement and civil
society programmes has contributed substantially to a distinct, positive
shift in the discourse on indigenous peoples’ rights in Indonesia
An international conference on Forests, Governance and Enterprise was held in
Lombok in2012, organised by the Rights and Resources Initiative (with NICFI
support, amongst others) and the International Tropical Timber Organisation,
and hosted by the Ministry of Forestry. At this conference, Pak Kuntoro
Mangkusubroto, head of the Indonesian President's Special Delivery Unit and
chair of the REDD+ Task Force, declared his government's intention to
recognise the rights of its forest communities, by stating that "We must
accelerate the delineation of the legal status of the nation's forest area,
guaranteeing the recognition of adat customary rights”. This is considered to
have been a ‘land mark event’ and explicit commitment for action to address
indigenous rights issues in Indonesia (Indonesia Annex).
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In May 2013, the Indigenous Peoples Alliance of the Archipelago (AMAN) filed a
legal petition to Indonesia’s Constitutional Court against the current Forestry
Law, which states that “customary forest is State forest located in the areas of
traditional-law society”. AMAN was financially supported (amongst others) by
the Rainforest Foundation Norway civil society project to undertake the
development of this case (Rainforest Foundation Norway, 2013). A Samdhana
Institute NICFI supported project also provided evidence building for some areas
of the petition to strengthen AMAN’s case (Samdhana Institute, 2013) (Indonesia
Annex).
As a result of the petition, The Court ruled that the word “State” contradicted the
Indonesian Constitution, which recognises the existence of indigenous peoples
and their rights, including over customary forest in their indigenous territory, thus
rendering that element of the Forestry Law legally void. The Rights and
Resources Initiative, describe the Lombok conference as “a contributing
milestone along the road to the landmark [constitutional] court decision as a
result of which 40 million forest peoples are now fully visible and recognised
within the legal system” (Rights and Resources Institute, 2013) (Indonesia
Annex).
Although the Constitutional Court decision is viewed as progressive, and many
of the key civil society organisations promoting indigenous rights issues in
Indonesia have received NICFI support, it must also be recognised that the
discourse on indigenous peoples’ and community rights over forests in
Indonesia was taking place prior to the REDD+ agenda and other opportunities
have also helped to bring these issues to prominence. Although substantial
steps forward have been made, and the NICFI support has been one of the
catalysts, the NICFI supported activities are one contribution among many
others, to a much wider governance reform process that is taking place in
Indonesia (Indonesia Annex).
Finding 37. Non-indigenous communities’ rights are less well
represented in the NICFI portfolio
The UN-REDD Programme independent evaluation highlights that nonindigenous communities are not well represented in the programme. Similarly,
the Guyana baseline country report of this evaluation (Hardcastle et al. 2011)
found that non-Amerindian communities were not well represented and received
little by comparison, causing great resentment. Some concerns have been
raised about the inclusiveness of some of the projects, for example, the
Amerindian Development Fund of the Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund focuses
exclusively on Amerindian communities, and does not provide support to other
sections of the rural poor, however, the Micro and Small Enterprise Development
project is open to all sections of society, and particularly encourages the
participation of vulnerable groups. This may serve to redress some balance
(Guyana Annex).
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Finding 38. The NICFI portfolio is likely to provide a strong contribution
to sustainable development and livelihoods improvement, with many
activities directly contributing to this
The Forest Investment Program (FIP) design principles require supported
investments to have development benefits. The FIP design document specifies
that investment plans must “contribute to the livelihoods and human
development of forest dependent communities including indigenous peoples and
local communities,” Adherence to this principle in the development of investment
plans has been confirmed by the 2013 Interim Report of the Independent
Evaluation of Climate Investment Funds (Forest Investment Program Annex).
All FIP investment plans include poverty reduction, gender impacts and
livelihoods or job creation. All eight investment plans explicitly name local
communities as project beneficiaries, and six name women, low-income groups,
and indigenous peoples. Four investment plans name children as beneficiaries
(Forest Investment Program Annex).
The limited reporting of results from the Congo Basin Forest Fund portfolio
indicates that it contains activities focused on sustainable and equitable
livelihoods, including a ‘green entrepreneurship’ project working with rural
communities in the Democratic Republic of Congo, which has trained 60 ecoentrepreneurs (Congo Basin Forest Fund Annex).
Of the funds so far invested by the Amazon Fund, 32 percent is allocated to
projects that fall within the category of “Economic activities from sustainable use
of forests”. All projects funded by the Amazon Fund are required to demonstrate
their coherence with the Sustainable Amazon Plan (PAS) and are expected to
contribute to sustainable development in the region (Brazil Annex).
The Tanzanian REDD+ pilot projects supported by NICFI also contribute directly
to livelihoods development. The Jane Goodall Institute project has disbursed US
$ 200,000 (in a trial payment to demonstrate the benefit sharing mechanism) to
the target communities in for conserving the Masito forest. The recipient
communities have used the funds to construct social infrastructure such as
school classrooms, teachers’ houses and village offices. The African Wildlife
Foundation and Tanzania Forest Conservation Group have made substantial
trial payments to the participating communities. The Wildlife Conservation
Society has been promoting woodlots as a way to generate income and create
alternatives to natural forest wood products. The African Wildlife Foundation is
promoting training on conservation agriculture with focus in maize, pigeon peas,
sunflower and millet in 19 villages, with training in business planning and market
linkages provided to 201 men and 287 women in 11 villages (Tanzania Annex).
In Indonesia the main area of support where a specific focus and key results in
targeting poverty alleviation and vulnerability can be seen is through the
demonstration activities in pilot provinces undertaken through the NICFI civil
society support scheme. These projects have worked with vulnerable forest
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dependent communities to implement alternative livelihood activities in situations
where community livelihoods have been threatening forest areas or to build
value from existing forest areas (Civil Society Support and Indonesia Annexes).
Examples include the Clinton Climate Initiative’s Lamandau project that has
helped establish community associations (farmers’ groups, women’s groups), as
existing community organisations were weak. These community associations
developed a completely new income stream for two women’s groups based on
Nipa palm sugar production and additional incomes generated from wild rubber
tapping (through formal access to the Lamandau Reserve) and the sale of
seedlings from a now well-established nursery (Civil Society Support Annex).
Community groups and village heads were very positive about the project and
gave examples of how the work of the community groups has inspired other
members of the village / nearby villages to either develop their own associations
or want to join these existing ones. Other examples have been demonstrated
through The Nature Conservancy support in Berau district for small-scale rubber
plantation development. It was assumed that conservation organisations had the
required experience in community development, although in some cases this
was not the case and is a lesson drawn for future REDD+ activities (Civil Society
Support Annex).
The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) is working towards a target that
all national REDD+ strategies, monitoring systems and emissions reductions
activities supported by the FCPF incorporate indicators on forest community
livelihood development. While no data are available in the FCPF reporting on
how many national REDD+ strategies contain this, the strategy of the
Democratic Republic of Congo is identified as a good practice example that
contains indicators to track progress towards the enhancement of livelihoods in
its national REDD+ process (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
Finding 39. The multilateral institutions supported by NICFI are providing
guidance and support in relation to land tenure and resource access and
rights; while activities in Tanzania, Indonesia and the Congo Basin are
providing a direct contribution
The UN-REDD programme has undertaken analysis and developed guidance
on land tenure and REDD+ issues. Land tenure was identified as a key priority
in the Country Needs Assessment undertaken in 2012. UN-REDD has held a
number of expert meetings, country and regional workshops, and undertaken
consultation on tenure issues. A report “Addressing tenure for successful
REDD+: Analysis of Opportunities and Options”, and a related policy brief have
been developed by UN-REDD, along with a report on tenure issues in the
countries of Meso-America. Country level assessments of tenure issues in eight
countries have been undertaken by the UN-REDD programme (UN-REDD
Programme Annex).
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The FCPF Assessment Framework (2013) requires the demonstration that
action plans make progress in the short-, medium- and long-term towards
addressing land tenure and titling. The FCPF reports specific cases in
Mozambique and Liberia where national legislation on carbon rights and land
rights (respectively) was amended as a result of the REDD+ process in the
respective countries, however, it is difficult to attribute these achievements to the
FCPF support (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
In Indonesia contributions to securing tenure and rights access for indigenous
and local communities have been made through the bilateral and by NICFI
supported civil society projects. As described in (Finding 35), the Chair of the
Indonesian REDD+ Task Force, made a landmark declaration of his
government's intention to recognise the rights of its forest communities by
implementing legislation that had been in progress for a decade (Indonesia
Annex).
The NICFI civil society funded Rainforest Foundation Norway and Samdhana
Institute undertook mapping of indigenous territories, contributing (along with
many others) to the 2.4 million hectares of indigenous territories submitted for
inclusion in the One Map Initiative, that seeks to reconcile land claims in one
single map (Finding 33) (Indonesia Annex).
Both the World Wide Fund for Nature and The Nature Conservancy NICFI civil
society projects in Indonesia have reported success in negotiating the
withdrawal of forest areas used by local communities from existing commercial
concessions and registered these as formal community forest areas (Indonesia
Annex).
The Samdhana Institute project, through its small grant scheme, is funding
community mapping, a fundamental building block towards those communities
securing tenure and village forestry licences. Rainforest Foundation Norway’s
partner, Warsi, has been helping communities secure licences for village forests
through the project. The Clinton Climate Initiative project worked with
participating communities to secure community forest licences (Indonesia
Annex).
The World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF) is working to secure conditional land
tenure for the participants of their demonstration project, which is essential for it
to function and The Nature Conservancy is working in its project area to have
boundaries registered legally while the Centre for International Forestry (CIFOR)
has produced five research papers on the importance of land tenure in REDD+
(Indonesia Annex).
In Tanzania, some of the NICFI supported pilot projects are supporting
communities in gaining land tenure and user rights. For example, the Care
project is promoting a decentralised national forest management system that
grants forest management rights to local communities. Land –use mapping
activities undertaken by the Tanzanian pilot projects in response to unclear
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tenure has in some cases created disputes over land between villages and
individual farmers. In these instances, the projects have worked with district
government officials to mediate the conflict (Tanzania Annex).
The Rainforest Foundation UK project ‘promoting community land tenure rights
in the Congo Basin’ is described in the Congo Basin Forest Fund Portfolio
analysis as “performing well”, although the basis for this assertion is not
provided in the report (Congo Basin Forest Fund Annex).
The Amazon Fund has also driven legislative innovation in relation to land
tenure. For example the successful implementation of a new approach to
registering rural properties (CAR) was financed by the Amazon Fund and
ultimately resulted in new legislation enacted as part of Federal Law signed in
2012 (Brazil Annex).
Finding 40. Attempts have been made through the NICFI portfolio to
address gender issues in REDD+; however, among the NICFI partners
there is a lack of understanding of, and a low general capacity to address,
gender issues
The strongest contribution to this issue has been through the UN-REDD
programme, which has produced numerous publications on REDD+ and gender
issues. This has included the development of a ‘business case for
mainstreaming gender in REDD+’ as well as implementation aids and guidelines
on integrating gender into REDD+ safeguards; implementing gender sensitive
REDD+ strategies; and an information note that outlines five steps towards
gender sensitive REDD+. The recent evaluation of the UN-REDD Programme
found that while gender issues are reflected in most policy and programmatic
documents and guidelines, the implementation of gender mainstreaming
activities at the country level is not taking place in a cohesive and systematic
way throughout the Programme (Frechette et al. 2014 (UN-REDD Programme
Annex).
A cross-practice relationship between the United Nations Development
Programme Gender Team and UN-REDD Programme team has been
established to provide technical support and build capacities to facilitate
integration of gender considerations into the support provided by the UN-REDD
Programme. This collaboration has resulted in the formation of an interagency
gender working group of the UN-REDD Programme. Gender considerations
have been integrated into the 2010-2015 stakeholder engagement guidelines,
and comprehensive integration of gender considerations into the 2010-2015
UN-REDD programme strategy, making gender equality one of the guiding
principles of the UN-REDD programme (UN-REDD Programme Annex).
Whilst a number of elements in the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)
governance and process aim to promote gender equality, there is not yet
evidence that this has translated into benefits for women forest users. Gender is
not mentioned in any of the FCPF Annual Reports; however an assessment of
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gender-based risks or unequal benefits is required in the readiness preparation
plan template (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
In 2013, the Facility Management Team received a request, which was granted,
to invite a ‘Women’s Observer’ to the Participants Committee meetings. The
FCPF Partner Countries are expected to report on the level of participation and
engagement with various stakeholder groups, including women. There is a risk
that a focus only on participation may not result in action that benefits women
(Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
Six of the seven Forest Investment Program (FIP) investment plans identify
women as beneficiaries but don’t dedicate budget to the promotion of gender
considerations. A FIP Sub-Committee decision in October 2013 encouraged
countries to consider gender mainstreaming in the review of their results
frameworks (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex).
The Congo Basin Forest Fund (CBFF), albeit with the limited information
available, seems to take gender issues seriously. It has a specific gender policy
and preference was given to gender sensitive projects during project selection
with positive impacts for women a criterion among the guidelines for project
appraisal. The CBFF reporting mentions specific results for women, for example
that 20 out of 60 ‘eco-entrepreneurs’ trained by a CBFF project in Democratic
Republic of Congo were women (Congo Basin Forest Fund Annex).
Gender issues are at the heart of the Tanzanian REDD+ strategy. Several
sections of the Tanzanian REDD+ strategy mention gender issues, and a
consultancy was undertaken to make the strategy ‘gender sensitive’. One of the
nine objectives of the strategy is to ensure that gender is mainstreamed in the
implementation of REDD+ process and Action Plan. However, an independent
desk review of gender issues in two of the NICFI supported pilot projects
conducted by Norad concluded that there were considerable differences
between projects in the extent to which gender issues are mainstreamed
through project activities. The desk review was based on the original design
documents of two pilots projects. One stakeholder reported that subsequent
work that has been carried out by the pilots to ensure appropriate gender
approaches are being undertaken (Tanzania Annex).
Some recognition of the importance of gender is made in Indonesia’s National
REDD+ Strategy and in the proposed staffing structure of the REDD+ Agency,
but outcomes remain to be seen. The previous reports of this evaluation
assessed the early implementation of the bilateral agreement and civil society
support project implementation to be largely gender blind with the exception of
some specific activities by AMAN (The Indigenous Peoples’ Alliance of the
Archipelago, Indonesia) for building capacity of women in REDD+ and Clinton
Climate Initiative and which monitored its impact on gender through the Social
and Environmental Safeguards system (Indonesia Annex).
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Indonesia’s REDD+ National Strategy (STRANA) includes several references to
gender/women, which reflects increasing awareness and commitment to
integrate gender into REDD+ policies and implementation. The UN-REDD
programme explicitly examined dimensions of gender in relation to the national
REDD+ safeguards in Indonesia (PRISAI) and concluded that gender
perspectives have been well integrated but that women’s secure control over
forest lands and resources and a more gender sensitive approach to Free Prior
Informed Consent needed to be emphasised. It was also recommended that
indicators in relation to gender were made clearer and more practical within the
PRISAI system. PRISAI has been through various revisions but it is unclear
whether these recommendations were integrated into the current version
(Indonesia Annex).
The Interim Phase Project Document of the bilateral agreement between
Norway and Indonesia indicates a commitment towards achievement of gender
balance in the staffing of the REDD+ Agency. As the REDD+ agency structure is
still under discussion, it is still unclear whether a gender focal point will be
identified as suggested in the interim project document. This is also the case
with promoting a gender equality policy in provincial REDD+ Agency
establishment that has also been advised (Indonesia Annex).
A number of other gender mainstreaming interventions have also been
integrated into the project document for the interim phase including gender
sensitive screening of proposals for small grants. The overall REDD+ framework
has made some recognition of the importance of gender in the implementation
of REDD+ but there has been limited analysis of this within the provincial
REDD+ strategies (STRADA) and its outcomes remain to be seen. The need for
a monitoring system to assess how such mainstreaming actually influences
gender equality outcomes has been recognised in some of the documentation
(Indonesia Annex).
Gender considerations are not directly covered in the NICFI partnership with
Brazil and informants displayed confusion and lack of understanding of gender
issues. The Amazon Fund has no specific safeguards or provisions on gender
and information on gender issues is not presented in the annual reporting,
although the Brazilian Development Bank, BNDES, points out that gender issues
are observed in all Bank operations given the safeguard of non-discrimination.
Gender considerations are indirectly addressed by the Fund in one project, the
Bolsa Floresta - Forest Allowance Programme, in which women in state
protected areas in Amazonas state receive the payments made for forest
conservation (Brazil Annex).
The Guyana field team briefly met with the women miners’ group. In addition to
their work on securing economic engagement in mining for women, there was
strong interest and activities related to gender negative social impacts from other
mining activities, which is a very positive step (Guyana Annex).
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3.7 Strategic findings
This section draws on general points made earlier and is complemented by
interviews. In order to protect anonymity, the text has been written to include the
points made to the team in confidence in a way that precludes attribution to
specific individuals.
3.7.1 On general REDD+ developments
Finding 41. The field is increasingly spread out among REDD+ countries,
with some receiving results-based payments but others making little
progress
While a few countries are making substantial progress, and a few others are
making some progress, a substantial number are making very little headway.
One donor commented that it is possible to “see a few emerging ‘leading lights’
followed by a long tail of slower progress countries” (High Level Informants
Annex). Among these ‘leading lights’, Costa Rica is at the point of securing
finance from the FCPF Carbon Fund (Finding 25), Brazil and Guyana have both
received results-based payments from Norway as a result of verified progress
(Findings 19 and 20), and Vietnam has moved to Phase 2 of the UN-REDD
Programme (UN-REDD Programme Annex). Tanzania, by contrast has made
relatively little progress towards a national REDD+ programme despite useful
gains at individual project level (Tanzania Annex).
By way of example, using the FCPF dashboard milestones44, Figure 5 shows the
number of FCPF country partners that have progressed to the first two stages of
the FCPF Readiness Process. Of the 39 country partners engaged by the FCPF
since 2009, 33 have submitted (or expect to submit in 2014) a final ReadinessPreparation Proposal (R-PP), which if accepted will lead to a grant, and 24
already have an R-PP grant signed (or it is expected to be signed in 2014) to
part finance implementation of their R-PPs (Figure 5). Of these, more than half
(16) were signed in 2013 or are expected in 2014. Most countries are therefore
still engaged in the very earliest stages of the readiness process.
Whilst recognising the need to engage countries with REDD+ to secure
consensus at the UNFCCC negotiations, given the limited funds available, and
the lack of progress made with REDD+ in many countries that started readiness,
the logic behind some multilateral institutions continuing to “sign up” new
countries without a solid analysis of the reasons underlying the widely differing
rates of progress is not readily apparent.

44 Milestones recorded https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/readiness-fund.
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Figure 5: FCPF country partner readiness progress45
39
33
24

Source: Summarised from the FCPF Dashboard April 2014

Finding 42. The most robust progress in the NICFI portfolio has been
made by countries where the underlying context is supportive
The separation between the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) partner
countries that are making readiness progress and those that are not does not
appear to be related to REDD+ countries’ national income status per se (Figure
6). The 24 countries with FCPF Readiness Preparation Proposal Preparation
Grants already signed or expected to be signed in 2014 are fairly evenly
distributed among the Least Developed Countries, the Lower Middle Income
Countries and the Upper Middle Income Countries (Figure 6). However, it is
notable that the small group of ‘leading lights’ described in (Finding 41) are all
middle income countries.
Figure 6: FCPF country partner progress towards signed readiness
preparation proposal (R-PP) preparation grants

45 Summarised from the FCPF Dashboard April 2014.
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Of the NICFI bilateral partner countries visited for this evaluation, the most
progress has been made in countries where the underlying political context is
supportive. The governments of Brazil, Guyana and Indonesia had all made
public commitments to avoid deforestation or reduce emissions from forest loss
before engaging with NICFI. These existing commitments were an important
factor in NICFI engagement with them; NICFI support provided validation of
these aspirations. At the same time, the large amounts of money committed
publicly by Norway through the bilateral agreements – US $ 1 billion each to
Brazil and Indonesia and US $ 250 million to Guyana provided a powerful, wider
message helping to maintain the political interest and commitment.
At the time the agreements with NICFI were made, Brazil already had a
successful track record in reducing deforestation, while in Indonesia the REDD+
effort had strong support of the president and has leveraged an ongoing drive
for reform essential to making future progress. The fact that Indonesia, with a
similar level of financial support as Tanzania, made substantially more progress
and that funds disbursed to (and within) Brazil over much of the partnership have
been far less than those allocated suggests that the money was not the sole
motivator in either case (Brazil, Indonesia and Tanzania Annexes).
In Guyana, rapid progress on the technical elements of the partnership was
enabled by high level support from the previous and current Presidents, together
with a highly effective implementation team (Lincoln et al. 2012). In this case
however, while there was an initial motivational effect from the agreement with
NICFI, slow delivery of funding from Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund has been
unhelpful to maintaining this motivation (Guyana Annex).
By contrast, in Tanzania, where progress has been fragmented, the lack of high
level political leadership is identified as a major reason for this and government
informants indicated that the process was driven by NICFI funds and the UN
agencies rather than being country-led (Tanzania Annex).
Finding 43. Whilst the promise of funding has been an important factor in
country engagement, results-based finance has acted as a political
motivator rather than an economic incentive
For Indonesia, the charismatic US $ 1 billion provided the political leverage
needed to push progressive policies that are aligned with an ongoing progress
of reform. Indonesian stakeholders clearly state that the ‘incentive’ was not the
cash, but the opportunity to push through hoped for governance reforms. In their
view, payments for reduced emissions will essentially be a ‘co-benefit’ of these
reforms (Indonesia Annex). This is very different from pre-Copenhagen view of
finance driving such changes.
For Brazil, Norway’s US $ 1 billion provided validation of national reforms
already underway to tackle deforestation, and probably gave strength to
continue this route, although there is no counterfactual; again, it was a motivator,
not an incentive.
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Considering the REDD+ partnership finding46 that many countries sought
readiness funds quickly from what was then seen as a finite pot of cash to
access before it disappeared, it is likely that in these cases the funding was an
‘incentive’, but arguably these are the countries that are happy to make use of
available funds but, lacking solid internal political commitment, are unlikely to
make substantial progress in the short term.
There is a good analogy here with Herzberg’s two-factor theory of personnel
motivation.47 Finance alone analogous to his “hygiene” factors; while without it
there may be lack of interest in engagement, it does not on its own motivate
continued engagement. Motivation in Herzberg’s model, comes from the
attention and support of others and acceptance into peer group membership.
This in essence has happened with Brazil, Guyana and Indonesia. Countries
where the finance itself was the only or even the main incentive, generally have
shown less commitment to REDD+ and are more likely to lose interest if funds
for results-based payments – or even for readiness – do not flow as anticipated.
Finding 44. The lack of certainty over results based REDD+ funding is
regarded as the single greatest risk to progress yet there has been a lack
of attention to the cost of systems in relation to national capacity and the
likely levels of REDD+ finance available to sustain them
Almost all donor and multilateral stakeholders consulted identified the
challenges in mobilising sufficient resources for the countries engaged in
readiness to progress to results based payments as one of the major challenges
facing the REDD+ agenda (High Level Informants Annex).
Since the Copenhagen COP, the uncertainty over demand for emissions
reductions has reduced the perception of potential revenues from REDD+, while
the costs of REDD+ have proven much higher than expected (Lincoln et al.
2013. Readiness activities have so far been overly focused on start-up costs,
with insufficient attention given to running costs and whether these will be
affordable by partner countries given the likely level of rewards to be earned
(Lincoln et al. 2013).
If donor funds for REDD+ are used to build MRV and management systems for a
country without the potential to benefit from results-based payments there is a
danger that the effort and funds will be wasted. While the cost of this waste may
be affordable to the donors, even if it is not efficient, this is of much less
importance than the opportunity cost to poor countries of diverting funds and
other scarce resources such as trained personnel from other activities that might
be a more appropriate priority for them; for example there may be less
investment in basic forest protection and management to address the drivers of

46 Hardcastle PD, Davenport DS, Cowling P, Watson C. Discussion of Effectiveness of Multilateral REDD+
Initiatives. IDL Group for REDD+ Partnership, 2011.
47 Herzberg, F. One More Time: How Do You Motivate Employees? Harvard Business Review 1968; 46 (1):
53–62.
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deforestation. There are parallels here with experience of Participatory Forest
Management in Tanzania, where successful pilots failed in scaling up because
of lack of resources to maintain the systems.48 As pointed out by NICFI, it should
be noted that whilst this is a real risk, another side to this issue is that capacity
building activities on remote sensing, forest inventories, cadastral mapping etc.
are in high demand in the NICFI partner countries. This has certainly been
evident during the country visits undertaken by the evaluation team.
There has been little attempt by REDD+ country governments or other donors to
assess the costs and benefits of different approaches and of achieving given
levels of precision. This is despite the fact that current costs appear to far
exceed Readiness Preparation Proposal budgets, and that the overall cost of
MRV and reference level establishment in some countries is likely to be
substantial (Lincoln et al. 2013). Since this point was made in the NICFI MRV
Evaluation, NICFI has initiated activities that are likely to assist in cost-benefit
analysis of different forest monitoring and MRV approaches.
Finding 45. Expectations of the potential level of payments for emissions
reductions within some REDD+ countries appear to be unduly optimistic
and at times unrealistic
Interviewees from international civil society organisations expressed widespread
concerns about unrealistic expectations in REDD+ countries, many of which
anticipated substantial payments for emissions reductions. Note that this is not
the case in the countries that have bilateral agreements with NICFI.
Given the lack of agreement on REDD+ financing under the UNFCCC
negotiations, the major multilateral institution for making results-based payments
is currently the FCPF Carbon Fund. However, according to the FCPF Carbon
Fund website and World Bank interviewees, only around five countries will be
able to benefit from this at its current level of capitalisation. There are a number
of other bilateral (NICFI in Brazil, Indonesia) and multilateral initiatives
(BioCarbon Fund, Rapid Early Mover Initiative, Phase II UN-REDD project in
Vietnam) making results-based payments but overall finance at present levels
could not meet the needs if all countries currently engaged in readiness were to
proceed to being eligible for verified results-based payments.
This point was addressed by the World Bank Internal Evaluation Group report in
2011, which recommended greater emphasis on other benefits, such as
improved governance, the “no regrets” approach to country engagement and to
funding decisions. Whether partner countries that have expectation of resultsbased finance will see these alternatives as being of equivalent value is a moot
point.

48 Blomley T, Iddi S. Participatory Forest Management in Tanzania: 1993 – 2009. Lessons learned and
experiences to date. Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism, Forestry and Beekeeping Division,
Dar-es-Salaam.
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In light of the slow readiness progress of many countries and the limited funds
available for results based payments, such payments are only likely to accrue to
a small number of countries in the short and medium term. Related to this is the
overarching problem of there being no agreement on finance of REDD+ under
the UNFCCC and hence lack of clarity on whether results-based payments will
ultimately be donor funded, market based, or a combination of these.
At sub-national level in REDD+ countries, there were also deep concerns
expressed about the danger of raising community and district-level expectations
either through unsustainable payments using project grant funds, as in
Tanzania49, or through poor communication leading to frustration from
unrealistically raised expectations, as in Indonesia (Indonesia and Tanzania
Annexes).
Finding 46. There is a range of views among other donors and high level
informants on whether payments for emissions reductions should be
viewed as the primary end point of REDD+
Donor and multilateral respondent views differed as to whether more grant,
investment or results-based payments were needed and whether payments for
emissions reductions should be regarded as the sole end point of a REDD+
readiness process (High Level Informants Annex). There is a divergence
between those that regard results based payments for emissions as
fundamental and those that see payments for emissions as ‘icing on the cake’
once the fundamental work had been achieved (High Level Informants Annex).
Given the slow rate of progress of many countries, combined with the lack of
available Phase 3 finance, there is a consensus amongst REDD+ stakeholders
that results-based payments for emissions reductions are one part of a range of
approaches needed (High Level Informants Annex). Another example given was
the efforts of donors towards engaging private sector to certify deforestation free
products that would reduce Phase 3 financing requirements (High Level
Informants Annex).
Many donors and multilateral institution informants felt that a substantial number
of countries were unlikely to access results-based payments given the slow rate
of progress and stressed the importance of the intrinsic benefits of participating
in REDD+ processes High Level Informants Annex50.

49 Although some pilot projects have the potential to generate payments from the voluntary carbon market,
others have indicated that they will close down when the NICFI funding comes to an end.
50 The FIP Sub-committee at its meeting in June 2014 requested a paper be prepared providing guidance on
the link between FIP investment funding and REDD+ performance-based mechanisms, taking into account
the international REDD+ architecture and, in particular, the Warsaw Framework for REDD-plus. This should
be very useful for the ongoing debate around REDD+.
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3.7.2 On NICFI’s strategy and role
Finding 47. Continued high-level political support, very substantial
funding and a flexible government system in Norway has allowed NICFI to
develop and utilise a uniquely responsive model. However, other donors
are unable to work in the same way
As recorded in the high level interviews no other donor interviewed has either
the flexibility or ability to appraise and approve investments as quickly as
Norway. It has managed to do in six weeks what other donors require 12 months
to agree (High Level Informants Annex). At the same time, few other donors take
the long-term view that Norway has been able to take. At the Warsaw
Conference of the Parties in 2013, Norway made a commitment to maintain
current funding levels until 2020 while other donors were only able to match this
with a commitment to 2018. In part of course, this also reflects the great
prominence of REDD+ within Norway’s development portfolio, a prominence not
matched by any other donor. Other donors also noted that they were not able to
approve bilateral commitments of comparable size to NICFI (High Level
Informants Annex).
The results of interviews with other donors and the multilaterals found that there
are substantial divergences between Norway’s “rapid response” approach, with
its ability to take decisions and mobilise finance quickly compared with the
notably slower decision making processes of other donors. At the same time,
delivery processes through multilaterals are onerous and slow (Guyana Annex,
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Annex). Within other donor countries,
different institutions are addressing REDD+ through differing perspectives.
Norway by comparison has a single institution that can coordinate all national
interventions High Level Informants Annex.
Finding 48. The NICFI strategy as originally designed has not been
sufficiently revised to accommodate the slow rate of REDD+ readiness
progress by many countries
The Stern Review (Stern, 2006) drew attention to the importance of greenhouse
gas emissions from deforestation and land use change and at the 2007 Bali
UNFCCC Conference of Parties (COP) there was expectation that agreement
for REDD+ would be reached at the 2009 Copenhagen COP. This provided the
starting point for NICFI in that early activities were focused on a need to make
rapid progress in time for Copenhagen (Norwegian Policy Context Annex).
At this time, the imperative was to engage as many REDD+ partner and donor
countries as possible to provide momentum, enable widespread progress on
REDD+, and secure the substantial funding required. The early development of
the NICFI portfolio is well aligned with this imperative. There were: large
disbursements made to the multilateral REDD+ institutions to enable the
establishment of a framework for readiness, define systems and processes and
engage a large number of countries; establishment of bilateral partnerships with
countries that are either important targets for reducing emissions, or provide
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piloting opportunities for different forest loss contexts (see 1.5.3. Portfolio
Overview).
Partnership agreements and first disbursements for most elements of the NICFI
portfolio (Tanzania, Brazil, CBFF, FCPF, UN-REDD, FIP, civil society first
portfolio) pre-date the 15th Conference of the Parties to the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change in Copenhagen (or followed soon
after, in the case of Indonesia and Guyana). Hence, although agreement did not
materialise at Copenhagen, NICFI supported activities primarily reflect this
original imperative.
Most donors interviewed felt that NICFI had taken rather a strong ideological
view regarding payments for emissions reductions as the ultimate focus the
early years of NICFI and perceive and welcome a “softening” of this strong view
(High Level Informants Annex). Other donors perceive that NICFI has signalled
its interest in generating a new narrative that focuses on REDD+ as one part of
efforts to create a socially inclusive green economy (High Level Informants
Annex). More recently established activities provide examples of this: for
instance the Ethiopia – Norway bilateral agreement focused on green, low
carbon development; and support through the Civil Society Fund for work on
sustainable supply chains, landscape-level approaches and forest governance.
Overall, however, it is unclear that the significance of the slower than anticipated
progress in both the international negotiations and REDD+ readiness progress
in many countries, together with the limited finance available globally, has been
fully reflected in NICFI’s strategic approach.
Finding 49. NICFI’s efforts to convene and coordinate with other donors
are valuable in mobilising financial commitments and testing new
approaches; however there is insufficient co-ordination with other
relevant international initiatives
One high level informant commented that NICFI has been making progressively
more effort to improve donor coordination and work closely with other donor
governments (High Level Informants Annex). An observation of the evaluators
that have followed NICFI since 2010 through the real-time evaluation is that, at
least at the international level, NICFI’s relationship with other donors has
improved since the early years of the initiative, when it was quite isolated.
There is evidence that new, close, operational partnerships with other donors
have been forged. For instance, alongside the UK, NICFI was one of the major
architects of the ‘Five Donor Statement’ on tackling deforestation and forest
degradation released at a meeting in 2012 hosted by the Prince of Wales.51 The
statement includes the resolution of the donors to work together on six elements
51 Joint Statement of the United Kingdom, Norway, United States, Germany and Australia on Tackling
Deforestation and Forest Degradation 29th November 2012 http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.
uk/20130109092117/http://decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/11/tackling-climate-change/international-climatechange/7126-joint-statement-tackling-deforestation.pdf
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of REDD+. All donor partners interviewed recognised the value of this statement
(High Level Informants Annex).
Representatives of several donor countries interviewed during the evaluation
stated that they regard Norway as their closest ally. The ability to transition from
the joint statement to the establishment of a joint NICFI – UK programme in
Colombia in a relatively short period of time was seen as an important
achievement. In addition to prioritising donor collaboration, and providing high
level effort for this, the success in fostering collaboration is also in part due to an
evolution in the NICFI approach (Operational and Management Processes- Oslo
Annex) to one that is considered by other donors closer to their own thinking
(High Level Informants Annex).
Although there has been success in developing collaboration at the international
level, this is less apparent at the national level in partner countries. Other donors
in Guyana noted difficulties of coordination with Norway due to lack of physical
presence in country to both the 2011 and 2014 field visit teams (Finding 2). In
addition, co-ordination at the national level with other relevant initiatives has
been limited. For example, interviews with NICFI and relevant politicians
suggested that there is a lack of familiarity and engagement with European
Union (EU) Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT)
processes. The Guyana – Norway bilateral agreement, which requires that
Guyana engage with the (FLEGT) initiative, is the only real example in the
portfolio of close engagement.
As Norway is not a member of the European Union (EU), it has not been closely
engaged with the EU Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT)
initiative. Furthermore, it does not import significant quantities of tropical timber
and what is imported comes from the EU and is covered by the EU Timber
Regulation. Nevertheless, many of the background activities that have been
undertaken for FLEGT are very similar and / or relevant to those for REDD+ and
closer engagement might be useful.
In some countries, such as Indonesia, REDD+ and FLEGT are led by different
agencies, making cross linkages more challenging. One high level interviewee
commented that while there is little connection between REDD+ and FLEGT in
Indonesia, in Vietnam, FLEGT work helped identify stakeholders and aided
substantially their wider participation in REDD+. There would be value in
revisiting a better engagement with FLEGT processes.
Finding 50. There is evidence that the NICFI strategy is broadening in
scope from one that is focused solely on an end point of results based
payments for reduced greenhouse gas emissions
The Norwegian vision for REDD+ was initially simple and focused on payments
for verified reductions in emissions of greenhouse gases from deforestation and
forest degradation (Norwegian Policy Context Annex). Several high level
informants commented that NICFI had initially taken a very strong ideological
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view regarding ultimate focus on payment for emissions reduction results (High
Level Informant Annex).
One donor regarded the early NICFI approach of focusing on all the readiness
phase elements only as steps to results based payments for emissions
reductions as the sole end point as inflexible and unhelpful. The reasons given
for this perception were broadly that in a situation where there is not enough
funding to pay for results based payments, and in which only a few countries are
likely to make it to that point, there is a need to ensure that there are other
benefits from working on REDD+ and move away from a one-size fits all
approach High Level Informants Annex.
Other donors felt that this flexibility is starting to develop in NICFI’s activities and
commented positively that NICFI seems to be increasingly open to explore new
approaches, including engagement with the private sector and work at subnational jurisdictional level High Level Informants Annex.
The development of the new partnerships with Ethiopia and Colombia (not
included in this evaluation), which in both cases are in partnership with other
bilateral donors and the strategic work being supported in the latest round of civil
society fund grants demonstrate a commitment by NICFI to a wider-based
approach than was the case initially.
Finding 51. NICFI has played a leadership role in establishing the
international architecture for REDD+ but there are signs that its detached
approach has allowed inefficiency to proliferate in the multilaterals
While Norway has played a leading role in establishing the multilateral
architecture to support REDD+ (Finding 16), its detached approach has allowed
the multilateral institutions considerable leeway in developing processes and
practices. This has not prejudiced their valued contribution to safeguards and
the overall architecture (Finding 46) but the recent acceptance of more countries
into readiness funds (Finding 24) when progress has been so slow (Finding 15),
when so many countries will not move to results-based payments in the short to
medium term and when the architecture has become overly onerous (Findings 6
and 7) has not been helpful.
Our evidence (Findings 6 and 7) indicates that the multilateral architecture is in
danger of becoming too complex and cumbersome in relation to the slow rate of
progress with multiple small-scale projects going on. The expected development
of the Green Climate Fund could add to the complexity if this is not carefully
managed. There is a danger that the growing perception that the main
beneficiaries of REDD+ will be the multilateral institutions and large civil society
organisations involved in processes will be found to be true.
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Finding 52. NICFI views on the role of sub-national jurisdictional REDD+
programmes have not been clearly articulated
In recent years, with the limited REDD+ funding available from other donors,
there has been increased interest in working at sub-national scales in
jurisdictions or biomes that present specific opportunities, e.g. Germany - Acre
province in Brazil; UK - Cerrado, Mata Atlantica in Brazil and Ethiopia, jointly
with Norway.
The role of such programmes and projects within the REDD+ framework has not
yet been clearly articulated. They are seen by some as an unwelcome
distraction from national level policies but by others as a real opportunity to test
intervention methods and deliver results albeit within more restricted areas that
can be scaled-up to national levels. This seems to mesh closely with the overall
NICFI aim of finding out what works and what does not work for REDD+.
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4.		Conclusions

This chapter brings forward the findings into a series of overarching conclusions
that lead into and are linked to the recommendations.

4.1 Operational processes
4.1.1 On the management of NICFI
Conclusion 1. The management style employed by the NICFI Secretariat
was a consequence of the political imperative in the early years of NICFI
but has not been subsequently revisited and revised
The lack of robust management practices was understandable in the early years
of NICFI given the political imperative to make rapid progress in the expectation
of a REDD+ agreement under the UNFCCC in Copenhagen in 2009 (Finding 1).
However, the corollary of this is that where decisions are made at speed, due
diligence can be short-circuited (Finding 1) and, where normal government
processes are not followed, lead to resentment in those who have to deal with
this (Finding 12). While there has been some improvement in the planning there
is still no formal Theory of Change and associated results-based framework
(Finding 1).
The realisation that no agreement was forthcoming in Copenhagen and later,
that REDD+ progress has been much slower than anticipated for the majority of
countries engaged, presented opportunity to take stock, document and better
define the overarching strategy, and put more comprehensive management
systems in place. Such systems needed to have clear monitoring targets and to
include specific systems for feedback and updating of strategy and forward
plans. While some progress was made, it was not sufficiently comprehensive.
Conclusion 2. The absence of a clear strategic framework linked to
forward planning and results-based reporting are constraints to fully
effective management
Given the differing institutional cultures and priorities of the institutions involved
in the management of NICFI, ensuring internal coherence and consistency is a
necessity so that all individuals involved have a shared and agreed
understanding of NICFI priorities and processes (Finding 3). The current lack of
a tightly documented dynamic, strategic, results-based framework for NICFI
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hinders the development of shared priorities based on a common understanding
and limits monitoring of NICFI’s results since, without this, there is no basis for
results-based reporting nor even to request this information from partners
(Finding 2).
Whilst overall the results reporting is currently inadequate (Finding 9), the
improvements to the Norad Civil Society Department – managed civil society
fund partner reporting in line with the now tightly defined results based
framework (Finding 4), demonstrate the level of improvements that can be made.
The lack of a readily accessible repository for NICFI documentation is a further
constraint to effective management (Finding 9). The very recent changes to the
management structure of NICFI suggest that more formal documentation of both
the Theory of Change and the results-based framework would be helpful for
coordination.
Shared development of a results based framework would enable the formulation
of a common and agreed understanding of priorities and needs, as well as of the
way in which Norwegian government systems and regulations will be applied.
This should also limit the level of bad feeling where there are different cultures of
understanding on how to apply the regulations. It is a matter of concern that the
need for a clear planning and reporting framework does not appear to have
been sufficiently prioritised (Finding 2).
Conclusion 3. The level of capacity is not adequate to deal with the
complexities of the NICFI portfolio, the diversity of progress and the
wealth of new information that is now available and needs to be
considered
Whilst a more settled management team in Oslo may have been desirable given
the number of staff changes that have taken place over the last four years,
NICFI staff members in Oslo are highly regarded, by donors, country partners
and multilateral staff (Finding 5). However, the NICFI operational capacity in
partner countries is questioned and regarded as being too “light touch,” both in
terms of staffing levels and in relation to operational experience (Finding 5).
There is a perception amongst some other donors that there are insufficient
NICFI people on the ground to guarantee that results are achieved and that
country strategies are based on sound and up-to-date knowledge of the country
situation High Level Informants Annex.
This deficiency is particularly apparent in Guyana where, despite excellent
technical progress, the wider enabling activities and the operating framework are
poorly understood and inadequately reported and there is widespread
perception that Norway has incomplete knowledge of how its funds are being
used. This has the potential to seriously derail the gains that have been made
and generate adverse publicity (Finding 20).
Adequate staffing levels are required to minimise the potential for
misunderstandings and miscommunication and to provide high level political
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engagement at critical times during the partnership (Finding 5, Finding 9).
Greater operational capacity would be beneficial in reducing risk of failure or
perverse outcomes from the substantial funds that are disbursed and spent at
the country level (Finding 9, Finding 5).
4.1.2 On operational processes of NICFI partners
Conclusion 4. While multilateral partners have spread NICFI support
widely and aided consistent and concerted action by donors, high
administrative costs, slow disbursement and lack of a clear strategy to
accommodate all countries engaged in readiness has created numerous
problems and may undermine ultimate progress
NICFI has been perceived as having too light a touch in terms of what it asks of
its multilateral partners (Finding 51). While there has been strong engagement
with the CBFF to address performance problems (Finding 7), other multilateral
partners have not been sufficiently held to account by NICFI (Finding 5). For
example, with regard to the perceived management inefficiencies of the
UN-REDD Programme (Finding 6), high administrative costs, especially
associated with the FCPF (Finding 6) and the duplication, and transaction costs
associated with the multilateral REDD+ architecture (Finding 6).
In Guyana, there has been slow disbursement of FCPF readiness funds (Lincoln
et al. 2013) and the Inter-American Development Bank has been slow in its
disbursement rate of GRIF funds (Guyana Annex).
The number of new countries recently joining the readiness process (Finding 24)
is a matter of concern in the light of slow progress to result-based payments and
indicates urgent need for a realistic stock take (see Conclusion 11).
There is obvious benefit from the inherent value of work on governance and the
development of safeguards (Findings 27 and 39, for example) undertaken by the
multilaterals. However, the multilaterals’ approach to management of risk has
been by application of standard procedures unrelated to the size of the payments
or the level of risk of non-compliance with safeguards. This has been
unimaginative and unhelpful towards the overarching aim of NICFI to determine
whether and how REDD+ can be made to work across a wide range of countries.
Safeguards and due diligence are essential but rapid disbursement is also highly
desirable to demonstrate commitment to partners. It would be useful to revisit
the processes in concert with the multilateral agencies to try and find a better
balance between the application of safeguards and due diligence and more
rapid disbursement.
In those countries that do not proceed to results-based payments, there is also
risk from the opportunity cost of personnel being focused on REDD+ rather than
on other forest sector issues, particularly from work done on MRV beyond what
is useful for national resource management. This risk is highest for Least
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Developed Countries with the fewest human and financial resources and the
greatest need for support. Given that this point is already known, (Finding 45), it
is unfortunate that more progress has not been made in preparing risk mitigation
measures. It should, however, be recognised that capacity building activities on
remote sensing, forest inventories, cadastral mapping, etc. are in high demand
in the NICFI partner countries.

4.2 Financial processes
Conclusion 5. Whilst some of the NICFI financial processes have
performed well the Norwegian government regulations are not designed
to handle disbursements of results-based payments and options to
address this need to be identified52
Whilst the financial controls and financial management risk analyses applied by
NICFI have successfully mitigated corruption risks in the portfolio (Finding 14),
there have been problems with the disbursement of results-based payments
(Finding 12). The current State Budget states that NICFI is likely to require more
exemptions from regulations. However, need to secure exemptions from
Parliament for each disbursement that exceeds the anticipated need for funds
and the associated friction caused (Findings 11 and 12), suggest that the current
process is not an appropriate solution in the long term.
As NICFI will be active until at least 2020, there is a need to identify possible
solutions to resolve this problem. Previously dismissed options such as the use
of a budgetary support mechanism could be considered, along with a review of
other financial mechanisms. The possibility of development of a new regulation
for disbursement of results-based aid payments could also be considered. It is
understood that Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s
Development Advisory Committee is currently working on how to pay from aid
budgets for services that deliver global benefits; this issue is not likely to be
quickly resolved.
Conclusion 6. Whilst low disbursements compared with pledges is
expected in some case because of they are staged over a number of
years, the financial support process needs to be reviewed and revised in
the light of experience
While there has been some understandable slippage in delivery related to
overambitious plans, the primary reason that disbursements to bilateral partners
have fallen short of pledged amounts is because commitments are multi-year

52 Note that after the evaluation data collection was completed, the Norwegian Ministry of Finance submitted a
proposal to the Norwegian Parliament that contains proposed new criteria for disbursements associated with
results based payments in relation to NICFI. http://www.regjeringen.no/nn/dep/fin/Dokument/proposisjonarog-meldingar/prop/2013-2014/Prop-93-S-2013-2014.html?id=759710.
This proposal was accepted in June 2014. Decision 581, Disbursement of grants. https://www.stortinget.no/
no/Saker-og-publikasjoner/Saker/Sak/?p=59868.
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and staged in relation to different phases of the partnerships, with the largest
disbursements expected at latter stages (Finding 10).
Similarly, sizeable disbursements from the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility
(FCPF) Carbon Fund are not expected for some time as most FCPF partner
countries are still undertaking readiness activities (Finding 10).
Whilst the disbursements from the national-level, multi-contributor trust funds
have been slower than anticipated because portfolio development has been
slow, many of the supported projects are individually small in relation to the size
of the fund and much smaller than most multilateral administrations are used to
handling (Finding 8, Finding13). Disbursements from the multi-contributor trust
funds held by the multilateral REDD+ institutions to final recipients have also
been slower and lower than anticipated again because portfolio development
and delivery has been slow (Finding 13).
There is a need to look at the processes for programme development, approval
and delivery processes, as well as the nature of activities funded, to identify
ways to improve efficient disbursement. This needs to maintain the discipline of
results-based payments while recognising progress on interim factors leading
ultimately to reduced emissions may need to be rewarded. This is necessary to
maintain momentum of interest (so that supported countries can quickly see a
tangible benefit) and manage expectations. NICFI cooperation with Germany on
REDD+ Early Movers should be relevant in this.

4.3 Progress towards the NICFI Core Objectives

4.3.1 NICFI Core Objective 1. To work towards the inclusion of emissions 		
from deforestation and forest degradation in a new international 		
climate regime 		
Conclusion 7. The NICFI activities in this area have been a great success
and there has been a solid contribution to achievement of Core Objective 1
NICFI is the largest REDD+ donor globally and through support of the
multilateral REDD+ institutions and establishment of seven bilateral
programmes, NICFI has contributed to the engagement of a large number of
REDD+ and donor countries (Finding 15, Finding 18). Via the multilateral
REDD+ institutions, there has been substantial contribution to the development
of the REDD+ operational architecture (Finding 16) and an international
framework for REDD+ readiness systems and processes. Through its bilateral
programmes and involvement in the design of the FCPF, NICFI has made a
major contribution to the development of REDD+ financial mechanisms (Finding
16, Finding 26).

Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative

89

NICFI and the Norwegian negotiators have played an “instrumental” role in the
progress made in the UNFCCC REDD+ negotiations and these align well with
Norway’s interests and aims (Finding 17). The “flagship effect” of its large
bilateral partnerships generated a political profile that created momentum
internationally and leveraged political support domestically (Finding 18).
4.3.2 NICFI Core Objective 2. To take early action to achieve cost-		
effective and verifiable reductions in greenhouse gas emissions
Conclusion 8. There has been an overall good contribution to
achievement of this objective, with the most progress achieved through
the best performing bilateral partnerships
Whilst noting that there is still much to do, such as much more action on mining
as the main driver of deforestation in Guyana, (Finding 20) and further strong
efforts to secure the achievements made in Indonesia and mitigate the risk that
achievements are lost, (Finding 21, Finding 22), several of the key bilateral
partnerships have performed well, particularly on technical aspects.
The partnership with Brazil has supported momentum for continuation along a
trajectory of strong reductions in deforestation; influenced the development of
other elements of Brazil’s national low carbon framework; contributed to
developing practical capacity for REDD+ in Brazil and the other Amazon
countries; as well as paving the way for future emissions reductions through
Amazon Fund supported projects (Finding 19).
The partnership with Indonesia has resulted in good progress on readiness
planning, establishment of an institutional framework for REDD+ and design of
the systems and processes required implementing REDD+ (Finding 21). The
Guyana-Norway partnership has been highly successful at developing a nationallevel monitoring, reporting and verification system, and reasonably successful at
developing a financial mechanism for REDD+ payments (Finding 20).
There have also been strong and important contributions to the definition and
piloting of systems and processes: particularly Measurement, Reporting and
Verification (Finding 25), financial mechanisms (Finding 26), and on safeguards
through both UNFCCC negotiations and its very successful support to civil
society (Findings 4 and 27). The multilateral institutions have also been effective
in developing grievance procedures (Finding 28).
Other elements of the portfolio have made a less satisfactory contribution.
Whilst the bilateral support to Tanzania has catalysed a large number of REDD+
related activities, progress has been slow at the national level due to the lack of
national government ownership (Finding 23).
Whilst support through the multilateral institutions has resulted in the initiation of
readiness activities in a large number of countries, only a minority of countries
have progressed to the later stages of the readiness process (Finding 24). To a
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certain extent this is understandable given the small amount of funds allocated
to each participant country and the complexity of the REDD+ architecture and
the onerous processes (Finding 6), but it also begs the question of whether
REDD+ process was and is correct for all of the countries engaged.
Given the critical importance of Brazil and Indonesia for achievement of REDD+
at a significant global scale, the good progress in these two countries far
outweighs some of the less positive results in others, and it must also be
acknowledged that REDD+ is still a relatively new concept and, in any piloting
activity or initiative, a range of degrees of success of the supported activities is
to be expected. All in all, there has been a good and solid contribution to the
achievement of NICFI Core Objective 2.
4.3.3 NICFI Core Objective 3. To promote the conservation of natural 		
forests to maintain their carbon storage capacity
Conclusion 9. A solid contribution to achievement of this core objective
has been made, both directly and through establishment of supportive
frameworks and inclusion in safeguards
A substantial, direct contribution towards the conservation of natural forest has
been made by the NICFI portfolio, from project-scale pilots to the establishment
of new conservation forests (Finding 30) and while other key activities are not
yet fully effective (such as the Moratorium on new forest and peat land
conversion concessions in Indonesia) these are an important step in the right
direction (Finding 30).
The Safeguards Systems developed and implemented through bilateral and
multi-lateral NICFI support channels all include criteria on natural forest and
biodiversity conservation (Finding 32) and the multilateral REDD+ institutions
have established additional frameworks that promote the conservation of natural
forests in the design of REDD+ activities and developed tools for this (Finding 31).
4.3.4 Overarching Development Objective. Contribute towards the achievement
of Norwegian development policy objectives
Conclusion 10. There has been a good contribution to achievement of the
development objective that goes a long way beyond ‘do no harm’, with
some important successes. However, non-indigenous community rights
are not well covered and there is a low general capacity to address gender
issues
Forest governance issues are addressed strongly throughout the portfolio. The
multilateral approach has embedded forest governance at the heart of REDD+
readiness planning and fundamental steps forward have been made through the
Indonesia bilateral agreement (Finding 33). Corruption and forest crime are
tackled through the bilateral agreement with Indonesia, several civil society
projects and the UN-REDD programme (Finding 34).
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Safeguards have been strongly addressed at all levels; the UNFCCC
negotiations, the multilateral REDD+ institutions, bilateral partner countries, and
through the civil society support scheme but the development results of the
NICFI portfolio go well beyond the ‘do no harm’ principle in many cases (Finding
35). Indigenous rights issues are established as a central feature of the
operational frameworks of the multilateral REDD+ institutions (Finding 35) and
an important contribution to furthering Indigenous rights issues in Indonesia has
been made (Finding 36). However, non-indigenous communities’ rights are less
well represented and remain a gap that requires further action (Finding 37).
Tenure and resources access are addressed directly in Indonesia, Tanzania,
through the civil society portfolio and the Congo Basin Forest Fund, and through
provision of guidance and support on these issues by the other multilateral
REDD+ institutions (Finding 39).
Many activities also provide a strong contribution to sustainable development
through poverty alleviation and livelihood improvement albeit primarily at the
project scale, so the wider impact will be limited (Finding 38). Gender issues are
addressed in some way across all elements of the portfolio (but Brazil), with
some direct positive contributions, but with varying levels of depth and
understanding (Finding 40).

4.4 Conclusions on strategic issues
4.4.1 On general REDD+ developments
Conclusion 11. This is a critical juncture in the evolution of NICFI and the
concept of REDD+ more broadly
Now, at five and a half years since the establishment of NICFI, many lessons
have been generated. A few REDD+ countries are making substantial progress,
while many are making very little progress (Finding 41), with most robust
progress being made by countries where the underlying context is supportive
(Finding 42). There are also lessons in relation to the nature of REDD+
incentives (Finding 43).
At the same time, there are important risks associated with the level of funding
available (Finding 44) that are compounded by, in some cases, unrealistic
expectations over the level of payments that may be achieved (Finding 45).
In addition, a range of views on the primary end point of REDD+ have developed
(Finding 46) and there is evidence that NICFI’s own strategy is broadening in
scope compared with that envisaged in 2008 (Finding 50), but not that it has
been sufficiently revised to accommodate the slow rate of progress in many
countries (Finding 48).
The partnership with Ethiopia was not covered in this evaluation; however, it is
interesting because of Ethiopia’s forest resource base, political dedication to a
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green economy and Norway’s support being jointly with another donor, the UK.
In Colombia and Ecuador, Norway is partnering with Germany through the
REDD+ Early Movers scheme (High Level Informants Annex).
While the multilaterals have been helpful in securing a developmentally sound
framework for REDD+ (Conclusion 8), the best progress has been made
bilaterally. By continuing to bring more countries into REDD+ readiness, given
the slow progress in the bulk of most countries already engaged (Conclusion 4),
it is difficult to conclude that this modality has been fully effective. It has also
brought substantial criticism within Norway of the accumulation of unspent
finance (Conclusion 6).
Most effort so far has been devoted to readiness processes and systems rather
than directly generating emissions reductions. Despite these efforts, many
countries are failing to make much progress (Finding 41) and it may now be
appropriate to consolidate funds in countries that are willing and able to make
progress. This requires attention to the drivers of deforestation which, while it is
addressed in readiness funding and through civil society grants, neither of these
modalities brings large-scale funding to deal effectively with these issues in full.
FIP is the main modality that can do this and its funding to each country is
anticipated to be in the order of five to 10 times greater than that under FCPF
Readiness but only has to accommodate the requirements of eight country
partners53.
It is also noted that many of the most difficult problems being encountered, such
as rights, tenure and improved governance, are those that often stalled earlier
programmes of forest sector support. In Indonesia, the REDD+ window (Finding
21) seems to have provided opportunity for progress that eluded interventions
from World Bank, DFID and others in the 1990s.
At the same time, there would be benefit from identifying and using earlier
experience from other processes that are inherently similar to REDD+. FLEGT,
which allows trade in legal timber even when illegal timber still exists in the
country of origin, and the Global Forest Trade Network, which gave formal
interim approval to suppliers working towards certification (Finding 49). Both
have relevance to current ideas on jurisdictional approaches to REDD+ (Finding
52).
Conclusion 12. There is urgent need for good analysis of the costeffectiveness of REDD+ in different country situations and for different
types of partner and also for much greater transparency on financial flows
for REDD+ to avoid unrealistic expectations
The most robust progress has been made in countries where there is an
underlying political commitment to REDD+ (Finding 42) and the separation
between a purely economic incentive and a motivator that also supports the
53 https://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/Forest_Investment_Program.
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political commitment (Finding 43) needs to be recognised. This difference has
major implications for decisions about the need for building up a results-based
payment fund (such as the FCPF Carbon Fund) as well as for the allocation of
readiness funding to different countries. It certainly is clear that simply seeking
further funding without greater clarity on where it is applied and why would not
be appropriate.
This analysis should take into account how REDD+ could be configured for
countries with fragmented, low carbon forests and landscapes that are socially
complex.
One major issue that has been given inadequate attention generally in REDD+
is the cost-effectiveness of the current model (Finding 44), a deficiency widely
acknowledge but not taken up. This point was highlighted in the evaluation of
NICFI support to MRV (Lincoln et al. 2013). Given the much greater costs than
expected being incurred (Finding 6) and uncertainty over the level of resultsbased finance that will be available in future (Finding 44), much greater clarity
over cost-effectiveness would benefit all donor and recipient countries involved
in REDD+.
Widespread concern was expressed by many interviewees from donors and the
multilaterals over the unrealistic expectations of some countries in respect of
REDD+ (Finding 45) and NICFI, together with other donors and multilaterals, will
need to work to manage these expectations. Solid information on costeffectiveness will be an important element in this in concert with managing views
about the relative value of REDD+ payments and other benefits that have
accrued from readiness work (Finding 46).
4.4.2 On NICFI’s strategy and role
Conclusion 13. There is good initial evidence that the NICFI climate and
development goals can be synergetic and the lessons learned so far
should be integrated into a NICFI results-based planning framework and
NICFI strategy
Each element of the NICFI portfolio assessed by this evaluation has made (or is
anticipated to make) a positive development contribution (Findings 33 to 40) and
the portfolio provides clear evidence that work towards the climate and
development goals of NICFI can potentially be synergetic. One key, direct
example is the Indonesia – Norway bilateral agreement activities. In Indonesia
the approach to tackling deforestation is by addressing key development policy
issues: forest governance, crime and corruption, tenure and land use claims
(Findings 33, 34 and 39) and in doing so has contributed to the furthering of
indigenous rights (Finding 36).
However, the scope of the FCPF and UN-REDD programmes inevitably requires
a focus on establishing development issues within the operational frameworks
for REDD+, rather than undertaking activities on the ground. This combined with
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the fact that many of the countries engaged through the multilateral institutions
are still undertaking early readiness activities, suggests that direct contributions
to development in many of the countries engaged may be limited at this stage to
transparency and participation at the country level and improvements in
information about land cover and land cover change. Whilst the pilot projects are
also contributing in a mutually supportive manner, there are problems with
economic sustainability (Finding 23) and hence potential for scale-up.
This suggests that there is a need for NICFI to better define the way it intends to
address the NICFI climate and development goals concurrently. Middle income
countries such as Brazil and Indonesia have the best potential to make a strong
impact on achievement of the climate goals and also include good potential for
contribution to the political governance aspects of the development goal.
However, poverty alleviation impacts, which are particularly important for the
least developed countries, are likely to be small scale, mainly indirect and largely
in the future.
This also suggests that different approaches will be required for different country
contexts. These different approaches will need to be included in the resultsbased framework for NICFI that specifically outlines what is to be addressed
where and the expected outcomes.
Conclusion 14. NICFI operates in a unique way compared with other
donors and Norway has acquired the mantle of the dominant voice among
donors for REDD+; there is a need to play this role responsibly
Both donors and multilateral respondents noted the important role that NICFI
staff had played in coordinating with other donors (Finding 1). They were
commended for their vision, clarity of position and ability to work quickly,
constructively and flexibly. At the same time, other donors are not able to work in
the same way (Finding 47), which has implications for the way NICFI engages
with other donors, and its expectations of them. This gives NICFI a unique role
that needs to be better capitalised in its partnerships with other bilateral donors
and within the multilaterals. At present, NICFI seems to be giving this insufficient
attention. Angelsen and MacNeill (2012) note the difficulties many donors face
from pressure to spend their allocated annual budget.
Since NICFI has played such an instrumental role in setting up the multilateral
architecture it has an added responsibility to ensure that it is fit for purpose and
that inefficiency is not perpetuated (Finding 6).
There is no systematic evidence that suggests how engagement in REDD+
readiness enables countries to leverage wider investments into the forest sector
or into measures to tackle the drivers of deforestation through agriculture or
trade. Whilst it is too early to examine the success of FIP investments in meeting
their leverage targets, there is currently only one country (Mexico) where it has
been linked up with other Bank investments (Forest Investment Program Annex).
Respondents frequently highlighted the opportunity for NICFI and its multilateral

Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative

95

partners to consider how greater linkage could be made between sectoral
programmes (e.g. REDD+ and agriculture – Finding 29) in order to create more
rapid progress in ‘catalysing green economy’ transformations.
There are a number of innovative Civil Society projects (Finding 50) that engage
with private sector organisations, for example the Amazon Environmental
Research Institute (IPAM) used NICFI support to develop a ‘Pathways to
Finance’ approach for assessing financing gaps, sources of finance and risks for
investment into climate-smart and roundtable certified commodities via REDD+.
ICRAF also developed recommendations in relation to securing private
investment into REDD+ processes. However, these are likely to remain smallscale unless they receive wider support from large private companies or donors.
To date, private sector engagement in REDD+ remains far below that envisaged
in Bali in 2007. One aspect that needs urgent attention is the need to reduce the
complex architecture and onerous processes around REDD+ (Finding 6)
Conclusion 15. Good communication at a range of levels is of crucial
importance if mistakes are not to be perpetuated, synergy is to be
optimised and stakeholders are to be kept adequately informed
Within Norway, the most informative website on NICFI is the highly regarded one
developed for the Civil Society Fund (Finding 4). Given that Brazil and Indonesia
are the dominant recipients of NICFI finance, there is urgent need to make the
real gains achieved (Findings 19 and 21) much more explicit.
In addition to improved communication within NICFI (Conclusion 2) better public
communication is needed and, noting Conclusion 14, greater clarity with other
donors and multilaterals may also be required, particularly following any revision
of the NICFI strategy as suggested in Conclusion 11.
Norway’s own records of pledges, commitments and disbursements are
accurate but information on overall financial flows for REDD+ are incomplete
and inconsistent. Given the amount of finance flowing for REDD+, this is
surprising and the lack of clarity and transparency (Findings 6 and 9) certainly
does not help in managing countries’ expectations (Conclusion 12). It also likely
adds to negative impressions within civil society and Norwegian public.
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5.		Recommendations

This evaluation has focused predominantly on looking backwards at the
progress made since the UNFCCC conference of the parties in Bali in
December 2007. Great progress has been made against the three NICFI core
climate objectives and there has been substantial achievement also with the
core development objective (Conclusion 7 to Conclusion 10).
At Bali, REDD+ was in essence a conceptual aspiration. Since then it has
evolved and there is now a much clearer view of REDD+ in the global arena
than was then the case. NICFI has been highly instrumental to this evolution
and, in the process of securing progress against its four core objectives,
numerous lessons have been generated. A number of high-level interviewees
(High Level Informants Annex) commented that “There would be no REDD+
without Norway”, which is a very laudable achievement. There is now a rich lode
of knowledge and experience available on the evolution of REDD+ and about
what has worked and where.
We identify the large number of countries that have started the REDD+
readiness progress but are not likely to secure results based payments in the
short to medium term – for a variety of reasons – as being a major risk to
progress with REDD+ unless an alternative is developed that builds on and
supports the gains made. We also interpret the revised management structure
for NICFI as one that will demand much more detailed and specific planning and
reporting than has been in place to date.
At this juncture, it is appropriate for NICFI to undertake a critical review of its
strategy and determine where there would be benefit from change and where
the current strategy should remain. There is a huge difference between
continuing a strategy because change has not been considered and continuing
with a strategy after confirmation that it remains the best option. It is important
for politicians and the public in Norway, for donor and REDD+ country partners
and for the wider global community that NICFI demonstrates clearly that it has
done this; doing so would be a valuable contribution for the REDD+ community.
The diversity of experience and expertise within the institutions now formally
engaged in NICFI is a two-edged sword. While it brings valuable knowledge and
ideas, it also risks creating dissent due to the varying backgrounds, other
priorities, organisational cultures and the specific interests of the individuals
engaged. If the progress made to date is to be continued, we consider it
essential that NICFI plans are “owned” by everyone involved in their delivery. We
also consider that maintaining public and political support for what is a major
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development initiative for Norway will increasingly require firm evidence of
progress being reported against clearly defined targets and time frames.
The recommendations that follow in essence provide the key pointers for a
NICFI strategic planning exercise the results of which would be a clearly defined
strategy for the future, including regular review and revision as appropriate.
Consequently, all the recommendations relate to this level, in essence the
overarching operational and financial processes.
Recommendation 1. Using this report and other relevant material, assess
the progress made on REDD+, the contribution of NICFI support together
with that of other donors and the varied progress in REDD+ countries
together with a gap analysis to provide an objective basis for a review of
NICFI policy and strategy
There have been great achievements made by NICFI (Conclusion 7 –
Conclusion 10) but some elements of the portfolio are less successful
(Conclusion 4), particularly the multilateral modalities. Given the progress made,
and the dominant role of NICFI as a global REDD+ leader (Conclusion 14), there
is a need to take stock and rationalise the NICFI interventions (Conclusion 11)
and the modalities through which these are delivered.
An analytical and comprehensive assessment is needed that not only covers the
lessons learned (Conclusion 13) and interventions of NICFI itself, but also those
of other donors, progress with REDD+ at the global level, in partner countries
and for other stakeholders. This evaluation combined with other relevant
evaluations, inter alia those of UN-REDD, the Climate Investment Funds hosted
by the World Bank (FCPF and FIP), CBFF and other donors, key research
studies and NICFI internal and commissioned reports, studies and documents
provide the bulk of the material necessary although some work will be required
to draw these sources together. Any serious missing information can be
provided by an additional short study or studies.
Such an assessment will identify the current state of play for the REDD+ effort
and pinpoint where gaps have emerged; gaps may be where progress has been
sub-optimal or newly created opportunities that have arisen from progress
made. In both cases, it will be important to identify the gaps, to determine
whether changes are needed and, if so, how these changes should be
implemented. Cost effectiveness issues for different actors at a range of levels
have been neglected but should be an important focus in this (Conclusion 12).
The assessment recommended should lead to identification of where and how
more or less resources should be applied and include scenarios of how changes
to the current picture could and should be made to optimise the overall value
from NICFI support, including consideration of whether greater concentration is
required, for example on fewer countries to facilitate more rapid progress.
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Recommendation 2. Develop a revised NICFI policy and strategy
including a formal Theory of Change linked to a responsive, results-based
reporting framework that takes into account the needs and priorities of all
the agencies engaged in NICFI 54

Box 1 Theory of Change and results-based framework
Both of these two terms are interpreted and used to mean widely differing things to
different people. To avoid doubt, we refer in this report to “formal” versions of both
to mean when they are written down in a single document. During this evaluation,
while we have found elements of the NICFI Theory of Change are included in
documents such as the annual budget submissions to parliament, Climate White
Papers,55 and UNFCCC submissions,56 the information has not been amalgamated
into a single source. Thus, while people in the NICFI Secretariat may be fully
aware of their Theory of Change, people outside this have to search through quite
copious and disparate documentation in order to acquire similar familiarity.
There is much discussion and debate about what constitutes a Theory of Change;57
what we envision is a Theory of Change for strategic planning and coordination
purposes contained in a single document. Such a document would be expected to
delineate the strategic interventions and the rationale for their selection, the
modalities and a broad indication of input levels, anticipated outputs, expected
outcomes leading to desired impacts and the assumptions that have been made,
and are required to hold good, in order to achieve the outcomes and impacts.
Linked to the Theory of Change, we were also expecting a Results-based
Framework, again as a single document or suite of documents. In essence, this
would build on the Theory of Change and lay out in greater detail the inputs
required, the milestones to be achieved at specific points, the assumptions made
together with qualitative and quantitative indicators and means of verification
covering progress, including progress towards outcomes and impacts, and the
extent to which assumptions are holding true. Such a framework can be “nested”
to facilitate use. We envisage such a planning framework as being dynamic with
regular review and revision on the basis of experience gained and lessons learnt
as well as the accommodation of new interventions. 		
In our experience documentation of this type is very helpful for coordination when
a large number of people with different and diverse backgrounds, some of whom
may be remotely located, are engaged in programme delivery and it aids
consistent decision making regardless of external pressures and priorities. It is
also helpful for preparing coherent and consistent reporting at the level of detail
required for various purposes and audiences.

54 We note that the NICFI Secretariat do not agree that formal documentation at the level proposed here is
required; their view is that current documentation is adequate for the purposes noted.
55 For example: “Norsk klimapolitikk” Meld. St. 21 (2011 – 2012) from Ministry of Environment.
56 For example: Norway’s submission to the Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-term Co-operative Action
(UNFCCC, 2008).
57 For example: Stein D and Valters C (2012). Understanding ‘Theory of Change’ in International Development:
A Review of Existing Knowledge. London School of Economics and Political Science. http://r4d.dfid.gov.uk/
pdf/outputs/JSRP/ToC_Lit_Review.pdf
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There are two fundamental requirements linked to more a formalised
management approach. The first is a Theory of Change and the second a
results-based reporting system. To date the Theory of Change has been largely
generic and, while NICFI management has had a clear idea of what it is aiming
for, without a formal Theory of Change, developed, discussed, agreed with all
the agencies involved, and on which there is common understanding, there is
too much scope for misunderstandings and a lack of transparency.
The formalised Theory of Change and the results-based planning and reporting
framework are dynamic resources that need to be reviewed and revised
regularly. The Theory of Change should also cover the management approach
required to achieve the NICFI objectives, and be based on a sound
understanding of cost-effectiveness issues and their implications for REDD+
countries and other donors (Conclusion 12).
The dynamic strategic framework and results based management process
(Conclusion 2) should take into account the critical assumptions behind the
current portfolio of interventions and results achieved so far (Conclusions 7-10;
Conclusion 13) as well as revisions made following the detailed assessment of
progress and success. This framework should clearly specify the expected
outcomes and impacts for each of the climate and the development objectives,
the activities required to achieve these outcomes and impacts, and provide a
limited set of tightly-formulated, specific indicators to measure progress.
Indicators for directly supported in-country activities should report on the
underlying operating environment as well as specific progress. For activities that
are delivered through multilateral partners, indicators will be required that reflect
strategic level progress as well as activities. The evaluation framework annexed
in this report and the approach developed by Norad Civil Society Department to
managing the NICFI civil society support can provide the starting point for this
work.
Notwithstanding the generally good progress made so far against climate and
development objectives, we believe that the revised structure for NICFI provides
enhanced opportunity for great integration of strategies to meet all the objectives
from the design stage onwards. We also believe that such an opportunity can
only be optimally grasped with the closer cooperation and coordination
engendered by the manifesto type approach from the bottom up; i.e. full
engagement of all relevant people in developing a commonly understood Theory
of Change and results-based planning and reporting framework and in the
interventions that are agreed and emerge from this process.
The dynamic Theory of Change and reporting framework, including the
indicators, should be reviewed regularly to ascertain whether the assumptions,
outcomes and activities, and the reporting system itself, need adjustment and, if
so, be revised accordingly in cooperation with representatives of all agencies
engaged with NICFI. A review of staffing needs, numbers and workloads in Oslo
and operational capacity in bilateral partner countries (Conclusion 3) is also
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recommended as part of the overall review, taking into account the
organisational changes implemented from 1 January 2014, which we have not
been able to assess as they are too new but which we consider to be highly
appropriate.
We strongly feel that the substantial progress made to date by NICFI will not
continue unless a more formal system of planning and reporting that
incorporates lessons learnt and experience gained is put in place.
At the same time, we recognise the great value NICFI has had through its ability
to work much more quickly than other donors (Conclusion 14) and observe that
more a detailed planning system should be sufficiently flexible to accommodate
this valuable strength.
In respect of Conclusion 6, we note that changes have been made to financial
regulations (Section 1.7.1) to facilitate results-based payments. We anticipate
that further changes may be required in future as REDD+ develops.
Recommendation 3. Undertake a review of partnerships with other
donors and the multilateral organisations, with a view towards optimising
the multilaterals’ activities. This should take into account their differing
mandates, constraints and opportunities for synergy with NICFI’s
strengths. Develop a common approach with other donors to leverage
greater efficiency and effectiveness from the multilateral institutions
The need for a ‘stock take’ (Conclusion 11) extends to the NICFI partnerships
with the multilateral institutions (Conclusion 4) and with other donors. A future
approach may involve more intensive management than the approach taken so
far (Conclusion 3), to ensure the cost effectiveness of activities supported
(Conclusion 12) and that the activities supported are well aligned with current
global priorities (Recommendations 1 and 2). NICFI has a role and a
responsibility to lead on this given its dominance as a REDD+ donor (Conclusion
14).
Once NICFI has developed and agreed a revised approach for itself it will be
necessary to agree the future roles of the multilateral institutions, with partner
donors. This highlights the importance of good internal and external
communication (Conclusion 15) so that all actors are clear on what NICFI is
aiming to achieve and how it plans to do this. It is vital that everyone in all the
agencies that comprise NICFI present a consistent picture whenever they meet
with others. The potential linkages to the proposed Green Climate Fund should
be a priority in developing progress with REDD+.
Recommendation 4. For different reasons, there have been limitations to
progress in Guyana and in Tanzania. Both countries should be visited by a
high-level, multi-disciplinary team to discuss the reasons for this and
whether and how NICFI support should be continued
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As noted in Conclusions 3 and 4, progress in Tanzania and Guyana has been
slower than expected for differing reasons (Conclusions 8 and 11). Both are
important countries in that they represent specific country situations; Guyana is
a high forest cover / low deforestation country while Tanzania is a dry forest
country with a high rural population dependent on agriculture, often at the forest/
agriculture interface. Following the review of progress made in Recommendation
1, such visits would be helpful for defining a revised approach to both countries
that is usefully synergetic with the overall NICFI portfolio.
While Tanzania has an actively engaged Norwegian Embassy, there is no
on-the-ground Norwegian presence in Guyana and access from Brasilia is very
difficult. We recommend that consideration be given to locating a permanent
administrative contact point (not a diplomatic mission) in Georgetown to facilitate
contact with the government of Guyana, the national stakeholders and other
relevant donors and actors in that country.
Recommendation 5. NICFI should give attention to communication:
providing more information on its progress and successes through a
variety of means. This should include, but not be limited to, a
comprehensive website with links to reports and other sources of
information. It should also continue efforts to secure greater transparency
on the flow of funds around REDD+, especially where funds are
channelled through multilateral partners
As noted in Conclusion 15, the updated Civil Society Fund website has been
much praised and highly valued by interviewees, especially from civil society
organisations. We believe that NICFI has much of interest and value to promote
through a similarly informative website for the Initiative as a whole and such a
website could be complemented by other social media.
While we found that Norway’s own financial records are complete and relatively
easily followed, this is not so for REDD+ more widely, especially through
multilaterals and we recommend that NICFI presses for all REDD+ multilateral
agencies to work to higher standards of transparency on this important aspect.
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Annex 1 List of people interviewed

Informant type

Total number of informants

Country Partner Government
Civil Society Organisation
Donor
Independent
Multilateral Partners
Negotiators
Norwegian Government
Private Sector
Research Institution
Total

54
91
21
3
25
9
49
4
12
268

Country partner governments
Surname

Forename Institution

Informant type

1
Darianto
Hadi
Ministry of Forestry,
Country Partner
			
Indonesia
Government
2
Guimaraes Leticia
Ministry of the Environment,
Country Partner
			
Brazil
Government
3
Juliana
Santiago
BNDES, Brazil
Country Partner
				
Government
4
Kadri
Nabil
BNDES, Brazil
Country Partner
				
Government
5
Khan
Tasreef
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
6
Klink
Carlos
Secretary of the Secretariat
Country Partner
			
for Climate Change and
Government
			
Environmental Quality of the
			
Ministry of Environment, Brazil		
7
Lacerda
Guilherme BNDES, Brazil
Country Partner
				
Government
8
Lagan
Hymwattie Multi-Stakeholder Steering
Country Partner
			
Committee, Guyana
Government
9
Manyika
Kanizio
Vice President's Office,
Country Partner
			
Tanzania
Government
10
McKenzie Joslyn
Ministry of Natural Resources Country Partner
			
and the Environment, Guyana Government
11
Melo
Aloisio
Ministry of Finance, Brazil
Country Partner
				
Government
12
Miranda
Carla
Ministry of the Environment,
Country Partner
			
Brazil
Government
13
Mohabir
Kapil
Project Management Office,
Country Partner
			
Office of the President, Guyana Government
14
Muyungi
Richard
Assistant Director of
Country Partner
			
Environment, Vice President’s Government
			
Office, Tanzania		

Date
Feb-14
Sep-13
Dec-13
Dec-13
Apr-14

Nov-13
Dec-13
Apr-14
Feb-14
Apr-14
Jan-14
Dec-13
Apr-14

Feb-14
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Country Partner Governments
Surname

Forename Institution

Informant type

15
Nashanda Evarest
Senior Forest Officer Ministry Country Partner
			
of Natural Resources and
Government
			
Tourism, Tanzania		
16
Ningu
Julius
Director of Environment, Vice Country Partner
			
President's Office, Tanzania
Government
17
Oliveira
Francisco
Ministry of the Environment,
Country Partner
			
Brazil
Government
18
Pearson
Yvonne
Multi-Stakeholder Steering
Country Partner
			
Committee, and Ministry of
Government
			
Amerindian Affairs, Guyana		
19
Persaud
Nalissa
Environmental Protection
Country Partner
			
Agency, Guyana
Government
20 Pires
Mauro
Independent Consultant
Country Partner
			
(Former Director for Protection Government
			
and Control Department of the
			
Ministry of Environment, Brazil		
21 Prasetyo
Heru
Indonesia REDD+ Agency
Country Partner
				
Government
22 Purnama
Bun
Ministry of Forestry, Indonesia Country Partner
				
Government
23 Purnomo
Agus
DNPI, Indonesia
Country Partner
				
Government
24 Rajkumar Veetal
Ministry of Natural Resources Country Partner
			
and the Environment, Guyana Government
25 RampersaudPreeya
Office of Climate Change,
Country Partner
			
Guyana
Government
26 Ramsas
Indarjit
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
			
Board
Government
27 Roopnarine Prema
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
			
Board
Government
28 Sari
Agus
UKP4 / Task Force / Special
Country Partner
			
Team, Indonesia
Government
29 Sarsito
Agus
Sumatra Region, Ministry of
Country Partner
			
Forestry, Indonesia
Government
30 Saywack
Mahendra Ministry of Natural Resources Country Partner
			
and the Environment, Guyana Government
31 Simoes
Juliana
Minstry of the Environment,
Country Partner
			
Brazil
Government
32 Singh
Jagdesh
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
33 Singh
James
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
34 Singh
Rajnarine
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
			
Board
Government
35 Somai
Jowala
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
36 Sukhdeo
Hansrajie
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
37 Tamrini
Nofel
Ministry of Agriculture Zanzibar, Country Partner
			
Tanzania
Government
38 Unterstell
Natalie
Director of the Sustainable
Country Partner
			
Development Secretariat for
Government
			
Strategic Affairs (SAE) of the
			
Brazillian Presidency		
39 Urling
Clinton
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
			
Board
Government
40 Visconti
Gabriel
BNDES, Brazil
Country Partner
				
Government
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Date

Mar-14
Feb-14
Nov-13

Apr-14
Apr-14

Dec-13
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Apr-14
Dec-13
Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14
Feb-14

Dec-13
Apr-14
Dec-13

Country Partner Governments
Surname

Forename Institution

Informant type

41 Yanda
Pius
Professor Co-ordinator, REDD Country Partner
			
Secretariat University of Dar es Government
			
Salaam Institute of Resource
			
Assessment, Tanzania		
42 Accioly
Guilherme BNDES, Brazil
Country Partner
				
Government
43 Archibald
Jacy
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
			
Board
Government
44 Austin
Keith
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
45 Benn
Vanessa
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
			
Board
Government
46 Bholanath Pradeepa
Guyana Forestry Commission, Country Partner
			
and Multi-Stakeholder Steering Government
			
Committee		
47 Bollers
Janice
Guyana Geology and Mines
Country Partner
			
Commission
Government
48 Bremner
Quacy
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
49 Cort
Kerry Anne Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
50 Dalsgaard Soren
Chief Technical Advisor,
Country Partner
			
NAFORMA Tanzania Forest
Government
			
Service / FAO		
51 David
Kenny
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
52 Dewnath
Nasheta
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government
53 George
Seion
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
			
Board
Government
54 Goberdhan Edward
Guyana Forestry Commission Country Partner
				
Government

Date

Feb-14
Dec-13
Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14

Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14

Feb-14
Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14
Apr-14

Civil society organisations
Surname
55

Forename Institution

AguilarNaikoa
Amuchastegui
56 Allicock
Sydney
			
57 Anton
Thom
			
58 Atkinson
Jean
			
59 Ball
Steve
			
			
60 Balraj
Diane
			
			
61 Barros
Ana
			
62 Berliani
Hasbi
63 Blockhus
Jill
			
64 Braña-VarelaJosefina
			

Informant type

MRV Co-ordinator WWF
International
CSO
Member of Parliament,
Guyana Action Party
CSO
Upper Berbice Forest and Agri
Producers Association, Guyana CSO
Amerindian Peoples Association,
Guyana
CSO
Technical Adviser Mpingo
Conservation and Development
Initiative, Tanzania
CSO
Multi-Stakeholder Steering
Committee, and Conservation
International
CSO
The Nature Conservancy,
Brazil
CSO
Kemitraan, Indonesia
CSO
The Nature Conservancy,
Washington D.C.
CSO
Director Policy Forest and Climate
Initiative WWF International
CSO

Date
Feb-14
May-14
Apr-14
Apr-14

Feb-14

Apr-14
Dec-13
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
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Civil society organisations
Surname

Forename Institution

65 Broomes
Simona
			
66 Bulkan
Ronald
			
67 Byrnes
Breen
			
			
68 Cabarle
Bruce
			
69 Calandino Danielle
70 Calvin
Bernard
			
71 Canby
Kerstin
72 Capitan
Claudia
73 Chatterton Paul
74 Chekema Paul
75 Collins
Frederick
			
76 Counsell
Simon
77 Cummings Derrick
78 de Souza
Helcio
			
79 Doggart
Nike
			
			
80 Dos Santos Angelo
81 Duncan
Clement
			
82 Ferguson- Jenny
Mitchell 		
83 Fishbein
Greg
			
			
84 Goers
Lauren
Williams 		
			
			
85 Grant
James
			
			
86 Gutman
Pablo
			
			
87 Hartanto
Herlina
			
88 Cort
Hilbertus
			
89 Indrarto
Giorgio Budi
			
			
90 James
David
			
91 Janki
Melinda
92 John
Derrick
			
93 Kashindye Almas
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Informant type

Guyana Women Miners
Organisation
CSO
Parliamentarian, A Partnership
for National Unity Party, Guyana CSO
Programme Officer,
Communications and Learning
WWF International
CSO
Independent Consultant; Ex
WWF international
CSO
FUNBIO, Brazil
CSO
The Transparency Institute
Guyana Inc.
CSO
Director Forest Trends
CSO
Research Fellow WWF
CSO
WWF International
CSO
Wai Wai Community, Guyana CSO
The Transparency Institute
Guyana Inc.
CSO
Rainforest Foundation UK
CSO
Small Business Bureau
CSO
The Nature Conservancy,
Brazil
CSO
Senior Technical Adviser
Tanzania Forest Conservation
Group
CSO
FUNBIO, Brazil
CSO
Guyana Manufacturing and
Services Association
CSO
Director of Communications,
WWF International
CSO
Managing Director, Forests
and Climate The Nature
Conservancy
CSO
Associate, Institutions and
Governance Programs World
Resources Institute,
Washington DC
CSO
Director, Finance &
Administration Rights and
Resources Initiative
CSO
Senior Director Environmental
Economics Policy WWF
International
CSO
The Nature Conservancy,
Indonesia
CSO
Forest Products Association,
Guyana
CSO
Rainforest Foundation Norway,
Indonesia local contact, ex
HuMa
CSO
Multi-Stakeholder Steering
Committee, Guyana
CSO
The Justice Institute, Guyana CSO
National Toshaos’ Council,
Guyana
CSO
Coordinator and head of
PMU-GEF, Coastal Forest
Project WWF
CSO
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Date
May-14
May-14

Feb-14
Feb-14
Dec-13
May-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
May-14
May-14
Jan-14
May-14
Feb-14

Feb-14
Feb-14
May-14
Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14
Feb-14
Apr-14

Feb-14
Apr-14
May-14
Apr-14

Feb-14

Civil society organisations
Surname

Forename Institution

Informant type

94 Khare
Arvind
Executive Director, Rights and
			
Resources Group Rights and
			
Resources Initiative
CSO
95 Kimambo
Niwaeli
GIS/RS Officer Wildlife
			
Conservation Society,
			
Tanzania
CSO
96 Kimaro
Frederick
Interim Executive Director
			
and Financial Manager, Jane
			
Goodall Institute, Tanzania
CSO
97 Klautky
Colin
Guyanese Organisation of
			
Indigenous Peoples
CSO
98 Lambrechts An
Greenpeace, Indonesia
CSO
99 Lillegraven Anja
Programme Coordinator,
			
Southeast Asia and Oceania
			
Dept. Rainforest Foundation,
			
Norway
CSO
100 Lindstad
Gro
Forum for Women and
			
Development (Fokus)
CSO
101 Lorri
Peter
Project Executant, WWF
CSO
102 Loubster
Dave
Programme Director, African
			
Wildlife Foundation
CSO
103 Lusungu
Someni
Carbon Enterprise Coordinator
			
MJUMITA, Tanzania
CSO
104 Luwnge
Bettie
Project Manager Tanzania
			
Forest Conservation Group,
			
Tanzania
CSO
105 Machaga
Sophy
Assistant Project Director
			
Wildlife Conservation Society,
			
Tanzania
CSO
106 Marsh
Duncan
Director, International Climate
			
Policy The Nature Conservancy,
			
Washington D.C.
CSO
107 Marthinus Delon
The Nature Conservancy,
			
Indonesia
CSO
108 Mbano
Nuru
Education officer Wildlife
			
Conservtaion Society, Tanzania CSO
109 Mbofu
Vicky
Community liaison officer
		
Wildlife Conservtaion Society, Tanzania
CSO
110 McCormack Mike
Guyana Human Rights
			
Association
CSO
111 Meshak
Charles
Executive director Tanzania
			
Forest Conservation Group
CSO
112 MorganTheron
Technical Adviser MJUMITA,
Brown 		
Tanzania
CSO
113 Mpunga
Noah
Wildlife Conservation Society,
			
Tanzania
CSO
114 Mtiti
Emmanuel REDD+ Officer, Jane Goodall
			
Institute, Tanzania
CSO
115 Mukama
Kusaga
REDD+ Project Coordinator,
			
WWF Tanzania
CSO
116 Nababan
Abdon
AMAN, Indonesia
CSO
117 Njaidi
Rahima
Executive Director MJUMITA,
			
Tanzania
CSO
118 Nkana
Veredian
Assistant Education Officer,
			
Wildlife Conservation Society,
			
Tanzania
CSO
119 Norton
George
Guyanese Organisation of
			
Indigenous Peoples
CSO

Date

Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14
Apr-14
Feb-14

Feb-14
Nov-13
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
May-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
May-14

Jun-14
Apr-14
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Civil society organisations
Surname

Forename Institution

Informant type

120 Olsen
Vemund
Senior Adviser, Policy and
			
Campaign Dept. Rainforest
			
Foundation, Norway
CSO
121 Persaud
Belinda
Guyanese Organisation of
			
Indigenous Peoples
CSO
122 Persaud
Peter
Multi-Stakeholder Steering
			
Committee, and The Amerindian
			
Action Movement of Guyana
CSO
					
123 Pura
Elaine
WWF International
CSO
124 Ramjattan Khemraj
Alliance for Change, Guyana
CSO
125 RoopnaraineRupert
A Partnership for National
			
Unity, Guyana
CSO
126 Rutta
Evodius
M&E officer, WWF, Tanzania
CSO
127 Serrao
Manuel
FUNBIO, Brazil
CSO
128 Simon
Romel
Multi-Stakeholder Steering
			
Committee, and National
			
Amerindian Development
			
Foundation, Guyana
CSO
129 Singh
David
Multi-Stakeholder Steering
			
Committee, and Conservation
			
International (Guyana)
CSO
130 Sparman
Colin
Guyana Gold and Diamond
			
Miners Association
CSO
131 Steni
Bernadinus Ex HuMa, Indonesia
CSO
132 Supomo
Sita
Kemitraan, Indonesia
CSO
133 Surya
Teguh
Greenpeace, Indonesia
CSO
134 Thomas
Raquel
Multi-Stakeholder Steering
			
Committee, and Iwokrama
			
International, Guyana
CSO
135 Thompson Derek
WWF International
CSO
136 Viana
Virgilio
CEO of Fundacao Amazonas
			
Sustenavel (FAS), Brazil
CSO
137 Wardojo
Wahyudi
The Nature Conservancy,
			
Indonesia
CSO
138 Warta
Zulfira
WWF Indonesia
CSO
139 White
Andy
Coordinator, Rights and
			
Resources Initiative
CSO
140 Williams
Mike
North Rupununi District
			
Development Board, Guyana CSO
141 Williams
Patrick
World Wildlife Fund
CSO
142		
Andiko
HuMa, Indonesia
CSO
143		
Hultera
WWF, Indonesia
CSO
144 Saebo
Anita
Forum for Women and
			
Development (Fokus)
CSO
145 DahlAndreas
Director of Policy Climate
Jørgensen 		
Advisers, Washington DC
CSO
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Date

Feb-14
Apr-14

Apr and
May 14
Feb-14
May-14
May-14
Feb-14
Dec-13

Apr-14

Apr-14
Apr-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14

Apr-14
Feb-14
Dec-13
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
May-14
Apr-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Nov-13
Feb-14

Donors
Surname

Forename Institution

Informant type

146 Bertram
Matthias
GIZ FORCLIME, Indonesia
Donor
147 Couzens
Jim
UK Department for International
			
Development/Foreign &
			
Commonwealth Office
Donor
148 Egger
Helmut
GIZ, Germany
Donor
149 Ehringhaus Christiane KFW, Germany
Donor
150 Gohler
Daniela
German Federal Ministry for
			
the Environment, Nature
			
Conservation, Building and
			
Nuclear Safety (BMU)
Donor
151 Jessop
Tim
Green Growth Institute
			
Indonesia (ex AUSAID)
Donor
152 Kazuki
Matsuura
JICA, Indonesia
Donor
153 McInnes
Jenny
UK Department of Energy and
			
Climate Change
Donor
154 Merrill
Reed
USAID IFACS, Indonesia
Donor
155 Micko
Aurelia
USAID, Indonesia
Donor
156 Pantoja
Eugenio
GIZ
Donor
157 Scotland
Neil
UK Department for
			
International Development
Donor
158 Shigeru
Takahara
JICA, Indonesia
Donor
159 Sofa
Farah
DFID Country Office, Indonesia Donor
160 Stecher
Karl- Heinz KFW
Donor
161 Tscheming Karen
BMU
Donor
162 Wolf
Reinhard
GIZ
Donor
163 Yuki
Arai
JICA, Indonesia
Donor
164 Dragisic
Christine
REDD+ Focal Point US Dept.
			
of State
Donor
165 Schad
Dr Ivan
BMZ
Donor
166 Ehringhaus Dr Christiane KFW, Germany
Donor

Date
Feb-14

Apr-14
Feb-14
Jan-14

Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Jan-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Dec-13
Jan-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Jan-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Jan-14
Jan-14

Independent
Surname

Forename Institution

167 Jocelyn
Dow
			
			
168 Singh
Joseph
			
169 Radzik
Vanda
			
			

Informant type

Former member of the MultiStakeholder Steering
Committee, Guyana
Independent
Multi-Stakeholder Steering
Committee, Guyana
Independent
Former member of the MultiStakeholder Steering Committee,
Guyana
Independent

Date

May-14
Apr-14

May-14
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Multilateral partners
Surname

Forename Institution

170 Brady
Michael
			
171 Chesney
Patrick
			
172 Wachira
George
			
173 Kutter
Andrea
			
			
			
			
174 Baroudy
Ellysar
			
			
			
175 Boccucci
Mario
176 Denduan- Homing
grudee
177 Gari
Joseph
178 Gray
Ian
			
179 Iglesias
Leonel
			
180 Jipp
Peter
			
			
			
181 Kelly
Lauren
			
			
			
182 Loche Wilkie Mette
183 Megevand Carole
			
			
			
184 Mollicone
Danillo
185 Peter
Christian
			
			
			
186 Pillai
Madhavi
			
			
			
187 Sanchez
Maria
188 Situmorang Abdul
189 Sølvberg
Tina
			
190 Tam
Stephanie
			
191 Thaïs
Juvenal
192 Tripathi
Satya
193 Ahmad
Mubariq
194 Makonnen Sophie
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Informant type

International Finance Corporation,
World Bank, Indonesia
Multilateral Partner
United Nations Development
Programme, Guyana
Multilateral Partner
United Nations Development
Programme
Multilateral Partner
Programme Coordinator
(Forest Investment Program
and Pilot Program for Climate
Resilience) World Bank, Climate
Investment Funds, FIP
Multilateral Partner
Coordinator, Biocarbon Fund
and Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility, World Bank Carbon
Finance
Multilateral Partner
UN-REDD Secretariat
Multilateral Partner
UNORCID, Indonesia
Multilateral Partner
UN-REDD, Tanzania
Multilateral Partner
Sr Environmental Specialist
World Bank
Multilateral Partner
Senior Carbon Finance
Specialist, World Bank
Multilateral Partner
Senior Natural Resources
Specialist, Latin America and
Caribbean (formerly Task Team
Leader, Lao PDR)
Multilateral Partner
Rural Development and NR
Management Specialist World
Bank, Independent Evaluation
Group
Multilateral Partner
FAO
Multilateral Partner
Senior Natural Resources
Specialist, Latin America and
Caribbean (formerly Africa
Region) World Bank
Multilateral Partner
FAO, Rome
Multilateral Partner
Lead Environmental Specialist,
Latin America and Caribbean
(formerly forestry specialist,
East Africa) World Bank
Multilateral Partner
Natural Resources Specialist,
Forest Investment Program
World Bank, Climate Investment
Funds, FIP
Multilateral Partner
FAO
Multilateral Partner
UNDP / UNREDD, Indonesia
Multilateral Partner
Governance Assessments
Programme Officer, UN-REDD Multilateral Partner
Carbon Finance Specialist,
World Bank
Multilateral Partner
UN-REDD Secretariat
Multilateral Partner
UNORCID, Indonesia
Multilateral Partner
World Bank Indonesia
Multilateral Partner
Inter-American Development
Bank
Multilateral Partner
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Date
Feb-14
Apr-14
Apr-14

Feb-14

Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14
Feb-14

Feb-14
Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14
Apr-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Feb-14
Apr-14

Negotiators
Surname

Forename Institution

195 Verdieck
John
REDD+ Negotiator US Dept.
			
of State
196 Mugumya Xavier
National Coordinator Climate
			
Change/REDD Focal Point,
			
Government of Uganda
197 Penman
Jim
ex UK Department of Energy
			
and Climate Change
198 Satoshi
Akahori
Forestry Agency, Government
			
of Japan
199 Von Walter Susanne
Legal Advisor / Consultant to
			
Government of Sweden
200 Reyes
Eduardo
Government of Brazil
				
201 Bishop
Andrew
Government of Guyana
				
202 Cornelius
Steve
UK Department of Energy and
			
Climate Change
203 Voigt
Christina
Legal Consultant / Negotiator
				

Informant type

Date

Negotiator

Feb-14

Negotiator

Mar-14

Negotiator

Feb-14

Negotiator

Feb-14

Negotiator
Mar-14
Negotiator / Country
Partner Government Mar-14
Negotiator/ Country
Partner Government Apr-14
Negotiator/Donor
Jan-14
Negotiator/Norwegian
Government
Mar-14

Norwegian government
Surname

Forename Institution

Informant type

204 Buli
Ingrid
Senior Adviser – Civil Society Norwegian
			
Department, Development
Government
			
Initiatives, Norad		
205 Strand
Joar
Norwegian Embassy, Indonesia Norwegian
				
Government
206 Andreassen- Ingvild
Director General, Ministry of
Norwegian
Sæverund 		
Climate and Environment,
Government
			
Norway		
207 Bade
Heidi
NICFI, Ministry of Climate and Norwegian
			
Environment, Norway
Government
208 Bjørnebye Erik
Special Adviser; Climate, Global Norwegian
			
Health and Sustainable
Government
			
Development (GEF contact),
			
Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
			
Norway 		
209 Brandtzaeg Marit
Director, Quality Assurance
Norwegian
			
Department, Norad
Government
210 Brynildsen Vegar
Director; Climate Change,
Norwegian
			
Global Health and Sustainable Government
			
Development MFA		
211 Cleve
Sophie
Adviser, Climate Energy and
Norwegian
			
Environment – Agriculture and Government
			
Forestry Norad		
212 Forseth
Elisabeth
Norwegian Embassy In Brazil Norwegian
				
Government
213 Gaarder
Andreas
Deputy Director General,
Norwegian
			
Regional Affairs and
Government
			
Development, Ministry of
			
Foreign Affairs, Norway		
214 Halvorsen Vigdis
Assistant Director, Civil Society Norwegian
			
Department, Development
Government
			
Initiatives Norad		

Date

Dec-13
Feb-14

Feb-14
Dec-13
and Jan-14

Feb-14
Feb-14

Dec-13

Dec-13
Nov 13;
Jan-14

Dec-13

Dec-13
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Norwegian government
Surname

Forename Institution

Informant type

Date

215 Hansen
Bjørn Brede Director; Multilateral
Norwegian
			
Development Assistance
Government
			
Finance and Global
			
Economic Issues, Ministry of
			
Foreign Affairs, Norway		
Feb-14
216 Harboe
Henrik
Director, Development Policy
Norwegian
			
Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Government
			
Norway		
Dec-13
217 Haugh
Marianne
Senior Advisor, Civil Society
Norwegian
			
Department, Norad
Government
Feb-14
218 Haugland Silje
Advisor, Climate, Energy and Norwegian			
			
Environment- Agriculture and Government
			
Forestry, Norad, Norway		
Apr-14
219 Holmås
Heikki
Parliamentarian, formerly
Norwegian
			
Minister of International
Government
			
Development, Norway		
Feb-14
220 Irawati
Nita
Norwegian Embassy,
Norwegian
			
Indonesia
Government
Feb-14
221 Johanesen Marianne
NICFI Secretariat Ministry of
Norwegian
			
Climate and Environment
Government
Dec-13
222 Jorgensen Ivar
Policy Director, Climate, Energy Norwegian
			
and Environment – Agriculture Government
			
and Forestry Norad		
Feb-14
223 Kulild
Villa
Director General, Norad
Norwegian
				
Government
Feb-14
224 Lie
Mads
Senior Adviser, Climate Energy Norwegian
			
and Environment – Agriculture Government
			
and Forestry, Norad		
Feb-14
225 Lund
Kjetil
Adviser to Jens Stoltenberg,
Norwegian
			
Office of Jens Stoltenberg, UN Government
			
Special Envoy on Climate
			
Change. Formerly State
			
Secretary, Ministry of Finance.		
Feb-14
226 Lund
Mille
Consultant, Environment &
Norwegian
			
Climate Change team
Government			
			
Norwegian Embassy		
Feb-14
227 Lunde
Lars Andreas State Secretary, Ministry of
Norwegian
			
Climate and Environment,
Government
			
Norway		
Feb-14
228 Maal
Bodil
Senior Adviser, Economic
Norwegian
			
Development, Gender and
Government
			
Governance – Rights and
			
Gender Equality Norad		
Dec-13
229 Malvik
Henrik
Special Adviser; Climate,
Norwegian
			
Global Health and Sustainable Government
			
Development, Ministry of
			
Foreign Affairs		
Feb-14
230 Martinsen Anne Kristin Assistant Director, Quality
Norwegian
			
Assurance – Legal Section
Government
			
Norad		
Dec-13
231 Mkwizu
Yassin
Officer, Environment and
Norwegian
			
Climate Change Norwegian
Government
			
Embassy, Tanzania		
Feb-14
232 Mogstad
Per
Head of Cooperation,
Norwegian
			
Norwegian Embassy, Accra;
Government
			
formerly NICFI contact point
			
Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
			
Norway		
Nov-13
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Norwegian government
Surname

Forename Institution

Informant type

233 Næss
Inger
Senior Advisor, Ministry of
Norwegian
			
Foreign Affairs, Norway
Government
234 Nordseth
Marte
NICFI, Norwegian Ministry of
Norwegian
			
Climate and Environment
Government
235 Rye
Simon
Director of Development Policy, Norwegian
			
NICFI, Ministry of Climate and Government
			
Environment (seconded)		
236 Sæther
Gjermund
Senior Adviser; UN Policy and Norwegian
			
Gender Equality (formerly NICFI Government
			
contact point)Ministry of Foreign
			
Affairs, Norway		
237 Sørensen Heidi
Formerly State Secretary to
Norwegian
			
Minister Solheim, now WWF,
Government
			
Norway Formerly Ministry of
			
Climate and Environment,
			
Norway		
238 Storholt
Kristine
Assistant Director, Economic
Norwegian
			
Development, Gender and
Government
			
Governance – Rights and
			
Gender Equality Norad		
239 Stormark
Kåre
Deputy Director General; UN, Norwegian
			
Peace and Humanitarian Affairs Government
			
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Norway
240 Syse
Christian
Deputy Secretary General,
Norwegian
			
Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Government
			
Norway		
241 Telnes
Einar
Director, Climate, Energy and Norwegian
			
Environment, Norad
Government
242 Trebbi
Lisetta
Assistant Director, Climate,
Norwegian
			
Energy and Environment –
Government
			
Agriculture and Forestry Norad		
243 Tvete
Berit
Counsellor – Environment and Norwegian
			
Climate Change Norwegian
Government
			
Embassy, Tanzania		
244 Tveteraas Andreas
Director of Policy NICFI
Norwegian
			
Secretariat, Ministry of Climate Government
			
and Environment, Norway		
245 Yousefi
Anahita
Higher Executive Officer, Latin Norwegian
			
America, NICFI Ministry of
Government
			
Climate and Environment, Norway
246 Abrahamsen Stian
Intern Norwegian Embassy
Norwegian
				
Government
247 Nordang
Inge
Section for UN policy, Ministry Norwegian
			
of Foreign Affairs, Norway
Government
248 Pharo
Per Fredrik DirectorDirector, NICFI
Norwegian
			
Secretariat Ministry Climate
Government
			
and Environment		
249 Solhjell
Bård Vegar Parliamentarian, formerly
Norwegian
			
Minister of Environment,
Government
			
Norway		
250 Wiig
Marit
Norwegian Embassy, Brazil
Norwegian
				
Government
251 Brattskar
Hans
State Secretary, Deputy Minister Norwegian
			
Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Government
			
Norway		
252 Brun Sørlie Eirik
Senior Adviser, REDD+
Norwegian
			
Negotiations, NICFI Ministry of Government
			
Climate and Environment, Norway

Date
Apr-14
Dec-13;
Feb14

Dec-13

Dec-13

Feb-14

Dec-13

Dec-13

Dec-13
Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14

Feb-14

Dec-13
Feb-14
Nov-13

Feb-14

Feb-14
Nov-13

Dec-13

Dec-13
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Private sector organisations
Surname

Forename Institution

253 Bell
Simon
254 Hasan
Mohamad
		
Fadhil
255 Thom
Anton
			
			
256		
Purwadi
			
			

Private Sector, Indonesia
Palm Oil Business Association
(GAPKI), Indonesia
Upper Berbice Forest and
Agri Producers Association,
Guyana
Indonesian Association of
Forest Management
Businesses (APHI)

Informant type

Date

Private Sector

Feb-14

Private Sector

Feb-14

Private Sector

Apr-14

Private Sector

Feb-14

Informant type

Date

Research institutions
Surname

Forename Institution

257 Augustino Suzana
			
			
258 Gebara
Maria
			
259 Hodge
Gregory
260 Kiunsi
Robert
			
261 Maliondo
Salim
			
262 May
Peter
			
263 Moutinho
Paulo
264 Parrotta
John
			
			
265 Ramos
Adriana
			
266 Shemdoe Riziki Silas
			
267 Silayo
Dos Santos
			
			
268 Stella
Osvaldo
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Senior Lecturer Sokoine
University of Agriculture,
Tanzania
Getulio Vargas Foundation
(FGV), Brazil
University of Guyana
Professor, Ardhi University,
Tanzania
Professor Sokoine University
of Agriculture, Tanzania
Getulio Vargas Foundation,
Brazil
IPAM, Brazil
Research Program Leader,
International Forest Science
Issues USDA Forest Service
Institutio Socio-Ambiental,
Brazil
Director, Ardhi University,
Tanzania
Senior Lecturer and Consultant
Sokoine University of
Agriculture, Tanzania
IPAM, Brazil

Research Institution Feb-14
Research Institution Dec-13
Research Institution Apr-14
Research Institution Feb-14
Research Institution Feb-14
Research Institution Dec-13
and Jan-14
Research Institution Dec-13

Research Institution Feb-14
Research Institution Dec-13
Research Institution Feb-14

Research Institution Feb-14
Research Institution Dec-13
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Annex 3 Terms of reference

Terms of reference
Real-time evaluation of Norway’s international climate and forest
initiative:
Synthesis evaluation 2007-2013
19.09.2013

1.

Background
REDD+ and Norway’s initiative
The Government of Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI)
was launched in December 2007, pledging substantial development cooperation
funding1 towards efforts to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation in developing countries (REDD2). The primary objective of the
Norwegian Government’s climate policy is to play a part in establishing a global,
binding, long-term post-2012 regime that will ensure deep enough cuts in global
greenhouse gas emissions for the average rise in global temperature to be
limited to no more than 2°C above the pre-industrial level.3 The international
climate policy has changed since the Initiative was initiated with no new
comprehensive agreement in place within the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), although some achievements was
made on climate and forest under the Cancun Agreement in 2010, and further
progress were made on technical issues in Durban in 2011. However, according
to the Norwegian government’s annual proposition No.1 (Prop.1S 2012-2013),
the rationale behind the government's climate and forest initiative is still valid
and the strategy and objectives for the Initiative remains.
The funding shall be used in accordance with the objectives of NICFI4:
To work towards the inclusion of emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation in a new international climate regime;
1
2
3
4

Appendix 1 provides a table of total NICFI disbursement 2009-2012 (in million Norwegian kroner). Source:
Statistical database, Statistical team, Norad.
REDD stands for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest degradation in Developing countries.
REDD+ includes the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest
carbon stocks.
NICFI website: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/md/Selected-topics/climate/the-government-of-norwaysinternational-/why-a-climate-and-forest-initiative.html?id=547202.
NICFI website: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/md/Selected-topics/climate/the-government-of-norwaysinternational-/why-a-climate-and-forest-initiative.html?id=547202.
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To take early action to achieve cost-effective and verifiable reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions;
To promote the conservation of natural forests to maintain their carbon
storage capacity.
Sustainable development and poverty alleviation are overarching goals of
Norwegian foreign and development policy5 (ODA). Thus, in addition to the
climate-related goals, these are essential goals for NICFI. In pursuing the
different goals, the climate policy and the development policy should be mutually
supportive.
NICFI is working through four main areas; negotiations under the UNFCCC,
partnerships with individual countries, multilateral programs, and support for civil
society. The majority of NICFI’s financial support is channelled through
multilateral units including; the UN-REDD Programme (hosted by United Nations
Environment Program, United Nations Development Program, and Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations), the Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility (hosted by the World Bank), the Forest Investment Program (hosted by
the World Bank), the Guyana REDD+ Investment Fund (GRIF), and the Congo
Basin Forest Fund managed by the African Development Bank. Norway has also
entered into formal agreements with Brazil (where funding is provided to the
Amazon fund managed by the Brazilian National Development Bank), Guyana,
Indonesia, Mexico, and Tanzania. A climate partnership with Ethiopia was
launched during the UNFCCC negotiations in Durban in 2011 and formalized
agreement is to be signed in the coming months. Discussions are taking place
preparing for bilateral support to Colombia, Ecuador and Peru. Nongovernmental organisations are funded through a support scheme administered
by the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad).
The set-up and political context of NICFI has changed since the initiation. In
2007, there was one responsible minister for NICFI being Minister of the
Environment and International Development. This changed in 2012 and there
are now two ministers that are sharing this position; the Minister of International
Development and the Minister of Environment. The Ministry of Environment still
hosts the Secretariat of the NICFI, which has expanded with representatives
from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs being placed at Ministry of Environment. The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, supported by Norwegian missions abroad and Norad,
is responsible for foreign and development policy related to NICFI, as well as the
management and disbursement of funds. In 2013, a large part of the
administration and management of the portfolio will be transferred from the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs to Norad. This transfer involves updated rules for how
to manage the portfolio and budget items.

5

148

The ODA objectives include social and economic development, poverty reduction, the welfare and rights of
indigenous peoples and other people living in or from forests, better land use, and the protection of
biodiversity and the environment in general.
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Overall, NICFI emphasises the importance of recognizing and designing REDD+
as an element of national development strategies and green economy
approaches.
The real-time evaluation of the Norway’s international climate and forest
initiative
Norad’s Evaluation Department started the real-time evaluation in early 2010,
entering into a framework contract with LTS International covering the four-year
period 2010-2013. The purpose of this real-time evaluation6 is to facilitate rapid
learning by progressively assesses the results of NICFI with regard to its
objectives. Real-time evaluation is not an evaluation methodology - what
distinguishes it is the point in time in which it takes place. The evaluation is
guided by the OECD/DAC evaluation criteria: relevance, efficiency,
effectiveness, impact and sustainability. The approach involves a range of
evaluation activities of specific thematic or geographic areas carried out
irregularly, which can also be repeated at regular intervals.
The overall objectives of this real-time evaluation are to assess the results of
NICFI’s support towards its climate and development objectives.
The evaluation has revolved around the following three levels:
-

Global level: The Initiative’s contribution to an international REDD regime
National level: The Initiative’s support to the formulation and implementation
of national REDD strategies
Local level: Lessons learned from REDD demonstration projects supported
by the Initiative

The first evaluations carried out were NICFI’s contributions to a global REDD+
regime (2007-2010), and NICFI’s contributions to national REDD+ processes
(2007-2010) in Brazil, Guyana, DR Congo, Tanzania, and Indonesia. A real-time
evaluation framework with indicators7 to be used thorough out the evaluation
period was developed. The evaluations constructed a baseline retrospectively
(2007 – the year of the launch of NICFI) and thereafter assessed NICFI’s
support to the global and national work within REDD+ from 2007-2010. The
evaluation of NICFI’s support to civil society organisations was published in
2012, covering advocacy and demonstration activities on the ground with field
studies in Indonesia, Peru, Cameroon and DR Congo. In 2013, the thematic-

6
7

Norsk: følgeevaluering.
The main indicators for the global REDD+ regime was clustered under the following themes: 1) Progress of
REDD+ section of climate change negotiation text 2) Progress on an overarching climate agreement 3)
Progress on detailed REDD+ modalities and processes 4) Progress with developing an institutional
framework 5) Political commitment and momentum rearing REDD+ 6) Consistency and coherence of interim
actions on REDD+.
The main indicators for the national REDD+ processes was clustered under the following themes: 1)
National ownership 2) REDD relevant policies, strategies, plans, actions 3) MRV capacity and capability 4)
Deforestation and forest degradation 5) Livelihoods, economic and social development and environmental
conservation.
See further the country evaluation reports and the global regime report http://www.norad.no/no/evaluering/
publikasjoner/publikasjon?key=333472.
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evaluation of NICFI’s support to Measurement, Reporting, and Verification
(MRV) is to be published (with field studies in Indonesia, DR Congo, Tanzania,
and Guyana).

The synthesising evaluation that this specific terms of reference corresponds to
will be the final one to be conducted under the existing real-time evaluation
framework contract.

2.

Purpose, objectives and scope
There are two main reasons for this evaluation: 1) It is stated in the first terms of
reference for the real-time evaluation from 2010 that «the ultimate outcome of
the real-time evaluation is expected to be a synthesis report that addresses the
four overall objectives”. 2) There are strategic decisions to be taken about the
future strategy of NICFI, and this evaluation can provide inputs to that process.
Hence, the purpose of this evaluation is to determine the extent to which the
anticipated outcomes were produced8. It will synthesise the results and lessons
learned and serve as input to NICFI and the broader REDD community in the
future work and strategic decisions.
The main objective of this evaluation is to assess the results of NICFI’s support
against the overall objectives9, and shall cover the period from 2007-2013. The
evaluation shall synthesis results and lessons learned based on qualitative and
quantitative evidence on global, national and local level, and identify their
potential implications for NICFI’s future and strategic work.
Since this evaluation will assess results against the overall objectives, it will be
of importance in the inception phase to clarify how NICFI defines the relationship
between the climate and development policies. This will then guide the
evaluation. It shall be clarified, to the extent possible, if there are changes over
time on how these two policies have been emphasised, both in the design
(agreements) and the implementation phases. The focus will be on
achievements of results against the each of the objectives, and how they are
interlinked.

8
9
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A summative evaluation rather than formative.
As stated above:
To work towards the inclusion of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in a new international
climate regime;
To take early action to achieve cost-effective and verifiable reductions in greenhouse gas emissions;
To promote the conservation of natural forests to maintain their carbon storage capacity.
Sustainable development and poverty alleviation are overarching goals of Norwegian foreign and development policy (ODA). Thus, in addition to the climate-related goals, these are essential goals for NICFI. In
pursuing the different goals, the climate policy and the development policy should be mutually supportive.
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3.

Methods
This evaluation shall assess the results of NICFI’s support against baseline data
made available by previous evaluations and studies, both within this real-time
evaluation and other related studies and evaluations. Relevant existing
international best knowledge and evaluations covering REDD+ programs and
activities shall be reviewed. The evaluation shall build upon the already
constructed and revised evaluation framework and indicator tables for the global
and country evaluations (appendix 2). A Theory of Change shall be
reconstructed covering, to the extent possible, the climate and development
dynamics. New data, both qualitative and quantitative, shall be collected where
needed in order to make an up to date assessment. Baselines can be
reconstructed if needed. The evaluation will be of a broader and synthesising
character. A sample of in depth studies can be conducted if needed for
verification of data.
The evaluation shall be objective, transparent and evidence-based and use
multiple information sources and triangulation10 of data to substantiate findings
and assessments.
Where the team does not find sufficient information to make meaningful
assessments against the objectives of the evaluation, the team shall list the
sources sought and not found and describe the type of information sources they
would have required to carry out such an assessment.
The evaluation shall be conducted in accordance with the OECD/DAC
Evaluation Quality Standards11. Gender aspects shall be taken into account
where relevant.

4.

Evaluation activities and deliverables
Inception report		
The inception phase will start off with meetings with the evaluation department
and stakeholders in Oslo in September. The main aim of these meetings will be
to define and agree upon a measurable definition of how NICFI considers the
mutually supportiveness between the climate and development goals. This will
also provide the ground work for reconstruction of a Theory of Change for the
evaluation. During the inception phase, the team shall review relevant baseline
data, evaluations, reviews and project documents. The inception report shall
include a suggestion of countries and modalities to be studied in detail, based

10 Defined as: ‘The use of three or more theories, sources or types of information, or types of analysis to verify
and substantiate an assessment. OECD DAC. Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results Based
Management. 2002.
11 http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/55/0/44798177.pdf
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on selection criteria. The team shall propose a methodology for the evaluation
including an evaluation framework12. A list of information collected to date shall
be included, and information gaps shall be identified as well as a strategy on
how to fill the gaps.

Final report 		
The final report shall be prepared in accordance to the Guidelines for Reports
and not exceed 50 pages excluding annexes. The executive summary shall not
exceed one tenth of the length of the main report and shall function as an
independent excerpt free of references to other parts of the report.

Communication brief 		
Based on the executive summary, a communication brief not exceeding two
pages shall be prepared. It shall include the most important findings,
conclusions, lessons learned and recommendations. It shall be written in an
accessible language, possibly including clarifying examples, and be evidence
based. The specific format for the communication brief may be agreed in more
detail later.
All reports shall be written in a non-technical and accessible language, with the
use of acronyms kept to a minimum. Findings and conclusions must refer to
specific and well-documented sources and references and shall include an
analysis that shows how and why the evidence presented supports the position
taken. In general, all the reports shall be prepared in accordance to the
“Guidelines for Reports under the call-off orders” (annex 5 in the tender
document).

Deliverables and timeframe:		
9-10th September: Start of the inception phase. Meetings with stakeholders in
Oslo.
7th October: Submission of inception report
October: Comments on Inception report submitted to consultants
End of March: Submission of draft final report
April: Comments on the draft final report to consultants
May: Submission of final report
June: Final public seminar and internal workshop with stakeholders

12
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The evaluation framework (Appendix 2) already developed by LTS for this on-going real-time evaluation shall
be used and revised when applicable.
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5.

Evaluation team
The evaluation will require a team with extensive knowledge of REDD, climate
strategies and development work at international, national and local level, as
well as knowledge of the countries and international initiatives under study.
Preferably at least one member of each of the previous country/global/thematic
evaluations should take part in the corresponding country teams of this
evaluation.
The team leader shall have documented experience in managing complex,
multi-disciplinary evaluations. The team leader shall ensure methodological and
conceptual consistency throughout the evaluation.
LTS International shall suggest a composition of the team, taking into account
the size of the evaluation and the expected distribution of personnel categories
(see tender document).

6.

Budget
LTS International shall propose a budget based on the personnel requirements
and the expected travel and subsistence expenses.
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EVALUATION REPORTS

1.09

8.00
9.00

1.09

Evaluation of the Norwegian Mixed Credits Programme
“Norwegians? Who needs Norwegians?” Explaining the Oslo Back
Channel: Norway’s Political Past in the Middle East
10.00 Taken for Granted? An Evaluation of Norway’s Special Grant for the
Environment
1.01 Evaluation of the Norwegian Human Rights Fund
2.01 Economic Impacts on the Least Developed Countries of the
Elimination of Import Tariffs on their Products
3.01 Evaluation of the Public Support to the Norwegian NGOs Working in
Nicaragua 1994–1999
3A.01 Evaluación del Apoyo Público a las ONGs Noruegas que Trabajan
en Nicaragua 1994–1999
4.01 The International Monetary Fund and the World Bank Cooperation
on Poverty Reduction
5.01 Evaluation of Development Co-operation between Bangladesh and
Norway, 1995–2000
6.01 Can democratisation prevent conflicts? Lessons from sub-Saharan
Africa
7.01 Reconciliation Among Young People in the Balkans An Evaluation of
the Post Pessimist Network
1.02 Evaluation of the Norwegian Resource Bank for Democracyand
Human Rights (NORDEM)
2.02 Evaluation of the International Humanitarian Assistance of the
Norwegian Red Cross
3.02 Evaluation of ACOPAMAn ILO program for “Cooperative and
Organizational Support to Grassroots Initiatives” in Western Africa
1978 – 1999
3A.02 Évaluation du programme ACOPAMUn programme du BIT sur l’«
Appui associatif et coopératif auxInitiatives de Développement à la
Base » en Afrique del’Ouest de 1978 à 1999
4.02 Legal Aid Against the Odds Evaluation of the Civil Rights Project
(CRP) of the Norwegian Refugee Council in former Yugoslavia
1.03 Evaluation of the Norwegian Investment Fund for Developing
Countries (Norfund)
2.03 Evaluation of the Norwegian Education Trust Fund for Africain the
World Bank
3.03 Evaluering av Bistandstorgets Evalueringsnettverk
1.04 Towards Strategic Framework for Peace-building: Getting Their Act
Togheter.Overview Report of the Joint Utstein Study of the
Peacebuilding.
2.04 Norwegian Peace-building policies: Lessons Learnt and Challenges
Ahead
3.04 Evaluation of CESAR´s activities in the Middle East Funded by
Norway
4.04 Evaluering av ordningen med støtte gjennom paraplyorganiasajoner. Eksemplifisert ved støtte til Norsk Misjons Bistandsnemda og
Atlas-alliansen
5.04 Study of the impact of the work of FORUT in Sri Lanka: Building
CivilSociety
6.04 Study of the impact of the work of Save the Children Norway in
Ethiopia: Building Civil Society
1.05 –Study: Study of the impact of the work of FORUT in Sri Lanka and
Save the Children Norway in Ethiopia: Building Civil Society
1.05 –Evaluation: Evaluation of the Norad Fellowship Programme
2.05 –Evaluation: Women Can Do It – an evaluation of the WCDI
programme in the Western Balkans
3.05 Gender and Development – a review of evaluation report
1997–2004
4.05 Evaluation of the Framework Agreement between the Government
of Norway and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
5.05 Evaluation of the “Strategy for Women and Gender Equality in
Development Cooperation (1997–2005)”
1.06 Inter-Ministerial Cooperation. An Effective Model for Capacity
Development?
2.06 Evaluation of Fredskorpset
1.06 – Synthesis Report: Lessons from Evaluations of Women and
Gender Equality in Development Cooperation
1.07 Evaluation of the Norwegian Petroleum-Related Assistance
1.07 – Synteserapport: Humanitær innsats ved naturkatastrofer:En
syntese av evalueringsfunn
1.07 – Study: The Norwegian International Effort against Female Genital
Mutilation
2.07 Evaluation of Norwegian Power-related Assistance
2.07 – Study Development Cooperation through Norwegian NGOs in
South America
3.07 Evaluation of the Effects of the using M-621 Cargo Trucks in
Humanitarian Transport Operations
4.07 Evaluation of Norwegian Development Support to Zambia (1991
- 2005)
5.07 Evaluation of the Development Cooperation to Norwegion NGOs in
Guatemala
1.08 Evaluation: Evaluation of the Norwegian Emergency Preparedness
System (NOREPS)
1.08 Study: The challenge of Assessing Aid Impact: A review of
Norwegian Evaluation Practise
1.08 Synthesis Study: On Best Practise and Innovative Approaches to
Capasity Development in Low Income African Countries
2.08 Evaluation: Joint Evaluation of the Trust Fund for Enviromentally
and Socially Sustainable Development (TFESSD)
2.08 Synthesis Study: Cash Transfers Contributing to Social Protection: A
Synthesis of Evaluation Findings
2.08 Study: Anti- Corruption Approaches. A Literature Review
3.08 Evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation the EEA Grants
4.08 Evaluation: Evaluation of Norwegian HIV/AIDS Responses
5.08 Evaluation: Evaluation of the Norwegian Reasearch and Development Activities in Conflict Prevention and Peace-building
6.08 Evaluation: Evaluation of Norwegian Development Cooperation in
the Fisheries Sector

2.09
2.09
3.09
3.09
4.09
4.09
5.09
6.09
7.09
1.10
2.10
3.10
4.10
5.10
6.10
7.10
8.10
9.10
10.10
11.10
12.10
13.10
14.10
15.10
16.10
17.10
18.10
1.11
2.11
3.11
4.11
5.11
6.11
7.11
8.11
9.11
10.11
1.12
2.12
3.12
4.12
5.12
6.12
7.12
8.12
9.12
1.13
2.13
3.13
4.13
5.13
1.14
2.14

Evaluation: Joint Evaluation of Nepal´s Education for All 2004-2009
Sector Programme
Study Report: Global Aid Architecture and the Health Millenium
Development Goals
Evaluation: Mid-Term Evaluation of the Joint Donor Team in Juba,
Sudan
Study Report: A synthesis of Evaluations of Environment Assistance
by Multilateral Organisations
Evaluation: Evaluation of Norwegian Development Coopertation
through Norwegian Non-Governmental Organisations in Northern
Uganda (2003-2007)
Study Report: Evaluation of Norwegian Business-related Assistance
Sri Lanka Case Study
Evaluation: Evaluation of Norwegian Support to the Protection of
Cultural Heritage
Study Report: Norwegian Environmental Action Plan
Evaluation: Evaluation of Norwegian Support to Peacebuilding in
Haiti 1998–2008
Evaluation: Evaluation of the Humanitarian Mine Action Activities of
Norwegian People’s Aid
Evaluation: Evaluation of the Norwegian Programme for Development, Research and Education (NUFU) and of Norad’s Programme
for Master Studies (NOMA)
Evaluation: Evaluation of the Norwegian Centre for Democracy Support 2002–2009
Synthesis Study: Support to Legislatures
Synthesis Main Report: Evaluation of Norwegian Business-related
Assistance
Study: Evaluation of Norwegian Business-related Assistance South
Africa Case Study
Study: Evaluation of Norwegian Business-related Assistance
Bangladesh Case Study
Study: Evaluation of Norwegian Business-related Assistance
Uganda Case Study
Evaluation: Evaluation of Norwegian Development Cooperation with
the Western Balkans
Evaluation: Evaluation of Transparency International
Study: Evaluability Study of Partnership Initiatives
Evaluation: Democracy Support through the United Nations
Evaluation: Evaluation of the International Organization for
Migration and its Efforts to Combat Human Trafficking
Evaluation: Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate
and Forest Initiative (NICFI)
Evaluation: Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate
and Forest Initiative. Country Report: Brasil
Evaluation: Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate
and Forest Initiative. Country Report: Democratic Republic of Congo
Evaluation: Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate
and Forest Initiative. Country Report: Guyana
Evaluation: Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate
and Forest Initiative. Country Report: Indonesia
Evaluation: Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate
and Forest Initiative. Country Report: Tanzania
Evaluation: Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate
and Forest Initiative
Evaluation: Results of Development Cooperation through
Norwegian NGO’s in East Africa
Evaluation: Evaluation of Research on Norwegian Development
Assistance
Evaluation: Evaluation of the Strategy for Norway’s Culture and
Sports Cooperation with Countries in the South
Study: Contextual Choices in Fighting Corruption: Lessons Learned
Pawns of Peace. Evaluation of Norwegian peace efforts in Sri
Lanka, 1997-2009
Joint Evaluation of Support to Anti-Corruption Efforts, 2002-2009
Evaluation: Evaluation of Norwegian Development Cooperation to
Promote Human Rights
Norway’s Trade Related Assistance through Multilateral Organizations: A Synthesis Study
Activity-Based Financial Flows in UN System: A study of Select UN
Organisations Volume 1 Synthesis Volume 2 Case Studies
Evaluation of Norwegian Health Sector Support to Botswana
Mainstreaming disability in the new development paradigm.
Evaluation of Norwegian support to promote the rights of persons
with disabilities.
Hunting for Per Diem. The uses and Abuses of Travel Compensation in Three Developing Countries
Evaluation of Norwegian Development Cooperation with Afghanistan 2001-2011
Evaluation of the Health Results Innovation Trust Fund
Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest
Initiative. Lessons Learned from Support to Civil Society Organisations.
Facing the Resource Curse: Norway’s Oil for Development Program
A Study of Monitoring and Evaluation in Six Norwegian Civil Society
Organisations
Use of Evaluations in the Norwegian Development Cooperation
System
Evaluation of Norway´s Bilateral Agricultural Support to Food Security
A Framework for Analysing Participation in Development
Local Perceptions, Participation and Accountability in Malawi’s
Health Sector
Evalution of the Norwegian India Partnership Initiative
Evalution of Five Humanitarian Programmes of the Norwegian
Refugee Council (NRC) and of the Standby Roster NORCAP
Real-Time Evaluation of Norway’s International Climate and Forest
Initiative Contribution to Measurement, Reporting and Verification
Can We Demonstrate the Difference that Norwegian Aid Makes?
Evaluation of results measurement and how this can be improved
Unintended Effects in Evaluations of Norwegian Aid
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