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tackles marine issues, and for organisations that specifically focus on reaching local 

communities and local organisations. Despite the unique position that local organisations 

occupy, within the context of global financial architecture, the funding opportunities for these 

organisations is extremely limited. OCEAN will seek to fill this gap and support people and 

communities who have most acutely and disproportionately been impacted by climate change; 

‘who have historically contributed the least to current climate change’ and whose vulnerability 

is ‘exacerbated by inequity and marginalisation linked to e.g., gender, ethnicity, low incomes, 

informal settlements, disability, age, and historical and ongoing patterns of inequity such as 

colonialism.’2 

8. OCEAN will focus on activities that deliver impact under the four Defra-led BPF outcomes: 

marine protected areas (MPAs) and other effective conservation measures (OECMs); illegal, 

unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing; international and large-scale fisheries; and marine 

pollution. Climate outcomes will be indirectly delivered through programming, and we 

anticipate International Climate Finance (ICF) to be up to . The fund will also provide 

benefits towards the other three outcomes (critical marine habitats, small-scale fisheries, and 

sustainable aquaculture), which are led by the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development 

Office (FCDO; see 2.5 Objectives, Impacts, Outcomes, and Activities for table of Defra and 

FCDO objective outcomes). The FCDO business case for their Climate and Ocean Adaptation 

Sustainable Transition (COAST) programme, which will deliver on the three FCDO outcomes, 

has been approved. Once sufficient evidence has built up, we will assess delivery against the 

outcomes to understand the strategic value of the current approach. This will likely be in line 

with the review of the fund manager. 

9.  The two departments are currently updating the BPF Theory of Change (ToC) and priority 

outcomes and work closely to ensure strong coordination across the portfolio. This joint 

coordination will support strategic design and development of the competitive fund, ensuring 

it aligns and adds value across the whole BPF programme. It will also explore how projects 

funded under the competitive fund can be scaled up through other Defra funded mechanisms 

to ensure coherence, impact, Value for Money (VfM) and to mitigate the risk of duplication. 

10. The competitive fund is designed to be a community focussed challenge fund that cuts across 

all the BPF priority outcomes. This means that it will not always directly target specific delivery 

pathways on the priority outcomes as they may not be relevant or realistic at the community 

level scale (see section 2.5 Objectives, Impacts, Outcomes, and refer to Outputs). However, 

Table 1 provides a broad working example of how some competitive fund anticipated activities, 

outcomes and long-term impacts may align to the current Defra and FCDO priority outcomes 

under the BPF (also see 2.5 Objectives, Impacts, Outcomes, and Activities and Figure 3: 

Theory of Change for a more detailed strategic oversight of the competitive fund). 
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12. This fund will provide a dynamic, competitive element that has the potential to fund 

different/alternative types of solutions by virtue of being developed by and with local organisations 

and communities. It will have the potential to support proposals for expensive but necessary 

activities, such as providing extensive support for fisheries intelligence and monitoring, control, 

and surveillance. The fund will also be able to support proposals that address long-term behaviour 

change and social drivers of environmental issues, such as strengthening legitimacy of authority 

at local level and understanding factors such as social norms and power dynamics. This also 

includes supporting proposals which look to improve gender equality, disability, and marginalised 

groups whose livelihoods rely on the marine environment. Projects such as these require a long-

term approach and carry higher risk than other activities like upskilling or increasing technical 

knowledge.  

13. Overall, the competitive fund will give the BPF tactical, strategic advantages in terms of leveraging 

action on a wider geographic scale, partnering with local organisations in key countries, increasing 

action and support for UK priorities, and the ability for Defra to tailor its portfolio according to 

changing circumstances.  

14. With regards to fund management, Defra’s project team have undertaken competitive 

procurement processes to secure a grant administrator to manage defined aspects of the fund, 

including administration and coordinating activities across the outcomes, disbursing funds, and 

leading on monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL). The grant administrator will also work 

closely with delivery partners to deliver outcomes and objectives specified by Defra and identify 

and manage risks.  

15. Defra’s project team has worked closely with colleagues in commercial and the BLF team to 

incorporate lessons learned from the BLF commercial process. This resulted in: a detailed, 

strengthened, and more robust ITT; rigorous two-stage evaluation process; and cost strategy of 

70:30 technical expertise: price. Additional measures, such as having a wide range of reviewers 

from Darwin, BPF, and FCDO, were also implemented. 

16. Grant administrator activities will be complemented by Defra-funded BPF staff based in select 

FCDO posts. These staff will oversee and coordinate activities in several key regions3, review fund 

proposals in tandem with FCDO country-based staff, support implementing partners on the 

ground, and work to ensure that programming remains strategic. An independent evaluation group 

(expert committee) consisting of ex-officio experts in the marine environment and poverty 

reduction, will also be recruited to provide independent assessments and recommendations of 

successful project applications. An independent evaluator will also be procured to provide 

dedicated knowledge and support on MEL and Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) 

activities. Data and learning from external assessment reviews, alongside ongoing MEL and GESI 

activities, will form the basis of continuous improvement and adaptive programming over the 

lifetime of the fund.   

17. Given the breadth and complexity of the challenges we are trying to address, we advocate for 

longer-term project delivery of up to seven years to maximise our ability to have lasting, meaningful 

impact. The new draft International Development Strategy focuses on the need for long-term 

approaches, lessons learned from FCDO challenge funds, and results from the Independent 

Commission for Aid Impact’s (ICAI) review on DfiD’s partnerships with civil society organisations 

emphasise the need for long-term programming (Annex C).  

 

3 Fiji (Pacific); Vietnam (South- East Asia); Ghana (West Africa); Ecuador (Latin America); and Mozambique (East Africa)  
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18. The competitive fund will be formed of two application windows (below). We are also exploring a 

capacity-building component and the provision of core funding, two elements that have been 

identified as critical to the long-term success and sustainability of projects and delivery partners 

(see section 2.5, Lessons learned).  

• Small grants: up to £250,000 → targeting smaller, in country organisations and local 
communities with a focus on capacity building, alongside delivering activities to support 
local communities or improve the marine environment (two stage process) 

• Large grants: up to £3m → targeting larger organisations and/or consortia that are 
partnered with local organisations, both of which are able to absorb increased funding to 
scale up existing activities and aim to reach higher numbers of people (one stage process). 
This grants window will also enable the scale up of successful projects, either existing or 
progressing projects from the small grants window 

 
The eligibility criteria are currently in development. Criteria will build on learning from other 

successful fund mechanisms, including UK Aid Direct, especially in terms of defining size of 

organisations. Criteria will likely be based on annual income (with an average taken from last three 

years of their accounts) and definitions from other FCDO grants-based programming to ensure 

accessible and robust criteria for effective targeting of small and large grants.  

19. The assessment criteria and selection criteria are also in development and will draw on learning 

from the Darwin Initiative, Darwin Plus, the Biodiverse Landscapes Fund, Blue Forests, and UK 

Aid Direct assessment criteria (technical merit, environmental impacts, and poverty reduction 

benefits), with the intention of incorporating criteria that will allow measurement against objectives 

specific to this programme (e.g., supporting vulnerable communities) 

20. Due diligence will be undertaken for both windows, with requests for evidence that demonstrate 

the applicant is a viable organisation, that proposed projects are implemented in an ODA eligible 

country or countries, and that they have the capacity to implement the proposed project or build 

the necessary capacity over the lifetime of the project.  

21. The competitive fund will also deliver on additional critical pathways outlined in the BPF Theory of 

Change (ToC). The first few years of BPF programming has seen strong focus on improving 

capacity building, knowledge sharing, and monitoring of data. However, there are other pathways 

(e.g., coastal planning, legislation, strengthening voices, pilots on sustainable livelihoods, 

management, and enforcement) that can be utilised to deliver BPF outcomes through the 

competitive fund.  

22. Procurement of an external grant administrator is critical given the expansive administrative remit 

of this fund: including management of the application process; conducting due diligence on 

potential delivery partners; on-going day-to-day liaison with, and management of, delivery 

partners; and supporting project-level monitoring and evaluation, including annual reporting.  

23. We have drawn heavily on learning from other funds such as the Darwin Initiative, Darwin Plus, 

the Biodiverse Landscapes Fund, Blue Forests, and UK Aid Direct. This has resulted in improved 

approaches to the fund administration design and reporting mechanisms. This includes: inclusive 

engagement and consultation with potential delivery partners throughout each stage of the fund 

lifecycle; strengthening fund eligibility and selection criteria to ensure smaller organisations have 

increased access, opportunity and support to submit successful applications; breaking down 

potential language barriers by ensuring fund content is available in other languages and exploring 

the viability of in-country 1-2-1 support available in several UN languages (French, Spanish, and 

Portuguese); promoting alternative reporting mechanisms, such as interviews and video/ radio 

blogs to relieve reporting burden on smaller organisations and reach a wider audience (e.g. those 
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for whom reading is more difficult or who do not own a laptop/ smart device); and developing 

options for appointing an inclusive, diverse and global expert committee. The design of the fund 

is continuously evolving based on lessons learned from other funds and will continue to adapt as 

evidence starts to come to us through mechanisms in our MEL and GESI framework. 

1.3 Why is UK support required and why now?  

24. The most severe impacts from marine ecosystem degradation, such as food and water insecurity, 

loss of nutrition, loss of employment and income, and the erosion of social cohesion, will be felt 

most by those who rely directly on marine resources for their livelihoods.4 Those living in coastal 

communities and small island developing states (SIDS) are especially vulnerable, where the 

poorest and marginalised often rely on the ocean not only for their livelihoods, but for nutrition, 

economic growth, and climate resilience.5,6 

25. Poorer households and communities are also less likely to have access to the services or 

resources to build resilience. They often have significantly less involvement in the decision-making 

processes necessary to increase their ability to protect the marine environment and to adapt to 

climate change. This lack of resources disproportionately affects women,7 who make up the 

majority of the world’s poor, as well as other vulnerable groups such as indigenous peoples, 

remote communities, persons with disabilities, vulnerable children, and the elderly.   

26. Despite the critically important position that the ocean occupies in maintaining global climate 

systems, safeguarding food and water security, and supporting some of the most biodiverse 

ecosystems in the world, the international funding landscape is dominated by terrestrial 

programming.8,9  

27. As global development seeks to better reach those who are systematically left behind, 

discriminated against, and locked into poverty, working at the local level in coastal areas is 

important. Feedback from sessions run in Sri Lanka, Colombia and Ecuador highlighted the 

importance and need for greater localisation in the development space. Local organisations are 

especially well-positioned to support communities, and especially during shocks. They can adapt, 

provide assistance, and respond to local needs more quickly and appropriately than international 

organisations. 

28. This competitive fund will focus on organisations that have the potential to reach these people and 

communities in ways that others cannot. They tend to be embedded into local communities, hold 

relationships, and trust with key community leaders, and hold local, historical, and traditional 

knowledge, which is imperative to local buy-in and impactful programming. As such, local 

organisations can adopt more nuanced approaches to meet the specific needs of those 

communities.  

29. As a world leader in environmental programming, international development, and international 

climate and nature finance, the UK is well positioned to help fill this gap and apply its substantial 
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expertise and highly regarded and extensive overseas network. We will work with posts and 

regional advisors to reach a greater diversity of organisations, to effectively coordinate with other 

BPF programmes, and provide strategic input into other major Defra programmes, such as Darwin, 

Darwin Plus and BLF (also see section Why Defra, pg. 19). 

How does this fund differ to Darwin?  

30. The competitive fund is designed to enrich other major Defra environmental funds, such as Darwin 
and Darwin+. Although we have drawn from Darwin for certain fund mechanisms, this fund has 
distinct features that also differentiates it from other Defra funds.  
 

• Darwin focuses specifically on biodiversity loss – this competitive fund proposes to go 
well beyond that. We’ll be seeking solutions in multiple problem spaces across a broad 
variety of issues, ranging from strengthening institutions that focus on achieving ocean 
equity for local communities to understanding the impact of IUU fishing on women and 
exploring solutions that combine both marine and gender issues 
 

• Although Darwin doesn’t specify ecosystems, the majority of proposals received and 
funding disbursed goes towards terrestrial programming; this does not help us to 
tackle the ocean funding gap (see Addressing the challenge: key barriers, page 16). We 
explored the option of integrating a separate, marine pillar into Darwin, but this is 
commercially unfeasible - Darwin has recently renewed its business case and grant 
administrator contract, which means that we are unable to bring marine programming of 
this scope into the fund at present (this is something we will explore in advance of  when 
contracts reach their break point clause and in conjunction with a broader strategic 
approach on grant administrators for the Defra challenge funds.) 

 
31. We have identified a key gap in the BPF portfolio, working directly at the local level and 
targeting organisations in country. This fund is designed to fill this gap and retain a clear 

marine focus. As the portfolio develops and matures, it will enable Defra to understand 
more clearly how the fund should sit within the broader BPF and environmental challenge 

funds’ portfolios  

1.4 What are the main programme activities and where? 

32. The essence of the competitive fund model is for organisations to bring forward their ideas for 

solutions for marine protection, management of marine resources, and climate adaptation. 

Activities and interventions will therefore vary from country to country, but outputs and outcomes 

will support the competitive fund ToC (see pg.23).  

33. Drawing from existing funds, such as Darwin, Darwin Plus and the Global Environment Facility 

Small Grants Programme, we anticipate activities to include: 

• training artisanal fishers in IUU fishing data collection to develop community-led networks 

to report IUU fishing 

• capacity building projects to train in-country experts to carry out fishery assessments and 

develop improvements based on data 

• community training workshops in sustainable marine management practices to increase 

productivity and yields of ecosystems 

• establishing no-take zones and creating biodiversity monitoring programmes 

• establishing and training staff in environmental management and information systems 

• establishing waste collection, sorting, and disposal systems in local communities  

• supporting women, youth, and disabled people to develop income generation and 

livelihood development in integrated waste management 
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34. Although the BPF has a set of priority regions and countries, we recommend not prioritising 

geographies at this stage. Given the lack of historical programming data from which to draw from, 

we recommend building up an evidence base first before taking the decision to limit the geographic 

scope. This will allow us to prioritise innovation and local, context-specific solutions. As the fund 

evolves and data sets emerge, we will re-assess whether to narrow the geographic scope. 

35. Projects will support, scale, and augment existing Defra BPF programming, such as the Ocean 

Country Partnership Programme (OCPP). For example, the competitive fund will be able to 

support OCPP objectives on improved management of the marine environment at the sub-national 

and community levels. The fund will be able to fund proposals that support and empower local 

communities to have greater access, rights, and autonomy over the marine environment and its 

resources, which is proven to contribute towards long-term sustainability of projects and 

programming.10 11 The competitive fund will also provide a useful vehicle to amplify in-country 

implementation of the Global Plastics Action Partnership (GPAP). GPAP is an enabling 

programme and implementation is led by in-country multistakeholder platform. A mixture of local 

public sector, private sector, NGOs, and academic actors make up task forces and action roadmap 

development teams, within GPAP. OCEAN could assist these groups to deliver on relevant 

activities set out in their plans and help secure funding for pipelined projects. 

1.5 Strategic alignment 

36. The fund will contribute to and/or align with several major UK strategic priorities: 

Climate change and biodiversity 

• COP26/27: the focus on the role of nature in combating climate change, with commitments 

made to protect local communities and natural habitats.  

• Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD; COP15): supporting the UK to deliver the 

Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework, in particular the 30x30 campaign and 

related targets on marine ecosystem restoration 

• Integrated Review Refresh 2023: “The UK’s first thematic priority remains tackling 

climate change, environmental damage and biodiversity loss, given the urgency of making 

progress before 2030.”12 

• 25 Year Environment Plan: under which HMG is committed to secure clean, healthy, 

productive, and biologically diverse seas and oceans, and is committed to providing 

international leadership and leading by example 

• Paris Agreement: the fund has an explicit focus on environmental protection and aligns 

with the Paris Agreement. The programme does not go against the fossil fuel policy, nor 

does it go against partner countries own climate plans, indeed there are opportunities to 

support these. This programme will not undertake Shadow Carbon Pricing ass it will not 

generate a material number of emissions. There will be emissions associated with 

unavoidable international travel. We are taking steps to mitigate our carbon footprint where 

we can, and we judge that applying Shadow Carbon Pricing is unlikely to generate 

information which would further change the programme or the decisions we make 
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regarding successful projects. A rapid climate and environmental risk screening 

assessment was completed and identified that the risk to this programme and its objectives 

is currently moderate for climate factors and low for environmental factors. This moderate 

climate score is due to the current uncertainty around which projects will be successful and 

their geographic and thematic focuses. An updated assessment will be completed within 

6 months following the completion of the first competition round.  

International Development Strategy 

• Strategy for International Development: includes a focus on the UK’s work on climate 

change and biodiversity, working with civil society, and understanding that progress must 

be locally owned. 

• International Women and Girls Strategy 2023-2030: which develops an HMG-wide 

approach to gender equality and supporting the opportunities and livelihoods of women 

and girls.  

Finance 

• The Dasgupta Review: the report emphasises the strategic importance of integrating 

nature into economics in order to address global challenges.13 Through this fund, the UK 

can begin to act on the recommendations from the review by directing critical public 

financial flows towards activities that allow our natural assets to prosper. 

• International Climate Finance: the UK has committed to doubling its ICF budget to 

We estimate that up to of OCEAN funding could be ICF, depending on the 

proposed projects which are successful during the competition process. The proportion of 

project funding counted as ICF will be updated over time.  

• 10 Point Plan for Financing Biodiversity: a political narrative that defines a clear 

pathway for bridging the global nature finance gap and to manage the significant risks of 

biodiversity loss to the global economy and public health.  

1.6 What are the expected results?  

37. Results will vary from country to country depending on national contexts and which organisations 

bid for funding. However, we expect projects to deliver a broad range of outcomes:  

• local organisations have increased willingness, capacity, and access to ODA so that they 

are able to establish and sustainably, effectively, and inclusively implement and manage 

marine protected areas and other effective conservation measures  

• IUU fishing activities are more effectively monitored, prevented, and prohibited with the 

communities previously dependent on these practices supported through alternative, 

stable, sustainable livelihoods 

• management of regional and national fisheries and aquaculture is strengthened to deliver 

sustainable fish stocks and healthy marine ecosystems, provide inclusive livelihoods, and 

reduce overfishing 

• communities have increased capacity to manage marine pollution, targeting pathways 

from land to sea, to prevent it entering the marine environment 

• women and other marginalised communities are brought into decision-making processes 

and have greater access and equity to marine resource management 

 

13 The Economics of Biodiversity: The Dasgupta Review (2021), Crown Copyright 
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• local marine management systems are (re)built and individuals, households and 

communities have greater diversification of food and income sources, buffering them 

against climate, socio-economic and other shocks 

38. Success will be measured through a comprehensive evaluation strategy, which will be developed 

in partnership with the Defra project team together with grant administrator MEL advisors and be 

delivered in combination with the Independent Evaluator once procured. The evaluation strategy 

will provide Defra with a strong evidence base for future decision making and benefits realisation. 

Furthermore, we intend to use real-time learning to help shape the fund during its evolution – it 

will enable us to determine the outcomes we will deliver by gathering real-time information on the 

portfolio and will support the adaptive programming approach that will underpin this fund. 

39. Success will also be measured through Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). Activities funded from 

the ICF portion of the fund will meet at least one ICF KPI. Non-climate activities will be measured 

through BPF KPIs. KPIs will provide Defra with important feedback about what the competitive 

fund is achieving on the ground and demonstrate the impact of ODA spend to UK taxpayers in 

line with our accountability and transparency requirements. Draft logframe and KPIs for OCEAN 

have been drawn from - and feed into – draft BPF indicators, Defra ODA indicators, and 

existing HMG ICF indicators (Annex E). KPIs for this fund are yet to be fully finalised but will 

likely include those listed in Annex E to ensure strategic alignment and reporting across wider 

BPF, ODA, and ICF indicators.  KPIs and logframe will continue to be developed over the coming 

months in collaboration with the new fund grant administrator once in place end of July 2023, with 

a view to being finalised in time for the first round of launch for proposals anticipated end of 

October 2023. 

1.7 Risks and assurances 

40. There are several key risks to highlight regarding this investment: 

 

Safeguarding and financial risks associated with working with smaller, less known, lower capacity 

organisations 

41. If the competitive fund is truly to empower and enable local communities, Defra must be willing to 

take on the substantial safeguarding and financial risks of working with smaller organisations.  

42. The financial risks can be mitigated in several ways. Drawing on lessons learned from Darwin and 

Darwin+, the lead applicant will need at least two years’ worth of evidence demonstrating 

operational balance, i.e., that the applicant has an income of ~twice the value of the grant. If the 

organisation presents fewer assurances, then we will consider funding through the advanced 

actuals process, which allows Defra to release funding on a quarterly basis.  

43. For safeguarding, we recognise that working with new partners presents particular risks in this 

area. We will seek advice from FCDO’s Safeguarding Unit and work closely with the fund manager 

to ensure this is mitigated proportionately and appropriately. Our grant administrator will further 

mitigate risks by conducting comprehensive due diligence and fiduciary checks on all potential 

grantees. 

44. Funding will be subject to safeguarding due diligence. The level of assurance will be proportionate 

to the size of the organisation, its role and mandate. All organisations will be required to be fully 

compliant prior to any funding being disbursed. 
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45. Defra will also ensure that the grant administrator has robust safeguarding policies in place and 

will require the continual evaluation and strengthening of existing policies. Defra will also work 

closely with the grant administrator to strengthen safeguarding through: 

• implementing recommendations from the Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI), 

which published a review on the UK’s approach to safeguarding in the humanitarian sector 

in February 202214 

• FCDO’s updated due diligence guidelines on safeguarding for external partners15 

46. Defra will work with the ODA Hub to upskill Defra staff on safeguarding, and ensure that staff 

attend relevant training and teach-ins. 

47. In the event that projects may be impacted by human rights issues, Defra will conduct an Overseas 

Security and Justice Assistance (OSJA) Assessment. Whilst we do not anticipate many projects 

will be impacted, we recognise that there are significant human rights issues associated with 

certain areas, such as IUU fishing. 

Telling a compelling story 

48. There is a risk that we are unable to bring together the projects and tell a compelling story about 

overall fund impact. Projects may be disparate, both thematically and geographically. Effective 

communication on fund impact (i.e. that the fund is delivering holistically to drive impact and long-

term, meaningful change) was also raised at ODA Board. This risk will be mitigated through strong 

governance structures and robust MEL strategies (see Management Case), as well as close 

working with FCDO (including alignment with their COAST programme), the grant administrator, 

MEL advisor, independent evaluator, expert committee, and regional BPF advisors to ensure that 

project proposals are multifaceted and complementary. A strong set of KPIs (including measuring 

perception of effectiveness of interventions, gender, and ocean equity) will feed upwards from 

delivery partners to steer projects towards agreed objectives and outcomes and will allow Defra 

to aggregate projects for in depth analysis, and to ensure that outcomes are not diluted. An integral 

role of the grant administrator will be working closely with delivery partners to support capability 

and capacity in-country. The grant administrator will also host regular knowledge sharing events 

to create a network of delivery partners across different geographies and develop a pipeline of 

scalable projects. Projects will be supported to move up through different grants windows, 

ultimately scaling impact via larger programming and/or successfully receiving funding from other 

environmental funds. Defra will also continue to work closely with other funds, aggregating data 

wherever possible and drawing on key learning from their experiences of managing and mitigating 

this particular risk. 

Forecasting and budgets 

49. Defra recognises that developing accurate forecasting and budgets for a broad competitive fund 

is a consistent challenge.  

50. The often-low quality forecasting provided by grant holders (and their downstream partners), for 

example, is likely to cause variances to quarterly forecasts for at least a proportion of the portfolio.  

51. Fund decisions on whether grant holders can carry over unspent funds from one financial year to 

the next also have significant implications for fund forecasting. Equally, without the ability to roll 

 

14 The UK’s approach to safeguarding in the humanitarian sector. Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI). February 2022 
15 FCDO Due Diligence: Safeguarding for external partners. November 2022. 
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most by those who rely directly on marine resources for their livelihoods.16 Those living in coastal 

communities and small island developing states (SIDS) are especially vulnerable, where the 

poorest and marginalised often rely on the ocean not only for their livelihoods, but for nutrition, 

economic growth, and climate resilience.17,18 By 2030 it is expected there will be 900 million people 

living in these areas19 where poverty, vulnerability, and a lack of alternative livelihoods can also 

be drivers of marine habitat loss, with resulting impacts on communities’ resilience to climate 

change compounded.  

56. Poorer households and communities are also less likely to have access to the services (such as 

innovative technological solutions, public/social services, opportunities for savings, equitable 

access to markets etc.) or resources (social, political, financial, technological etc.) to build 

resilience. They often have significantly less involvement in the decision-making processes 

necessary to increase their ability to protect the marine environment and to adapt to climate 

change. This lack of resources disproportionately affects women,20 who make up the majority of 

the world’s poor, and other vulnerable groups such as indigenous peoples,21 remote communities, 

persons with disabilities, vulnerable children, and the elderly.22 If projects or policies are 

implemented without women’s meaningful participation, it has been shown that their effectiveness 

can decrease, and existing inequalities increase.23 

57. Despite advancements in achieving an end to poverty, global extreme poverty rose in 2020 for 

the first time in over 20 years, with the disruption of the Covid-19 pandemic compounding the 

forces of conflict and climate change, which were already slowing poverty reduction progress.24 

About 100 million additional people are now living in poverty as a result of the pandemic.25  As 

such, over the past decade we have seen environmental and corresponding societal risks grow 

and steadily climb to the top of the World Economic Forum’s annual risk reports26 (figure 1). 

 

16 IPCC (2022), Sixth Assessment Report: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability, The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, United Nations, NYC 
17 Ibid. 
18 FAO (2020), The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture, Food and Agricultural Organisation of the United Nations, Rome 
19 Future Coastal Population Growth and Exposure to Sea-Level Rise and Coastal Flooding - A Global Assessment, Neumann 
(2015) 
20 UNFCCC (2019), Introduction to Gender and Climate Change, United Nations Climate Change Secretariat, United Nations, 
YouTube 
21 IPCC (2022), Sixth Assessment Report: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability, The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, United Nations, NYC 
22 UNFCCC (2018), Considerations regarding vulnerable groups, communities and ecosystems in the context of the national 
adaptation plans (2018), Least Developed Countries Expert Group, United Nations Climate Change Secretariat, Bonn 
23 UNFCCC (2019), Introduction to Gender and Climate Change, United Nations Climate Change Secretariat, United Nations, 
YouTube 
24 World Bank (2020), Poverty and Shared Prosperity 2020: Reversals of Fortune, World Bank Group 
25  

 
26 WEF (2022), The Global Risks Report, The Global Risks Report 2022, 17th Edition, World Economic Forum 
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62. Inequity manifests in multiple ways, for example: in the unfair distribution of commercial fish 

catches; in areas where sectors such as tourism, urban development, port infrastructure, energy 

and transport are expanding and competing; in the limited political power of local communities, 

particularly women, disabled persons and other minority groups, and their limited engagement in 

decision-making; and the consolidated interests of certain agenda-setting groups.35 The 2022 

IPCC report, the latest on climate impacts, adaptation and vulnerability, introduced new, 

unprecedented language to reflect this: Vulnerability to climate change differs substantially among 

and within regions driven by patterns of intersecting socio-economic development, unsustainable 

ocean and land use, inequality, marginalisation, historical and ongoing patters of inequality such 

as colonialism, and governance.36 Without appropriate action climate change will create new - and 

worsen existing - challenges of fairness and equity faced by developing countries, regions and 

communities reliant on marine livelihoods.37  

Local communities are unable to access funding to ensure viable alternative livelihoods 

63. As they battle a warming ocean, rising sea level and other challenges, vulnerable and 

marginalised communities are increasingly facing depleted resources without the ability to seek 

alternative livelihoods, or employment opportunities. Local poverty is often a proximate driver of 

marine biodiversity and ecosystem loss and degradation, e.g., through overexploitation of natural 

resources, waste mismanagement, or increasing coastal development. Since the 1980s, efforts 

have sought to reconcile local conservation and development priorities,38 which is now widely 

recognised as imperative if solutions are to be sustainable.39 However, the provision of alternative, 

less environmentally damaging livelihoods can only be successful if they are of genuine economic 

benefit to the communities concerned and are supported by an understanding of the social-cultural 

drivers behind current practices.40 

Inaccessible/Difficult-to-access decision-making processes 

64. Poorer households and communities often have significantly less involvement in the decision-

making processes necessary to increase their ability to protect the marine environment and to 

adapt to climate change. Indigenous and local communities, locally based NGOs, and civil society 

organisations, including those that prioritise women’s participation in decision-making, should form 

an integral part of the decision-making process on these issues. They form a vital link to local 

authorities and governance agencies, which in turn are connected to national, regional, and 

international institutions. The ability for these people and organisations – including those focused 

on women - to partake and influence state policies is, therefore, fundamental to achieving a 

balance of local and strategic objectives41 and to align local socio-cultural concerns and global 

environmental issues. 

 

35 Ibid. 
36 IPCC (2022), Sixth Assessment Report: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability, The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, United Nations, NYC 
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Information gaps 

65. A lack of awareness of marine resource measures, understanding of the differential impacts of 

activities by gender (for example), and accessibility of information, resources, and options to 

manage marine ecosystems sustainably limits the effectiveness of policymakers, communities, 

and private agents. 

2.2 The need for UK intervention  

66. Despite the unique position that they occupy, within the context of the global financial architecture, 

funding opportunities for organisations that specifically focus on the marine environment and 

coastal communities are very limited. The international funding landscape is dominated by 

terrestrial programming, which is more advanced than its marine counterpart. On the marine side, 

the available mechanisms/sources range from multilateral to philanthropic, though often these are 

not competitive but centrally disbursed. Furthermore, evidence shows42 that there is a real lack of 

competitive government funds that focus solely on tackling marine issues. A handful of other, large 

environmental competitive funds and mechanisms (e.g., Blue Action Fund, Global Environment 

Facility, Darwin and Darwin Plus, Adaption Fund etc.), have a significantly smaller marine aspect 

to their otherwise much larger terrestrial portfolio, but none of these funds have a requirement for 

delivery partners to work with local organisations specifically.43  

67. The UK has one of the most highly regarded and extensive overseas networks. We will work with 

posts and regional advisors to advertise the fund more extensively and reach a greater diversity 

of organisations, deliver impact and coordination with other BPF programmes, and provide 

strategic input into other major Defra programmes, such as Darwin, Darwin Plus and BLF (also 

see section Why Defra, pg. 14). We will work with posts and BPF regional advisers to ensure they 

have visibility over projects and project proposals, in order that they can provide the necessary 

input and contextual analysis to ensure strategic oversight of ODA spend. 

The role of local organisations and civil society 

68. Locally based organisations have a valuable contribution in tackling marine issues and in linking 

marine protection to sustainable development. Such organisations play an important role in 

reaching poor and marginalised communities - particularly vulnerable persons within these such 

as women and girls, and the disabled - in places that the government or private sectors find difficult 

to reach. They do so through their ability to build relationships, trust, and legitimacy, through their 

grass-roots knowledge of needs in developing countries and through their responsiveness.  

Feedback from sessions run in Sri Lanka highlighted the need for greater localisation in the 

development space; also see recommendation 3 of the ICAI review (Annex C) Local organisations 

are especially well-positioned to support communities, and especially during shocks. They can 

adapt, provide rapid assistance, and respond to local needs more appropriately than international 

organisations. 

69. Experience from existing competitive funds (e.g., The Darwin Initiative, Darwin Plus, the Illegal 

Wildlife Trade Challenge Fund) and previous DfID programming (e.g., Global Poverty Alleviation 

Fund, UK Aid Direct, and Civil Society Challenge Fund) shows that local organisations are 

particularly well placed to analyse local power structures and adapt activities to ensure effective 

and equitable delivery. They significantly add to the richness and diversity of development both in 

 

42 Consultant’s report – ask for full document 
43 Consultant’s report – ask for full document 
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the UK and in the developing countries. They are often innovative, have strong links to the 

communities in which they operate, adopt nuanced approaches to meet the specific needs of 

people or organisations and have high levels of beneficiary accountability. This enhances the 

delivery of results and helps ensure sustainability. This is a crucial part of protecting and restoring 

marine ecosystems and resources, and of creating the open societies required for tacking poverty 

and its underlying causes, creating economic growth and development. 

The role of international organisations 

70. Larger, well-established international organisations also have an important role to play. They can 

accompany smaller organisations, supporting them to manage risks, improve processes and offer 

capacity to absorb greater sums of funding to bring about greater impact and transformational 

change.  

71. Furthermore, large organisations offer other benefits in the form of institutional powers and 

capacities (e.g., convening powers, advocacy, ability to connect and utilise networks at the 

national/regional levels, access to greater levels of public and private finance) that are unavailable 

to smaller organisations. Their level of influence, therefore, often exceeds that of smaller 

organisations and can add more weight at various levels during programme implementation. 

Power dynamics 

72. Complex power dynamics and relationships between men and women are widely documented,44 

as are the dynamics between marginalised groups and institutional power.45 This includes the 

dynamics between those identified as disabled and their wider communities.  Power dynamics are 

also deeply rooted in local cultures and normal ways of life, which evolve over time. Local 

organisations hold important contextual knowledge of the political economy landscape, such as 

the way policies are implemented, how relevant actors interact, how decisions are made at various 

levels of society, the role of marine resources in the community’s political, economic, social, and 

cultural spheres, the values, beliefs, and behaviours of relevant stakeholder groups, all within the 

context marine issues.46 

Why Defra? 

73. Defra leads the only four major HMG environmental competitive funds: Darwin, Darwin Plus, and 

IWT. Defra also leads on another major environmental fund (BLF, £100m), which focuses on 

taking a landscapes approach to tackling biodiversity loss in five different global landscapes. 

Additionally, Defra delivers other, smaller environmental programmes that focus on marine issues 

such as the Blue Forests Initiative and the UK Blue Carbon Fund.  

74. Defra’s ability to deliver these ODA funds demonstrates the department’s capability for 

successfully delivering environmental programmes. Embedding the competitive fund within 

Defra’s international ODA portfolio will allow us to draw learning and best practice from the UK’s 

only other major environmental funds. The competitive fund will be managed through shared 

governance structures, such as the ODA Board, which has oversight across all of these funds. 

This will allow us to spot risks more easily, share mitigation strategies, share effective fund 

management approaches, and engage in decision-making processes at Defra portfolio level. 

 

44 Gender inequality, United Nations 
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75. More importantly, positioning this fund within Defra will ensure a holistic approach to 

environmental programming. It will increase Defra’s – and by extension HMG’s – leverage on 

environmental issues and amplify impact across the board. It will also fill a major gap within the 

broader Defra and BPF portfolios. 

76. The UK is a global leader in policy and programming on a range of environmental issues, including 

biodiversity, climate change and marine science, pollution, and fisheries; Defra is the lead 

department for these policy areas within the context of the marine environment. Defra also delivers 

training and capacity-building programmes, leads in international negotiations (eg. UN plastics 

treaty, COP15) and supports FCDO in others (Biodiversity Beyond National Jurisdiction and Deep-

Sea Mining) and develops interdisciplinary marine science and research.  

77. Furthermore, Defra holds the relationships with HMG’s environmental agencies and public bodies, 

whose expertise the BPF already draws from. Defra also works very closely with international 

marine NGOs to deliver key UK international marine objectives. There is also a flourishing 

academic and research sector (UK Research and Innovation, the Natural Environment Research 

Council, British Antarctic Survey, the higher education sector etc.), which Defra supports and 

utilises. Being engaged with the scientific communities will help to inform priorities, and with 

providing evidence and assurance across the outcomes. 

78. This competitive fund is intended to complement and amplify efforts undertaken by Darwin, 

Darwin Plus, and IWT.  

Through the BPF, Defra has an existing portfolio of programming aimed at delivering bilateral 

technical assistance, leveraging the scale of multilateral investments, and developing seascape 

approaches to transboundary issues. However, the portfolio is focused predominantly at the 

national, regional, and international levels and there is a need to complement existing 

programming with bottom-up approaches, including by working with small/medium scale, locally 

led organisations and with larger, well-established delivery partners operating in-country.  For 

example, work under the MPA strand of OCPP includes strengthening capacity for monitoring and 

enforcement. The competitive fund could support interventions taking place at the national level 

by developing peer enforcement measures/frameworks at the local level. 

79. Defra programming also delivers on livelihoods objectives. Tackling environmental degradation, 

climate change and poverty are the greatest challenges of our day. They are so closely intertwined 

that you cannot tackle one effectively without the others. In delivering marine programming from 

an ecosystems approach, then, Defra must develop programming that directly reaches vulnerable 

communities and ensure that it does so equitably. 

80. Defra will continue to work closely FCDO to ensure that activities are strategically aligned with 

FCDO outcomes, and that Defra takes full advantage of FCDO expertise and learning. 

2.3 Programme Overview  

81. Responding to context above, Defra proposes to develop a new,  competitive fund47 that will 

focus on tackling marine issues (see appraisal case for detailed options assessments). The fund 

will focus on the four BPF outcomes that Defra leads (MPAs, IUU, (inter)national fisheries, and 

 

47 Competitive grant schemes have been used widely by a range of donors to promote sustainable development and poverty 
reduction, but there are a limited number of competitive funds that focus exclusively on the marine sector. For a full analysis on 
different funding options and mechanisms, please see the appraisal case 
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marine pollution) to support the core four BPF themes (climate change, biodiversity, sustainable 

seafood, and marine pollution).   

82. Competitive funds offer various advantages over other ways of allocating funding, including the 

ability of the mechanism to enable diverse, innovative ideas and solutions to compete for support 

against clear and transparent criteria. Potential benefits include: 

• enable applicants to design and innovate their response to broadly specified outcomes 

• allocate funds openly and transparently against clear criteria 

• compare and select from a range of different ideas/ approaches 

83. The fund will be delivered through a grant administrator who will have proven skills and expertise 

in managing international development and environmental programming, including working with 

grantees, and administering grants, and managing ODA with financial probity. Previous 

experience of Defra and FCDO programmes of similar scale and complexity, e.g., Darwin, IWT, 

and UK Aid Direct, demonstrate the benefit of outsourcing administrative oversight.  

84. Projects and activities will be implemented by a range of delivery partners. Since the fund will be 

focused on community-level interventions, delivery partners are likely to comprise of NGOs, civil 

society, community and indigenous organisations, academics, and technical advisers. The grant 

administrator will be responsible for working with grantees and ensuring that the delivery partners 

involved have sufficient skills, experience, knowledge, and capacity to deliver the outcomes for 

their project proposals within the context of wider BPF objectives. 

2.4 Strategic Fit  

85. Please see intervention summary for a comprehensive overview of strategic fit. 

86. Individual projects will, where feasible, need to support strategic alignment and contribution to 

national level policies including 30x30/delivery of CBD targets, National Biodiversity Strategy and 

Action Plans (NBSAP), National Adaptation Plans (NAP), and/or Nationally Determined 

Contributions (NDC) amongst others. 

87. In supporting these international and national commitments, implementation of the fund will: 

• demonstrate action under the UK’s call for urgent and greater global action to halt the 

unprecedented loss of habitats and species and address biodiversity and climate change48 

• support HMG’s ODA commitment to promote economic development and welfare of 

developing countries and to be a global ‘force for good’ 

• support developing countries to meet their international biodiversity, climate and nature 

ambition and commitments through coalitions and agreements such as the Global Ocean 

Alliance, and the Kunming-Montreal GBF 

 

 

 

 

 

 

48 Gov.UK Press Release (2019) PM launches new action plan to save the natural world (September 2019) 
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2.5 Objectives, Impacts, Outcomes, and Activities 

88. Strategic objectives (Box 1)   
Box 1: OCEAN strategic objectives 

• Climate and biodiversity: OCEAN will scale-up successful projects and solutions 
that effectively protect, restore, and enhance the marine environment. Projects will 
also build capacity and capability of small local organisations in ODA-eligible 
countries, enabling them to advocate for policies, strategies, and programmes that 
address environmental degradation, climate change and biodiversity loss in the 
ocean 

• Localising ODA: OCEAN will build in country resilience by increasing capacity, 
capability, and willingness of local organisations to deliver ODA, ensuring that 
funding reaches vulnerable communities more directly and more effectively 

• Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning: OCEAN will build a strong evidence base 
that will allow the BPF to learn, adapt, and inform future programming. Projects will 
work with local and indigenous communities to co-create knowledge, building 
partnerships and expertise that enable effective climate adaptation and resilience 

Strategic objectives are not SMART due to: 

• The enabling nature of the projects  

• Lack of data on similar projects  

• Performance being tracked by KPIs and logframe targets and milestones 

 

89. At the BPF portfolio level, the fund will focus on delivering on all four of Defra’s BPF objective 

outcomes. Given the cross-cutting nature of the fund, we also expect the fund to deliver benefits 

to the FCDO outcomes (Figure 2; Annex A) 

 
Figure 2: Defra / FCDO objective outcomes 
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90. There are certain outcomes and outputs that the competitive fund model does not lend itself easily 

to. Based on the review of the Darwin, Darwin+ and IWT challenge funds, projects focusing on: 

developing, adopting or implementing policy or legislation/ensuring effective legal 

frameworks; strengthening law enforcement/criminal justice system; and enhancing or 

providing alternative livelihoods are the least successful. Projects seeking to obtain funding 

for these outcomes will be required to include evidence that clearly demonstrates thinking around 

the challenges of achieving these outcomes. For example, projects’ approaches to developing 

livelihoods activities should be tailored to the local context and clearly differentiated for the needs 

and preferences of communities. They should also be realistic about their level of ambition when 

it comes to generating new or increased income for local communities; those seeking to achieve 

policy change or influence policy would show a plan that clearly states what they want to influence 

and how, such as identifying priorities and suitable entry points to contribute to policy objectives 

most effectively.  

Long-term impacts 

91. The intended impact statement of the fund is: 

92. Placing the ocean on a path of recovery that enables local communities and nature to thrive 

Beneath the impact statement sit long-term outcomes (3+ years): 

• Marine ecosystems (services) are better protected and more sustainably used and 

managed  

• Increased coastal resilience to climate change  

• Improved waste management systems, particularly in relation to managing marine 

pollution  

• Strengthened management of regional and national fisheries and aquaculture  

• Improved and more inclusive governance of MPAs and OECMs  

• IUU fishing activities reduced and improved social outcomes for vulnerable fishing 

communities 

• Marginalised communities and vulnerable groups, such as women and girls and the 

disabled, with dependencies on the marine environment have improved livelihoods 

Medium-term outcomes (18+ months) 

93. The intended medium-term outcomes of the fund are: 

• Organisations have an increased ability to advocate for/influence policy at local/sub-

national/national levels 

• More inclusive decision and policymaking, bringing in local knowledge and experiences 

• Increased awareness and knowledge-sharing of BPF outcomes, ie. harm to marine 

environment and how to tackle it 

• Increased ability for organisations to access ODA funding opportunities 

• Increased capacity in local organisations and communities to tackle environmental 

challenges across the priority outcomes at different levels 

• Alternative approaches to tackling IUU fishing fostered; approaches are more nuanced 

and context-specific, and more accurately reflect the complexity of human behaviour, e.g., 

legitimacy of authority, strength of perceived regulations, social norms/influence, food 

insecurity 
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• By taking a bottom-up approach, Defra/ FCDO become more knowledgeable and effective 

supporters of country-based organisations. Marginalised communities and vulnerable 

groups, such as women and girls and the disabled, with dependencies on the marine 

environment have greater inclusion in the decision-making processes that affect their 

communities and livelihoods. 

Short-term outcomes (6 – 18 months) 

94. Local organisations are better supported to help communities manage marine resources 

sustainably and inclusively 

95. Organisations have the capability to consider and provide evidence on how their interventions will 

impact on gender equality, disability inclusion, and other vulnerable groups more largely 

Outputs 

96. The essence of the challenge fund model is for delivery partners to bring forward their ideas for 

solutions. However, we can expect outputs for the competitive fund to include the below, although 

this is by no means an exhaustive list. 

• network of local organisations supporting 'local' / 'regional' empowerment small, locally 

based organisations apply for small grants  

• higher capacity organisations apply for larger grants projects/ programmes working 

together to tackle/improve:  

- (social) drivers of IUU fishing  

- local sources of marine pollution  

- marine biodiversity loss  

- climate change impacts  

• annual reviews, interim and final evaluation reports, data collection and analysis, qualitative 

and quantitative evidence gathered, gender and safeguarding analyses 

• trainings for delivery partners on improving programming for safeguarding, gender 

equality, and inclusivity of disabled persons and other vulnerable groups, such as those 

with protected characteristics and context-dependent vulnerabilities 

• webinars/knowledge exchange seminars and workshops 

• cross-regional learning disseminated for greater impact 

Activities 

97. Reflecting the above, example activities could be: 

• organisational capacity-building, e.g., training on: effective delivery (forecasting and 

budgets; logframe development; fraud & risk monitoring and assessment); how to apply for 

grants; increased inception period for projects/programmes 

• community capacity building and empowerment, e.g., knowledge-sharing about effective 

policies/ measures that have worked elsewhere; demand-led learning across outcome 

areas, for example on marine pollution impacts/ how to reduce marine; pollution in local 

settings; MPAs and OECMS 

• identifying, promoting, and co-creating local and/or indigenous knowledge that supports 

marine conservation;  

• joined-up approaches to empower gender equality and inclusion of disability and 

marginalised groups within contexts that OCEAN operates;  
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• joined-up working and knowledge-sharing with existing environmental funds (e.g., Darwin, 

Darwin+, BLF etc.)  

• determining what joint success looks like and how best to measure it? 

 

98. Results will vary from country to country depending on national contexts and which organisations 

bid for funding. Success will be measured through a comprehensive evaluation strategy, which 

will developed by the Defra MEL advisor during the course of this year. An evaluation strategy will 

provide Defra with a strong evidence base for future decision making and benefits realisation and 

will support the adaptive programming approach that will underpin this fund. 

99. Success will also be measured through Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). Activities funded from 

the ICF portion of the fund will meet at least one ICF KPIs.  Non-climate activities will be measured 

through BPF KPIs.  

100. Indicators at the outcome level will monitor performance primarily against biodiversity, climate, 

marine pollution, and poverty reduction metrics, reported by the individual projects, and the 

implementation of policies and plans.  

101. We also recommend additional KPIs that measure perception of effectiveness of interventions, to 

provide insights into what delivery partners believe to be most valuable to a project versus what 

Defra thinks is valuable. KPIs could be qualitative or quantitative – this will be determined as part 

of the indicator development process.  

102. We will also be using KPIs to identify number of people with improved outcomes disaggregated 

where possible by age, sex, geographic location, and disability status (in line with UK ODA 

guidance, recognising the Global Partnership 2030 agenda49 for sustainable development 

commits to leaving no one behind). 

103. We are also keen to go beyond this and think about how to integrate ocean equity into the fund. 

We will aim to drive this through our KPIs, and strengthen equity through other design elements, 

such as the ToC, selection criteria and scoring. 

104. The programme will maximise opportunities for consistency in reporting by utilising existing HMG 

ODA indicators where appropriate.  

105. Benefits realisation has been outlined in the economic case (see section 3). Acknowledging there 

may be potential disbenefits (e.g., disbenefits to groups of fishers if IUU fishing is more effectively 

tackled, or disbenefits to businesses in the implementation and management of MPAs) and 

constraints (e.g., to the extent to which projects are able to engage with – and change – local 

governance structures), we will factor this into the evaluation strategy. 

Lessons learned 

106. Defra has drawn – and will draw – from a growing body of lessons learned from FCDO (ex-DfID) 

programming, ICAI reviews, and feedback sessions with in-country organisations; full reports can 

be shared upon request. Key pieces of feedback and recommendations include: 

107. Core funding has been identified as critical to the long-term success and sustainability of 

projects and delivery partners. The ICAI performance review of DfID’s partnerships with civil 

society organisations in 2019-2020i50 noted that DfID’s capacity-building elements were overly 

 

49 Global Partnership for Sustainable Development Data 
50 The overall rating across the programmes (UK Aid Direct, UK Match Funding and UK Connect) scored red/amber - the 
importance of incorporating recommendations from such critical evaluations therefore becomes all the more important 
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111. Both approaches embed the importance of building trusted equitable relationships, and capacity 

for participation and co-management. 

112. Regranting and pooling mechanisms are rapidly growing in popularity across international 

development52 53 and formed part of themed discussions at Merida International Funders for 

Indigenous People (IFIP) global conference 2023. We recommend exploring these mechanisms 

to assess their viability, with an option to pilot in the future.  

113. Partnerships: it is important to understand and address barriers faced by small/medium in country 

organisations that prevent fair and equal partnerships with large in country and international 

organisations. International Institute for Environment and Development 202354, has identified the 

following five barriers to ethical and equitable partnerships:   

• lack of clarity on what ‘partnership’ means 

• colonial mindset – focused on results rather than relationships 

• unequal access to resources and decision-making power 

• partnerships framed by funders’ requirements rather than values and common objectives 

• hierarchisation of knowledge and expertise 

114. Responding to these recent findings, we will: clearly define and regularly review what ‘partnership’ 

means to organisations through our Defra programming; set targets and guidelines on building 

equitable partnerships, which incorporate fair and proportionate access to funding for smaller local 

organisations; stipulate established NGOs / research institutions to provide their skills, resources 

and networks to support smaller organisations to develop own ideas and trial solutions to tackle 

priority issues for their region; co-create practices, governance, and knowledge systems - ensuring 

local communities lead or play an integral role at all stages  

Theory of Change 

115. The competitive fund is designed to support overall BPF outcomes. It will deploy strategic 

investments over seven years in critically important marine ecosystems in developing countries 

worldwide. It will also target communities who are poor, marginalised, often minority, and who 

have limited rights and/or opportunities to manage the natural resources and ecosystems that they 

depend upon for their livelihoods.  

116. Figure 3 sets out a high-level ToC for the competitive fund. The ToC has been developed in 

collaboration with Defra ODA MEL advisors, the BPF MEL Advisor, and the wider BPF team.  

117. This ToC reflects the uncertainties inherent in the early stage of a programme such as this. 

Over the coming years, we will work to develop the ToC further, to reflect the evolution of 

the fund and the strategic direction that it may take. We have sought additional feedback from 

FCDO and key posts, as well as external stakeholders. Feedback has been incorporated into the 

design. We have also held feedback sessions with organisations in country (e.g., Sri Lanka, 

Ghana, Mozambique), which has helped to inform and shape programme design. 

118.  OCEAN’s ToC has been designed to reflect recent updates to the BPF portfolio level ToC, 

including the new outcome-level ToCs. For example, OCEAN will support the outcomes for 

 

52 Addressing power dynamics and inequity in institutional partnership models, International Institute for Environment and 

Development February 2023 (https://www.iied.org/addressing-power-dynamics-inequity-institutional-partnership-models) 
53 Lessons from East Africa: getting climate and conservation funding to indigenous peoples and local communities. International 

Institute for Environment and Development February 2023 (https://www.iied.org/lessons-east-africa-getting-climate-conservation-

funding-indigenous-peoples-local-communities) 
54 https://www.iied.org/addressing-power-dynamics-inequity-institutional-partnership-models 
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equitable and inclusive MPA policies and regulation, and benefit-sharing, including for 

marginalised communities under the MPA and OECMs ToC. OCEAN’s ToC will continue to be 

revised over the coming months as the BPF ToC is finalised.
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119. Figure 3: Theory of Change55 

 

 

55 OCEAN Theory Of Change 
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127. Public goods. The ocean is exploited for its services. The ocean is considered a global public 

good and many of the services provided by the ocean are available to all, an issue that is often 

exacerbated due to a failure to formalise rights of resources or due to rights not being clearly 

defined. This means there are often insufficient economic incentives to conserve and 

sustainably protect the ocean. Using public money to protect and regulate the ocean by 

facilitating education on the collective responsibility to protect the ocean or implementing new 

and reformed governance measures that set out accessibility rights and tackle illegal marine 

activities can help solve this market failure.  

128. Governance failures. Developing countries experience a significant proportion of the adverse 

impacts associated with poor ocean health and climate change. These countries have the 

least developed political institutions (legal systems etc.), which can make protecting the ocean 

difficult. Without governance capacity within international and national architectures, economic 

incentives and growth strategies will continue to favour expanding economic activity over the 

conservation of ecosystems.57  

129. Information. The relationship between current economic / leisure activities (fishing, waste 

disposal etc) and protecting the Ocean is not always well known or understood. This can mean 

that those that engage in certain activities related to illegal fishing/waste disposal (to name 

just two examples) are unaware of the costs and damages they are causing. It can also lead 

governments to undervalue the benefits from combatting poor ocean health. Government 

intervention can correct this information failure through monitoring and data collection within 

programmes and promoting research and knowledge dissemination. 

130. Inequalities. Importantly, the costs of these market failures tend to be concentrated in 

developing countries. Poor ocean health can cause the loss of biodiversity, ecosystem 

degradation and increased exposure to natural disasters – all of which impact the global poor 

disproportionately.58  

3.2 Options appraisal and the preferred option  

131. A range of options for delivering on BPF outcomes by addressing the challenges described 

above were considered as part of the OCEAN Strategic Outline Business Case and the Outline 

Business Case. 

132. At the Strategic Case stage, we considered option choices for scope and delivery. This 

included considerations around the scope necessary to deliver the objectives59, the approach 

to take geographically and whether this programme could be delivered through existing Defra 

mechanisms. We concluded that the BPF needed to (i) establish a new programme that 

addressed issues across (ii) all Defra-owned BPF outcomes and (iii) ODA eligible 

countries. 

133. Building on the Strategic Case decisions, in the Outline Business Case an initial long list was 

developed based on several option choices (i) service solution (ii) implementation (iii) funding. 
60 

 

57 For example, coastal developments and increased aquaculture production results in the removal of mangrove forests; 
IUU fishing causes yearly economic loss of between USD $26 billion and $50 billion Illicit trade in marine fish catch and its 
effects on ecosystems and people worldwide, Science Advances 6, U.R.  
58   
59 For example, whether to focus on all the Defra-owned BPF outcomes (marine pollution, large-scale fisheries, illegal, 
unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing, and marine protected areas (MPAs)), or specific outcomes only. 
60 Service solution and delivery choices included different competitive and non-competitive funds; Implementation choices 

included a pilot and a multi-year fund option; Funding choice varied in ambition, including .  
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134. The longlist options were assessed in two stages. Firstly, all longlisted options are scored 

against the Critical success factors (CSFs). Secondly, the long-list options that scored 

highly against the CSFs were assessed against the Blue Planet Fund Investment 

Criteria61. Due to the lack of evidence in international marine and inherent uncertainty 

associated with the impact of BPF programmes, quantitative appraisal of policy options is 

not always possible. To account for this and ensure the options are fully considered the 

dual filtering process is applied consistently across BPF appraisal cases. 

135.  The resulting scores from the filtering process were developed and compared between policy 

and analyst colleagues with the results quality assured by an analyst independent of this 

business case but with knowledge of the investments proposed. Options that scored highly 

against both the CSF and BPF investment criteria were shortlisted for further appraisal.  

Critical Success Factors 

136. The CSFs were developed by policy and analytical officials in line with HMT’s Green Book 

Guidance (see Table 3). 

137.                                                       Table 3: Critical Success Factors (CSFs) 

. CSF 
. Description 

. Strategic fit  . Outcomes: The option must act across all Defra-owned BPF outcomes to address the 
interdependency of ocean issues outlined in the strategic case62. The size of the fund 
means that there is scope to include all the Defra-owned BPF outcomes and not limit 
the types of projects that could be considered for investment. 

. Pathways: The option must deliver across multiple BPF theory of change pathways63. 

The first year of BPF programming has seen strong focus on improving capacity 

building, knowledge sharing, and monitoring of data. However, there are other 

pathways (e.g., coastal planning, legislation, strengthening voices, pilots on 

sustainable livelihoods, management, and enforcement) that can be utilised to deliver 

BPF outcomes through the competitive fund. We expect welcoming a diverse array of 

proposals to be more effective than championing a reduced remit of pathways because 

different issues may need different solutions to help overcome them. In addition, issues 

may be most effectively solved by a combination of different approaches.  

. Innovation: The option must welcome innovative ideas that support the BPF to deliver 
against all its objectives. The term innovative in this instance refers to the extent to 
which ideas are new and diverse (but still relevant) compared to the current portfolio 
of agreed BPF programmes/projects. Because the fund is novel (insofar as it’s the first 
UK-owned ODA fund solely for marine investments), by encouraging proposals that 
are innovative we can evaluate the impact of a range of different approaches and share 
knowledge to support future ODA investments. 

. Adaptive: The chosen intervention should be adaptable to the changing priorities of 
marine dependent communities.  

 

61 The BPF investment criteria have been determined at a cross-governmental level to ensure value for money in BPF 

investments and strategic alignment of investments with BPF objectives. For further detail on the BPF Investment criteria 

please refer to Annex F. 
62 The four outcomes are inextricably linked and mutually dependent, which should – and must – be reflected in 
programming; actions taken nominally under one of the outcomes will inevitably affect the others. For example, IUU fishing 
is known to produce ghost gear, as illegal gear is discarded before ships enter port, therefore tackling IUU will reduce marine 
pollution.  
63 The pathways are: Monitoring and data, Coastal Planning, Strengthening voices, Pilots, Legal, Subsidies, Insurance, Finance, 
Policy, Management, Enforcement, Training, Standards, Research and Infrastructure. 
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. Potential 

achievability64 

. Key regions: To be achievable the option must demonstrate an ability to deliver across 
all ODA eligible countries. The Blue Planet Fund is an ODA fund and the project team 
do not want to restrict any ODA eligible countries from applying (to maximise diversity 
of proposals). Therefore, the option should demonstrate that it has the capability to 
attract grant applications, provide country-specific support, and navigate legislative 
boundaries across all ODA countries. This will ensure that the fund maximises 
opportunities for (innovative) proposals with a high potential for impact.  

. Geographic scope may be restricted in the future if new evidence (from monitoring and 
evaluating the programme) suggests that this would be effective. 

. Capacity and 
capability of 
delivery body 

. The administrative body65: The administrative body must have the capacity and 
capability (relevant ODA expertise and experience working with small and large 
delivery partners to deliver both small and large development projects). 

. Timeliness of 
delivery 

. Align with the fund’s start date: The option should be able to facilitate successful 
delivery of the fund with the year 1 proposals being identified in the FY23/24. 

 

Shortlisted options  

127. The assessment of the longlist against the CSFs and the BPF investment criteria resulted in 

the following combinations as shortlisted options.  

• Option 0: Do nothing 

• Option A:  marine competitive fund, covering all Defra-owned BPF outcomes, 7-

year funding period (preferred option)  

• Option B:  marine competitive fund, covering all Defra-owned BPF outcomes, 7-

year funding period.    

• Option C: Invest  in an existing marine competitive fund, UN OIC, covering all 

Defra-owned BPF outcomes, 6-year funding period (do minimum) 

 

128. Due to the double filtering process all shortlist options involve competitive funds, other types 

of solution have been discounted. We chose competitive funds for all options due to their 

unique opportunity to make a significant impact against the BPF objectives, relative to other 

options. The wide range of outcomes covered and longer funding period also reflect the 

strategic ambition and scale of change intended for the programme. More detailed description 

of each longlist option and their scoring against the Investment criteria can be found in Annex 

F. This should be read for further detail. 

The Baseline 

129. The baseline represents a ‘do nothing’ or scenario. The baseline would result in no costs to 

Defra. The UK government made a manifesto commitment to deliver a  BPF and in the 

absence of a new proposed programme, the funding will stay within the BPF budget to be 

spent on another programme. Please refer to Annex F for an extended description of the 

baseline. 

The preferred option 

130. Based on the appraisal of the shortlisted options (see below) the preferred option is to deliver 

a new competitive fund worth  This is based on the identification that this option will 

 

64 Achievability considers barriers (legislative. Operational, resources etc.) and extent of ambition to assess whether 
options are more / less achievable than others. 
65 This could be a grant administrator. 
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133. Table 4 presents a summary of the costs and benefits for Options A and B. We present a 

partial BCR and NPV as there were several impacts that cannot be monetised with available 

evidence – further detail of these is set out further below. Option B has the same assumed 

BCR as Option A (by modelling assumption), but a lower NPV owing to the smaller quantity of 

money available to invest in projects. The BCRs are the same due to the same project 

examples being used in the modelling of the impacts, albeit at a different scale. In reality, it 

would be reasonable to assume that a larger investment  would be able 

to deliver economies of scale (through delivering larger or more long-term projects) and hence 

have a higher BCR. However, a larger investment could lead to more projects being invested 

in, rather than larger projects or more long-term projects (in which case economies of scale 

would be less likely to be realised). 

134. Due to a lack of evidence, it is not possible to determine the level of funding which will lead to 

diminishing returns. As part of the options appraisal,  million including admin and MEL 

costs, was determined to be the optimal level of funding based on affordability and based on 

the spend of comparator programmes. Refer to Annex F options appraisal for further detail. 

Marine issues are comparatively underfunded in ODA countries. Given the ambition and 

geographical scope of this fund (i.e., open to all eligible countries) it is unlikely we will reach 

institutional/delivery capacity, and thus diminishing marginal returns. However, given the focus 

on local organizations we should ensure at application scoring stage that we only fund high 

quality projects.  

135. We have not monetised the benefits associated with Option C. This is due to (1) a lack of 

evidence of the projects funded by the Ocean Innovation Challenge Fund and (2) taking a 

proportionate appraisal approach given the more limited strategic fit for this Option. A 

qualitative description of the likely costs and benefits is set out in Annex F.  

136. The ‘low’ partial NPVs of Options A and B are negative. This is because the NPVs are ‘partial’ 

meaning that several the benefits are not monetised for specific projects, rather than the 

options are expected to deliver poor VfM. 

137. The difference in NPV and BCR for the ‘low’ – ‘high’ ranges in Options A and B is very high 

and reflects the level of uncertainty that we feel is associated with the appraisal of these 

options. This variance is due, principally, to uncertainty about the link between (1) example 

projects and their stated outcomes and (2) project outcomes and their value, particularly with 

regards to environmental impacts. We are currently reviewing available evidence to update 

the assumptions and scenario analysis.  

138. The monetised benefits include: environmental benefits from reduced plastic waste, CO2 

emission reductions, material revenue benefits from increased recycling, increased fishing 

revenue, increased tax revenues and ecosystem benefits. 

139. In addition to this, we forecast significant benefits from the following activities which owing to 

evidence limitations we have not been able to monetise: 

• Environmental benefits: associated with fishery closures, reduced IUU and 

improved marine management  

• Economic benefits: multiplier benefits, improved access to markets (as a result of 

reduced IUU) and higher revenues from tourism. 

• Social benefits: Improved future employment opportunities in fishing and marine-

related industries due to higher future fish stocks and reduced community discord due 

to IUU vs legal fishers 'playing by different rules'. 
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140. Considering the non-monetised and monetised impacts we expect the competitive fund will 

deliver positive value for money. 

141. It is important to note the following caveats: 

• The differences in BCRs associated with each grant size (up to £250k or between 

£250k and £3m) / outcome group (marine pollution, MPAs etc.) are not 

necessarily representative of the difference in benefits we might expect from 

projects bidding for funding that fits these categories. This is because our sample size 

is extremely limited – the analysis is, therefore, only intended as an illustration of 

potential benefits associated with projects over all outcomes and grant sizes. 

 

• The analysis assumes that the fund invests all money in the first year. This means 

that the benefits and costs for any projects that start after year 1 would be under-

discounted and, therefore, overvalued in these figures. We have taken this approach 

given the uncertainty over which types of projects will be invested at different points in 

time and uncertainty over when benefits will start to be realised. 

 

• High levels of inflation could also diminish the real value of funding for projects 

who receive funding in subsequent years and, hence, we may be overestimating 

the real value of money available for spending on projects in later years. There 

could also be shifts in the exchange rate which could impact on the amount that the 

investment can deliver (we have tried to account for unfavourable exchange 

rate/inflationary shifts by reducing projected benefits by ).   

Approach for appraisal  

142. We have monetised the costs and benefits associated with Options A and B, the  

competitive funds.  

143. Because funds for projects will be awarded through a competed grant, the specific projects 

funded within the proposed programme, and associated benefit-cost ratios (BCR), cannot be 

predicted at this stage of an ex-ante appraisal. Instead, we have assessed the costs and 

benefits based on a portfolio of example projects with similar expected inputs and outcomes 

to those that could be invested in through the programme. 

144. The Low, Central and High figures were derived using BCRs from these example projects. 

The BCRs in table 4 were derived by mapping BCRs from example projects across four 

themes (marine pollution, MPAs, IUU and large-scale sustainable fisheries) and across two 

funding pots (projects with investments of up to £250k and separately from £250k to £3m). An 

illustrative portfolio was developed which assumed an equal split of investment between the 

four themes and a split between the two different funding pots. The figures in table 1 were 

calculated by using the median BCRs of the example projects by theme. The BCRs were 

applied to the expected costs to indicate the scale of benefits. in three different scenarios (low, 

central, and high). 

145. For the benefits, in the ‘low’ and ‘high’ scenarios, we have adjusted several assumptions in 

our appraisal to reflect the range of uncertainty in our modelling. We set out detailed 

information on the high / low ranges in Annex F.  

146. We used the same example portfolio for Options A and B; 22 projects at a variety of grant 

sizes, of which 19 have been fully or partially monetised (four of these are described in box 2; 

Table 9 in Annex F summarises all the projects). These projects are financed by similar grant-

based mechanisms and cover at least one of the key BPF outcomes, including marine 
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• Assuming that grant administrator and MEL68 costs will amount to  of the 

total fund spend, respectively. This is based on proportions spent in similar terrestrial 

competitive funds (e.g., Darwin Plus) and other BPF programmes.69 

 

• Assuming a maximum of of total fund spend will be available to build the capacity 

and organisational resilience of local delivery partners. This will contribute to the 

health of the sector and improve the quality of intervention each partner can offer. 

 

• Splitting the remaining spend equally between the outcomes, totalling  for each 

outcome. This reflects the strategic aims of the fund to cover all outcomes equally. 

 

• Finally, splitting all costs  between the small and large pots70. This is an 

analytical assumption only at this stage, and the split may differ when the fund is 

implemented. 

150. This assessment, when combined with the median group-level BCRs over a 30-year appraisal 

period, led to an estimated partial BCR of 2.0 and partial NPV of £59m for Option A and 2.0 

and , respectively, for Option B. We present a partial BCR and NPV as there were 

several impacts that we could not monetise - a summary of these is set out below. For more 

detail on the methodology used for appraisal, please refer to Annex F. 

Types of cost and benefit included in monetisation 

151. As we used the same illustrative portfolios in Options A and B, the same costs and benefits 

were monetised / not monetised. Broadly, we monetised the following types of costs and 

benefits in the appraisal of portfolio projects: 

• Total project cost: including grants and match funding71. 

• MPA cost: These are the significant operational costs of MPAs usually not included in the 

total project cost. 

• Marine environmental benefits: depending on the intervention, this ranged from the 

damage avoided from preventing a tonne of plastic waste entering the ocean (Pollution 

outcome) to the ecosystem service benefits of protecting mangroves and seagrasses 

(MPA outcome).  

• CO2e emissions savings (benefits): predominantly the emissions avoided from changing 

waste disposal methods (Pollution outcome) and emissions avoided and sequestered from 

protecting and restoring blue carbon ecosystems (MPA outcome).  

• Economic benefits (partial): We were often able to monetise the revenue, tax, and 

income benefits associated with interventions. We also approximated multiplier effects 

where possible. It’s likely, however, that our analysis did not capture several wider 

economic benefits such as improved access to markets due to a reduction in IUU 

association.  

152. And the following types of benefits were not monetised: 

 

68 Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning 
69 We expect that projects funded by a marine competitive fund would require a high level of support and oversight from 
the grant administrator to ensure progress is going as expected. For example, a 6 monthly review meeting compared to a 
12 monthly review required by other BPF funds. 
70 For the purposes of this appraisal case, we have assumed that the small pot will be for grants up to £0.25m and the large 
pot will be for grants up to £3m. 
71 Note that only the grant cost is used in appraisal and the benefits are thereby scaled down proportionally.  
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• Wider environmental benefits: these included both terrestrial and marine benefits and 

were not monetised either due to (1) a lack of evidence linking the intervention to the 

impact on the environment or (2) difficulty monetising the environmental impact (e.g., 

impacts of non-plastic waste on the marine environment).  

• Social and wellbeing benefits: some projects referenced benefits to stakeholder 

wellbeing or social ‘cohesion’, these are in addition to livelihood benefits deriving from 

additional or diversified income. For example, improved wellbeing from less waste in the 

neighbourhood. A lack of quantifiable indicators limited our ability to monetise.  

• Human health impacts: These include health impacts from better air quality, water quality, 

and sanitation. We could not monetise due to a lack of evidence linking the project 

interventions to health outcomes.  

• Capacity building benefits: we expect  of total fund spend allocated to optional 

capacity building to improve organisations’ capabilities, which we expect, in turn, to have 

a positive knock-on effect to the marine environment-focused interventions themselves. . 

We have not monetised the benefits to organisations from increased capacity building due 

to a lack of evidence directly linking capacity spending to quantitative outcomes. However, 

from discussions with Defra and FCDO officials we understand capacity building to be 

hugely beneficial to the outcomes of the fund. 

153. This summary suggests that our estimates of the benefits associated with each project might 

be underestimates of the true value. Subsequently, we believe the partial BCRs and NPVs 

presented above are conservative estimates of the value for money that Options A and B 

represent. Based on the economic appraisal we deem option A to be the preferred option, 

given the higher NPV. 

154. Section 6.3 Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) in the Management Case sets out how 

we will be measuring success. At this stage, given the projects have not yet been selected, 

the exact distribution of benefits we expect is uncertain. Once projects are awarded, we will 

further update the Theory of Change to reflect the benefits/positive long term impacts we 

expect based on the activities projects will carry out. These benefits will then be monitored as 

part of the logframe (with assigned KPIs) or within the evaluation, depending on the time lag 

expected to realise each benefit. 

155. For more detail on the costs and benefits monetised / not monetised under each outcome, 

please refer to Annex F. 

3.4 Mechanisms to Ensure Value for Money (VfM) 

156. We have consulted with colleagues from the Darwin Initiative, the ICF delivery team, and UN 

Ocean Innovation Challenge Fund to develop an approach for ensuring projects funded 

through the competitive fund deliver good value for money. 

157. We will assess VfM of projects based on the 4E’s used in other UK government funded ODA 

programmes – economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and equity (Annex F for further details)72. 

In this section, we set out how elements of the application, implementation, and evaluation 

processes of the proposed competitive fund will address each of the 4Es.  

 

 

72 Together these consider the costs incurred by a programme/project to deliver results at different points of the theory of 
change. Therefore, the logic and assumptions should be made clear through a robust theory of change to allow for an 
effective procurement, management, and evaluation of projects. 



44 
 

Economy (Are we buying at the right price?):  

158. Principally, we intend the competitive nature of the fund to ensure that projects compete on 

price to achieve outcomes. The level of price competitiveness will depend, in part, on the 

success of the communication and advertisement of the fund to ensure that enough proposals 

compete for funding.  

159. In addition, project proposals will be reviewed by a panel of experts on the four BPF outcomes, 

ranging from academics to those with experience delivering marine programmes. They should 

be able to identify if outcomes and impacts are realistic and whether projects are offering them 

at reasonable prices.  

160. A list of investment criteria will be developed to help ensure that the proposals deliver sufficient 

VfM. The expert committee will use this criteria to score proposals. This may be similar to the 

Darwin model which uses scores of 0 – 6 across three themes: technical elements (e.g., use 

of evidence, robust methodology, budgets, collaborative working/working with partners in 

country in a meaningful way etc.; biodiversity impact; and poverty reduction benefits). 

161. Evidence of ability to mobilise further finance will be welcomed within proposals, but it will not 

be a requirement. This is due to a desire to not deter proposals from being submitted from 

organisations that may struggle to mobilise finance. 

Efficiency (‘spending well’): 

162. Delivery partners will be required to report monthly on project progress and there will be annual 

meetings with delivery partners and the Defra BPF team to go over risk registers, progress on 

KPIs and provide support on issues they are experiencing. By having frequent contact, both 

the Defra BPF team and delivery partners can ensure inputs are being used in an effective 

way toward agreed objectives.  

163. Further, grant instalments will be provided based on achieving agreed deliverables to ensure 

that the outcomes that deemed the project as value for money can be achieved efficiently73.  

164. Finally, the contract will include a break clause after the 2024-25 financial year to ensure that 

the fund is operating as expected (e.g., attracting the desired types of projects and the 

administrative process is operating effectively). This will allow for changes to be made to 

improve VfM if necessary. 

Effectiveness (‘spending wisely’): 

165. An independent evaluation of the fund will be conducted at key stages after projects have 

received their final grant payments to have evidence of the outcomes and impacts of the 

projects and how they relate to programme goals.  

166. Depending upon the timing and format of results from the Blue Planet Fund-level value for 

money assessment, the competitive fund could then encourage the adoption of the 

interventions found to be most cost-effective.  

167. Proposals will be required to present a plan for how they intend to make the project sustainable 

from start to finish – this could include an effective exit strategy or a plan to mobilise future 

finance. 

 

73 However, there may be exceptions for small in-country organisation that may need a different payment schedule. 
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177.  Spending will be under the International Development Act 2002, which provides a power for 

the Secretary of State to ‘provide any person or body with development assistance if he is 

satisfied that the provision of the assistance is likely to contribute to a reduction in poverty.’  

178.  The programme will adhere to the rules for spending ODA, as it will be provided by an official 

agency (Defra) and only be used in ODA-eligible countries. Funding will be provided to the 

downstream delivery partners in the form of a grant, grant funding will be disbursed to 

recipients via a Defra owned account with access to the appointed Grant Administrator. 

Additional finance may be provided through project proposals, match funding or directly at the 

discretion of Defra. It is not a loan programme, nor does it provide any other complex type of 

finance to recipient countries. 

Independent Monitoring Evaluation & Learning Services 

179.  It is necessary for the MEL provider to be independent of the GA and therefore it is not 

possible to appoint the MEL provider until the GA is confirmed and has commenced work. A 

separate procurement strategy and appointment will consider the options for its procurement 

in line with all Defra MEL requirements at the time and be subject to its own approval process. 

The estimated value of MEL based on current benchmarked rates is between  of the 

grant fund value.  

Grant Administrator Services 

180. The OBC identified outsourcing to a specialist GA provider as the preferred approach to 

provide an end-to-end service for Grant Administration Services. For a more detailed overview 

of Grant Administrator Activities, please see Annex G. 

 

181. While sub-category strategy is being developed for future strategic approach to GA 

requirements, a lessons learnt approach to grant administration has been adopted following 

procurement of similar services in support of the Biodiversity Challenge Funds (BCF) and 

Biodiverse Landscapes Fund (BLF). To align to the intention for a strategic approach, this GA 

contract contains an extension option to expand the requirement to other Defra grant schemes 

beyond OCEAN subject to separate approval process. 

182. Research of current market capability and capacity established that whilst there are specialist 

elements to the requirement, the market is well developed and there are several suppliers with 

the ability to meet the business requirements. Positioned as “Exploitable” within a Supplier 

Preferencing Matrix, suppliers were attracted to the higher value and good reputation of this 

HMG requirement. A restricted procedure was selected on the basis that there is a healthy 

market and appetite for the requirement which needed to be managed.  

183.  The Grant Administrator will provide end to end services to facilitate and manage the lifecycle 

of the Blue Planet Fund’s OCEAN grants programme.  The specification for the services 

clearly set out the requirements and how they will work with Defra to achieve the Theory of 

Change via competitive grants.  

184. The GA will be held to the requirements set out in the specification and via a robust contract 

management regime. 

 

 

 















53 
 

previous and anticipated payments to grantees, payments by fund, and any prepayments or 

accruals. The grant administrator will hold these funds on account, in a dedicated bank 

account, for the sole purpose of making payments to grantees. We are currently working 

closely with finance and commercial colleagues to determine optimum way to hold and 

administer fund payments, which will be agreed on prior to grant administrator contract start 

date. 

206. HMT approval will be required for the grant administrator to hold grant money in 

advance of payment to delivery partners; commercial and finance business partners have 

been consulted on risk mitigation. 

207. When authorised to make the payments to the grantees, the grant administrator will: 

• provide assurance that all money has been paid to the grantee by way of a bank 

statement 

• disburse payments to projects only on receipt of validated grant claim forms, which will 

include required expenditure assurance 

• ensure that project implementers are aware that they bear the foreign exchange risk, 

as foreign payments are made at the pre-agreed sterling amount 

• not pay projects in breach of funding agreements 

• retain all project and payment records for a minimum of five years after termination of 

each project 

208. Defra and the GIAA need full access to grant documents and financial records and shall have 

the right of access to complete audits at the Grant administrator’s premises if necessary. 

5.4 Financial accounting considerations for Defra  

209. Consolidated Budget Guidance (CBG) states that the spend is to be deemed Capital (CDEL) 

expenditure if the following description and conditions apply: 

210. Capital grants are unrequited transfer payments, which the recipient must use to either: 

• buy capital assets (land, building, machinery etc.) 

• buy stocks 

• repay debt 

• acquire long-term financial assets, or financial assets used to generate a long-term 

return 

211. It is anticipated that the majority of this programme will be RDEL. A small percentage of 

funding, may however, be CDEL R&D, where expenditure is targeted towards the creation of 

knowledge, data sets, guidance and recommendations for policy and regulatory reform that 

will lead to replicable results. This will be determined by the nature of the specific projects that 

are successful in their bid to receive funding. 

5.5 Monitoring, reporting, and accounting for expenditure   

212. Grant payments will be linked to performance against agreed costs and deliverables set out 

in the final grant agreement. The delivery partner therefore bears the risk of poor performance. 

Overall performance will be measured by the Defra project team through quarterly meetings, 

reports and an annual report process, which is scored and can be used to take remedial action 

against poor performance. 

213. The delivery partner is expected to provide an annual audited report on the spend progress 

against budget. 
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management, including safeguarding. The Defra BPF team have weekly meetings, in addition 

to more specific additional meetings and catch-ups. They will report into the Defra BPF 

programme board (every six weeks) and the Joint Management Board (JMB). 

225. BPF regional advisors: Five regional advisors will be recruited under the BPF and will be 

based globally. Two positions have already been recruited in Ecuador (Latin America) and 

Ghana (West Africa), and three are currently in process in Fiji (Pacific), Indonesia (South-East 

Asia), and Mozambique (East Africa). Regional advisors will develop extensive networks in 

their regions, advise on organisations suitable for the fund, support in the due diligence 

process, and support grantees in project and programme delivery (where appropriate). 

226. BPF Programme Board: The Defra project lead will be required to report at least once every 

two months to the BPF Programme Board, which has oversight at working level of all BPF 

investments. The programme lead will update the BPF Joint (Defra-FCDO) Management 

Board. The BPF Programme Board will have the final sign-off on the approval of projects and 

will be where key decisions are made, such as the decision to end a project early if necessary.  

227. Joint Management Board (JMB): the JMB meets quarterly to provide strategic oversight of 

the BPF and is comprised of both Defra and FCDO members. The JMB ensures the BPF 

delivers on its aims and aligns with wider HMG objectives. At the business case stage, 

all BPF investments by Defra and FCDO will be reviewed by the JMB against the 

BPF ToC and Investment Criteria. The JMB does not have decision making powers. 

228. ODA Board: The role of an ODA board is to provide accountability and assurance for Defra’s 

ODA budget and to provide strategic direction for Defra’s ODA spend. The ODA board meets 

quarterly and consists of senior civil servants from FCDO and Defra.  

229. Investment Committee: Investment Committee is a sub-committee of Defra’s Executive 

Committee. With responsibility for approving Tier 1 and 2 project business cases it focuses on 

affordability, capacity, deliverability, strategic alignment, and interdependencies. 

230. FCDO BPF team: Defra and FCDO work closely together at working level. FCDO are regularly 

updated and provides essential feedback on Defra’s programming. 

231. FCDO Heads of Mission (HoM): HoM will be engaged and kept informed of the fund’s 

activities within their countries. Defra will also seek regular advice on strategic, political and 

security issues for the duration of the fund. 

External to HMG 

232. Grant administrator: The grant administrator will be responsible for the administrative remit 

of the competitive fund, including management of the application process, conducting due 

diligence on potential delivery partners, supporting the selection/expert committee, on-going 

day-to-day liaison with, and management of, delivery partners, establishing a communication 

plan for the fund and supporting project-level monitoring and evaluation, including annual 

reporting. The grant administrator will report directly to the Defra BPF team. The grant 

administrator will not be involved in the selection of projects, beyond high level filtering and 

due diligence checks. Assessment of bids will be undertaken independently by the 

selection/expert committee (below). Full details of the grant administrator’s role and 

responsibilities are outlined in section Error! Reference source not found.. The Grant 

administrator tender has been conducted and the outcome is detailed in the commercial case. 

233. Delivery partners: Projects will be delivered by a wide range of organisations, including 

universities, research institutions, CSOs and NGOs. Delivery partners will be responsible for 
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the design and delivery of projects as set out in the specific grant agreements for their projects, 

including but not limited, to fiduciary, legal, reporting safeguarding aspects and project 

stakeholder management. They will be managed by the grant administrator. 

234. Independent learning and evaluation contractor: The independent learning and evaluation 

contractor will be brought in at regular intervals over the course of the project. This will ensure 

separation between those delivering projects and the fund, and those evaluating the 

performance and compliance of the fund. They will be responsible for performing analysis, 

assessing project reporting, including project final reports, and making recommendations for 

improving MEL across the portfolio. They will work closely both with the grant administrator to 

gather data on projects, as well as with the BPF and ODA teams’ MEL experts. 

235. Expert (selection) Committee: The independent selection / expert committee will be 

responsible for reviewing applications and making robust recommendations to Defra on which 

projects to fund. The committee will assess applications against an assessment framework 

and will use their expert knowledge to determine whether delivery partners are capable of 

delivering a project that they have proposed. We are committed to forming a committee that 

is diverse and that represents different sectors and groups, and we will revisit the approach 

and members regularly to ensure this. The recruitment process is to be confirmed, but likely 

to be through unregulated public appointment process, same as Darwin challenge fund.  

236. The expert committee will report to the BPF team and the BPF Programme Board will have 

oversight over the committee. The committee will be supported administratively by the grant 

administrator. 

6.2 Delivery plan 

237. Round 1 of funding is scheduled to be launched and sequenced to support successful projects 

to begin implementation in 2023. The application process will be supported by the grant 

administrator which will be procured from December 2022 and June 2023 and follow year one 

application process road map as detailed in Figure 5. 

238. Defra has sought advice from other funds, such as Darwin, the UNIOC, and the Global Fund 

for Coral Reefs, who found that feedback provided after Stage 1 significantly strengthened the 

quality of applications from smaller organisations. These are the organisations that Defra is 

aiming to target and who are most likely to apply for funding from the smaller fund window. 

239.                                           Figure 5 - Year One Application Process Roadmap 

 

6.3 Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) 

240. All Defra ODA programmes are designed to ensure that Defra ODA Monitoring and Evaluation 

activities are consistent with the requirements of the UK International Development Act 2015, 
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while maximizing opportunities for learning, providing accountability and communicating 

results and impact. 

BPF MEL framework   

241. The competitive fund will follow the BPF MEL framework. The framework sets out how MEL 

activities will assess fund impact, which activities and approaches are working, and which 

need to be strengthened, assess the programme’s VfM, and contribute to the global evidence 

base for intervention areas.  

Theory of Change 

242. The ToC is detailed in Figure 3, section 2.5. 

Log frame 

243. Defra is currently in the process of developing a programme level log frame. At the project 

level, applicants will be required to complete log frames to capture relevant indicators, outputs 

and outcomes. Log frames will be used to monitor delivery of projects against the fund level 

outcomes, which will feed into the BPF KPIs, and subsequently into the ODA KPIs. This will 

in turn feed into longer-term evaluation (for example through annual reviews conducted by the 

independent evaluator), which will help us to establish the overall impact of the fund. 

Reporting 

244. Reporting will take place on a regular basis at a range of levels: 

• projects will report upwards to the grant administrator 

• regular reporting at programme-level to the Defra BPF Programme Board 

• when strategic input is needed from the BPF JMB and Defra ODA Board 

• updating at Ministerial level as and when appropriate 

245. Together, these regular reporting cycles will ensure that risks, issues, and assumptions are 

flagged and dealt with early at the appropriate level. Risk registers will be maintained at both 

delivery partner and programme level. 

Evaluations 

246. Monitoring and data collection activities inform project management and provides the building 

blocks for evaluating programme performance, impact, and value for money. Besides 

identifying ways to improve programme performance, evaluation supports transparency and 

credibility of the programme and enables learning about how to improve programme 

implementation and inform the design of future waves and related programmes. Learning can 

be formal/ structured (e.g., via reports, indicators and dashboards, annual reviews, etc.) or 

informal/ unstructured (knowledge exchanged with donors, delivery partners, beneficiaries, 

etc. in ad hoc/ unstructured ways) and delivered via many means - in long-form reports, 

concept notes, webinars, forums, social media, blogs, etc. 

Annual reviews (ARs) will be prepared and submitted to the ODA annual review board. ARs 

are due annually, beginning one year from the point of approval of the FBC. ARs will allow 

the progress of the programme to be recorded, and for the programme to be given a score. 

They will also be critical to the adaptation of the fund as it evolves. 

Programme MEL design and delivery 
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247. Programme MEL will be a mixture of process and impact evaluation. Learning is intended to 

occur throughout the programme lifetime and will be delivered to a range of audiences. MEL 

activities will include: 

• consistent with the BPF MEL framework, competitive fund MEL will involve co-design 

and co-delivery meaning that stakeholders are engaged as early as possible in helping 

to define how monitoring, analysis and reporting is conducted, with an emphasis 

(where suitable) on participatory approaches  

• monitoring activities to track progress towards outcomes e.g., Blue Planet Fund KPIs, 

key informant interviews to assess progress, engaging with beneficiaries to assess 

perceived impacts and social outcomes, etc, aggregating data from different sources 

to understand fund impacts Note: Monitoring likely to include receipt of information 

already being gathered plus additional work (e.g., interviews with delivery partners, 

etc.) and will take place throughout the lifetime of each project 

• interim/ mid-term and final/ end-term process and impact evaluation of the programme, 

to assess delivery and overall programme success 

• interim review to identify: if have met milestones to date, delivery partner and 

programme performance to date and if on track to meet programme objectives, identify 

what doing well and areas for improvement, including ensuring continued value for 

money 

• final review to assess overall delivery partner and programme performance and 

whether achieved aims  

• promoting learning and knowledge exchange throughout the lifetime of the 

programme, as well as ensuring learning is communicated in sensitive and appropriate 

ways to a wide audience (delivery partners to manage and improve performance, 

donors to identify improvements in programme governance, beneficiaries to 

understand programme impacts, other countries/ organisations that may wish to 

implement a similar programme, etc.) 

 

• addressing research/ knowledge gaps identified at the outset of the programme (e.g., 

captured via a ToC process) 

• Monitoring and reporting on the programme’s safeguarding, gender equality, and 

inclusivity of disabled persons and other vulnerable groups, such as those with 

protected characteristics and context-dependent vulnerabilities 

248. MEL outputs/ deliverables will include 

• programme ToC 

• programme indicators (additional to the BPF indicators) 

• real-time learning and evaluation to help shape the fund during its evolution 

• interim process evaluation report; interim impact evaluation report 

• final process evaluation report; final impact evaluation report 

• GESI and SEAH analyses for gender equality, inclusion, and safeguarding 

Funder responsibilities 

249. The grant administrator is critical to enabling programme-level MEL and will be responsible 
for:  

• working with the independent evaluator to oversee monitoring and deliver evaluation 
and learning (tendering for work, on-boarding) and managing relationship with the 
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evaluator over the lifetime of the project (e.g., annual review points; regular catchups 
during data collection and evaluation periods) 

• ensuring the evaluator has full access to the programme so that they can conduct 
evaluations and aid learning, e.g. providing logframe/ logic model to produce a theory 
of change, access to management information and data gathered by other sources to 
add to monitoring, access to programme documentation and personnel to build a 
theory of change, conduct interviews, etc.) and that contractors feed into Fund-level 
evaluation (KPIs, data and reports for process evaluation, etc.) 

• supporting knowledge exchange activities drawing on the analysis conducted by the 
contractor, e.g. organising calls to deliver report results, facilitating access to platforms 
where can share information 

Learning 

250. The fund’s MEL framework will strengthen Defra’s ability to identify impactful activities, models 

and projects that demonstrate or indicate early that transformational change, or scaling, is 

likely. 

251. Understanding early which projects are delivering on outcomes is essential to strengthening 

the quality of future grant awards, as well as informing delivery of active grants. Early 

performance data will be presented to the selection/expert committee in an informative format 

to guide their funding and strategic recommendations. 

252. Annually, the grant administrator will assess and score all project reports before synthesising 

the findings into a single report for Defra, focusing on impact, results and ways of working to 

inform and adjust delivery performance. The annual review cycles will align with the financial 

year. Annual reviews will be submitted to the BPF Joint Management Board and ODA Board. 

253. As public finance, it is important that evidence and materials (guides, papers, management 

plans) generated by the fund are accessible and available, which will help to inform and shape 

the actions of others. 

254. Lessons learnt, and best practices identified will inform the: 

• delivery of active projects, through updated programme delivery guidance 

• targeting and guidance of funding rounds 

• work of the selection/expert committee in identifying proposals that have the 

characteristics of transformative interventions, or opportunities where effort could be 

focussed to achieve transformative impact 

• wider effort beyond the fund on addressing the biodiversity and poverty reduction 

challenge 

6.4 Adaptive programming 

255. An adaptive programming approach will be implemented for the competitive fund to ensure 

findings and lessons from early interventions and successful approaches are shared and 

incorporated into subsequent activity. This will facilitate development of innovative solutions. 

Adaptive programming is well-suited to this programme as it will require a wide range of 

interventions across many programmatic themes, and will run to a phased timeframe, thereby 

building in opportunities for taking stock of successes and challenges. 

256. The exact form of adaptive programming will vary over the length of the fund, but lessons 

learnt from early application rounds will be fed back into further enhancing the development 

of the programme as a whole and the mechanisms behind it. MEL data collections and 
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Against Sexual Exploitation and Abuse and Sexual Harassment within the Aid Sector and 

FCDO’s due diligence guidance. Part of the review into Human Resources will include 

ensuring practices are in place to prevent the re-hiring of perpetrators of sexual exploitation 

and abuse among staff in country, as per the latest Independent Commission for Aid Impact 

(ICAI) recommendations. 

329. Delivery partners will need to meet HMG standards regarding safeguarding. Both the grant 

administrator and Defra will provide advice and support to delivery partners to help them in 

implementing approaches to protect from sexual exploitation and abuse that are tailored to 

their situation and enable them to achieve this standard. 

330. Safeguarding advice will be sought from in-country UK missions where appropriate, including 

where there is a need to conduct an OSJA assessment.  

331. Where safeguarding issues are realised, they will be escalated to the grant administrator and 

Defra. Multiple reporting routes will be in place, including through delivery partners’ own 

mechanisms, the grant administrator’s policies for reporting safeguarding issues, and Defra’s 

internal processes for escalation. 

6.8 Gender equality 

332. The fund will actively align itself with the gender equality measure of the International 

Development Act 2014, International Development Strategy 2022, and International Women 

and Girls Strategy 2023.  

333. Growing evidence indicates that the declining availability and quality of biodiversity and 

ecosystem services is leading to increased poverty and vulnerability, with marginalised groups 

– often including women and girls - disproportionately affected.  

334. To shape and inform marine and poverty reduction actions, it is vital to understand gender-

differentiated biodiversity practices, gendered knowledge acquisition and usage, as well as 

gender inequalities in control over resources. This can result from women and men using 

resources differently, as evidenced by the Ecosystem Services for Poverty Alleviation 

programme77. As a result, women and men develop knowledge about different species, their 

uses and their management, and thus have different marine management approaches. 

335. This shows that climate change and biodiversity loss, as well as responses to them, affect 

diverse groups of women and men differently. The programme acknowledges this and sets 

gender equality as an explicit objective to ensure that it has a positive impact on advancing 

gender equality and the empowerment of women and girls. Gender equality is included as a 

programme outcome and relevant programme KPIs are disaggregated by gender, and the 

fund will monitor and report on them. The programme will have a ‘do no harm’ approach. 

336. Competitive grant schemes have been used widely by a range of donors to promote 

sustainable development and poverty reduction. The Blue Planet fund is designed specifically 

to protect the ocean from biodiversity loss, overfishing and marine pollution whilst alleviating 

poverty. Growing evidence indicates that the declining availability and quality of biodiversity 

and ecosystem services is leading to increased poverty and vulnerability, with vulnerable 

groups disproportionately affected. 

337. All projects must consider how they will contribute to reducing inequality between genders; 

their likelihood of contributing will be scored in assessing proposals. Large organisations will 

 

77 Ecosystem Services for Poverty Alleviation (espa) programme 
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351. Consider longer initial grants and/or a structured, graduated route to larger follow-on grants 
to enable sustainable outcomes from projects and sufficient time for embedded capacity 
development of grant holding organisations. 

352. Use the ‘market knowledge’ to develop a tailored communications strategy to reach and 
engage those targeted organisations, with clarity on the purpose and expectations of funding 
to ensure good application uptake of the right kind of applicants  

353. Consider other ways of assessing applicants such as face-to-face interviews during the 
application process or supplement applications with video submissions to be able to capture 
organisational willingness to engage with the kind of developmental growth and capacity that 
FCDO funding will require of small organisations.  

354. Make an estimation of the level of effort needed for grant holders to meet FCDO 
standards and make this clear from the start of the application process. If applicant staff levels 
are low, encourage the applicant to include additional staff in the proposed grant budget.  

355. Ensure all guidance and standard templates are adapted to make them simple and 
jargon free and compliance and reporting processes are streamlined and appropriate for the 
size of the organisation being funded.  

356. Invest time in the start-up phase of projects to ensure there is sufficient engagement and 
discussion between grant managers and grant holders to get consensus and understanding 
on key elements such as the results frameworks and budgets. This more intense workload 
must be factored into grant manager resourcing and considerations of funding round timelines.  

357. Adopt a collaborative, supportive approach to grant management that recognises the 
additional time, support and capacity smaller organisations will need to understand, 
engage with, and deliver on FCDO compliance and programme quality standards. This 
requires relatively small portfolios of grants per grant manager and a premium for these grants 
in terms of fund manager resourcing. 

358. Ensure funding flows recognise the financial constraints of small organisations, such 
as enabling up-front working capital, advance funding, and annual carry overs of underspent 
budgets.  

ICAI recommendations 

359. Recommendation 1 

360. DFID should fill gaps in the knowledge needed to optimise the design of its central funding 
instruments. 
 

361. Recommendation 2 
362. Throughout DFID’s central and in-country portfolios, the process towards funding agreements 

should be more efficient, predictable, reliable and transparent, and should allow CSOs 
sufficient time to develop proposals. 
 

363. Recommendation 3 
364. Throughout its central and in-country portfolios, DFID should have a stronger focus on the 

long-term results of its CSO-implemented programmes, the localisation of development and 
humanitarian efforts, and its CSO partners’ long-term capacity to deliver relevant results in 
evolving contexts. 
 

365. Recommendation 4 
366. DFID should do more to encourage CSO-led innovation, and to recognise and promote the 

uptake of innovation successes. 
 

367. Recommendation 5 
368. DFID should provide a guiding framework for country offices on how to analyse and respond 

to closing civic space within a national context, and work with other UK government 
departments to agree a joint approach to addressing the decline of civic space at the 
international level. 

369.  
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including with regards to safeguarding, based on the standards set by Defra. The grant 

administrator will be responsible for escalating significant issues to Defra 

 

394. To evaluate projects and deliver improvements to the fund’s processes based on 

evidence, best practice and outreach, to be developed but potentially include: 

• help identify early indicators of success to strengthen the assessment of proposals to 

raise the quality and impact of projects 

• highlight opportunities where budgets can be adjusted to respond to changing priorities 

and to ensure that funding is going to those activities that are having the most impact, 

and that will continue to have an impact in the future 

• develop and improve the support that is offered to less well-resourced and less 

experienced applicants during the application process, adapting the provision based on 

lessons learned and what has worked well 

• regularly capturing lessons learnt, and best practices for dissemination and to inform 

adaptive management of projects and selection of future projects 

• commission themed reports, to synthesise evidence, to strengthen the quality of 

interventions 

• communicate the performance of the fund to the international investment community to 

encourage future investment 

• present and share learning with the expert committee, to allow them to see which 

projects are successful, and why, to further inform their decision making with regards 

to future projects 

• facilitate both in person and virtual visits and develop case studies  

• to plan, organise and facilitate workshops as required, both in the UK and overseas 

• develop, refine, and manage the new portal and project database 

 

395. To liaise with the independent MEL evaluator on the evaluation of the fund, which will 

involve sharing of documentation, reports, and knowledge of the project portfolio: 

•  working closely with independent MEL Evaluator, support projects to refine and 

develop robust approaches to MEL, in line with the programme’s log frame and annual 

review cycle requirements 

• support the independent MEL evaluator by collecting and reporting of all data 

associated with the fund programme.  

396. To provide ad hoc technical advice or briefing on issues arising from new or proposed 

developments to the grant schemes or specific one-off tasks. 

397. These functions ensure that projects and applicants are professionally supported throughout 

the lifecycle and allows Defra to focus on strategic and policy priorities for the fund. 

 

 




