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Annual Review - Summary Sheet  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Summary of programme performance  
 

Year 2014-5 2015-6 2016-7     

Programme Score B B A     

Risk Rating Medium Medium-
High 

Medium-
High 

    

 
 
Summary of progress and lessons learnt since last review 
 
The BioCarbon Fund Initiative for Sustainable Landscapes (BioCF-ISFL) is a multilateral facility that is  
managed and implemented by the World Bank. The BioCF-ISFL promotes and rewards reduced 
greenhouse gas emissions and increased sequestration through better land management, including 
REDD+ (Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation), climate smart agriculture, and 
smarter land use planning and policies. The ISFL has jurisdictional (regional government level) 
programming under development in Ethiopia, Zambia, Colombia and Indonesia, and aims to catalyse the 
development of a low-carbon rural economy in each that will simultaneously result in livelihood 
opportunities for communities and an overall reduction in emissions from the land. 
 
Total commitments to the ISFL at the end of the World Bank’s 2016 fiscal year were $342m, including 
donor governments Norway, UK, Germany, and US. The investments are split into an upfront spending 
fund of $98m in which the UK’s funds are not currently invested, and a results-based payment fund of 
$244m in which BEIS and DEFRA are invested and which will be used to reward host countries for 
reduced emissions.  
 
2016-2017 has seen BioCF-ISFL’s ambitious landscape approach to emissions reductions continue to 
advance, albeit unevenly. Comparing our logframe expectations and recommended actions from last 
year’s Annual Review, the BioCF-ISFL is on track to meet targets in most areas, has exceeded in 
several others, and has missed targets on a couple key points.  
 
This year the Bank team undertook the programme’s first re-baselining to reflect more up-to-date and 
realistic milestones based on lessons learned in the ISFL and comparable programmes over the last 
three years, as well as reflect delays due to host country capacity constraints.The re-baselining focused 
on: 

- updating the date of the first Emissions Reduction Payment Agreement (ERPA) from 2016 to 
2018 

- factoring in the emission reductions payment contracts’ dependency on an established 
carbon accounting methodology, which was rescheduled to be completed this year.  

- shifting the formal inclusion of Indonesia in the funding pipeline to 2017 because changes in 
the machinery of government in Indonesia in 2015 had previously hampered foundational 
work necessary.  

- shifting upfront grant agreement milestones from 2016 to 2017, owing to host government 
capacity issues in Ethiopia and Zambia.  

 
Two significant milestones were achieved this year: the agreement of the Monitoring, Evaluation and 
Learning Framework and the substantive finalization of a robust carbon accounting methodology. These 
are key programme-design elements necessary for country programmes to move to  
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implementation phase. 
 
The BioCF has also exceeded expectations on country programme design elements, such as delivering 
Project Concept Notes and Appraisal Documents ahead of schedule. This has all culminated in the 
official start of grant disbursement and programme implementation in Ethiopia. In Zambia, preparation 
grant disbursements have been made and programme design has concluded. Colombia will immediately 
follow in concluding its programme design and implementation grant agreements will be signed with 
Zambia and Colombia shortly after. Collectively, these are major milestones for the programme. 
 
BioCF has not performed as strongly on private sector engagement. During the re-baselining exercise 
this year the target was set at one significant public-private partnership per host country, defined as a 
legal agreement (or something similar) with the private sector. BEIS’ expectations, communicated during 
but not reflected in the rebaselining exercises, were that ISFL should exceed milestones for partnerships 
going into 2018. In the last year, the ISFL formalised its first and only public-private partnership in 
Ethiopia with Nespresso and TechnoServe through the IFC, which was initiated in 2013. The ISFL 
provided $3 million to support farmer training to improve climate-smart and sustainable coffee production 
practices – a key cash crop in Ethiopia. Milestones have also been determined for engagements with the 
private sector (significant relationships reported in the ISFL Annual Report), but at this stage the UK 
does not have enough information to assess these. We have requested a formal report for next year’s 
Annual Meeting. 
 
On balance, while private sector engagement remains an area of concern, the steps the Bank team have 
undertaken to respond to last year’s Annual Review recommendations, to reduce risks, improve planning 
and co-ordination, and meet or exceed some significant milestones formed the basis for our score of “A: 
met expectations” this year.  
 
The high level of risk/complexity around host country capacity to achieve landscape-level emissions 
reductions warrant continued high-level of programme management oversight from BEIS. In order to 
continue this upward trajectory in performance into next year, the BioCF-ISFL will need to see strong 
improvement in private sector engagement and take the following recommendations onboard: 
 
Summary of recommendations for the next year 
 

1. Private Sector Engagement –  
a. Bank to conduct a high quality assessment of any relevant capacity, procedural or funding 

issues that might be hampering progress to engage and partner with the private sector, 
looking at both immediate barriers and their underlying causes by the 2017 Annual 
Meeting;  

b. Bank to facilitate more regular communication with contributors about private sector 
engagement approach;  

c. Bank and donors to reach agreement on ambitious, realistic, deliverable goals related to 
private sector engagement.   

2. Incorporate a new, low-risk country into the pipeline as part of continued approach to address 
pipeline risk by the start of 2018. 

3. Take on key lessons-learned from the Forest Carbon Partnerhip Facility ERPA negotiations – 
clearly delineate the responsibilities of Donors, Bank staff, and recipient countries in advance of 
ERPA negotiations.  

4. Invest time and expertise necessary to ensure the development of strong terms of reference and 
procurement for the first mid-term evaluation next March 2018. 

5. UK to develop a full methodology for the assessment of KPI 15 on Transformational Change. 
6. Bank and Contributors to ensure timely decision-making at fund meetings by observing hard 

deadlines for sending and reviewing preparatory documents and for taking decisions.  
7. Improve administration and communication through a formalised ISFL-run document 

management system. 
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Progress against recommendations from last year’ Annual Review   
 
 

Recommendation Progress 

Conclude revisions to the ISFL’s 
governance and finalise the restructuring 
of BioCFplus, including amendments to the 
Operating Framework, decision-making 
guidelines and BioCF Legal Instrument.  

This recommendation remains partially unmet as 
review and amendment of the BioCF Instrument have 
spilled into the next working year. We expect this to be 
finished by September 2017. 
 
However, this delay has not had an impact on the 
overall delivery timetable – successful amendments to 
the Operating Framework and decision-making 
guidelines have advanced governance enough for a 
grant to be signed in Ethiopia which begins the 
recipient-executed implementation phase of the ISFL. 

Accelerate work on comprehensive 
landscape carbon accounting methodology 
to provide clarity on options that can be taken 
and facilitate decision-making and mitigate risk 
of delay in projected milestones for ERPA 
negotiations.  

This has been substantively met, with a workshop for 
final edits and sign-off occurring June 2017. 
 
In November 2016, the ISFL team and funders outlined 
all options and research for the accounting 
methodology ahead of a workshop in December with 
host countries. A second workshop was held in 
February with host countries to further develop the 
methodology. 
 
Following this workshop there was some further 
revision of the methodology text by email and then the 
accounting methodology was substantively agreed by 
contributors 3 March 2017. The final sign-off will take 
place on 4 August 2017.  
 
The draft methodology represents a very significant 
undertaking delivered to a high quality standard, albeit 
with some further work required for finalisation. 

More effective planning processes and 
lesson learning from first country window. 

The World Bank undertook a high-level review of 
lessons learned and analysis of causes of slippage, 
some of which is covered in the 2016 Annual Report.  
With this in mind, projected milestones for each 
programme have been developed which are more 
realistic and the overall timeline of the ISFL 
rebaselined. This has helped to manage expectations 
and improve the accuracy of planning. The planned  
ISFL midterm evaluation in 2018 will be an opportunity 
to do more detailed analysis.  

Increase regular communication between 
the Bank and Contributors through ensuring 
and better organising monthly initiative-level 
teleconferences and quarterly programme-
level teleconferences. 

This recommendation has been actioned satisfactorily, 
with much more regular (at least monthly) contact 
between the Bank and Contributors focused on 
outlining the work plan for months ahead and driving 
progress and decision-making on key issues where 
donor guidance and consensus is needed. Quarterly 
calls focused on individual host country programmes, 
involving World Bank staff working in the relevant 
countries, have also proved an effective way to keep 
Contributors up to speed with developments and give 
them the opportunity to support and challenge the 
strategic direction of development of these 
programmes. These features should continue to be 
embedded and strengthened in the coming year by 
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encouraging full and effective participation from all 
Contributors to the initiative.  

Develop and agree an Initiative-Level 
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) plan with 
all Contributors after the mid-year meeting by 
July 2016, in advance of the 2016 Annual 
Report. 

This recommendation has been actioned, although with 
delayed delivery – it was agreed in December 2016 
rather than July. This delay was partially due to factors 
beyond the World Bank’s control, such as a slow 
response from some donors. BEIS programme 
managers and monitoring and evaluation specialists 
contributed regularly and substantially to the 
development of the framework, which went through 
several rounds of improvement based on our 
suggestions. The initiative is still on course to deliver a 
mid term evaluation in 2018. 

Implement by June 2016 a more formal risk 
management strategy including a risk 
register, using this system to communicate to 
the Contributors key initiative-level and 
programme-level risks, the risk mitigation plan 
and residual risk estimates. Consider options 
to manage under-delivery risk through 
additional pipeline development.  

ISFL finalised an initiative-level risk register in the 
summer of 2016, which is based on the World Bank’s 
standard risk management approach and taxonomy 
and cleared by the World Bank’s Chief Risk Officer’s 
Operational Risk Unit. This captures those risks that 
are overarching to the Initiative, whereas less 
significant or country-programme-secific risks are 
managed as part of the design (including in Project 
Concept Note and Project Appraisal Document 
development) and management of country 
programmes. 
 
The main risks identified by the initiative-level register 
are around the need to ensure effective civil society 
and private sector participation in country programmes, 
engagement of contributors, strong World Bank 
supervision of the delivery performance of country 
programmes, a portfolio of country programmes that 
diversifies risks and the relevance of the initiative to 
wider global efforts.  
 
At the mid year meeting in April 2016, the Bank 
presented a plan to update the shortlist of potential 
target countries for the ISFL with a view to potentially 
include one or more additional countries in the ISFL 
pipeline to diversify the risk levels in the portfolio and 
help manage the risk of underdelivery of emission 
reductions. This approach has been endorsed by 
Contributors (at the 2016 Annual Meeting in October) 
and is now in the initial stage of implementation with 
the ISFL team identifying opportunities with two 
potential host countries. The ISFL and Forest Carbon 
Partnership Facility have developed tools for assessing 
the emission reduction underdelivery risk of country 
programmes and  porfolios which will help with this 
exercise.  
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A: Introduction and Context 
 

Link to Business Case: Link to business case 

Link to Log frame:  See on page 10 of linked MEL 
Framework 

 

Outline of the programme 

The BioCarbon Fund (BioCF) Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes (ISFL) is a multilateral fund, 
managed by the World Bank with 4 participating donor countries: UK (BEIS and Defra), Germany, 
Norway and the US. In its initial round of activity the ISFL has elected to focus intensive effort in a small 
number of forest country jurisdictions. BEIS has invested £50m with the intention of supporting 2-3 of 
these country programmes. Defra has committed £65.1m to work with Zambia and potentially others. 
Further UK investment is possible through 2030, pending strong performance. 
  
The ISFL comprises two complementary financing mechanisms: BioCFplus-ISFL (BioCF+) which will 
provide grant funding and technical assistance and BioCF Tranche 3 (T3) which will provide results-
based payments for emissions reductions. BEIS and Defra are currently only invested in T3.  
 
The ISFL aims to incentivise a transformation of entire landscapes onto a more sustainable, low-carbon 
development path. It will test comprehensive carbon accounting methodologies to pay for emission 
reductions from a range of landscape features including forests, wetlands and agriculture. It also has a 
strong private sector focus, actively engaging major commodity producers, aggregators, traders and 
buyers to create public-private partnerships (PPPs).   
  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/305241/ICF_BC_for_DECC_investment_in_BioCF_and_FCPF_CF.pdf
https://www.biocarbonfund-isfl.org/sites/biocf/files/documents/ISFL%20MEL%20Framework.pdf
https://www.biocarbonfund-isfl.org/sites/biocf/files/documents/ISFL%20MEL%20Framework.pdf


6 
 

B: PERFORMANCE AND CONCLUSIONS  
 
Annual outcome assessment  
 
Assessing outcomes requires a long-term perspective as the ISFL will run from its inception in 2013 up 
to 2030. As the ISFL is still in its early stages, it is difficult to judge whether the fund will achieve its 
objectives. The mid-term evaluation scheduled for next year will provide a much deeper quantitative and 
qualitative assessment of outcomes. However, there is some evidence of momentum towards these 
objectives being reached, which will be discussed briefly underneath the relevant outcomes listed below. 
The ISFL’s proposed outcomes relate to a number of ICF Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). The ISFL’s 
intended outcomes are: 
 

1. Improve land management and use, including forest cover. 
 

Evidence of progress - 
o The finalisation of a carbon accounting methodology, tailored to the Fund’s landscape 

approach to emissions reduction, is a very significant milestone in the progress towards 
tracking and measuring the net reduction of GHGs in each programme jurisdiction. 

o Preparatory grants signed and being disbursed in Colombia, Ethiopia and Zambia are 
starting to provide the resources to support improved land management and governance. 
Implementation funding in Ethiopia has started disbursement. 

o Programme design workshops and proposals have catalysed necessary training and 
coalition building between government agencies, public and private sector players, and 
local stakeholders that will form the political and regional will to deliver emission 
reductions. 
 

Assessment - We assess ISFL is currently well-positioned to achieve this outcome if: 
 

o Timely progress continues on programme design and ERPA negotiations;  
o Countries remain engaged and motivated to implement programming on the ground, 

supported by upfront preparatory funding to build capacity;  
o The fund keeps a strong focus on the M&E framework, with high quality external 

evaluations to keep the Initiative on track to assess and deliver the highest quality results 
possible 
 

2. Deliver benefits to land users 
 

These benefits start to roll out as recipient-executed grants are disbursed to support improved 
services, improved infrastructure, training and capacity building, and increased agricultural 
productivity. 

 
Evidence of progress –  

o Upfront grants (both preparatory and implementation) in Ethiopia and Zambia are 
currently providing funding for direct, immediate benefits to land users in the form of 
technical assistance, investments and capacity building, with similar funding in the 
pipeline for Colombia.   

o The Project Appraisal Documents (PADs), delivered this year by each of those countries, 
outline thinking for how benefits to land users will come about as implementation begins 
and emissions reductions result. 

 
Assessment - We assess the ISFL is well positioned to achieve this outcome, however as grant 
disbursement has fallen behind schedule, the pace of progress towards achieving this outcome is 
at risk. The ISFL will make further strides towards achieving this outcome as: 

 
o Improvements to the forecasted delivery timetable and lessons learned about program 

slippage are taken on board. 
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o Benefit-sharing plans (which outline how and with whom Emissions Reductions Payments 
will be shared) are designed in conjunction with ERPAs. Benefit-sharing plans must be 
finalized when ERPAs become effective.  

o Payments from the first and every subsequent verification of Emissions Reductions are 
made and fund sustainable, long term benefits to land-users.  

 
3. Leverage partnerships with and between the public and private sectors to advance the 

ISFL vision and approach. 
 

The ISFL is designed to maximise private sector engagement and financial leverage. Its objective 
is to partner with private sector actors and organizations to help ‘forest-proof’ the sourcing of 
commodities and redirect market forces towards more sustainable land management practices. 
 
Evidence of progress –  

o Public financial leveraging has come in the form of co-finance commitments from the 
Global Environment Facility: $8.05m in Zambia, $7.3m in Colombia. In addition, co-
finance from the International Development Association (IDA) is secured in the form of a 
$17m loan to Zambia to support the ISFL program. 

o There is also a $3m loan from the IFC to Ethiopia for investment services in the coffee 
sector. 
 

Assessment - While there has been progress in this area previously with the agreement of two 
partnerships (Nespresso and TechnoServe) no new public-private partnerships were established 
during the period of this Annual Review. In order to ensure that the programme achieves this 
outcome, we expect the Bank to present a revised and updated approach to private sector 
engagement in each of our partner jurisdictions at the next Annual Meeting. 
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Annual Output Assessment 
 

Scale Description 

A++ Outputs substantially exceeded expectation 

A+ Outputs moderately exceeded expectation 

A Outputs met expectation 

B Outputs moderately did not meet expectation 

C Outputs substantially did not meet expectation 

 
 
The overall output score for the BioCF is A. 
 
Our overall assessment is that the BioCF-ISFL is at the start of an upward swing in performance and 
output. The detailed scoring of outputs this year were close to the borderline between an ‘A’ and a ‘B’ , 
but we find that there is enough evidence of strong improvement in most areas to move the fund up to 
the “met expectations” bracket. The rationale is laid out as follows below.  
 
As a new fund working in a complex, relatively untested area, BioCF-ISFL has faced numerous 
challenges associated with innovative programming. REDD+ programmes in general have been slower 
to establish and disburse than initially anticipated; the ISFL brings additional complexity by aiming for 
comprehensive landscape carbon accounting, combined with public-private partnerships, including to 
leverage corporate zero-deforestation commitments. The original timescales were based on relatively 
few precedents and came with a high level of uncertainty. The rebaselining this year marked the first 
attempt to use lessons learned from programme design work in Ethiopia, Zambia and Colombia to put in 
place a more accurate forecast. 
 
The first output assessed in the detailed review to follow is Output #3 on the log-frame, “Leverage 
partnerships with and between public and private sectors.”  

o This output was assigned a B due to low ambition and average performance - it remains on track 
to hit its milestones of 3 partnerships and 4 engagements with the private sector by 2019, but no 
new partnerships occurred in the past year.  

o Of the three outputs relevant from the logframe, this output has proportionally less influence on 
the overall outcomes of the fund and BEIS has weighted it as such at 20% of overall impact. 

o However, this is an area where BEIS will be applying particular scrutiny over the next year to 
ensure recommendations are taken on board and significant progress is made. 

 
The second output assessed below is denoted in the logframe as “CC” for “Cross-cutting outputs for 
general ISFL design/implementation.”  

o This indicator was assigned an ‘A+’ because it met or exceeded most targets, particularly 
showing progress in the more complex areas of programme design with project concept notes 
from all pipeline countries, including Indonesia, now completed or in progress.  

o Project appraisal documents have followed for Ethiopia, Zambia and Colombia. These PADs 
form the basis for the grants from BioCF+ and an overall vision for the Emissions Reductions 
Payment Agreements. As such, there is now a clear pathway for these three countries to bring 
projects online and begin generating emissions reductions.  

o Achievements in finalising these programme-design documents are in-line with and have helped 
to inform the recent rebaselining targets.  

o The only logframe indicator in this group not to meet expectations was in the number of funded 
technical studies completed, but the initiative only mildly under-delivered at 15/18 studies and we 
do not consider the number of studies delivered to be the most significant indicator of 
performance in this area. 

 
Finally, the third output we found relevant to assess this year is denoted as Output “Tier 3,” which refers 
to the “high quality tools and approaches in place to ensure that ISFL goals and objectives are achieved 
in a timely manner.”  

o This output is assessed at an ‘A’, with all indicators met or on track to be met except for that 
which refers to the volume of country-executed grants disbursed by certain yearly milestones. 
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o The milestone for this year is set at $3.25m, which is not close to being met as Ethiopia’s $18m 
grant just became effective in April 2017.  

o The reason for this disparity in disbursement is primarily the civil unrest and governance change 
that Ethiopia has experienced in the target region of Oromia in the last two years. Despite 
attempts to analyse and re-forecast this indicator during the re-baselining this year, the 
government transition timeline in Ethiopia was too unstable to accurately predict, and ISFL 
management and experts overshot ambition for disbursement this year.   

 
Operationally, however, the fund is in a greatly improved situation in comparison to previous years. 

o Outstanding fund management issues, such as the establishment of an M&E framework and 
methodology for accounting for emissions reductions, have been addressed.  

o While pipeline risk remains, there are more promising signs of progress in Indonesia, and an 
improved pipeline risk assessment system has been implemented.  

o A key action from the last year was ISFL agreement to an overprogramming approach to risk 
management, and a request that the ISFL team work up some options for programmes in lower-
risk countries for inclusion in the Initiative’s pipeline. The ISFL team presented these options in 
Spring 2017, and BEIS is now recommending taking a decision to incorporate one of these lower-
risk programmes as soon as possible, aiming for the start of 2018. 

 
Has the logframe been updated since the last review? 

 
The BioCF-ISFL logframe underwent a substantial rebaselining in 2016 with the agreement of 
participants and contributors. This was largely due to the finalisation of the Monitoring, Evaluation and 
Learning Framework of the ISFL, which sets out more rigourously analysed milestones than the 
provisional ones from the earliest stages of Initiative design. Changes to the logframe include:  
 

 Impact 1 “improve land management integrated into national policies’, and Impact 2 
‘interventions successfully tested in ISFL programme countries are replicated in other 
landscape level climate programmes’ have been replaced by a single new Impact: ‘Contribute 
to low carbon development by delivering benefits to communities and reducing GHG 
emissions in ISFL program areas and catalysing programs beyond the ISFL’. This impact has 
three indicators:  

o Number of people reached with benefits (assets and/or services) from ISFL programs 
(% women); 

o GHG emission reductions in ISFL program areas (which had previously been 
considered an outcome, rather than an impact, of the fund); 

o Non-ISFL programs replicate or incorporate ISFL approaches in their program design. 

 There is a new Outcome 1 “Improve land management and land use, including forest cover” 
replacing the similar Outcome 2 in the previous logframe, but which will be measured in terms 
of land-users who have received training in sustainable use, as well as hectares brought 
under sustainable cultivation.  

 Outcome 2 “Deliver benefits to land users” replaces old Outcome 3 “Livelihoods maintained 
or improved as a result of ISFL interventions.  

 Conserving Biodiversity (old Outcome 5) is no longer an indicator of the scheme as other 
indicators were prioiritised and a realistic indicator to measure this was not determined – this 
is also taking into consideration the UK’s work on developing its methodology for its 
corresponding KPI 10 on ecosystem services. Output milestones and targets have been 
revised to take into account the longer-than-anticipated timescales required to deliver initial 
delivery stages setting more realistic, but still ambitious, targets.  

 There is a new cross-cutting set of activities “High quality tools and approaches are in place 
to ensure that ISFL goals and objectives are achieved in a timely manner” that replaced the 
input level of the previous logframe. 
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C: DETAILED OUTPUT SCORING 
 

Output 
Title  

Leverage partnerships with and between public and private sectors      

Output number per LF 3 Output Score  B 

Risk rating (H, M or L):   H Impact weighting (%): 20%  

 

Indicators Milestone
s 

Progress 

3.1 Number of partnerships 
established with for-profit private 
sector organizations due to ISFL 
support 

3 by 2019 
4 by 2021 

Not yet met, but on track. One partnership 
with Nespresso in Ethiopia has been 
developed so far; additional programmes in 
Colombia and Zambia are in early stages of 
development.  

3.2 Number of partnerships 
established with not-for-profit 
organizations/ initiatives (public 
or private) due to ISFL support 

3 by 2019 
4 by 2021 

Not yet met. One partnership to date with 
Technoserve in Ethiopia, to deliver technical 
assistance to smallholder farmers involved 
in the Nespresso patnership. 

3.3 Number of engagements 
(formal workshops or joint 
iniatives) established with for-
profit private sector 
organizations due to ISFL 
support 

4 by 2019 
8 by 2021 

On track. Three engagements to date: with 
Nespresso (see above), Cargill and the the 
commodity supply chain forum Expogestión 
Orinoquía in Colombia. 

3.4 Number of engagements 
established with not-for-profit 
organizations/ initiatives (public 
or private) due to ISFL support 

2 by 2019 
4 by 2021 

Met. Two engagements: with Techoserve in 
Ethiopia and COMPACI in Latin America. 

 
 
Key Points 
 
The re-baselining of the logical framework this year included formally incorporating private sector 
engagement as a key output, meaning that this year is our first year formally assessing private sector 
engagement in the Annual Review. BEIS pushed for higher ambition in target-setting for the re-
baselining, but Contributors signed off on a goal of 3 formal partnerships and at least 4 separate 
engagements (formal workshops or joint iniatives) by 2019. As of mid-year 2017, we are roughly half-
way to reaching these modest targets. Given our higher ambition and the importance of early success in 
private sector engagement during the preparation phase of the Fund’s work, we assess that the ISFL 
moderately did not meet BEIS’ expectations for this output this year.  
 
While there has been significant activity by the World Bank to generate partnerships with public and 
private partners – as demonstrated by the number of engagements undertaken - to drive forward BioCF-
ISFL programmes, delivering concrete joint programmes, particularly with private sector partners, has 
proved to be challenging. To some extent, the drivers of this are exogenous to BioCF-ISFL; in general, 
attracting the private sector to innovative programmes with relatively high risks and sometimes uncertain 
returns is challenging.  
 
However, the ISFL team could be taking better advantage of Contributor relationships with companies 
and related government and private sector initiatives. Part of the disconnect here is related to a lag in 
communication between ISFL work on private sector engagement and resulting reporting to 
Contributors. More frequent reporting would allow for greater alignment of strategic vision between the 
Fund and Contributors, more productive troubleshooting and more Contributor confidence in the work to 
date.   
 
Given the fundamental importance of leveraging private actors in BioCF-ISFL, a step-up in activity and a 
review of the strategic approach is required if the targetted number of private and non-private 
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partnerships is to be achieved. BEIS will input into an upcoming review to ensure there is clear guidance 
on UK objectives for the Fund’ performance in this area. 
 
Recommendations 
 

1. A high quality assessment of any relevant capacity, procedural or funding issues that might be 
hampering progress to engage and partner with the private sector should be conducted, looking 
both at immediate barriers and their underlying causes, by the 2017 Annual Meeting.  

2. More regular communication with contributors about private sector engagement approach should 
be undertaken. 

3. Bank and donors should aim to reach agreement on ambitious, realistic, deliverable goals related 
to private sector engagement by 2018.   
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C: DETAILED OUTPUT SCORING 
 
 

Output 
Title  

Cross-cutting outputs for general ISFL design/implementation  

Output number per LF CC Output Score  A+ 

Risk rating (H, M or L):   L Impact weighting (%): 40%  

 
 
Key Points 
 
There has been strong progress to develop programmes on the ground, and submit relevant 
documentation for approval by the Bank and Contributors. With Colombia relatively likely to have its PAD 
approved by the end of the year, BioCF-ISFL could well exceed its targets in this area. There has been a 
a larger proportion of technical workshops and studies in Ethiopia, which BEIS considers appropriate, 
given the relatively low technical capacity of Ethiopia, as well as the more advanced state of the 
programme. Contributors are expecting to take a decision on the inclusion of Indonesia in 2017, which 
will rely heavily on the quality of the project Concept Note. 

 
Recommendations  
 
 

1. Minimize the need for rebaselining in the year ahead – While the recent rebaselining of the 
programme was a necessary and expected part of the initaitive’s work, the presumption moving 
forward is that we now follow the plan set out. In the event of slippage, we suggest that all other 
options be exhausted before rebaselining is considered necessary. The upcoming mid-term 
evaluation in 2018 should provide valuable, external insights on whether the environment the 
initiative is operating in has changed very significantly, or approaches it takes need to be revised 

Indicator(s) Milestones  Progress  

Number of funded 
technical studies 
completed 

18 by 2017 
21 by 2018 
23 by 2020 

Almost met: 15  studies on target to be completed 
by the end of 2017: 

- 3 in Colombia 
- 9 in Ethiopia 
- 3 in Zambia 

 
The higher number in Ethiopia is due to the more 
advanced state of the Ethiopian programme, as 
well as lower capacity in the Oromia region 
compared to Colombia or Zambia.  

Number of workshops 
held to prepare an ISFL 
program 

14 by 2017 
16 by 2018 
20 by 2020 

Exceeded: 17 have been completed to date: 
- 5 in Colombia 
- 7 in Ethiopia 
- 5 in Zambia 

Number of project 
Concept Notes (early-
stage project design 
documents) approved for 
ISFL programs 

3 by 2017 
3 by 2018 
4 by 2020 

Met, likely to exceed – One note for each of 
Colombia, Ethiopia, and Zambia. There are signs 
that the initiative is on course to exceed its 2018 
forecast with a concept note now also under 
development in Indonesia.  

Number of Project 
Appraisal Documents 
(project design 
documents) approved for 
ISFL programs 

2 by 2017 
3 by 2018 
4 by 2020 

Met, likely to exceed: two PADs (Ethiopia and 
Zambia) are already approved; Colombia’s PAD to 
follow soon after year end.  
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substantially, such that future rebaselining, modification, simplification or elaboration of the 
logframe should occur.  

2. Ensure a useful mid-term evaluation, that will meet the needs of the initiative and its 
stakeholders, by investing the time and expertise necessary to ensure the development of strong 
terms of reference and procurement for the first evaluation, which should commence early in 
2018. 
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C: DETAILED OUTPUT SCORING 
 

Output 
Title  

High quality tools and approaches are in place to ensure that ISFL goals and 
objectives are achieved in a timely manner 

Output number per LF T3 Output Score  A 

Risk rating (H, M or L):   M  Impact weighting (%): 40%  

                                            
1
 Targets for this indicator are based on best estimates of disbursement schedules to ISFL program countries. It is anticipated 

that grant disbursements in Colombia, Ethiopia, and Zambia will conclude by 2023. 

Indicator(s) Milestones  Progress  

1. Volume of grants committed 
under ISFL to create an enabling 
environment for emission 
reductions 

$18.25m by 
2017 
$39.5m by 
2018 
$39.5m by 
2020.  

  On-track, with potential to significantly exceed: 
- Signed a preparation grant in Zambia (US$ 

0.25 million)  
- Likely to sign grant in Ethiopia (US$ 18 million) 
- Likely to sign implementation grant in Zambia 

(US$ 7.75) 
- Potential to sign grant in Colombia (US$ 13.5 

million) 

2. Volume of grants disbursed to 
ISFL programs1 

$3.25m by 
2017 
$19.25m by 
2018 
$30.5m by 
2020 

Will not meet target. This indicator on grant 
disbursements relates only to ‘recipient-executed’ 
grants, i.e. grants that the host government and its 
delivery partners will receive and then execute. BioCF-
ISLF has disbursed ‘Bank-executed’ funding, which is 
not included in this indicator. Progress relevant to this 
indicator includes signing a recipient-executed grant in 
Ethiopia for implementation ($18m) and one in Zambia 
for preparation ($250,000). A portion ($100,000) of the 
preparation funding has been disbursed to Zambia. It is 
unlikely that the Ethiopia grant will disburse $3.0m this 
fiscal year given that it just became effective at the end 
of April (though funds will now begin to flow and some 
will be disbursed this year). The reason for this 
disparity in disbursement is primarily the civil unrest 
and governance changes that Ethiopia has 
experienced in the target region of Oromia in the last 
two years. 

5. Number of ISFL target 
countries that are officially 
included in the ISFL pipeline 

3 by 2017 
4 by 2018 
4 by 2020 

Met expectations. Ethiopia, Zambia, and Colombia are 
all in the ISFL pipeline. Progress to develop a concept 
note for Indonesia is underway with a decision on 
inclusion expected in the summer of 2017. Early work 
has also begun to explore the inclusion of 1-2 further 
countries in the pipeline. 

6. Number of countries with ISFL 
programs under implementation 

1 by 2017 
3 by 2018 
4 by 2020 

On-track with potential to exceed: programmes in both 
Zambia and Ethiopia are likely to come into effect in 
2017.  



15 
 

 
 
Key Points 
 

The Initiative’s work on this output is where BEIS has seen significant effort and success in taking UK 
recommendations and expertise onboard. The finalisations this year of both the Monitoring, Evaluation 
and Learning Framework and the Carbon Accounting Methodology are critical, UK-driven milestones.  

 The establishment of the MEL Framework better harmonises BioCF-ISFL achievements with 
DFID’s best practices for delivering and measuring effective aide. It was through this process that 
the analysis for the rebaselining took place, which has allowed for more effective programme 
management and asessment.  

 The finalisation of the Carbon Accounting Methodology unlocks the ability for host countries to 
prepare for Emissions Reduction Payment Agreement negotiations, as they now have the 
standards around which they can design programming. This progress is also reflected in the 
indicator that measures the number of countries with programmes under implementation, which 

7. Number of ISFL programs 
that develop a Strategic 
Environmental and Social 
Assessment (SESA)  and 
Environmental and Social 
Management Framework 
(ESMF) 

1 by 2017 
1 by 2018 
3 by 2020 

Met –SESA and ESMF developed for Ethiopia.  

8. Number of documents made 
public in order to share ISFL 
approaches and lessons learned 

10 by 2017 
15 by 2018 
20 by 2020 

Likely to be met. 9 documents have been published by 
April 2017:  
 

- 2 Annual Reports 
- 2 Methodology Workshop Summaries 
- 1 Methodological Approach (MA) draft 
- 1 Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 
- 1 Stakeholder Engagement Approach 
- 1 Private Sector Engagement Approach 
- 1 Vision document 

9. Number of ISFL knowledge 
dissemination events carried out 

2 by 2017 
3 by 2018 
5 by 2020 

On track to complete. To date the events have taken 
the shape of bi-annual briefings with relevant CSOs on 
the ISFL. 

14. An ISFL Carbon Accounting 
Methodological Approach is 
finalised 

By 
December 
2017 

Substantively complete. A framework was 
substantively agreed by Contributors at a workshop 
with host countries in March 2017 and it will be formally 
adopted in early August 2017 after a final round of 
feedback from host countries and independent experts. 

15. An ISFL Private Sector 
Engagement Approach is 
developed and updated, as 
necessary 

By 
December 
2017 

On target, with a meeting scheduled for June 2017 to 
outline progress, challenges and strategic vision. 
However, this follows an extended period of less 
communication about the private sector, which means 
that Contributors have not seen sufficient evidence that 
this top-priority issue is being seriously reviewed and 
improved.  

17. An approach for managing 
pipeline risk is agreed and 
adjusted, as necessary 

By 
December 
2016 

Met. Contributors and the BioCF-ISFL team formally 
agreed to an over-programming approach at the 2016 
Annual Meeting. The Initiative then followed up by 
working up two new host country options for pipeline 
inclusion, on which Contributors aim to take a decision 
by the 2017 Annual Meeting. 
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we expect to reach two as potentially Ethiopia and Colombia begin negotiating ERPAs in the next 
year.  

The BioCF-ISFL has also demonstrated progress in addressing pipeline risk through the potential 
inclusion of a new country – another UK priority from the past year. The Contributors agreed to an 
overprogramming approach at the 2016 Annual Meeting, and have been presented with a low-risk option 
for inclusion as of the 2017 Mid-year Meeting. The Iniative has scheduled a decision on adding this 
country to the pipeline by the end of 2017.  

The Initiative will also present their updated approach to Private Sector Engagement at a meeting in 
June, through which we hope to identify realistic opportunities and risks for advancing jurisdiction-level 
public-private partnerships. In the past year, however, we have not seen significant progress towards 
this milestone. 

The significant progress on this output this year is balanced by missed targets on recipient-executed 
grant disbursement in host countries. The milestone for this year is set at $3.25m, which is not close to 
being met as Ethiopia’s $18m grant just became effective in April 2017. Delays were primarily due to civil 
unrest and governance changes in Ethiopia’s target region of Oromia over the last two years. Despite 
attempts to analyse and re-forecast this indicator during the re-baselining this year, the government 
transition timeline in Ethiopia was too unstable to accurately predict, and ISFL management and experts 
overshot ambition for disbursement this year.   
 
While this is to some extent expected with innovative development programmes, the very low levels of 
disbursement relative to the target evidence that progress on the ground is slower than anticipated, and 
a continuation of such a slow place could impact the number of emissions reductions or improved 
livelihoods produced by the fund over its lifetime. The ISFL team have shared expectations that grant 
disbursement will pick-up significantly in the next year. 

Recommendations 
 

1. Incorporate new, low-risk country into the pipeline as part of continued approach to address 
pipeline risk. While BioCF-ISFL efforts to draw up options for inclusion in our pipeline have been 
a highlight of the Initiative’s work in the last year, recent discussions between the Bank and 
Contributors suggest some challenges about the practical implications of pursuing an over-
programming approach. For the next year we recommend continued commitment to what was 
agreed in the 2016 Annual Meeting, and expect to see the inclusion of a new, lower risk country 
in the pipeline that reduces the risk of under-delivery of emission reductions and an underspend 
of Tranche 3 funding. This approach should build on the experience of over-programming in the 
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility Carbon Fund and other relevant initiatives. 

2. Take on key lessons learned from the FCPF ERPA negotiations, and identify places where 
BioCF-ISFL has the flexibility and foresight to adapt FCPF approaches or apply different 
strategies. Particularly with a focus on lessons learned from development and assessment of 
Emission Reduction Programme Documents and with an eye to clearly delineate the 
responsibilities of Donors, Bank staff, and recipient countries in advance of ERPA negotiations. 

3. Facilitate decision-making at fund meetings – the business set out for fund meetings does not 
always reach substantive conclusions, with issues often resolved virtually after meetings or at 
subsequent meetings, contributing to some inefficiency and delay. This is in part due to a lack of 
preparation from the Contributors. This could be resolved by the Bank with materials sent well in 
advance, and clearer expectations and resolve around when decisions need to be taken. 

4. Document Management - Fund administration and communication will continue its upswing in 
effectiveness with the development of a dedicated ISFL document management system. 
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D: VALUE FOR MONEY & FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 
 
Key cost drivers and performance  
 
The key input cost drivers of the ISFL programme include 1) administrative fees and charges related to 
the management of the programme and 2) supervision and implementation charges for programme 
management expenses incurred during the implementation of the country-windows. These costs are 
funded out of the contributions and reduce the amount of money available to buy carbon credits. The 
current fee structure is in line with the expectations included in BEIS’ Business Case (page 79).   
 
On the administrative side the current fee structure outlined by the World Bank includes the following: 

 The World Bank applies a one-off 2% central unit fee to contributions to T3 to cover central Bank 
and corporate expenses (legal and resource management support, for example). On the £50m 
BEIS investments this equates to £1m in total; on Defra’s £65m investment it equates to £1.3m. 
This 2% fee is taken from each call of funds. 

 In addition, there is a fee for ‘business development’ or the initial set up cost of each window that 
is 0.75% of each contribution to T3. This was drawn down in March 2014 and on Defra’s 
additional contribution in April 2016.   

 The Trustee is entitled to apply up to a maximum of 4% of window property2 as a charge to cover 
verifications and initiative level expenses, which includes: fund administration, communication 
and knowledge management, strategy and procedures for private sector engagement, 
evaluations, methodology development, and any other activities that the Bank deems appropriate 
for the purpose of benefitting the Initiative as a whole (including Section 3.6(c) of the PA). This 
equates to up to £1.7m on the UK’s investment3. These charges are approved based on annual 
budget forecasts and charged based on actual expenses.  It was indicated in last year’s annual 
review that these admin costs are expected to decrease over time. The World Bank have recently 
estimated expenses in this category will be significantly lower than the 4% cap, potentially around 
2.57% for BEIS4, and 2.67% for Defra.   

 
In regards to supervision and implementation charges, the World Bank have provided an estimate of the 
costs of implementation support (supervision costs) by ISFL Programme (see Annex 1). This means the 
proportion of UK spend allocated to these costs depends on which window is chosen. The World Bank 
have estimated that this is likely to amount to 3.1% of the UK’s £115.1m contribution £3.57m. This is 
based on the assumptions that BEIS is the only investor in the Colombia programme, and invests a 13% 
share of the Indonesia programme. These assumptions have not been confirmed and are subject to 
change. Note if this changes, supervision costs are subject to change, and could increase or decrease.    
 
A buffer for exchange rate fluctuations is used as a budget tool to plan for investments over the lifetime 
of the ISFL. This buffer is not ‘set aside’ or charged to contributions. Instead, the Bank uses this 
information to plan for investments in country programmes to ensure that Contributors are not over-
committed based on outstanding contributions. This buffer is adjusted as cash is received by the World 
Bank, making planning straightforward. Once all cash is received by the World Bank, the buffer is no 
longer necessary. 
 

VfM performance compared to the original VfM proposition in the business case  
 
It was originally assumed in the modelling that set-up time would take 2 years, and the results-based 
disbursements (ER purchases) would begin in 2016 lasting for 8 years. This assumption was not very 
realistic – now it is expected that the first ERPA will be signed in 2018, so the results based 
disbursements will begin in 2019 at the earliest, 2 years later than originally forecast. Assuming that this 
is just a delay rather than a reduction in the pipeline this should not affect the value for money for the 
programme significantly other than delaying the benefits, however it should still be modelled for next 
year. 

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

(0.75%). The 4% cap on ‘window property’ excludes supervision costs which also fall within the window property category.  
3
 BEIS’s investment of £50m less the 2.75% fees. 

4
 This based on the ISFL Cost Sharing Scenarios and Implications discussion Paper, March 2015. 
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One change which has impacted the expected results is that there has been a decrease in the UK’s 
burdenshare (from 48% to 41%) due to the depreciation of the pound over the last year (the ICF pound 
contribution to the fund is worth less in dollars). This has on the whole reduced the expected lifetime ICF 
attributed results of the programme over the last year, however these still remain higher than those in the 
original business case.  
 
Assessment of whether the programme continues to represent value for money 
 
 
As the BioCarbon Fund is still in the early stages of implementation it is too early to judge whether it will 
return the expected results, however there is no evidence that the economic arguments in favour of 
delivering the ISFL in cooperation with the World Bank have changed since the approval of the Business 
Case, nor has there been any significant change to the design of the programme which will prevent the 
programme from delivering value for money. The expected BEIS attributed cost per tonne of £8/tCO2e 
remains well within the range of current BEIS investments (£6-37t/CO2e) suggesting that it remains a 
sound investment. 
 
 
Quality of financial management 
 
A long-term financial plan was provided by the BioCF-ISFL team as part of the 2016 Annual Report. The 
ISFL reports budgets for the following financial year at each Annual Meeting. The actual spend against 
the forecast is monitored and updated regularly by the World Bank and reported at each Annual Meeting.  

A payment schedule is forecast in the long-term financial plan, indicating the drawdown of funds from the 
UK contribution. This has been updated to reflect any changes made as a result of the upcoming 
decision on ‘cost sharing’ for Initiative Level expenses.  

In the BioCF Instrument, it states that the single audit will be provided for financial reporting each year. 
The Bank and Contributors have agreed that a narrative for budget information will be provided annually. 
The report and narrative provided for 2016 was satisfactory but would have been more useful in an 
itemised format, with differentials to show where underspends occurred.  
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E: RISK 
 
Overall risk rating:  Medium 
 
 
Overview of programme risk: 
 

Risk Mitigations proposed Current status 

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

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

High residual risk 
This risk remains unchanged. Slow disbursal of 
grants is contributing to the continued ‘High’ rating, 
as it prevents the funding of capacity building in-
country .  

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

Bank and Contributors to 
build stronger private sector 
commitments to action at 
the 2017 Annual Meeting, 
shifting focus to crowding 
private sector resources 
into partner jurisdictions. 

Medium-High residual risk 
One public-private partnership has been 
established, with some potential to establish further 
such partnerships, but progress has been slow and 
securing concrete commitment from the private 
sector has been challenging.  

Under-delivery of 
Emissions 
Reductions by host 
countries results in 
underspend of 
BioCF-ISFL funds. 

ISFL team is working up 
inclusion of new low-risk 
country to include in 
pipeline, which is likely to 
deliver results and draw 
down fund. Team also 
working to reduce 
uncertainty surrounding 
Indonesia through work on 
Project Concept Note. 

Medium-High residual risk 
Success of host country programming is dependent 
on a range of highly variable factors, from 
government change to regional conflict to industry 
trends. The BioCF+ grants help to strengthen and 
build resilient governance and MRV systems, but 
cannot guarantee results. 

Failure to set 
robust accounting 
methodologies 
which can be 
applied to ISFL 
programmes. 

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

Low residual risk 
This risk has been reduced by the agreement of a 
robust methodological framework. However, there 
remains some residual risk that forest countries may 
be unable to fully implement MRV systems to 
account for landscape emissions, as the 
requirements stretch countries to high ambition, and 
countries will need support to meet that ambition. 

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

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

Low residual risk 
While the future sustainability of programmes is 
assessed before project selection, the slow progress 
in leveraging private and public partnerships does 
reduce programmes’ sustainability.  
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F: COMMERCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Delivery against planned timeframe 
 

BEIS/DECC’s Business Case did not outline a full timetable for delivery, which we now have in the 
form of our newly rebaselined logframe. At the time of the ISFL’s inception, it was anticipated that 
there would be a 2 year set up period, with ERPAs signed in 2016 and the ISFL T3 programmes 
delivering results thereafter. The milestone of the first ERPA in 2016 was missed and delayed to two 
years later. In part this is due to unrealistic expectations on the time required for initial set-up. Further 
rationale for the rebaselining and new delivery timetable are discussed above. Withholding notable 
exceptions (recipient-executed grant disbursement in Ethiopia and Zambia), the BioCF-ISFL is on 
course to deliver against the newly planned timeframe. 

 
 

Performance of partnership  
 

The World Bank is a trusted delivery partner for the UK. ISFL Team and Contributor relations have 
been greatly improved over the last year thanks to increased contact to discuss the fund, along with 
quarterly calls to discuss specific programmes. In addition, the Bank has been diligent in taking UK 
recommendations onboard as a matter of priority, which has contributed to the programme’s score 
greatly this year.  
 
The Bank and BEIS could go further in ensuring that expectations and objectives continue to align 
closely as the BioCF-ISFL undertakes the challenges of private sector engagement and ERPA 
negotiation. Ensuring this alignment proactively will prevent delays and conflict of interest in future 
large scale Fund decisions and evaluations.  
 
Ongoing work needs to be done amongst Contributors to give the Iniative the level of attention it 
requires to advance on schedule, particularly when large decisions need to be taken. The ISFL team 
could better facilitate this coordination by providing more lead-time and prompting in advance of 
meetings, and stronger pressure to take decisions in meetings, as opposed to rescheduling. BEIS 
could aid in promoting Contributor preparation and coordination through more frequently highlighting 
BioCF-ISFL workstreams in coordination calls and other meetings with our partner countries Germany 
and Norway.  
 
Asset monitoring and control  
 
N/A 
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G: MONITORING & EVALUATION 
 
Evidence and evaluation 

In broad terms, the theory of change behind REDD+ interventions - that financial incentives for a positive 
externality of maintaining forest cover, combined with technical assistance to create programmes, will 
generate improved livelihoods and reduced emissions from forestry and land use-change and therefore 
contribute to achieving 2o world and reaching the Sustainable Development Goals – is endorsed by 
HMG’s M&E community.  

Monitoring progress throughout the review period 

The Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning Framework was finalised and published in February 2017, 
locking in the milestones for M&E at programme and initiative level moving forward. BioCF-ISFL’s recent 
logframe revision, which deferred expected dates for achieving emissions reductions and transforming 
livelihoods, was also supported and endorsed by the UK.  

There have been no evaluations of BioCF-ISFL in the last year. The first of the Fund’s planned mid-term 
evaluations will take place in 2018. Given the the early stage of delivery, the focus will be upon the 
effectiveness of existing processes and systems although the replication of ISFL approaches in other 
settings will be investigated at impact level. The UK will contribute direction through the Terms of 
Reference and procurement procedures this calendar year.   
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I: TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE 

Rating  

BioCF-ISFL is still in set-up stage, and programmes have just started to become operational. As of 
March 2017, there was therefore no evidence available yet to indicate the likelihood of transformational 
change, resulting in the current KPI box marking of ‘1 No evidence yet available - too soon to revise 
assessment in business case’. A full methodology for the assessment of KPI 15, including specific 
indicators, will be developed In the coming year, for use in the next Annual Review. 
 

Evidence and evaluation 

There is no recent evaluation of BioCF-ISFL available to give detail on how and to what extent the fund 
is contributing to the ICF KPIs. Anecdotally, there is evidence of progress in several areas:  

1. Fostering political will to act on climate change at all levels, including strengthening local 
ownership of projects: There has been strong interest in BioCF-ISFL from ministries in Zambia, 
Colombia, and Ethiopia, and partnerships with private enterprise and other bodies can help to 
increase political buy-in to programmes.   
  

2. Delivering at scale: interventions (such as national, sectoral or regional programmes) that 
have sufficient reach to achieve institutional and policy reform, or drive down costs of 
technology deployment: BioCF-ISFL funds landscape-level programmes with high mitigation 
potential; the policy and governance changes governments make in order to implement BioCF-ISFL 
programmes, and experience gained by companies, communities, and governments, give potential 
for scaling-up of programmes.   

 
3. Replicability: Landscape-based REDD+ programmes are replicable, but it is too early in the 

programme’s life-cycle to judge replicability.   
 

4. Innovation: innovative technologies are piloted, with the potential to demonstrate new ways 
of doing things, which could lead to wider and sustained change: A new carbon accounting 
methodology for carbon accounting at landscape level has been developed, which could be rolled 
out to similar landscape-level programmes. The ISFL reports on lessons learnt in its annual report 
and updates content on its website to reflect lessons learnt, including on the development of the 
methodology (ISFL ER Program Requirements). 

 
5. Sustainable: change is likely to be sustained once ICF support ends: Project Appraisal 

Documents (PADs) are assessed on their likelihood of sustainability before being accepted into the 
ISFL pipeline.  

 
6. Leverage / create incentives for others to act: the costs of climate action are reduced to the 

point that acting on climate is a sensible decision for commercial firms and private 
individuals.  These cost reductions may need to be steep enough to overcome behavioural 
inertia: Leveraging private finance is a major aim of the ISFL. This has been achieved with 
Nespresso in Ethiopia, with promising developments in Colombia and Zambia although, as 
discussed, further work is needed to ensure that the full potential of private investment is unlocked.  

 

 

 

 


