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Executive Summary

BACKGROUND

Launched in November 2013, the BioCarbon Fund (BioCF) Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes
(ISFL) isa 1%year, firstof-its-kind program in the global effort to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions from the agriculture, forestry, and other land use (AFOLU) secttw iaotease sequestration
through improved land management. With the World Bank asiitstee, the ISFL is working with the
governments of Colombia, Ethiopia, Indonesia, Mexico, and Zambia to pilot new landscape planning
approaches at a jurisdictional scale. In the process, the ISFL aims to catalyze the development of a low
carbon rural eenomy in each of its program areas that will simultaneously result in livelihood
opportunities for communities and an overall reduction in-lzakd emissions. The four contributors at

the time of the evaluatiowerethe governments of Germany, Norwaye thnited Kingdom, and the

United States. The Initiative has a total funding pool of $380 million split across two distinct funding
mechanisms: BioQ#usand BioCF Tranche 3 (T3). Bio@kis provides approximately $100 million in

grant funding to improve thenabling environment for sustainable lausk and lowemissions

development activities. BioCF T3 provides approximately $280 mittiopurchase verified emission
reductions to sustain interventions in sustainable land use that lower GHG emissions.

Throughfiscal year FY) 2018, the ISFL has made progress in many areas, such as:
A Project Appraisal Documents prepared and approved in Colombia, Ethiopia, Mexco
Zambia

A Grants signed in Colombia, Ethiopia, Mexiemd Zambia with $56 million committed ass
five countriesand$3.26 million disbursed

A More than350,000 stakeholders consulted on ISFL programs

A $4.55 millionleveragedn for-profit private sector finance and $86.95 million in-fatprofit
finance

A Twenty technical studies completed

A Two patnerships with private sector organizati@mgltwo partnerships with nefor-profit
organizationgstablished.

A Six coordination platforms supported
A Full list of 2018 results reported Annual Report 2018

FIRST PROGRAM EVALUATION

The Final Evaluaton®p ort provides the results of the | SFLOSs
between June 2018 and March 2019. The purpose of the evaluation was to:

A Assess the formative years of the ISFL (20(BL8)

A Validate or adjust the ISFL theory of change (T)@@d ensure that the program is on course to
achieve its objectives

A Evaluate the ISFL approach and structure, including its governance, against the World Bank
Independent Evaluation Group and Organisation for Economigp@ration and
Development/Develapent Assistance Committee criteria of relevance, effectiveness, and
efficiency, and provide recommendations

A Review progress to date against defined milestones.

Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes Final Report 1



The evaluation was guided by agragmbnterms of réerence with the World Bank and Contribig@nd

included key primary and secondary evaluation questions. DAI Global LLC, with support from the World
Bankds Fund Management Team (FMT) and the | SFL Ev
evaluationThe Evaluation TeartET) reviewed more thai30 da@umentsconductedl13 stakeholder
interviewsanda survey, and vigidtwo country missions. Data collection and analysis concluded in

December 2018. Based on the analysis of the informatieET determinedvhether the ISFL global

program is positionetb achieve its objective given its structure, approach, and progress to date against
defined milestone@ind developedctionoriented recommendations for hame ISFL mayimprove

program performance.

KEY FINDINGS

The Final Report includes 30 overall fings fromtheET6 s r esear ch HKeayfindngavestigat
include:

A Overall the ISFL program, and implementing countries, have made strong efforts to partner with
national and subnational government entities, nongovernmental and civil society orgasiizatio
(NGOs/CSOs), and private sector counterparts that are at the intersectioaiobblest
landscapes and emissimrductions programming. The findings suggest that the program has
been stronger in building government partnerships paaimershipsvith the NGO/CSO and
private sector communities. The total number of ISFL partnerships, and their effectiveness, varies
across countries. In some jurisdictions, the partnerships have been hindered by the long design
phase of the program.

A The structure of the I3Fprovides access to several different funding mechanisms from the
World Bank Groupwhich has increased the number and type of activities that occur within each
countryprogram. However, the diverse funding sources add to the complexity of the insitution
arrangementsvhich increases transaction costs and slows progress. Challenges include the need
to coordinatewith, and obtain approvafsom, multiple implementing government institutions;
lack of congruency between geographic landscapes targetetfdoertt programs; differing
implementation timelines; multiple reporting lines; dhdadditional burden afultiple social
and environmental safeguard systems, in some cases.

A Private sector engagement is a core pillahefSFL. The ISFL uses a broaefinition of private
sector engagemetitatincludes private sector consultation, publicivate sector collaboration
for activity implementation, and leveragin§private sector funds. To date, the program has
capitalized on a wellecognized partnerghiwith Nespresso in Ethiopia. More broadijthough
there has been a focus on private sector engagement, concrete investments on the ground have
been minimal across ISFL jurisdictions.

A No emissiorreductions purchase agreements (ERPAS) or resultingibshafing agreements
had beerrompleted at the time of the evaluation. Stakeholders held divergent views as to what
types of beneficiaries and activities the agreements should target. For example, the purchase
agreements could be focused on drivers abistation ranging from smallholder fuel wood
harvesting to large, commercial agricultural operations leading to land conversion. Reaching
decisions about the details of the ERPAs will have consequences in terms of the incentive
structures that are put omplace and the specific types of programming that are needed to achieve
the emissiomeduction targets.

A The implementation of the ISFL program has been slower than planned due to multiple factors
including: 1) ISFL combines jurisdictional and landscaper@aches in very diverse target
countries, which leads to conceptual complexities that require additional effort to understand and
operationalize; 2)heISFL is managed by a relatively small fund management team with an
extensive mandate; 3) the progratructure includes several reporting and coordination lines

2 Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes Final Report



=DAI

within the World Bank, country programandcontributing countries; and 4) strategies such as
private sector engagement, ERPA desaid benefit sharing were underdeveloped or misaligned
duringthe first phase (years$ 3) of the program.

A The ISFL faces several unique challenges gitgtlesign. These include: 1) high transaction
costs due to the multisectoral approach that works across ministries and thematic #éreas; 2)
time required to negiatte agreements betwebighly centralized and bureaucratic government
structureswith many countries changing administrations over the course of the first phhse of
ISFL; 3) diverse institutional landscapes with varying levels of capacity acrossycprograms;

4) few World Bank and government staffio can dedicate enough time to dayday

implementation requirements of ISFL programs in each country, which has resulted in less
effective decision making and fewer resources available for an amiptiogiem such ahe

ISFL; and 5) a complex, decentralized global management structure of international, multilateral,
and bilateral agencies with numerous reporting and communication lines, contributing to a lack
of alignmentamongdifferent initiatives.

A ThelSFL has set forth ambitits targets in terms of emissimductionghatare challenging to
achieve and measure given the level of program complexity and requiredritry capacity.
GHG accounting at a jurisdictional scale requires a high degesgpatity and data collection to
measure, report, and verify emissions reference levels and reduatiocis may take a longer
time in some target jurisdictions. The evolution of Honadedemissiorreductionprograms from
individual REDD+ projects to braker landscapeand jurisdictionrscale approaches is a new
paradigm requiring different ways of thinkirendit is not fully understood by all ISFL
stakeholders.

A The implementation to date tife ISFL has provided insight into challenges and opporturifies
jurisdictional programmingout these lessons have yet to be captured and communicated at the
global level and the program has only partially incorporated lessons learned from the evolution of
similar jurisdictional and landscape programs. Some crititallenges include the political
economy of tradeoffs and competing interests among muléipteuse sectors, unequal
distribution of emission sources across jurisdictiamsl complexity of implementation in very
large jurisdictionsespecially when mtiple administrative units are involve@ihe ISFL has not
combined resultbased payments with commodity supply chain sustainability commitments in
jurisdictions, which could provide necessary leverage to overcome these challenges.

A Althoughthere is strongoordination with other governmel&d forestry programsuch aghe
United Nations REDD Prograrthe Forest Carbon Partnership Facilagpdthe Forest
Investment Progranthe evaluation found relatively poor coordination among other NGO and
bilaterally-funded progrant including some programs funded by the same Contribthat
support ISFL. Particularly in large jurisdictions, it is unrealistic to assuméhik8FL can
achieve coordination among every single participant; however, the evaluatichtifiatthere are
opportunities to increase coordinat@amongprograms, donor countries, and activities that will
improve overall ISFL effectiveness and other areas of the prograps{egng lessons, building
capacity, coseffectiveness).

A The large ad complex structures of the World Bank and Contributors have hindered
communications at all levelg/hich has repercussions on effective delivery of the programs. The
communication challenges affect how countries make decisions at the governance leaal and
result in delays, lack dtrustp and missed opportunitieSoordination and communication are
alsoproblematidbetween the ISFL Contributoamddiffering agencies in the countri&.g, the
U.S. State Department (donor) abdS. Agency for Internadnal Development (USAIDYr the
U.K. Department for Environment, Food and Rural AffaD&FRA), U.K. Department for
Business, Energy and Industrial Stratédgnor) andthe U.K. Department for International
Development (DFID)

Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes Final Report 3



CONCLUSIONS

The evaluatiortoncludes that the ISFL program is highly relevantlzamibeemdopted by national and
jurisdictional agencies in program countries. The program seeks to operationalize a complex concept
across subnational landscapes in five highly diverse countriesaarsthambitious targets anahélines

to achieve the emissiagrduction targets. The conceptual and managerial complexity of the initiative has
led to technical and administrative challenges in its foundational years that have resulted in delayed
implemenation. These challenges have collectively led to a decreased likelihood that the program is on
track to meet its objectives in the planned timeframe.

The progranhasalso faced challenges that are common for large, multilateral environment and
sustainalg development programs, such as governmental chdimgésd intersectoral coordination, and
complexintra- and interagency coordination and communication liBesausenly two of the five
program countries are effectively under implementation, thexefficient time and space for improving
coordination and communication lines to improve program performance.

Resultshased payments (RBP) have been tested for the past decade as a tool for incentivizing behavior
change to reduce emissions, with highlyiable results related to details such as timing of costs
payments.However, it is unclear whether the projected RBP funds are enough to incentivize significant
land-use change activities. Generally, government agencies all agreed that T3 fundingiaititie

defray implementation costs. The ET found little evidence in the country prograhesisfe ofuture

RBP funding for incentivizing change anterefore cannot judge if the TOC of the program holds. This
correlates closely with the conclusiomatisignificant uncertainty exists regarding how bers#faring

will be designed and implemented, resulting in highly divergent expectations of it. MordadelS F L 6 s
lack of combining RBP funds with sustainable supply chain commitments undercutsahaleadf a
jurisdictional approach.

The private sector is starting to engage more in ISFL program countriéfsed8€&L is adjusting
mechanisms to explore enfppints that will deliver cosgeffective and efficient results. However, many
companies and jwate sector initiatives do not know what the ISFL program can offer their operations,
what technical assistance ISFL provides to improve their businessesy to engage with thaitiative.

The ISFL program has mainstreamed gender dimensions andisolcision in its programming and
management practis¢hrough the application of social safeguards at the country level. The ISFL also
includes genderelated indicators iits monitoring, evaluation, and learnifrgmework. While the
evaluation foundha gendemwaswell-incorporatedn the design of the program, including a gender
specific strategy or gender specialist to oversee the program could aid in robust gender outcomes in
implementation.

THEORY OF CHANGE

At the inception phase of the evaluatitme ET found that the TOC provides a hitgvel, general

presentation of logical pathway from inputs to impact, but lacks elements that are included in mgst TOCs
such as clear impact pathways (how desired change will come about), result chains (htesviretion

will trigger this change)and assumptions and risks that should be monitored for each logical step. To
clarify the TOC and guide the evaluation questionskEfhieonsidered the underlying causal logic and
identified its implicit assumptions aride preconditions required to meet these assumptions at the outset.
The evaluation found that a key shortcomifighe program was the lack of a wdkveloped, clear

TOC9 for the program as a whole and for individual country programsETrecommendshatthe

ISFL develop a robudtOC that maks explicit each of the logical causal steps included in results chains

1 See, e.g., Wong, G., et al. (2016). Results-based payments for REDD+: Lessons on finance, performance, and non-carbon
benefits. URL: 10.17528/cifor/006108.
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and/or impact pathways, as well as assumptions and monitoring tools, for both the global initiative and
country programs. The new TOC shoulddear and precise enough in its internal logic to identify
inherent assumptions to be used for evaluation and monitoring, to assess program performance, and to
guide adaptive management.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the primary challenges that the ISFLféeed and lessons that are applicable to future funding,
the ET developed a series of recommendationstoimpttose SFLO6s approakep and strou
recommendationsclude

A While the program has had successful engagement with relevant governmerésagbadtT
suggests that the program improve information flows to better engage broader stakeholder groups
and increase collaboration with a wider group of potential partners. This could be accomplished
through a targeted country engagement and commuonisasirategy at the jurisdiction, national,
and international levels, with clearly defined pathways for engagempantevant stakeholder
groups.

A The program should improve alignment and coordinaioongthe different agencies involved
in program implerantation through more clearly defined expectations and roles for each agency.

A Toincrease private sector engagement, the ET suggests that the FMT expedite the
implementation of an actionable privaector engagement strategy identifying all potential
pariner options and approaches.

A ISFL Contributors can more actively promote options for engagement with companies from
Contributor countries, and the ISEbuntryprograms can adapt privagector engagement
strategies to the national and local contexts itaboration with privatesector stakeholders.

A The program should improve continuous information flows between Contributor agency
representatives at the global and national levelsk Team Leadd{Ls), and hostountry
implementing units so that all Iedgeare ugo date on progress, opportunities challenges to
improve program alignment and coordination. Key project staff should consider facil{tating
attending where they exig@gular, incountry Contributor meetings aimed at sharing
informationandlessondearnedandto coordinag activities.

A The ISFL privatesector specialist ithe World Bankheadquarters should identify a key
counterpart in each country, such as a member dfrthiementatiorlnit (IU) or a contractor,
with the time and capéyg to cultivate necessary relationships and build partnerships with the
private sector.

A The privatesector specialist, with the 1U, should develop strategies to upscale ISFL pacate
engagement by increasing the number of beneficiaries throughepseetor partnershé@nd by
targeting producegroup associations, cooperativaad other aggregators that offer credit and
favorable terms based on volunsamilarly, the ISFL should align its RBP funding with private
sector sustainable supply chainmgoitments in the targeted jurisdictions in order to overcome
political economy challenges and better incentivize change.

A Within each program country, the FMT should ensure that one TTL, stationed in the country, has
sufficiently allocated time to oversdweetdifferent complementary funds to allow for more focus
on moving ISFL activities forward. Increased staffing commitments, botihnthe FMT and
country programs, are also necessary to enbbISFL to keep up with the high level of data
requirements ahto contribute to evolving policy and practice related to the jurisdictional
approach, REDD+, and related initiatives globally.

Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes Final Report 5



A At the program and country levels, the ISFL should develop explicit and rbO@® Each TOC
should include a situation modshda series of results chains and/or impact pathways that show
how specific interventions lead to intermediate results that ultimate contribute to ISFL objectives.
An Initiative-level situation model and results chains could serve as a modeldourity
logical models that can help guide courdpecific programs and strategies. These causal models
can be used to test assumptions and adaptively manage the program.

A The IU in each country should include gender expértisitherwith a single expert doy

engaging aupporting organization charged with mainstreaming and repantitige gender
positive approach.

A Becausehe ISFL can still be considerséal bein its early stages, the ET recommends that the
ISFL begin taking steps to prepare for managingugalth of data, information, experiences, and
publications that will be generated by different projects from agencies at different levels so that
the knowledge can be shared for the benef@noissio reductiors programs around the globe.

The findings otthis evaluation provide an overall image of a highly relevant project, welcomed and

adopted byarticipatingn at i onal and jurisdictional agencies. T
additional wvalue to parti c reguaingilandgased emissidngande s 6 ex i s
promoting green growth. The ISFL is an ambitious program because it operationalizes relatively complex
conceptd such as the landscape and jurisdictional approaches for reduced carbon enssioss

subnational regions ifive countriesGiven the complexity of its approach, the ISFL has faced technical

and administrative challenges in its foundational years. The detailed findings, conclusions, and
recommendations of this First Program Evaluation are intended to helpsartheperformance of ISFL

and help set the program on a trajectorguccess in its remaining years.
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BACKGROUND

. Launchedn 2013,theBioCarbonFund(BioCF) Initiative for Sustainablé&orestLandscapefiSFL)
is afirst-of-its-kind programin the globaleffort to reducegreenhousgas(GHG) emissiongrom the
agriculture forestry,andotherlanduse(AFOLU) sectos andincreasecarbonsequestratiothrough
improvedland managemenSpannindive countriesthe ISFL workswith the governmerg of
Colombia,Ethiopia,IndonesiaMexico, andZambiato pilot newlandscapglanningapproacheat
jurisdictionalscale.In the processthe ISFL aims to catdyze the development of low-carbon rural
economies in eachof the participatingcountiies, which will resut in livelihood oppartunities for
communities and anoveral reduction in emissionsfrom land use The ISFL aimsto achieve its
objective of GHG emisgon reductions, while alsoaddressing poverty and unsust@nable land use,
through four key despn elements:

A Working at scale: Focusing on a jurisdiction within a country and engaging with multiple
sectors to increase impact over large areBse ISFL uses a landscape approach in each
jurisdiction, requiring stakeholders to consider tradeoffs andrgjes between land usectors
such as forestry, agriculture, energy, mining, and infrastructure. In doing so, solutions can be
identifiedthatserve multiple objectives and influence a variety of sectors.

A Leveraging partnerships: Creating partnerships ith other publiesector initiatives and private
sector actorsTo maximize impactthe ISFLis designed to work with the public sector to
improve capacity and create nbnancial incentives to improve landscape management. Private
sector engagement carcindecollaboratingon sustainable approaches, blending finance, or
convening stakeholders.

A Incentivizing results: Providing resultsbased climate finance over a letegrm period by
purchasing verified emission reductioi® reduce GHG emissions from those across an
entire jurisdiction while simultaneously creating livelihood opportunities, the ISFL will provide a
financial incentive for countries to reduce emissions in-adl@5year period.

A Building on experience:Drawing on lessons learned fromd8iF Tranches 1 and 2 and
Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation in developing countries
(REDD+) work The ISFL will build on previous experience in national REDD+ readiness work
of the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF), thieedriNations REDD Program (UN
REDD), and other global langise initiativesHowever,the ISFL willaim to work at a larger
scale, incorporating experiences, approaches, and technical tools from previous programs.

2.  ThelSFL consistf two primarycomponentseachsupportedy distinctfundingmechanismgior
grantfundingandresultsbasedbaymentgRBP).In thefirst phaseof implementationgrantfunding
is usedunderthe BioCFplusinstrumento improvethe enablingenvironmentandmayinclude
technicalassistancecapacitybuilding, andinvestmentsTheISFL providesRBP throughthe BioCF
Tranche3 (T3) fundinginstrumen to purchaseverified emissiorreductionsandthussupport
interventiondor sustainabléanduse.
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TABLE 1: BIOCFPLUS AND BIOCF T3 MECHANISMS

BioCFplus BioCF T3

Provides funding in the form of a grant for technical Provides results-based finance through the

assistance, capacity building, and investments. purchase of verified emission reductions.

Supports countries to make improvements to its Payments can be used to sustain successful

enabling environment for sustainable land use. interventions to sustainable land use in each
jurisdiction.

3. TheWorld Bankis the Trusteefor theISFL, whichis housedn theorga n i z aGlimateQlasge
FundManagementinit. Thetrusteds otherwiseknownasthe ISFL FundManagemenTeam(FMT)
andis responsibldor the day-to-day operationof the Initiative. The FMT assumes coordinating
role for all operationscommunicatios, externalengagementgndrepresentationf the ISFL.
Donorsto the BioCFplusandBioCF T3 areknownasthe ISFL Contributorsandprovideadvice,
guidanceandfeedbackonthe ISFL andits programsasappropriateThe ISFL Contributorsmake
decisionsjncludingfor budgetapproval programselection andfundingallocationsto ISFL
programsDuring theevaluation thefour ISFL Contributorsincludedthe Government®f Germany,
Norway, the United Kingdom, andthe United Stateswith Switzerlandjoining in Decembe20182
ThelSFL is a 17-yearprogramthatbecameoperationain November2013 As of November2018
(whenthe datagatheringfor this evaluationconcludedl, the Initiative hadatotal funding pool of
$380milliond $100million for BioCFplusand$280 million for BioCF T3.

4. TheBioCarbonFunddesignedheISFL to build onits previouscarbonfinanceprogramsandto pilot
it in asmallgroupof countriesselectedn 2013from alist of 28 potentialcountries The BioCF
engagednoutsideconsultingfirm to applythefollowing criteriato identify the ISFL target
countries:

A REDD+ ReadinessCountrieghat weremore advanceth REDD+ planning anthadgreater
potential forest sector emissioeductionsvere selected

A Enabling environment and governan@ountries with stronger enabling environmgnt
governancandco-benefitarrangement@nd privatesector engagementere prioritized The
extent of their engagement with green growth initiativas also a factor in their selectjon

A Agriculture asprimary driver of deforestation Countries where agricultarcommodities have
historicaly beenor areprojectedto bekey drivers of deforestation and forest degradatieere
chosen

5. Aninitial geographicscreeningtudyconductedy theISFL produceda preliminary shortlistof 17
countriesandthesewerefurtherevaluatedo developan initial portfolio of four jurisdictional
programsn April 2014:Ethiopia,Zambia,Colombiaandindonesia® Mexico wasaddedaterasa
fifth country?

Six agencies and ministries represent the Contributors. These are: the German Federal Minister for the Environment, Nature
Conservation, and Nuclear Safety (BMU); the Norwegian International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI); the UK Department
for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS), and the UK Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA);
the United States Department of State (DoS); and the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC).

3 Draft Operating Framework (v.4.1), BioCarbon Fund, at 6.

Mexico was proposed for pipeline entry at the 2017 Annual Contributors Meeting. In January 2018, the Project Appraisal
Document f or IBRDerojecpfudittme et heni ng entrepreneur s h,wpsapprovegandduct i ve f o
included an ISFL contribution.
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FIRST PROGRAM EVALUATION

6. As specifiedin its Monitoring, Evaluation,andLearning(MEL) FrameworktheISFL is undertaking
threeevaluation®verthe courseof its implementationin 2018,2023,and2028.This first program
evaluation(FPE)assessetheformativeyears(20132018 of the ISFL, andaimsto:

A Validate or adjust the ISFL theory of change (TOC) and ensure that the program is on course to
achieve its objectives

A Evaluate the ISFL approach and structure, including its governance, against the World Bank
Independent Evaldian Group (IEG) and Organisation for Economic-@eration and
DevelopmentDevelopment Assistance Committ€@gCDDAC) criteria of,relevance,
effectiveness, anefficiency, and provide recommendatigrand

A Review progress to date against defined mites$o

7. With supportfromtheWorld B a n ENdTsandthelSFL EvaluationOversightCommittee(EOC),
DAI ledtheevaluationin accordancevith the Termsof Referencg TOR) developedy the ISFL
includingits Contributorsin October2017.The DAI EvaluationTeam(ET) conductedheevaluation
in accordancevith the [EG OECD-DAC Sourcebookor EvaluatingGlobalandRegional
PartnershipPrograms:Indicative Principlesand Standardghereaftetfi | E OBCD-DAC
St a n d aAdditisnally, the ET emphasized transparentindependentandparticipatory
evaluationprocessetn ensurehatthe dataandanalysismeeta high standardf quality andgenerate
wide acceptancandbuy-in of thefindings.

8. TheFPEinceptionphasedatagatheringanalysisreportwriting anddraft submissionfor comments
wereconductedetweenlune2018andMarch 2019 This Final EvaluationReport,which addresses
stakeholdecommentnthedraftreportin consideratiorof the evidencegatheredincludesthe
E T @definedfindingsaswell asconclusonsandrecommendationl he evaluationfindingsarebased
oninformationsynthesizedrom a seriesof documenteviews,stakeholdemterviews,a survey,and
countrymissions.This informationgatheringook placebetweernSeptembeandDecembef018.
Therdore, Decembell is thefinal dateof theinformationconsolidation

SCOPE AND DISCLAIMERS

9. TheFPEexaminedvhethertheSFL globalprogramis positionedo achieveits objectivesgivenits
structureandapproachTo assesshestructurethe ET evaluatedhel S F odesnance
arrangements;ommunicationsandreportingaccordingo the sevenprinciplesof goodgovernance
asdescribedn the Sourcebookor EvaluatingGlobal and RegionalPartnershipPrograms i.e.
legitimacy,accountability responsibility fairnesstransparencyefficiency,andprobity. While a
comprehensivassessmemtf thel S F joresnancarrangements outsidethe scopeof this
evaluationthe ET examinedhea r r a n g macilitation of efficient andeffectivedecision
making,adeqiacyto achievethep r o g rstatetdbgectivesandefficacyfor communicationsand
knowledgemanagemeniVith respecto evaluatingthe ISFL programapproachthe ET assessethe
I S F T@Csandidentifiedthe underlyingassumptionandpreconditionghatmustbe metto for
thereto be progresdrom outputsto outcomego impact. The evaluationookedat howthelandscape
andjurisdictionapproacheandkey designelementhavebeeninterpretecandappliedin country
programsandwhatlessonsavebeenlearnedregardinghe TOC from thedesignandearly
implementatiorof theseapproaches.

5 World Bank IEG and OECD-DAC, 2007. Sourcebook for Evaluating Global and Regional Partnership Programs:
Indicative Principles and Standards. URL: http://www.oecd.org/development/evaluation/dcdndep/37981082.pdf.
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TheFPEis considered formativeevaluationasit analyzegheinitial phaseof thelSFL globaland
countryprogramsjncludingtheir design(i.e., scopingandpreparimg) andimplementationlts
primarygoalis to improvethe effectivenessndefficiency of the ISFL, andhelpguideits future
operationsAlthoughthe evaluationdid not seekto provideanin-depthassessmerf the country
programsjnformationanddatagleanedirom themwereusedto generatensightsfor improvingthe
I S F Eefiedivenesanddevelopingusefulrecommendationg.he ET alsoreviewedthe progress
reportedonthe crosscuttingandTier 3 indicatorsin the MEL FrameworkTheseindicatorsare
predominantlyon the preparatiorof the countryprogramsandinitiative-level outputs.

. Oneof themajorlimitations of anevaluationof suchalarge,global programasthe ISFL is the

numberof countrieshatcanbevisitedandthe stakeholdershatcanbeinterviewed.In accordance
with the TOR andgiventhe availabletime andresourcesthe ET selectedin agreementvith the
FMT, two out of five countryprogramgo visit, ColombiaandZambia Thesecountryvisits allowed
the ET to gaindetailed onthe-ground understandingf the program,implementatiorprogressand
thefunctioningof theimplementatiorteams.Theyalsoallowedthe ET to meetandinterview
nationat andjurisdictionlevel stakeholderin personThe ET conductedemoteinterviewswith
stakenoldersin the otherthreelSFL countriegEthiopia,IndonesisandMexico). Theseyieldedless
informationthanthe countryvisits. However theinterviewsanddocumenteviewsdid facilitate
understandingf progressaandperformancen thesecountries.

. Thein-persornandremoteinterviewsdependediponthe availability of key stakeholderandwere

affectedby institutionalstaff changesWhile the ET wasasadaptiveaspossibleto suchchanging
circumstancesn afew casesit couldnotinterviewkey stalkeholders. However this did not
significantly affecttheinformationgatheringoecause¢herewereotherinformantsin the same
staleholdergroupswho couldbeinterviewed To overcomestaff changesn partnergovernments,
the ET targetedechnicalspeciaists within the ministrieswho hadmoredirectexperiencewith the
p r o g rinplerdestatiorandwerenot affectedby higherlevel changesThe ET alsocontacted
formerdirectorlevel personsvho wereinvolvedin countryprogramdesignandimplementation
before institutionalchange®ccurredn orderto capturetheirinsightsonthe ISFL6 rmative
stages.

. Theinformationonwhich the evaluationis basedvasdeterminedn partby the degreeto whichthe

World BankFMT madedocumentsvailableto the ET. Not all documentseviewedwerepublicly
availabledueto the World BankPolicy on Accesgo Information,thoughmostwritten information
usedfor the evaluationrwasgatheredrom publicly availablelSFL documents’ To strengtherthe
evidencebasethe ET akedthe FMT andcountryprogramTaskTeamLeacers (TTLs) for any
relevantinformation,includingdraft publications meetingminutes grantagreementsandthird-
partyreferencedlocumentsThe FMT andTTLs compliedin mostcaseseventhoughtherewere
sonme documentghatwerenotyet readyfor disclosureThe ET agreedo reviewbut not cite
informationfrom documentghatwerenotyet publicly available.

Theevaluationfollowed global bestpracticenormsandstandard$or independengvaluations,
including confidentiality,transparencyparticipation,andconsultatiorasoutlinedby the IEG
OECD-DAC StandardsDAI andthe ET maintainedorganizationahndbehavioraindependence
from the World Bank, Contributors andbeneficiarystakeholdersanddid not participatein political
or businessctivitiesthatcouldaffectthee v a | u &ntlependericaVhile the ET is independentf

5 The key stakeholders who could not be interviewed, included a Lead TTL for the Zambia country program and a former co-TTL
from the same program (both declined the invitation to participate in an evaluation interview), representatives from the Alqueria
dairy company in Colombia (for which contact persons data were not provided) and focal points in the Ministry of Finance in
Mexico (who left the Ministry during the evaluation period and did not accept an invitation to speak about their interaction with the
World Bank).

7 World Bank. 2010. The World Bank policy on access to information (English). Washington, DC: World Bank.
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/391361468161959342/The-World-Bank-policy-on-access-to-information
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thelSFL program the ET reliedonthe observation®f the FMT, TTLs andprogramparticipantsas
animportantsourceof datafor assessingrrogramstatus helpingto arrangemeetingswith national
andlocal stakeholdersandprovidingresponseto evaluationquestions.

TIMELINE OF THE FIRST PROGRAM EVALUATION

15.

With supportfrom the FMT, the InceptionPhaseof the FPEtook placebetwe@ JuneandJuly 2018.
TheET beganinceptionPhaseavork with aninitial conferenceall with theWorld BankFMT in
earlyJuneto reconfirmexpectationsestablisha timeframefor presentinghe InceptionPhaseplan,
anddiscussanychangewithin the progmamandWorld Banksincethe TOR wasfinalized.Next, the
ET presentednInceptionPhasevorkplanto setobjectivesandactionitemsto refinethe evaluation
guestionframeworkandreviewedthe ISFL TOC andlogical frameworksto reviewassumptionsind
resuts chains Adaptingthe OECD-DAC Standardsthe ET appliedthe criteriaof effectiveness,
efficiency, relevancy andgovernancendmanagemenb the key andsubsidiaryevaluation
guestions.

TheET conductednitial stakeholdemterviewsduringtheincegion phasewith the FMT,
Contributors countryprogramT TLs, the EOC, andtechnicalconsultantgo identify the full setof
stakeholderso beinterviewedaspartof theevaluationInceptionPhasénterviewsalsohelpedthe
ET to identify significantthenmesthatprovidedinitial contextandinsightfor capturingstakeholder
viewsduringthe ensuingnterviews.The InceptionPhaseculminatedn the drafting of the Inception
Report,whichidentifiedthe evaluationapproachandinitial insights,evaluationmethodology final
list of evaluationquestionsyvork plan,andanindicativelist of approximately70 potential
stakeholderso beinterviewed.The Draft InceptionReportwassubmittecto the FMT, Contributors
andEOCin August2018followed by areviewteleconferenceall with the EOC. A revised
InceptionReportwassubmittedn Septembeandapprovedoy the FMT with inputfrom the EOCin
November2018.

Following the endof the InceptionPhasén August,the ImplementatiorPhaseook placethrough
mid-Novenber2018.The ET beganthe ImplementatiorPhasevork by completingthe desktop
reviewof technical progressandfinancialreports publicationsandagreementto provideinsight
into ISFL activitiesto dateusingthe OECD/DAC evaluatiorcriteria. The ET identifiedsustainable
land-useinitiatives, countryclimatechangestrategiesandactionplansimplementedn eachtarget
country.Additionally, the ET reviewedfinancialflows, governancestructurescommunicationsnd
reportinglines,MEL systemssakeguards,andplansfor EmissionReductiors ProgramDocuments
(ERPDs)andbenefitsharingagreements.

. Basedoninceptioninterviewsanddesktopreviewfindings,the ET developedhe surveytoolsfor

interviewswith stakeholdersf the ISFL andexternalinformants.For the semistructurednterviews,
aquestionnairevasdevelopedhatcouldbe adaptedor differenttargetgroups.Targetpopulations
for theinterviewsincludedprogramstaffinvolvedin ISFL oversightandimplementationnpationat
andjurisdictionatlevel countrypartnersgivil societyorganizationsindigenousandlocal farmer
organizationslocal experts andprivatesectorrepresentativesn addition,a surveywasdeveloped
with closedquestiongo gatheradditionalquantifiabledataasdescibedin the methodologysection.

In SeptembeandOctoberthe ET spentapproximatelytwo weeksin eachcountryd Zambiaand
Colombia.The TeamLeadered bothvisits, with the EvaluationManagefjoining the Colombiafield
visit andthe Sustainablé.andscapsSpecialisjoining the Zambiavisit. The ET engaged local
consultanin eachcountryto facilitate visits, providelogisticalandtranslationsupport,andconnect
the ET to in-countrynetworks Evaluationmethodsncludedkey informantinterviews(KIl s), focus
groupdiscussiongFGDs),surveysandsemistructurednterviewsbasedn primary guestionsin
OctoberandNovember afterthe two countryvisits, the ET conductedemoteinterviewsandsurveys
with key stakeholder#n Ethiopia,IndonesiaandMexico.
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21.

22,

12

In earlyNovember aftercollectingmostof thefield data,the ET metat DAl headquarterto
aggregatandanalyzedataaccordingo key evaluationquestionsandmeasurdSFL program
performanceagainstOECD/DAC andWorld Bank Sourceboolcriteria. Additionally, the ET
identified barriers entry points,key enablingconditions,andfuturerisks. The ET alsoconducted
meetingswith DC-basedstakeholderdncludingthe FMT, andotherWorld Bankstaffand
Contributorsatthattime.

In mid-Novemberthe ET heldacheckin conferenceall with the FMT andEOCto discussearly
findingsandensurehatthe evaluationincorporatedVorld Bank standardsendoperational
guidelines Followinginitial commentdrom this meeting the ET draftedthe Interim Report,which
includedpreliminaryfindings from the desktopreview,in-countrysurveys andglobal surveysas
well asadescriptionof final actionsto betakento completethe evaluation.The Draft Interim Report
wassubmittedto the World BankandEOCin Novemter 2018,which wasfollowed by anEOC
reviewteleconferenceall in DecemberAfter receivingandrespondingo feedbackrom the FMT
andEOConthelnterim Report,the ET submittectherevisedinterim Reportin Decemberand
receivedfiinal approvalfrom the FMT with inputfrom the EOCin January2019.

Following completionof the Final Interim Report,the ET conductedhefinal SynthesiPhasen
JanuaryandFebruary2019.Initial findingswerepresentedo a subsebf globalISFL andcountry
teamswhich providedan opportunityto incorporateadditionalfeedbackrom thesecritical
stakeholdegroups.Basedon commentgeceivedon the Interim Reportandfollow-up discussions,
the EvaluationTeamfilled remainingdatagapswith additionaldesktopresearclandanalysis Next,
the ET preparedhedraft versionof the Final EvaluationReportwhich includescomprehensive
analysisof thelSFL programto date refinedfindings, conclusionandrecommendationg:ollowing
areviewof the Draft Final Reportby programstakeholdersthroughwhich commentsrom the EOC,
FMT andContributorswerereceivedvia agroupcall the ET revisedandsubmitteda final versionof
thereport.As thelaststep,the ET will participatein anexit meetingwith the FMT andEOCto
acquireany feedbaclon the evaluationprocesandresultsto ensureghatexpectationsarefully met.
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GENERAL APPROACH

23.

24.

TheET useda systematictheorybasedapproactor conducting S F EREsSuchapproaches,
basedn adefinedtheoryof changgTOC), aresuitablefor complexinitiatives suchasthe
BioCarbonFundISFL thatinvolvesmultiple assumptionsndlinesof inquiry alongprogramming
andoperationsTheapproactprovideda structureto undertakahe analysisusingthe outputs,
outcomesandexpectedjoalsresultingfrom theinterventionghatthe ISFL completedat thetime of
theevaluation Givenits earlystagein the ISFL programtimeline,the FPEfollows aformative
evaluatiomapproacHi.e., provideforwardlooking recommendationfor futureadjustments).

TheET usedqualitativedataand,quantitativedata(e.g.,numberof stakeholderdjnancialdata,
numberof activities)wherepossible The ET systematicallyanalyzedour differenttypesof
information(documenteview, key informantinterviews,focusgroupdiscussionsandsurveys),
collectedandtriangulatednformationto respondo the key evaluationquestionsleterminedy the
EOC,andensuredhatfindingsaregroundedn evidence.

THEORY OF CHANGE ANALYSIS AND FORMULATION OF FINAL
EVALUATION QUESTIONS

25.

26.

Theevaluationquestiongorm the basisof thelinesof inquiry, andsubsequerfindingsand
recommendationghatunderpinthe FPE.Duringinception,the ET analyzedandrefinedthe
foundationalquestionsriginally setoutin the TOR to focuson areasof specialconsideratiorin the
FPE.Thiswasdoneby ananalysisof thep r o g rLagima Frameworkand TOC to selectkey
assumptionandpreconditiondo testduringthe evaluation The ET foundthatthe TOC providesa
high-level, generalpresentatiomf alogical pathwayfrom inputsto impact,butlackselementghat
areincludedin mostTOC&® suchasclearimpactpathwayghow desiredchangewill comeabout),
resultchains(how the interventionwill triggerthis changeandassunptionsandrisks,that
shouldbe monitoredfor eachlogical step.

To clarify theISFL TOC, the ET consideredhe underlyingcausalogic andidentifiedits implicit
assumptionandthe preconditionsequiredto meettheseassumptiongseeAnnex6). Then,
consideringheevaluatiorcriteria,the ET prioritized elementsaccordingo relevanceo the
evaluationNext, the ET linked thefoundationalguestiondrom the TOR with the prioritized
assumptionsrom the TOC andcomplementethesequestionswith detdled subquestiondo cover
all prior assumptionsThis ensuredhatall evaluationquestionsaredirectly linked to the TOC.
Furtherrefining of the evaluationquestionsvasdonebasedn insightsobtainedn documenteview
andinterviewswith key stakelldersduringtheinceptionwith input from the EOC. Thefinal edited
setof evaluationquestionsvereorderedaccordingto the TOC andOECD-DAC criteriaand
presentedn the InceptionReportfor acceptancéy the EOC.The ET thenupdatedhe methodology
and datasourcedor eachevaluationquestionto includedocumenteviews,key informant

interviews field visits andverification,focusgroupdiscussionsanda surveyto gatheradditional
information.Thefull setof evaluationquestionss includedasAnnex1. The methodologyintegrates
genderandsocialinclusionthroughouthe FPEapproachandcriteria.

8 https://betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/Theory_of Change_ENG.pdf
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DOCUMENT REVIEW

27. TheET conducteda deskreviewof documentdistedin Annex2. TheET collecteddocumentgrom
the ISFL website(biocarbonfundsfl.org), the World Bank projectsitesfor ISFL countriesand
requestedomedocumentgrom the FMT andcountryTTLs. TheET alsoreferredto documents
collectedfrom FCPF,UN-REDD andothersimilar sustainabléanduseprogramsThereviewed
documentsdncludedtechnical progressaandfinancial reports publications aidememoires,
safeguardsassessmenendagreementée.g.,grants lettersof intent)thatprovidedinsightinto the
ISFL. Basedon theinitial documengatheringandcategorizatiorduringincepton, the ET continued
to collectfurtherdocumentationhatcameto light asinterviewscontinued After theinitial reviewin
theinceptionphasewhichassistedhe ET in understandinghep r o g rdesigricemmunications,
andprogresssubsequerdocumen reviewsfocusedon finding missingmaterialthatcouldhelp
answeltthe evaluationquestionsThe FMT helpedto fill thedocumengapsby providing,for
example the Annual ContributorMeetingMinutesandbudgetdetails.In total, the ET analyzedl31
documents.

28. TheET focusedonthreeprimarytypesof documentsl) programdesign;2) countryprogram;and3)
AFOLU/climatefinancingandcarbonaccountingWhile the ET committedto reviewingemission
reductiongpurchaseigreemenfERPAs)andbenefitsharingplans,noneof thefive countrieshad
achievedhosemilestonesat thetime of the evaluationThe ET alsoreviewed to the extentpossible,
thecountryp r o g ralignmeeidwith nationaland/orsubnationatlimatechangestrategiesand
policies.The ET soried documentsnto four primary categoriesGeneraBackgroundCountry,
Design,andTechnical.

29. To helpguidetheanalysisof programdocumentsthe ET mappedhe contentof relevantdocuments
to key evaluationquestionsisinga codingschemeThe ET readthe pertinentpublicationsyeports
anddocumentswvith the evaluationquestiontable,aslistedin Annex1, in mindto coderelevantparts
of thedocumentdgo thesequestionsFor examplethedocumentittedd An 8iel8FLGover nanc e 6
directly assistedhe ET to answerEvaluationQuestionGovernancd (EQG1)Havethel ni t i at i ve d
governancarrangementsacilitated efficientand effectivedecisionmaking,and couldtheybe
improved?TheET triangulatednformationfrom the documentsvith the surveyandstakeholder
interviewsto developthefindings.

S

STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATIONS

30. Theinclusionof abroadrangeof stakeholderdrom nationalgovernmenteaderdo partner
institutionsto local farmers;is critical for the ISFL to be successfulThe FPEquestios, as
considerecaindapprovedn the TOR, reflectedan acknowledgemerthatstakeholdepatrticipation
andengagemeris widely recognizedasessentialGiventhatthetaskof the ET is to analyzethe
designandearly stagef theinitiative, the evaluation focusedprimarily on threetypesof
stakeholderg(i) stakeholdershathavebeendirectly involvedin designandearlystageshothatthe
level of the countryprogramsandthe globalinitiative; (ii) stakeholdershatareexpectedo be
involved duringimplementatioraspartnerge.g.,similar projects,serviceproviders)or beneficiaries
(farmers farmerassociationandcommunities, and(iii) stakeholderghatarenotdirectly associated
with the ISFL like externalexpertsor nongovernmentadrganizaions (NGOS. The broadarrayof
stakeholdersaturallyresultedn diverseviewsonthe program.Nonethelesghe ET synthesized
informationfrom all intervieweego developfindings.

31. TheET includedstakeholderfrom the FMT, programteams Contributors countrycounterparts,
CSO/NGOsprivatesectorandfield-level participantsvhereapplicableIn additionto the FMT and
Contributorsthe ET workedcloselywith countryprogramT TLs andcountryprogramcoordinators
to identify relevantstakeholderso med in personduringcountrymissionsin ZambiaandColombia
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andtelephoneor internetbaseccommunicatiorin Ethiopia,IndonesiaandMexico. Additional
stakeholdersvereselectecbasedn individualsnamedn countryprogramdocumentsgnission
documentsand suggestiongrom externalstakeholders.

32. ToguidethesemistructurecKlls andFGDs,the ET developed comprehensivguestionnairdased
ontheevaluationquestionsThe questionnairevasusedto facilitate conversationaroundthe
importantelementsof questiongo adaptto eachKll andFGD (seeAnnex4 for questionnaire)The
ET conductednterviewsin anopenended semistructuredormatto moreeasilytailor
conversationbasedni nt e r vexpmeniseaadexperiencandfollow uponkey pointsthatarose
from theresponsesAt theendof eachinterview, intervieweeswvereinvited to inform the ET of any
themenot coveredby the questionnair®r any detailtheywantedto highlight.

33. At thebeginningof eachKIl andFGD, intervieweesvereinformedof the evaluationgoals,the
modality of theinterviewandthevoluntarycharacteof their participation. Theywerealsoinformed
thatinformationwould betreatedanonymoushandconfidentially.In afew casesevaluatorsasked
theintervieweegpermissiorto sharespecific,personalizedommentghatwould be of high valuefor
theevaluationThe ET recordedwritten notesandaudiofor eachinterviewafterinterviewees
grantedpermission.

34, TheET conductedL13interviews(KIl andFGD)with 182persongrom Zambia,Colombia,
Ethiopia,IndonesiaMexico, the United Statesthe United Kingdom, GermanyNorway, Spain,and
the NetherlandgseeAnnex5). Semistructurednterviewscoveredopicson relevance,
effectivenessefficiency,andgovernancendmanagemenguidedby a questionnaireQuestions
coveredopicssuchasthei nt e r vroleinthe KBLsprogramdesignanddecisionmaking,and
expectationgor the ISFL andcountryprogramgseeAnnex4). The desktopreviewof program
documentatiomncludedareviewof over 130documentgseeAnnex2) ontheglobal ISFL and
countryprogramstructuresactivities,communicationsandengagement.

TABLE 2: OVERVIEW OF INTERVIEWED PERSONS DURING THE FPE

Country/Institution Interviewees ’ Meetings

County-Level Interviewees

Zambia 60 37
Ethiopia 7

Mexico 10

Indonesia 6

Colombia 72 33
Global-Level Partners Interviewees

Norway 2 2
UK/DEFRA 2 2
UK/BEIS 2 2
US/DoS 2 2
Germany 1 2
Technical expert 4 4
Private Sector Platforms 2 2
World Bank Group 11 11
Total 182° 113

® Interviewees consisted of 117 males and 65 females.
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METHODS FOR KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS AND FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS

35. SemistructuredKlls wereconductedneon-onein mostcasesStakeholdegroupsincluded
internalISFL stakeholdersi.e., directly involvedin designandday-to-dayoperatons,suchasWorld
Bankstaff, Contributors nationalimplementingagenciescompanies/consultanis designand
implementation)potentialpartnerge.g.,othergovernmentgenciesgivil societyorganizations,
privatesector,similar programs)peneficiaies (local communitiesor farmerorganizationsand
externalexpertsor otherNGOs.While theinterviewquestionsall relatedto answeringhe
overarchingevaluationquestionstheformatof the semistructurednterviewallowedthe ET to
follow up oninterestingdetails,focusquestionghatmostpertainedothei nt er vrole we e 6 s
knowledge andexperienceandgavemoreflexibility for additionalinsightsthatarose Becausef
thesemistructuredormat, not all plannednterviewquestionsvereaskedor wererelevantto all
interviewedpersonsin total, all questiongeceivedresponsdrom atleastfive respondentper
countryapartfrom questionson capacitybuilding, whoseactivitieswerein their early stagesatthe
time of theevaluation.

36. FGDswereorganizedduringthesitevisits wheremorethanthreestakeholdersvereengagedn the
meeting.FGDsprovidedanopportunityfor colleague®f the sameor similar associationso engage
in a conversatiomegardingheinterviewquestiongatherthanadirectresponséo theinterviewer.
This providedhelpful anddynamicinsightinto the programfrom the grouppointof view. In
ColombiaandZambia,five FGDswereorganizedwith atotal of 30 participantgarticipatingin
FGDsacrosshothcountriesThesediscussionsverefacilitatedby the ET in anopenendedmanner
andbasedn a subsebf theinterviewquestionnaireThe ET ensuredall participantshadan
opportunityto speakandprovideinput basecn their role andexperienceFacilitatorsdid this by
first gettingto knowthe groupby askingeachp e r spoofegs®napositionandtheir relationshipin
theprogram.

COUNTRY VISITS

37. ZambiaandColombiawereselectedor countryvisits. The ET contractedalocal consultanivith
stronginstitutionallinkagesto preparethefield missionlogisticsandsupportdatacollectionin each
country.

38. TheSustainabldandscape&pecialistandthe TeamLeadervisited Zambiafrom Septembef 6-26,
2018.Theyspentsix daysin Lusakato meetwith the Nationallmplementaion Unit (NIU), national
level stakeholdersandWorld Bankstaff. Theyalsospentthreedaysin thejurisdictionwherethe
programis implemented EasterrProvince) to meetthe Provinciallmplementatiornit (PIU) and
locatlevel stakeholderdn total, the ET interviewed60 personsn Zambia,amongprojectteams,
contributingcountryagenciegUS, GermanyandUK), ministerialcounterpartst nationalandlocal
level, internationalagencieslocal traditionalauthorities nationalandlocal NGOs,andprivate sector
companieslinterviewswereschedulediroundstakeholderavailability andlastedl1-2 hourson
averageA completdist of intervieweesy countryis in Annexb5.

39. TheEvaluationManagerandthe TeamLeadertraveledto Colombiafrom October3-12,2018. Most
of theinterviewswereconductedn Bogotato meetnationallevel stakeholderghe World Bank
team,andexternalexpertse.g.,staff of agenciesot collaboratingwith theinitiative). Onedaywas
spentin thejurisdictionwherethe programwill beimplementedThereducedime in Orinoquiawas
dueto schedulingchangedy stakeholdersncethe ET wasin Colombia.Thiswasnotviewedas
detrimentalasfield activitieshadnot yet startedandtherearerelativelyfew locally basedagencies
involved. A few stakeholdershatwerenot availableduringthefield missionwerecontacted
afterwarddoy telephoneln total, the ET interviewed72 stakeholderérom the programteams,
contributingcountryagenciegGermanythe US, andNorwaywith afollow up call with the UK),
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ministerialcounterpartsnationalandinternationaNGOs,consultantsvho participatedn the design,
local CSOs,andprivatesectorgroups.

REMOTE INTERVIEWS WITH OTHER ISFL COUNTRIES AND GLOBAL STAKEHOLDERS

40. TheET conductedemoteinterviewswith personsn countriesnot visitedd Ethiopia(seven
interviews),Indonesigsix) andMexico (ten). The ET askedT TLs to providecontactinformationfor
World Bank programstaff, consultantandpartnersThe ET alsoreliedon interviewswith global-
levelinitiatives,suchasIDH andTFA 2020,which alsohaveoperationgelatedto the privatesector
in countriesnot visited. Giventhe early stagesof programmingn both Mexico andIndonesia,
guestionsvereadjustedo targetthe programdesignstage to gaininsightinto the challengesand
futureworkplans(e.g.,whatthe programwill do with the privatesectorhow doesthe program
intendto measuremissiondrom otherlandusesegtc.),particularlyin Indonesia.

FMT AND CONTRIBUTOR EVALUATION INTERVIEWS

41. Duringtheinceptionphasethe ET interviewedthe global stakeholderspamelythe FMT and
Contributorsn additionto the country TTLs. After completingsite visits andmostof theremote
interviews,duringNovember2018the ET interviewedthe FMT, Contributorsandcountry TTLs to
askmoredetailedquestiongelatedto the evaluationquestionsQuestionsvereaskedrom the
generainterviewguestionnair¢basedn overarchingevaluationquestionsputin mostcasegandif
agreedo by therespoment),the ET usedthis opportunityto askquestionsandprovideaninitial
overviewof answergrom otherstakeholderso confirm or validateinformationgainedoverthe
courseof evaluation(throughNovember2018). The ET conductechine detailedinterviews with the
FMT andContributors andfour interviewswith TTLs in additionto four remoteinterviewswith co-
TTLs andWorld BankEmissionReductios (ER) SpecialistsTable2 providesthe organizationsand
agenciesnterviewedrelatedto eachcountryprogam

TABLE 3: ORGANIZATIONS INTERVIEWED BY THE ET FROM SEPTEMBER-NOVEMBER 2018

Zambia Mexico Colombia Ethiopia Indonesia
Program TTLs, Co-TTLs, TTLs, Co-TTLs | TTLs, Co-TTLs, |TTLs, Co-TTLs, |TTLs, Co-TTLs,
Teams?? Focal Points, ER Focal Points, ER | Focal Points, ER | Focal Points, ER
leads, Zambia leads leads, OFLP leads
Integrated Forest Implementation
Land Project Unit
(ZIFLP)
Implementation
Units
Contributors UK, USAID, USAID, Germany, GlZ, Norway, Norway, DEFRA
USFS, GlIz BEIS(UK), GIZ | USAID, US/DoS (UK), US/DoS
Embassy of
Norway,
US/DoS, USAID
FMT and World | Fund Manager, Fund Manager, | Fund Manager, Fund Manager, Fund Manager,
Bank Fund Analyst, Fund Analyst Fund Analyst, Fund Analyst, Fund Analyst, IFC
International IFC Lead IFC Lead Lead
Finance
Corporation (IFC)
Lead

10 TTLs (Lead and co-TTLs) or Task Team Leader, are WB staff who coordinate activities of a project team and are ultimately
responsible for hiring consultants for a project. Focal Points are World Bank country staff who oversee sectoral projects in that
country. Some projects have specific emission reductions/carbon accounting specialist.
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Zambia

Mexico

Colombia

Ethiopia

Indonesia

Governmental
agencies

Interim Climate
Change
Secretariat, Min of
Lands and Natural
Resources, Min of
Ag, Land &
Tourism, ZEMA,
Depts. of Forestry,
National Parks &
Wildlife, Energy

National
Forestry
Commission
(CONAFOR)

Min of
Agriculture and
Rural
Development,
Min of
Environment and
Sustainable
Development,
National
Planning
Department,
IDEAM, Instituto
Alexander von
Humboldt,
FINAGRO, APC,
UPRA

Environment,
Forest and
Climate Change
Commission;
Oromia Forest
and Climate
Change
Authority

Ministry of
Environment and
Forestry,
Directorate General
of Climate Change,
Forestry Service

Civil society
organizations
(CSO0s),
nongovernmenta
| organizations
(NGOs), Similar
Programs

SNV, FAO,
USAID/Integrated
Land & Resource
Governance,
Conservation
Farming Unit,

PRONATURA

WRI (NDC
partnership),
Conservation
International,
Fundacion
Natural, The
Nature
Conservancy
(TNC), WWF-
Colombia/ Global
Environment
Facility (GEF),
FAO, GGG,
Vision
Amazonia,
Fondo Accion,
NDC
Partnership,
Climate Focus,
CIAT, Natural
Capital project

Farm Africa

FCPF

Private Sector

COMPACI
Missoil, &Green
Fund

N/A

ASORINOQUIA,
CORMACAREN
A (incl.
Orinoquia
Regional Climate
Change Node
[NORECCO]
coordination),
COTELCO,
CAMACOL,
ANDI

DH,

IDH, &Green Fund

Field-Level
Stakeholders*

COMACO,
BioCarbon
Partners, Chipata
District Farmers
Association,
Chipata District
Land Alliance,
Action for Positive
Change, Caritas-
Chipata,
Provincial Depts.
of Forestry,

N/A

CORMACAREN
A, Fundacion
Palmarito,

N/A

University of Jambi
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Zambia Mexico Colombia Ethiopia Indonesia

Agriculture,
Wildlife, Planning,
Permanent
Secretary

SURVEY
42. TheET developedathirteerquestionsurveyto gatherquantitativedataon key evaluationquestions

fromintervieweegAnnex4). This providedthe ET with anadditionalsourceof informationto
substantiatéindingsdrawnfrom the desktopreviewandKII/FGDs in thefield andremotely.The
surveyuseda five-level Likert scaleandaskedrespondentto selectl (fully disagree}o 5 (fully
agree)on statementghatrelatedto the overallevaluaion questionsSurveyswereanonymousand
the ET did notaskfor namesgender or positionsof respondent€Eachrespondenidentified their
organizatiortype which included:International/Multilateralnstitution, National Government
Agency,NGO/CSO Private Sector,Subnational/LocaovernmenAgency,Consultanor
Institute/Similarprogram.The ET distributedsurveysafterKlls andFGDsbothin-personandin-
countryandby email afterremoteinterviews.The surveyswerein Englishfor respondentin
Ethiopia,IndonesiaandZambiaandtranslatednto Spanishor respondenti Colombia.TheET
collectedatotal of 94 completedsurveysijncluding41in Zambia,42 in Colombia,five in Indonesia,
andsix in Ethiopia.The ET receiveda highernumberof respnsesn ZambiaandColombiabecause
intervieweesvereaskedo immediatelyfill outasurveyfollowing thediscussiorin personln
Ethiopiaandindonesiarespondentsiereaskedo completea surveyfollowing thetelephone/Skype
conversationDueto theincipientstageof developmenin Mexico, the ET did not sendsurveysto
thoseintervieweesSurveyresponseacrosountriesverecollatedin a masterspreadshedb draw
preliminaryfindings. The ET usedSTATA softwareto analyzetheresponseby evaludion question,
triangulateinformationandsupportthe evaluatiorfindings. A summarytableof the surveyresponses
is includedin Annex3.

DATA PROCESSING AND CONSTRUCTION OF FINDINGS AND CONSULTATION

43.

44.

Thequalitativedatafrom Klls andFGDsderivedfrom the questionnairevereorganizedaccording
to theinitial codingrelatedto evaluationquestions? After the ET reviewedtheinterviewnotesfrom
theKlls andFGDs,the ET recordedesponses a matrix mappedrom the questionnairéo
determinegthefrequerty of responsesThe ET processedecurringpointsof convergencer
disagreement inform thefindings. In addition,the ET alsoextractedllustrative commentsn the
meetingnotesto supportthe findings, particularlywherecommentsighlightedrecurring themes.
Thematrix of interview questionsandcomparisorof theresponseassistedhe ET to recordthe
frequencyandquality of contentof responsearoundthe evaluationquestions.

TheET identified quantitativedatasourceghathelpedanswerthe evaluationquestionsQuantitative
informationincludedstakeholdesurveydata,reportedndicators budgetandexpenditures,
completiontimesandfrequencyof meetings Somequantitativedatasupportedspecificevaluation
qguestionsuchasEQEcl1.1/1 H odethel S F adénwistrativecostscompareto activity costsand
are thereanyopportunitiesfor improvingeconomie®fs ¢ a |Qeéhtdativesurveydatawasusedto
supportnumerousevaluationquestionsastheyrelatedto feasibility, relevancecommunicatios,
capacitybuilding, andgovernance.

“ For example, Question 6 o freyothfamiliarwithahe vhieetives/aytcoeestadtiatiesobthedSEL A

program in your country/jurisdiction? Do you consider the project (incl its jurisdictional approach) feasible, considering the
available money, ¢upneoratnad ctalpeaecETds?oabi |l ity to answerAre SFLf i ci ency Ql
programs on track to meet their outcomes and objectives as outlined in the ISFL Logframe? Are the current objectives of the

I SFL realistic in relation to the capacity of | SFL program
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45.

Milestonesin programdevelopmentbothat globalandcountrylevels,wereincludedin timelinesto
visibly showthe progressn comparisorto planning.

DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF FINDINGS

46.

47.

48.

20

Evaluationfindingsareevidencebasecdelementghatbuild up to theresponsef the evaluation
guestionsTheyareconstructedasedn theanalyzedpinionsof interviewedstakeholders
supportechsmuchaspossibleby objectiveinformation,documentitationsor datapoints.Theydo
notrepresentheE T @reofessionabssessmerdr opinion,butasynthesiof theevidenceBasedon
theinitial informationprocessingthe ET convertedbbservedrendswith enoughsustainecvidence
into a seriegpreliminaryfinding for eachevaluationquestion.The evidenceo supportfindingswas
basedmostlyon opinionsof stakeholderasgatheredluringtheinterviewprocessTrendswere
identifiedwhentherewasa clearmajority in coincidingresponseandconvertednto findings. This
wasthen reinforcedasmuchaspossibleby quantitativeinformationavailableat the time of the
evaluationThe availableinformationwasorganizedaroundthesefindingsto testthe amountand
consistencyf availableevidenceandidentify eventuainformationgapsor dissentingnformation
thatneeddo bevalidatedor triangulatecby additionalinterviews.The processenabledheET to
identify datagapsin information.

Thepreliminaryfindings of this evaluatiorwereinitially presentedo the EOCwith feedbak
providedduringagroupcall on Novemberl6,2018.Basedon EOCfeedbackeachfinding was
developedvith theadditionof context,illustrative evidenceandanoverviewof available
informationthatwasincludedin the Interim Reportof the evaluationThe ET reviewedthe Draft
Interim Reportwith the EOCon Decembe9, 2018.After submittinganddiscussinghe Interim
Report,the ET scheduledVebExcallsin January2019with countryprogramteamsin Colombia,
Ethiopia,andZambiato getfeedbackon the preliminaryfindings from this critical stakeholder
group.TheFinal Interim Reportwassubmittecto the World Bankon Januaryl 8, 2019.With
additionalfeedbackrom the EOCandcountryteamsthe ET developedhe Draft Final Reportthat
presentgletaikedfindings, conclusionsandrecommendationt increasduture efficiencyand
effectivenessThe draft reportwasdiscussedvith the EOCon February28,2019andwritten
responsavasreceivedhroughMarch11. Thesecommentsandsuggestionsvereincludedin the
final report.

Throughoutheevaluationprocessthe ET ensureccomprehensiveonsultatiorwith diverseparties.
Countryvisits wereplannedasmuchaspossiblein coordinatiorwith the FMT, TTL, andleading
governmentgenciesn thecountriesThe ET aimedto provideaninitial briefing atthe startand
debriefattheendof eachcountryvisit. During the ImplementatiorPhaseafterthefield missionsthe
ET returnedto the samekey individualsthatwerecontactediuringinceptionfor morein-dept,
targetednterviews.The checkin meetingwith the FMT andEOCto presenpreliminaryfindings
wasanotherkey stepin the consultationThe ET alsoreceivedwritten feedbackrom the FMT and
EOContheDraft Interim Reportandincorporatedandcorrectel informationwhereapplicable.
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Fi ndi ngBv aolfu atthieo n

49.

Basedon processin@ll the gatherednformation,the ET developedhefollowing setof 30
evaluatiorfindingsthatareorganizedaccordingo the evaluationquestionsFirst, anoverviewof the
findingsis presentedollowed by a detaileddescription context,andevidenceor eachoneof the
findings.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

50.

51.

52.

The ISFL is consideredinnovative becauset is the first program of its kind to apply the
landscapeand jurisdictional approachesn conjunction with oneanother. Theintegrated
concepiof theISFL programis seerby moststakeholderso be necessaryo achievereduced
emissionsn the programlandscaped-urther the programis well alignedto nationalglobal climate
changanitigation policiesandstrategiesThough The Initiative is welcomedby the participating
countriesbecausdt is alignedto theiragreementsinderthe United NationsFrameworkConvention
on ClimateChanggUNFCCC),andit respondgo nationalprioritiesof achievingsustainableural
developmenwhile simultaneouslyeducingGHG emissions.

Various national and subnational governmentalagenciesgenerally from different sectors,
havebeenfully involved in the developmentof the country programs, and they lead the work

in the two countrieswhere implementation has started, Ethiopia and Zambia. Most of these
agenciegxpressedthat atthe countrylevel, the programis basedn their demandandpriorities
regardingsustainablelevelopmenandlandscapenanaement Social,environmentalandeconomic
co-benefitshavebeengenerallyintegratednto the designof the countryprogramsandthroughsocial
andenvironmentakafeguardsandtheyarereporteduponin the MEL Frameworkandfor donor
reportingrequirenents.The ISFL hasbeenappliedflexibly to eachc o u n tontgxtarsdneeds,
which hasresultedn eachcountryprogrambeinguniguein termsof goals,choiceof partners,
fundingmechanismsandimplementatiorarrangements-ourout of the five countryprograms
combineddifferentWorld Bank Group(WBG) fundingmechanismsyhichincreasedvailable
fundingfor theinitial phaseof the ISFL, filling capacitygapsfor anenablingenvironmenfor ER
andeffectivelycombiningsocialandeconomiogoalswith climategoals.During the designof the
countryprogramsthe useof thelandscapendjurisdictionalapproachetriggeredtheinvolvement
of differentgovernmensectorsandlevelsin the countryprogramdesign While thisinnovative
combinationof approachsgyielded positiveresults the complexityof usingdifferentfunding
mechanismandengagingwith differentgovernmensectors/levelslowedthe paceof thedesign
process.

While the ISFL hasmanagedto consolidateProject Appraisal Documents(PADs) for
jurisdictional programs in four countries and is well advancedin afifth country, the
implementation of the overall initiative and country programs hasbeenslower than originally
planned. At thetime of theprograme v a | u &nalization hereweretwo programsunder
implementatior(Ethiopia,andZambia) Colombiafinalizedthe grantagreemenat the endof the
evaluationwhile Indonesias currentlyfinalizing the PAD. The projectin Mexico wasdevelopedn
shorertime thanthe othersdueto thelongstandingnstitutionalrelationshipandongoinginitiatives
in theforestcarbonareabetweertheWorld BankandCONAFOR.On the otherhand,progressn
Ethiopia,Zambig andColombiaproceededt a slowerpacethanexpectedNo ERPDsor ERPAs
havebeenfinalized;howeverE t h i cERPDavésanderdevelopmenatthetime of theevaluation
While therehavebeenseverabromisingengagementwith the privatesector,only oneconcrete
agreementvasin placeatthetime of the FPE.Thebarriersfor meetinginitiative-level milestonesn
thelogical frameworkfollow: 1) the overallconceptuatomplexityof theinitiative resultedn the
slow developmenbf tools,approachesandactivities; 2) the smallsizeof the FMT, with only three
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54.

55.

56.
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full-time staff, maynot allowedfor enoughresourceso providecontinuousefficient support;3) the
complexcoordinationineswithin the World Bankslow downdecisioamakingandcontributeto
complexoversightsystemsand4) initially underdevelopedr mistargetedtrategieselatedto some
programelementsuchasprivatesectorengagementenefitsharing,andcommunicationslowed
progressTogetherthesereasongontributedto delaysin the earlydevelopmenatthe globaland
countryprogramlevels.

Themainbarriersfor effective delivery of thelSFL countryprogramdollow: 1) thetransactiorcosts
of working with differentsectorghatrequiretime to be familiarizedwith ISFL objectivesandadjust
theiragendas?) changinggovernmentadministrationsyhich requiresretuilding ownershipwith
newpointsof contact;3) awide anddiverseinstitutionallandscapehat doesnot automaticallyspeak
thelanguageof sustainabléandscapeandlacksbackgroundnformationonthe program;and4) a
lack of World BankandgovernmentesourcesWhile manyprofessionastaff andconsultantare
involvedin countryprogramdevelopmenandimplementationfew World Bankandgovernment
staff candedicateenoughtime to respondingo day-to-dayimplementatiorrequirements.

The ISFL program encountereda setof unique challenges particularly related to the
jurisdictional and landscapeapproaches.Both areconceptsinderdevelopmentassuch,they lack
toolsto apply to everysituation.The mostsignificantof thesechallengesncludethefollowing
overarchingssues:

A Leveraging external fundirig particular, from private sector sources;

A Addressing political economy and power dynamics related to-ttisidetween economic
development and environmental conservation; and

A Balancing competininterests between jurisdictions (e.g., policies and practidés aational
level or in a neighboring jurisdiction affecting the GHG and land use in the targeted jurisdiction).

Additionally, the following technical issues have resulted in additioraldéout are likely to be
easier to reolve

A Difficulty of developing or downscaling nation@HG reference levelfor the jurisdiction;

-

A Lack of available data for some drivers of forest degradation (e.g., charcoal harvesting);

A The absence of adequatedrts for GHG emissions from a suite of land use types in different
geographies;

A Understanding the contributions from individual ER projects when many are nested and pooled;
and

A Dealing with jurisdictions managed by different governments

Becausemany of the ER program framework issuesare newto agenciesnvolved in the
implementation of the global initiative, there is not yet enoughcapacity at all levelsto respond
to all thesechallengesISFL countrieshavebeenincorporatingessondrom someglobalinitiatives,
suchasFCPFandUN-REDD+, buttheycoulddo moreto applyevolvingconceptdrom the
developingglobaldebateon thelandscapandjurisdictionalapproacheto effectivelygenerate
impacton low-carbondevelopmenfrom theincentivesgeneratedrom ER payments

There hasbeensufficient initial outreachto relevant local stakeholdersin most countries,
particularly local governments,civil societyorganizations,and rural communities,with careful
considerationof genderdimensions.However,in somecountries stakeholderslo not know howto
engagewith thelSFL becauseheydo notfully understandhep r o g rvigsionamsloperationsThe
ET hasencounteredlignmentbetweernthe ISFL andotherongoingland-basedlimatechange
mitigationinitiativesimplementedy the samegovernmentgencieshatmanagehe ISFL country
programsput foundlessalignment,coordinationandcommunicatiorwith otherinitiatives,
includingsomeof thosesupportedy the samedonorsthatcontributeto the ISFL.
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Many stakeholdersdo not find that the ISFL at the global or country program levelis on track
to achieveits stated outcomesand objectivesin the agreedtimeframe. In additionto the
ambitiousandcomplexapplicationof the landscap@ndjurisdictionalapprachesthereare
guestionsbouttheadequacyf fundingfrom BioCFplus. This partof ISFL fundingis aimedat
coveringexistingcapacitygapsfor anenablingenvironmenfor ER, butthesecapacitygapsarenot
definedin detailandnot budgetedThereis no singleor clearunderstandingf the useof the funds
originatingfrom RBP (BioCF T3 funding).Basedon interviews,differentstakeholderfave
differentexpectation®n the destinatiorof T3 funding,rangingfrom directpaymentgo
communitieghatsugport policy-makingandimplementatiorat thejurisdictionallevel to reinvesting
fundsto maintainthe ISFL and/orto attractadditionalfunding. While the programdesignedr3
fundingto be useal to purchaseverified emissiorreductionsthereis no aclearvision, basedn
stakeholdemterviews,of whatthefundswill target,whowill benefitfrom them,or wheretheywill
bedirected Additionally, the ER ProgramRequirementandMEL FrameworkrequireER programs
to include noncarborbenefits andthe expectedgeneratiorof ERsandsubsequeriRBPsindicate
achievemenof atleastsomeobjectivesandassociatethenefitsbut thisis not further detailed

Becausehe reward from RBP is not sufficiently known and certain, the ET cannotjudge if
RBP is an effedive tool to incentivize sustainableland use.However asperformancebased
paymentsio not appeato havenot beeninformedsufficiently thusfar by political econony analysis
relatedto financially incentivizingrelevantactors benefitsharingdoesnot seemo beontrackto be
aneffectivemechanismKey aspectsuchasfair benefitsharingor involvementof stakeholderslso
cannotbe assessedyhich makesachievingthe setoutcomef the overall ISFL andmostcountry
programshighly uncertain particularly within thetimeframescurrentduringthe evaluation

The ISFL program designintended private-sectorinvolvementto be a central elementin its
strategy. To date, there have beenmany positive engagementsvith different private-sector
representatives,and oneclear agreementis in placeand another oneis closeto completion.
While thesearepositiveandinnovativeprocessegsheyarerelativelyisolatedexamplesThe overall
privatesectorinvolvementstrategywasundergoingedesigrat thetime of this evaluationThe
unclearuseof T3 fundingis affectingthe definition of opportunitiedor the privatesector.

The ISFL is managedby international, multilateral , and bilateral agencieswith a complexand
decentralizedstructure. While theWorld Bank andContributoragenciegienerallyfulfill theirroles
in programmanagementhereportingandcommunicatiodineswithin andbetweerthevarious
agenciess complexandhascontributedo lack of alignmentbetweerdifferentinitiatives. This
complexstructureis seenasa factorin the slow paceof Initiative developmentSomestakeholders
believethatISFL decisionmakingis not asinclusiveor astransparenasit couldbe.Forexample,
countrygovernmentandcountryimplementatiorteamsfeel thattheyarenotinvolvedin global
decisionmaking.Althoughlocal governmentsireactivelyinvolved andhaveshownappropriatiorof
thelnitiative, theyarenot steeringthe Initiative at thelevel thatthejurisdictionalapproacksuggests
theyshouldbe.

In summary, the ISFL is highly relevant for the progressof global climate action and to the
country policiesand plansfor promoting greengrowth. It hascontributedo anintegrated
approactiowardland-basedemissiorreductioneffortsthroughthe collaboraion of different
governmentasectorsandlevels,andthroughtheapplicationof differentWBG fundingwindows.
ThelSFL hasencouragedheinclusionof avarietyof privatesectorstakeholdersalthoughresults
havenotbeenmeasureget. Its effectivenassandefficiencyarechallengedecaus®f the
complexityof thelandscapendjurisdictionalapproacheghathavebeennot sufficiently understood
or effectivelyintegratedoy the main stakeholdersf the Initiative andthe countryprograms.
Furthermoreseverakey aspect®f the ISFL (including countrycapacitygapassessmentmndglobal
guidanceontheuseof RBPfundingandprivatesectorinvolvement)areyetto be defined,which
makesthe questionof overallfeasibility of the Initiative operendedRegardinghe ISFL TOC, the
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ET observedhatthemainchallengesrefoundinthel n i t i effdrt$totrandisonfrominputsto
outputsandfrom outputsto outcomesThoughthe programassumptionsf countryinterestand
ownershiphold, otherassumptiasrelatedto enablingenvironmentsuchaseffectivenes®f
technicalsupporttimely grantperformanceadequateommunicationandthe conveningof all key
stakeholderandthe privatesectordo not. Without thesepreconditionsn place,several SFL
outcomesfor the enablingenvironmentareatrisk, namelycapacitybuilding, land management
planning,stakeholdemvolvement.andpartnerships.

FINDINGS FOR RELEVANCE

EVALUATION QUESTION RELEVANCE 1

Has the ISFL been successful in building partnerships, coordinating efforts and leveraging complementary activities
and finance by relevant stakeholders, including national and subnational ISFL program country governments, rural
communities, vulnerable populations, indigenous peoples, donor countries, civil society, the private sector, and others
toward its objectives?

A EQR1.1. How does the ISFL engage these stakeholders and are they aware of opportunities for engagement?
How can engagement processes be scaled-up, replicated, or improved, including throughout the various stages
of program development (e.g., scoping, design, implementation)?

A EQR1.2. What is the degree to which ISFL programs have worked with other programs and/or initiatives,
including in ISFL program countries and with the private sector, thatcomp | e ment the | SFL&s objecti
avoid duplication of efforts and leverage finance or activities?

A EQR1.3. Do ISFL programs align with national and local, public and private policies and plans? Is the ISFL
central to climate change strategies for relevant stakeholders?

A EQR1.4. Is the ISFL on track to add unique value to existing programs and/or initiatives in addressing
sustainable land use and emission reductions?

Finding 1: The ISFL has been building partnerships with national and subnational governmental agencies and other
relevant stakeholders through informational meetings, institutional mapping, and direct (bilateral) coordination efforts.
These partnerships have achieved some level of coordination and complementarity although there is high variation in
terms of depth and expanse of partnerships between countries and programs.

62. Leveragingpartnershipsvith otherpublic-sectorinitiatives andprivate-sectoractorsto maximize
impactis oneof thefour designelementof ISFL. Overall,thecounty programsandthe ISFL asa
whole havetried to partnermwith otherinitiativesat the interfaceof sustainabléandscape
managemendndemissiorreductionsThe countryprogramshavemadean earneseffort to work
with relevantgovernmentaagenciesgevelopmentpartnersandcivil societyorganizationsAcross
all countryprogramsthelSFL is focusingon private sectorengagemertb find opportunitiedor
collaborationin eachjurisdiction. Thesepartnershipsimto achieveprogramcoordinationalign
programstrategiesandleveragecomplementargactivitiesandfinancing. Thefinding is basedbn
informationgatheredrom projectdesigndocumentsstakeholdemappingsvhereavailable aide
memoiresof field visits andengagemerdctivities,andinterviews with World Bankandpartner
organizations.

63. The number of partnerships and the succes®f partnership-building efforts vary acrossglobal,
national, and jurisdictional levelswith somestakeholdersatisfiedwith their levelsof engagement
andothersfeeling thatthey havenot beenadequatelyonsultechor know how to adequatelyengage
with the program.The surveyusedduringthis evaluationshowedmoreinvolvementof government
agenciesandvariableengagemenwith key nongovernmenagencieskor example 35 out of 37
governmentespondentagreedwith thestatemenfi | Si&well coordinatedvith ongoingactivities
in forestry/agriculture/landise/climatechangeamitigationin thec o u n Haowgvergnorethana
guarterof nongovernmentespondentdid not agree.Also, while two-thirds of nationalandlocal
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governmentespondentagreedhatthe ISFL is awell-knowninitiative, only 30 percentof potential
partnerf NGO, consultantsprivatesector)agreedvith thatstatementGiventheWorld B a n kofe s
to strengtherthe capacityof partnergovernmentnstitutions,engagemerdat thetime of the
evaluationwasmoresolidified with the governmentounterpartst the nationallevel in particular
ratherthanlocal NGOs, institutionsor CSOs Thisfinding suggestshatasactivitiestakeplaceand

in additionto initial outreachto communitiegwhichin countriessuchasColombiatook place
throughNGO partnershipaswell asthe World Bank),the projectsshouldfind avenuego
collaboratewith NGO/CSQOandprivatesectoractorsif the ISFL countryandglobal programsareto
achievetheir statedgoals.Examplesof the succes®f partnershigbuilding effortsfrom country
programdncludethefollowing:

A In Zambia, all partneréactivities are mapped and meeting minusiesw that partners are invited
to specific events of the country program. Villages are included through traditional leadership
roles andPIU staff confirmed that all districts were consulted during the design phase. In
addition, the previously existing @fata roundtabfé includes a group of privatesector,
governmentand civil society actorthatproviding an adequate forum for continuous and diverse
consultation for the ISFL country program (ZIFLBdme intervieweefom the Eastern
Province, particuldy local NGOs mentioned that they have not been informedupdated on
activities since the project launch in February 2018 (see Finding 20). While government officials
confirmed this was due to the time it takes to procure items before startinges;tividloeshow
the needor continuous communication.

A In Mexico, the ISFL country program Iseingdeveloped exclusively with CONAFOR, although
the PAD recognized that to work at the landscape leveBélaectariat of Agriculture and Rural
Developmen{SAGARPA) must be included as an implementing agency in the fltls®, key
stakeholderi thejurisdictions where the ISFL portion of the program is to be implemented
have not been involved or consulted during before PAD appragedrding to intervews with
World Bank and CONAFOR staff, partnersttipilding with local stakeholders and other sectors
will be developed progressively during the first five years of imptaati@on. One of the
intervieweedamiliar with the project development in Mexico cideredthisdér ed f | ag o
becausefii f you want to do ER in agriculture, you
Department during desigh

A Examples fronColombiaillustrate the trend of differingerception®f the success of
partnershigbuilding from various stakeholderDesign documents in Colombia present a detailed
stakeholder analysis that includes recommendatiorsofoprehensive engagemghHowever,
notall the recommendations have been implementedRggiresentatives of the participating
public agencies generally confirmed that there is a strong alignmeatiohalactivities and
strategies with the ISFL country program. While key organizations such as Fondo Accién, WWF,
and TNC have been consistently involved in the desighedSFL andthe Initiative has
recognized their engagement, representatives of other (public and private) agencies such as
Conservation Internationahe Instituto Alexander votdumboldt agency, some local NG@nd
nonagriculture private sect@ntitiesthat wee not directly involved with thprogram design
indicatedthattheyhave not been weilhformed and have nditeen able tadentify opportunities
to engageAt the time of the evaluationhé¢ program has also tried to engage the private sector
with initial engagements in the dairy and meat sec@itsers, such as bilateral organizations
(USAID, Norwegian Embasswand GI2Z) felt it was difficult to engage wittheISFL and the

2 See, e.g., https://iwww.cargill.com/sustainability/cotton/cotton-environmental-impact.

13 IDEAM (2017) Mapeo de actores involucrados en el desarrollo rural sostenible de la Orinoquia en los niveles nacional, sub-
nacional y territorial. Report commissioned by the ISFL program.
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World Bank and thegouldnot confirmwhethertheir programs are aligned (see Rimgs$ 4, 17
and 21).

A Still in the design phase, thedonesianteamis puting a lot of energy into collaboration,
partnershigbuilding, and regular engagement. All interviewees felt that the consultation process
has beerffectiveso far and thatheinvolvement of all stakeholdeiscritical to project
preparation. The program has established a Common Secretariat as a forum to streamline
stakeholder engagement from the private sector, NGOs, goverrandracademia. Interviews
with Indonesian staff coimmed that the private sector is a difficult stakeholder to involve in the
types of activities the ISFL country programIvgihrry out to achieve emissioeductions.

Finding 2: In most countries the ISFL is implemented with one or more other WBG funding mechanism(s) (e.g.,
International Development Association [IDA], International Bank for Reconstruction and Development [IBRD], GEF,
IFC) which greatly increased the availability of complementary funding to support program objectives and leverage
further financial resources. This delivery model has also resulted in some operational and institutional challenges.

64. At the country program level, BioCFplusis beingimplementedalong with other funding
mechanismsfrom the WBG suchasIDA and IBRD loans, GEF funds, IFC private sector
support, and parallel funding of FCPF. During theinitial stagesf theISFL, the BioCFplus
mechanisnprovidesgrantsto be usedfor technicalassistancegapacitybuilding, andinvestment
activities.Othermechanismsillow for fundingcomplementanactivitiesandinvestmentsThereis a
differentblendof thesemechanismin everycountry(seeTable4) involving differentmanagers,
planningtools andadministrativerequirementsAn ISFL countryprogramcanbe madeup of a
combinationof differentfundingsourcedrom the WBG. The ET reviewedthe designdocumentf
thedifferentprojectsandinterviewedmanager®f the differentfundinglinesandimplementing
partnergo understandhe benefitsandchallenges.

TABLE 4: FINANCING MECHANISMS BY COUNTRY

Colombia Ethiopia Zambia Mexico Indonesia4
ISFL grant $20 million $18 million $7.75 million $10 million $13.5 million
IDA loan $17 million
IBRD $56 million
GEF In process $8.05 million
Private sector $3 million

65. Additi onal funding mechanismshaveincreasedthe total budgetfor ISFL-relevant activities by
$84.05million to date (including from the IDA, IBRD, GEF, and private secto® seeTable4).
This additionalfundingis importantfor thefuture succes®f the Initiative. Many stakeholders
perceivethattheavailableBioCFplusfunding might notbe enoughto fill all the capacitygapsthat
mustbefilled to establishanenablingenvironmeniseeFinding 18). Onthe otherhand,theinclusion
of variousfundingsourced eachwith their own proceduresiules,timing, proposaldocuments,
executingagenciesandWorld Bankmanagingstaffd involvesmoretime andeffort for operations
andinstitutionalarrangementg-or instance:

4 1n Indonesia, ISFL is not implemented directly along with other funds but the program will work in parallel with FCPF implemented
in East Kalimantan. This is explained in Figure 1 of the Project Concept Note: while ISFL focuses on Jambi, FCPF focuses on
East Kalimantan. FCPF has spent $8.6 million on REDD+ readiness activities since 2013 and projects $110 million on results-

based funding between 2019 and 2026 in East Kalimantan. It was also noted by WB staff that Indonesia will not take a loan on
environmental programs.
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A In Zambia, local stakeholders stated that the sttierog the ISFL country program is that it is
implemented in conjunction with an IDA loan. Stakeholders responsible for implementation
(government agencies amdplementatiorunits[IUs]) perceivedhatthe loan will support
investments (e.g., technologicalfrastructure) beyond merefiadvisory and capacity buildiry
allowing for direct and tangible incentives for good land use. The complementary funding
modalities are considered positivath loans providing infrastructure investment opportunities
andthe GEF cefinancingprovidinga greater focus on biodiversity. Each modality is being led
by a different World Bank TTLWhile the complementary funding mechanisms were seen as
positive,Most PIU members as well as three local government representatidebat having
three TTLs added to the complexity in management and reporting (see Finding 28).

A In Colombia, BioCFplusis being complemented with a GEF project. This project was developed
in parallel to the ISFL country program and early versions oP#ie included this proposahs
the GEF took time to consolidate its work program under the sixth replenishment period (GEF6),
the Orinoquia project was included 1.5 years after its technical apphdvhe time ofthe
evaluationthe GEF project desigs being updated to fully complement ISFL goals with
biodiversity goals. The institutional arrangement of the GEF project is slightly diffeoemthat
of the BioChplusfunded project: where the latter is ledthe Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Devebpment MADR), the GEF project will led bthe Ministry of Environment and Sustainable
DevelopmentMADS) with WWF asthe executing agency by delegation. The involved agencies
(World Bank, MADS and WWF) ardrying to overlap project teams and institutibna
arrangements and ensure representation of relevant stakeholthersatatedsteering
committees. Although outside of the control of ISFL, the pace of development of the GEF grant
in relation to the ISFIgranthas resulted in coordinated but disjoinpedject development and
different implementation timelines

Finding 3: In most ISFL program countries, there has been considerable initial engagement with relevant local
stakeholders including local governments, CSOs, and rural communities. Nonetheless, stakeholders reported that
they do not understand how to participate in the ISFL given the lack of a clear country engagement strategy/plan.

66. ISFL country programs target local stakeholdersbecausehey are deemedkey actors of
landscapelevel changeand the final beneficiariesof sustainabledevelopmentprograms. To
engagehesestakeholdergprogramshaveconductedocal consultationanddisseminatiorevents
basedn stakeholdemappingin thejurisdiction. The ET reviewedprogramdesigndocumentsand
reportson stakeholdedisseminatiorandconsultatioreventsto seehow this engagemenwas
plannedandexecutedTheteamalsointervieweda selectionof local stakeholderandaskedf they
felt well-informedandconsulted.

67. The designdocumentsfor national programs (PADs and others)reflectthel ni t i ati veds
emphasison widespreadstakeholderengagementincluding targeted consultationsfor benefit-
sharing plans, safeguardinstruments, and Grievance RedressMechanisms,aswell asongoing
community- and regional-level engagementDesigndocumentgall for engagementia
coordinationmechanismsuchasREDD+Working Groupmeetingsat a nationallevel andfora for
civil societyandprivatesectorrepresentativeatjurisdictionlevel, suchasthe Chipataroundablein
Zambiaandthe NORECCOin Colombia.The number of coordination platforms supportedis an
output(Tier 2) indicatorin theglobali n i t i MEL framewirk.

68. The TTLs and country program staff affirmed that during implementation, the program
indeed focusedon stakeholderengagementat the national and provincial levels,but many also
statedthat after initial high-intensity eventsfor engagemen{during program designor launch
eventy, the level of effort had fallen off. Overall,the programgeneally respondedo locatevel
prioritiesandstrategiegseeFinding 6), which shouldensurehe engagementf local stakeholders.
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However,while theinformationandengagemergventsreachednanypeople this did notensure
thattheyfelt fully informedor understoodowto engageForinstance:

A Interviewees irzambia generally agreed that stakeholder consultations had been conducted
thoroughlyugf r ont, buil ding on the national climate
of district government, civsociety, and privatsector representatives. Accordingattendance
lists, several dozen Zambian stakeholders attended local consultation and information meetings in
the Eastern Province. Seven ouflBfocal (hongovernmental) stakeholders interviewed
recognized the existence of the ISFL country program (ZIFLP) but while they confirmed they
hadbeen present in at least one information or consultation event, they could not explain what the
program is about and how they can collaborate. Some examtakeholder observations are

the following:
- AWe are wondering whdat direction this is tak
- AGovernment actor s dmotheoweral goa®l | anything el se

- AThe launch was good [...] | made an intervention with a recommendation [...] After that, n
communications, never called me for folowp me et i ng o

Several stakeholders noted that the project needed more decentralized provincial administration
and coordination, as well as greater inclusion of local chiefdoms and traditional authorities
necessaryor bridging land tenuressues particularlygiven their naturén Zambia. Zambian

project members noted that many stakeholders had changed roles after consultations due to the
programbs s | ,aswelbas chaléngep imsharing all aspectseoisibrmaking

with every stakeholder at the micro level.

A In Colombia, stakeholders noted that there was extensive consultation, especially at the
jurisdictional level. According tpeopledirectly involved in the development of the country
program, therare many logistical challeng&gsengaging with many stakeholders in a large area
like the Orinoquia, which, according to participants in one FGiglayed decisiomaking. The
engagement dhenational level in Colombia could be improvémwever, as seral key
stakeholders, particularly nongovernmental agencies with ongoing work agendas in the Orinoquia
region, have limited knowledge of the ISFL program and could not tell how they could engage or
coordinate (see Finding 17). According to interviewedscitants and local authoritieendan
examination of attendance lists, the consultation in Colombia has been done mostly at the
representatical level of farmer associations or trade urg¢gremiog in line with the Ministry of
Agri cul t ur eabnsal gvemtl oiganized byT3FE to present the broader approach of
sustainable delopment in the Orinoquia (Expe&ion Orinoquia) was wedttended and

covered by local media althoughwiasfocused at a broader audience (glgegeneral public,
interested private sectactorg rather tharthe stakeholders directly involved in the program.

A Ethiopian interviewees all found the stakeholder engagement to have been comprehensive and
participatory Severalnotedthatthree regional mukstakeholdecoordnation platforns are
underwayat the jurisdictional leveHowever three out of fivantervieweesoteda need for
more engagement duegecurity issues, changing political situatiand the variety of
institutions beyond forestry that must be involweglanning

A Similarly, four out of fivelndonesianprogram interviewees strongly agreed that there was

widespread stakeholder engagement, but some noted that the private sector was difficult to
involve and that the project would explore how to involenttand other stakeholders better.

A In Mexico, little specific consultation on the ISFL country program has been dbtmeeexecuting
agency explained thatelSFL was developessone projecttogether with an IBRD loan. Eh

15 Focal Group Discussion with FINAGRO, MADR participants.
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projectis considered a direcolow-up of a previous forestarbon projec{Proyecto de Bosques
y Cambio Climatica)As a resultboth the environmental pl&and indigenoup e o p | e 6 s
framework’ of theprevious project were updated for the current project. These updated
documents wereeviewedinternally in CONAFOR and shared with the national REDD+
platform(CTC-REDD+) before publication othe CONAFOR and World Bank websgie
Further stakeholder engagement is planned at the time of project implemeaatiBRonce the
underlying studes are finalized

Findingd: Though the | SFLO&s d-alignedwith garfier giobahpeogranislinyhe farest-based
emission reduction area, there are opportunities to improve alignment with other (past or ongoing) ER programs.

69. Oneofl S F kdydesignelementsis to build on the experienceof earlier global programs in

70.

the forest conservation sustainableforest management and emissionreduction areas,
incorporating lessonsapproaches,and technicaltools. All five ISFL countrieshavecurrentand
previousprogramsproviding REDD+ Readinesdprestinvestmentsandothersupportthatcan
contributeto thelSFL ER program(e.g.,FCPF,UN-REDD, FIP, REM). The ISFL hasits strongest
6de iogm e onithithe Warld Bankmanaged-orestCarbonPartnershig-acility (FCPF)
since2005theBioCarbonF u n @rst vo tranchegestedpilot forestandland-usecarbonactivities
servingastheprecursorandé f a s tactiontechanismo the FCPFE! ThelSFL is now building
off andcomplementind-CPFREDD+ Readinessvork underBioCFplusandT3, with ER programs
underpreparatiorfor the FCPFCarbonFundandthe ISFL in bothIndonesisandMexico. The
BioCF alsostrivesto complemengctivitiesof the UN-REDD program:it hasstipulatedn its initial
country selectiornthatISFL countriesbe currentparticipantdn the FCPFand/orUN-REDD. Apart
from Zambia,which only participatesn UN-REDD, all currentlSFL countriesareparticipantsn
both. ThelSFL alsostateghatit complementshe Forestinvestmat Program(FIP), which provides
upfrontinvestmentundingin 23 pilot countriesjncludingMexico andindonesigin pilot phase
havinghadtheir InvestmentPlansapprovedandZambia(still developingts Investmentlan).The
FIPis largelyloanbasedand lacksa carbonfund mechanismwhich orientsit moretowardprivate
sectortraditionalforestry/agroforestrireecropswith lessfocuson the enablingenvironmenthatis
foundin FCPF,ISFL andUN-REDD. The ET hasreviewedprogramdesigndocumentdor linkages
or referenceso previousor ongoingsuchprogramsandhasinterviewedkey actorsof theseongoing
programgo understandhelevel of alignment.

ISFL designdocumentsinclude lessondrom the main complementaryforestry and ER
programs that have beenimplementedin ISFL countries. Elementsof FCPFthatareincludedin
ISFL includenationatlevel enablingenvironmenandplanning,technicalcapacityandawareness
raising.Referencefrom UN-REDD countryprojectsincludemainly planning,measuren,
reportingandverification (MRYV), andsafeguardsAlso, FCPFcountryprogramstaff actively
workedwith ISFL countryprogramstaff, Contributors andtechnicalexpertso developthe ISFL
countryprogramsln all countriestheagencythatled FCPFor UN-REDD is alsocentralto ISFL
implementationwhich guaranteealignmentwith theseprogramsandotherinitiatives. Examples
include:

A In Mexico, the ISFL program is based amprevious WB loan to CONAFOR on Forest
Management and Ecosystem Services d@arly refers to the experience obtained by
CONAFOR implementing FCPRAIthough the FCPF ER Program is only in the initial

% Proyecto AFortalecimiento Empresari al en PaisajRge#s8. Producti vos
¥ Proyecto AFortalecimiento Empresari al en Paisajes Productivos
Pg. 38.

18 BioCarbon Fund ISFL Flyer, at 3. URL: http://awsassets.panda.org/downloads/biocf_isfl_flyer.pdf.
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negotiations phas€ONAFOR has undertaken work in developing an enabling environment for
FCPFand othelER Programs. This includesovk suppated under FCPF REDD+ Readiness
institutional strengthening, REDD+ strategy development, safeguards, MRV, benefit Shading,
coordination with other government agencies.

A InIndonesia ISFL and FCPF implementati®are done in parallel in twdifferent provinces,
but highly coordinated: they are combined in one siRgbgect ConceptNote (PCN) are planned
to have the sammational coordinatoand technical elements (MRV, SES and ESMiRp
capacity building is partly shared.

A In Zambia, thelSFL was built on the previous experience of theREDD program and
includes coordination with ongoing voluntamyarket ER programs. The same staff who managed
the national program of WIREDD werealso leading the design of ISFL country program. ISFL
uses REDD+ national consultation platforms, technical information (base Jiard)tools (SIS)
developed by UNREDD. Lessons from ongoing ER programs in the Eastern Provindgio
Carbon PartneCP) and COMACQ are considered, though stakeholders atethe ET of
potential future challenges related to nesting approaches and carbonfmémeding to key
Zambian technical stakeholdensetBCP and COMACO projects use voluntary market stasdard
and are receiving 123 USD/ton. This is a much higher ggitha the 5 USD/ton the average
forest carbon offset prida 20152016°7 that might beofferedunder the ISFLgiven that bulk
carboncreditstypically sell at lower prices than smallemjects*® According to program
planning, ISFL will require th&astern Province to reduce six million tons of emissions.
However, informants with firshand experience in those projectgntioned thaBCP and
COMACO already have coveredsignificant sharef potential ER?* The areasncluded in
existing ER programiikely coverthe easiest portion of ER potential (areas with data, capacity
and social acceptance). As a result, I9fdy have to include and negotiate the ER generated by
these project(at double the price) in their nested approach or exclude thenoai bl
additional areas to generate Eihich islikely less easy to achieve.

A The World Bankand the Ministry of Environment have ensured alombia’s ISFL national
program includes FCPF and UREDD lessons, tooJsind data. The coordination and aliggnt
with the ongoindREDD Early MoversREM) program in the AmazoXision Amazoniareates
some challengehiough(see Finding 17). According to technical staff of the Ministry of
Environment andhe Institute for Hydrology, Meteorology and Environmerfialidies(IDEAM)
involved with both programs, the challesgecludedealing withgeographyverall (South of
Meta department, which is the area where largest emissions are generated in the ISFL
jurisdiction), dealing with different ER funds (REM vs. BioG#jh different pricing, and
different reference levels (only forest and deforestation vs full AFOLU). The fact that the RBP
for REM coversa differentperiod tharthe ISFL may give opportunities to redutee impact of
these challenges.

A The Forest Investant Program (FIPfunds activities onlyn Mexico and Indonesiaamong the
five ISFL countries at the time of writing. ISHE complementary with thEIP in the sense that
theprogramsdo notsubstantivelyoverlap and a strengthened traditional forestryd¢dgrestry
private sector (supported by FIP) could support the private sector work of the ISFL. However,
because the FIP includes lebased support of larggcale commercial monoculture plantation

19
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See Forest Trends, 2 0 1 7 . St ate of Forest Ca htpa/wwforestatrentlseorg®vp-17, 0 at 4. URL:
content/uploads/2018/01/doc_5715.pdf.

See For est T rolenmad €arbor2Matk&s Irisights: 2018 Outlook and First Quarter Trends, 0  &ttps://@ww.forest-
trends.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/VCM-Q1-Report_Full-Version-2.pdf.

According to their websites, COMACO and BioCarbon Partners each claim to cover roughly 1 million hectares. The total size of
the Eastern Province is just over 5 million hectares, so a rough estimate tells that at least 20% of all ER is covered.

Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes Final Report



=DAI

forests?? there is the potential for social and environmaérisks to FIP recipient countries. As
both programs are relatively neivis uncertainvhetherthe ISFL and FIP are truly
complementary or if opportunities for greater alignment exist.

Finding 5: One concrete private sector agreement has been implemented through IFC, which has attracted much
attention and has potential for replication. Beyond this, there have been several examples of engagement of the ISFL
with the private sector at different levels; these have been mainly exploratory with declarations of interest, but so far
without specific action or investment on the ground and do not yet target corporate engagement in jurisdictional-scale
change processes.

71. TheISFL program recognizesthat the private sectoris a key partner neededto achieve
substantial land-usechangeat a jurisdictional leveland to leveragethe funding required to do
so.Therole of privatesectorin ajurisdictionalapproachis to link implementatiorof corporate
commitmentgo effortsto reducedeforestatiorat the scaleof politicalj ur i s dy cctoinonnesc t i n g
public andprivatesectoractorsin joint effortsto decouplecommaodityproductionfrom forest
conversiorf® In the ISFL countryprogramsprivatesectoractorsincludesmallholderfarmers Jocal
producersandbusinesses/aluechainaggregatorsjationalcompaniesanddistributorsor
multinationalcorporationsISFL hasengagedvith theseactorsto varyingdegreesn eachcountry
program The ISFL globalprogramdefinesworking with the privatesectorascollaboratingon
sustainabilityapproachesdlendingfinancing andconveningstakeholderso work toward
complementarygoals?* Stakeholderin-countryandremotelywereaskedhowthe ISFL engagedhe
privatesectorandwhatopportunitiesandchallengesxisted.

72. Various efforts to engagewith private sectorhaveresultedin oneconcreteprivate sector
agreementand onein an advancedstate?® The ISFL Initiative is not far off track with the set
target of three partnerships by 2019.Thefirst concreteprivatesectoragreemat wasachieved
throughthe Nespressalealin Ethiopiaandis consideredhe primaryexampleof ISFL drawingin a
large(r)amountof IFC financing. Thoughlimited to a specificpartof the overalllandscapéevel
challengesn Oromia,threedifferentstakdnoldergroupsconsulted WBG, PrivateSectorand
Governmenthll sawthedealasa positiveopportunisticactivity. Anotheradvancedgrivate-sector
partnerships with the Alqueriadairy companyin Colombia.Interviewedin-countryprivatesector
representidvesfelt thatinteractionwith the ISFL wasmostly exploratoryandhasnot yetled to
concretdnvestmenbpportunitiesThe ET foundmaostevidenceof contactswith individual
companie®r producergroupsbutlittle collectivemeetingswith differentcompaniesto explorejoint
andcollectivecommitmentstthejurisdictionlevel. Also, public-privatepartnershipsiavenot been
putin placeyetto supportiSFL goals,asincludedin TOC. An overviewof the procesf private
sectorengagemernin threecourtriesfollows:

A Colombia has reported the emerging development of a pHsetéor partnership with Alqueria
and two privatesector engagements with the beef sector in the ERRI8 AnnualReport. The
Colombia program laid a strong foundation for privsgetor engagements through the support of
stakeholder fairé e @ & t iincOnir®gui@. This provided a forum for many privatetor

2 For example, the Cote doélvoire 2016 FIP pl anplastaions, si ons planting 10
(https://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/sites/cif_enc/files/meeting-documents / f i p _cot e _d_i voire_ip.pdf) and
2016 Pl an aims to pr oplaotateo niisc. comme(rhctitapls :f/drwensnt. ¢l i mat ei nves-t ment fund:
documents/mozambique_fip_investment_plan.pdfa.)

Seymour , F. 20 1 7mitmet€ dlecessary but rot sufficiemtt o end tropi cal deforestationo
https://medium.com/trase/corporate-commitments-necessary-but-not-sufficient-to-end-tropical-deforestation-45da39f49a4c

23

24 |SFL Private Sector Engagement Approach
% |SFL Annual Report 2018
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representatives to discuss opportunities to collaborate with public agencies and civil society for a
sustainable developent of the region. Interviewees from that sector and from national level
NGOds noted that there is more pressgtwre now fo
commit to zero deforestation value chains. ISFL Colombia is an active particigaiviaite

sector networking initiativesuch ag FA 202Q whichare driving interests in sustainable
direction.While the ET considers these actions as posithey; have noyet ledto a concrete
collaborative effort or commitment that the public sector canpbemment with different

incentives. According to a local NG&akeholderColombiahasalready developed some climate
incentives for smallholder farméfsind large compani&s but because of their design they are
insufficiently applied in Orinoquia. Somaterviewees, especially from national and local NGO
noted that the private sector is moving faster than the piisjectthe detriment of the landscape.
Since the peace agreement in 2017, there is a rapidly increasing interest and active investment by
large companies in agriculture in the region. Developments psogueskly, as indicated at
ExpoGestionin 2015 onl y f our ya maize culdvgtion, starteé in thenGrinoquia

and is now already contributing to Jercentof national production . In relation to this,

interviewed privatesector representatives in Orinoquia noted thiieifSFL does not provide
immediate business opportunities, some powerful-agtostrial sectors will aaghore quicklyon

their own,ratherthan in cooperationvith the project partne8 They may also act in a way that

i s not consi st enTheyalsantentionade linhitSdAdcu® ef ISglooa | s .
agriculture and forestry privatectoractors while in the rural landscape private busiesss

other setors like tourism, industry or housing provide many opportunities for sustainable
landscape development.

A In Zambia, ISFL is focused specifically on smdblder agriculture and it is envisioned that
subsistence farmer communities will be among the niagoeficiaries? In addition, ISFL is
collaborating with cotton companies to explore adopting standards ferdegooestation
sourcing. The ISFL country program is supporting the companies to adopt approaches to
achieving their commitment to zero deford&in32 The ET interviewed local stakeholdevho
felt thatthe ISFL country program will scale up the successful model of COMAD@h
focuses on small scale farmers producing products for the Zambian and retaoketis Eight
interviewees that commead on privatesector engagement in Zambia felt that more needed to be
done to involve the private sector beyond explorative activities. People knowledgeable with other
privatesector initiatives such as COMACO BEP mentioned financial incentives, such as
investment risk coverage or credits for investments, and market access for sustainable products.

A In Mexico, involvement oftheprivate sector is fully includeds a part of theountryd s st r at egy
because of the character of the IBRD loan to which IB&added, which focuses on
community forest enterprises. The objective of the project is to strengthen sustainable forest
management as well as to increase economic opportunities fordepestdent people and
enterprises. According to the Mexico PAD, thajon beneficiaries include clusters of
communities or smallholders who have formed associations, including community forest

% South Americadés |l argest retail corporation; https:// www. grupoexito
27 www.banco2.com.

2 https://www.conservationfinancenetwork.org/2018/11/27/colombia-puts-tax-on-carbon.

2 https://www.dinero.com/economia/articulo/sector-agropecuario-region-Orinoquia/213920.

30 For instance, the external evaluation of a GEF project on biodiversity conservation in oil palm cultivations in Orinoquia found that
when the project services to support oil palm companies in the certification process did not proceed fast enough, these
companies started to contract external service providers, in a dis-coordinated manner (Hofstede 2016; Evaluacion de Medio
Término del Proyecto ATN/FM-13216-CConservacion de Biodiversidad en las Zonas de Cultivos de Palma).

31 PAD Zambia, pg. 14.
32 ISFL Annual Report, 2017.
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enterprises and private or mixéatest enterprises, and the project’s key result is to increase their

index of forest entreprenetnip by at least one range. According to World Bank staff,

CONAFOR and third parties interviewed in Mexico, this support to forest enterprises is one of
CONAFORG6s key strengths and supports the enabl
that the ISFL omponent adds to the country prograffider engagement with other private

sector stakeholders in the jurisdiction has not yet been started but is foreseen for a second phase

of ISFL in Mexico.

73. The International Finance Corporation (IFC) hasservedasan important mechanismto engage
the private sectorin program countries. The ET spokewith the IFC focal pointto understandiow
their advisoryservicesupporteccountryprogramsandcoulddrive investmentsAs onelFC
intervieweetoldtheET fi | Swakaheadfitst i noaengagemenwith the privatesectorin
sustainabldéandscapesThe ISFL canpull outfi t besttoolsin thetoolkit of theWorld Bankg r o u p 0
to addressustainabléandscapehallengeskFor example while the IFC strugglego reachsmall
scde subsistencéarmersthatarenot partof theformal economythe World Bankcountryprogram
teamscanusethe BioCFplusfundingto reachthis importantprivate sectorgroup.Oncethereis an
aggregatorthe IFC canreachthousand®f farmersat scale.

74. While the IFC enablesthe potential for private-sectorengagemenin program countries, there
are severalchallengesrelated to its selectioncriteria. Many of the screenedompaniesrenot
eligible for IFC actionsbecausef theirinstitutionalduediligenceprocesss®? Forinstancethe IFC
hasworkedextensivelyon studiesin Indonesiao identify potentialentry pointsbut boththe IFC and
nationatlevel intervieweesotedthatit is challengingwith palmoil giventhestrict IFC (andin this
case World Bank)criteriato work with palmoil. While palmoil is animportantproduct the ISFL
programis reviewingotherproductghatimpactthe Jambilandscapeuchasrubber,coffee and
cinnamorto identify areaswvherethe programcanengage.

75. At theinitiative level, contactswith otherpotentialcomplementaryundingmechanisméncluding
privatesectomlatformssuchasinitiatief voor DuurzameHandel(Sustainabl@ radelnitiative, IDH)
and&GreenFundhavenot gonebeyondexploratoryconversationdDH mentionedto ET thatit is
challengingto engagewith the ISFL 6 otimeg r o uModtcodversationaretakingplacein
generalitieandat a higherinitiative level andthereforehavenotled to concretecollaborationor
collectivecorporateengagemerat ajurisdictionallevel. An IDH representativinformedthe ET that
therehavebeenmanypositive meetingsandconversationgyut no concretgoint actionat the point
of theevaluatiomandit is unclearwhatthe way forwardwill befor theIDH-ISFL partnersip.
&GreenFundalsodid not haveconcretecollaborationwith the ISFL but believedthattheywill be
ableto find pointsof convergencencethe ISFL identifiesprivatesectoropportunitiedn each
jurisdiction (plannedfor summer2019).Theynotedthatcompaniesdo not know entry pointsto
engagewith thelSFL or whatthe ISFL cando for acompanyBoth suggestethe ISFL global
programshouldexploretherole thatpublic-private partnershipglay to enablecompaniego look
beyondtheir own productionsygemsandtransformlargermarketsystemsthroughpreferential
pricing, to entirejurisdictions.The ET is awareof otherpotentiallysynergistidunds,but did not find
eviderce of mentionof contactsor explorationof partnerships?

Finding 6: Although ISFL program countries have scarcely been involved in the design of the global initiative, its
objectives and scope align with their policies related to climate change and landscape management. The countries,

¥ Also, the I EG evaluati on o nFCGQeveldpedmewHcarbnoa]finareinginsteumeants eutwag notaltle fi
to scale up for various reasons (including the regulatory and market uncertainty) and did not operate in low-income countries
because of the limited opportunities and small size of projects for emission reduction. 0
(https:/lieg.worldbankgroup.org/sites/default/files/Data/Evaluation/files/CarbonFinance.pdf).

34 E.g. DFID PROFOREST, Rabobank/UN Environment AGRI3Fund, Commonland, CPICFinance, Iniciativa 20x20.
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however, have been involved in the designofthe i r r especti ve
been generally integrated, even though some alignment challenges remain.

progr ams.

Mul tipl e

76. All ISFL countries have policiesand plans addressingclimate change,sustainablelandscapes
and greeninvestment. Exceptfor ZambiaandEthiopia,all focal jurisdictionshaveclimatechange
policiesin place(seeBox 1). Thesepoliciesshouldbe mirroredby the objectivesandscopeof the
ISFL countryprogramsThe ISFL countryprogramsshouldbe bottomup, demanedrivenand
responsiveo jurisdictionalandnationalprioritiesto ensurecountryappropriatiomandincreasd
relevanceBoth the ISFL globalinitiative andits countryprogramsdrawon internationakclimate
changepolicies,practicesandguidanceunderthe UNFCCCandrelatedbodiesi suchasthe phased
approachjurisdictionalandlandscap@pproachesandREDD+ technicalelementsAs all ISFL
countriesareFCPFand/orUN-REDD+ participantyseeFinding4), policy coherencés promoted
betweernthe ISFL globalinitiative i which drawson FCPF/UNREDD+technicalelements and
countryp r o g rnationalREDD+ policiesand
plans® The ET hasreviewedthe programdesign
documents@indavailablegrantagreementso check
for referencedo international pationaland
jurisdictionalpolicies.Seniorlevel government
agenciest nationalandlocal level wereinterviewed
to understandheir perceptiorof policy alignment
andcountryownership Also, thealignmentwith
existingpoliciesandplanswasincludedin the survey

Box 1: Main National and Jurisdictional
Climate and Green Growth Policies of
ISFL Countries

A Colombia: 2017 National Climate Change
Policy; 2018 Long-Term Green Growth
Policy; Regional Climate Change Plan for
Orinoquia (PRICCO)

77.

instrumern usedduringthis evaluation. A

National governmentstakeholdersconsultedin
eachcountry agreedthat the combination of ER
and livelihood options under a broad umbrella of

a low-carbon economyaligns with their country
developmentpoliciesand plans. None of thefive
countriesnfluencedthe overallglobal designof the
ISFL to asignificantextent. Therehasbeensome
countryinputto the elementf the program,suchas
theISFL ER ProgramRequirementsyuttherewasno
consistenandformal participatbnin theoverall
decisionmaking(seeFinding30). Nevertheless{2
outof 93respondentagreedwith the statementhat
ISFL strategieslignedwith existingpoliciesand
plans.The public sectorwasespeciallyin agreement,
with 87 percentof governmentespondentgiving a
positiveanswerandonly onerespondentlisagreeing.
Furthermorerespondentmostlyagreedwith the
statementhattheISFL is designedasedn local

Indonesia: 2009 Climate Change
Sectoral Roadmap; 2015 National Green
Growth Roadmap; Jambi Local Action
Plan for Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reduction.

Mexico: 2012 General Climate Change
Law; 2013 National Climate Change
Strategy (2) Mexico - Chihuahua and
Durango State Climate Change Plans
and Climate Change Laws, and Coahuila
and Nuevo Leon State Climate Change
Plans.

Ethiopia: 2014 Climate Resilient Green
Economy; 2017 National Adaptation Plan

Zambia: 2010 Climate Change Response
Strategy; 2016 National Climate Change
Policy

andor nationaldemand 62 out of 91 respondentskspeciallyamongrespondentsf national

(averagescored) andlocal governmentgaveragescore4.8) thatratedhigheronthis questionthan

all respondentéaveragescore:3.75).

78. Working at scaleacrossmultiple sectorsis a key designelementof the I nitiative. The ET found
that country programs were developedin closecoordination with relevant governmental

35 REDD+ Strategy in particular sets out high-level policy goals with dates & workplan for how to get there This is guaranteed by
oversight committees like the FCPF Participant Co mmi tt ee t hat conducts a technical
REDD+ Package. This package is produced at the end of the Readiness phase prior to Implementation and consists of 1) a
REDD strategy; 2) an Implementation framework; 3) a MRV system; 4) a Reference Level scenario (REL); and 5) Safeguards.

34 Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes Final Report
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agenciedrom various sectors,which resultedin distinct programs in eachcountry, reflecting

the public priorities and plans at national and jurisdictional levels.ForexampleCo |l o mbi a6 s
ISFL programemphasizesconomiagrowthincludinglargescale, commercialgriculture with the

Ministry of AgricultureastheleadagencyZ a mb pragtasfocuseson sustainabldéorestuseand
smaltscaleagriculture with the Ministry of Plaming asleadagency Finally, the Mexicanprogram
focusonforestenterprisess in line with C O N A F Odxjgesenceandexpectshatothersectorswill
beincludedlater,duringimplementatiorof the program At this early stageof the overallprogram
implementationit cannotbe saidif abroaderor narrowemulti-sectorialapproachis moreeffective

for futuresuccessfulipscalingandlongtermresults.

79. While the strong involvement of key governmentsectorsin the designof the country programs
hasstimulated the alignment with policiesand plans, there are exampleswhere policiesand
plans could be better aligned with the ISFL. Most countrygovernmentepresentativeonfirmed
goodalignmentwith their mainpolicies,but alsomentionedseverakhallengesObstaclegor
aligningISFL countryprogramswith nationaldevelopmenplansvary percountry.

A TheZzambianPAD notes that the | SFL country programd
completely align with national climate change and AFOLU se&tlated plas outlined in
Zambi ads Revised Sixth National Devel opment Pl
Determined Contribution, as well as with Zambian Government methodological approaches.
They emphasizPr esi dent Lunguds st rsatiog®Osthesotherhaeacht s aga
they noted a lack of provincial policies on climate change and AFOLU idaaksling fewer
regulationsat that level

A In Colombia, the National Development PlaNDP 20142018) sets ambitious goals that
contribute toward lowcarbon rural development, including reducing the current annual
deforestation towards achieving zero net deforestation in the future, bringing 210,000 ha of new
area under restoratioandincreasingCo | ombi aés agricul tur al product
number of hectares used for cattle pasture. By targeting sustainable intensification of agriculture
and cattle ranching in Orinoquia while decreasing deforestation, the program aligns with the
NDP. In practice, there are examples where alignment was malientfing. For instance, while
in Colombia the national planning agency (DNP) and the Ministry of Environment are both
partners in the ISFL program design ttaee now involved with a USAHBupported planning
strategy for the biomg/ision Orinoquia 2032)AlthoughColombiaWB staff informedthe ET
that there have been multiple efforts underway to coordinate the ISFL prograthevith
developmenof that strategyits textfailed toreferencehe ISFLand its responsible agencies told
ET thatthe Initiativehas not been considered

Finding 7: Most stakeholders found thatt he | SFL&és | andscape and jurisdictional ap
efforts in their countries. However, the complexities and practical implications of such ambitious approaches come
with challenges for country program development and implementation that are often under-estimated

80. The ISFL program is attempting to scaleup land-basedER approaches previously attempted
under BioCarbon Fund tranches1 and 2 and somesmall-scalepilots, to large geographicareas
spanningmultiple land-usesectorsand governmentunits. TheInitiative reflectsinternationally
acceptedtandardsn technicalaccuracyandits aimto scaleup from projectto nationatlevel
accountingandreporting,with thesubnationalevel asaninterim stepassetout by the UNFCCC.

% Lusaka Times, 30 April 2018. APresident Lungu calls for :mindset <ch
https://www.lusakatimes.com/2018/04/30/president-lungu-calls-for-mindset-change-to-curb-rising-levels-of-deforestation-in-
zambia/.
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82.

While all beneficiarycountrieshavesolid experienceavith projectlevel REDD+andnationallevel
REDD+readines#nitiatives, few haveworkedwith aresultsbasedaymentgyoalattheintegraed
landscapéevel 3’ Analysisof projectshasshownthatthe applicationof landscapendjurisdictional
approachegequiresa high degreeof administrativecapacityandcoordinatiomat nationaland
jurisdictionallevels3® Otherchallengeselateto meetirg thetechnicalcapacityrequirementsor a
multisectorlandscapeapproachat anentirejurisdictionallevel with arigorousmethodological
frameworkevolvedfrom projectlevel, sectoraER methodologiegseeFinding13and14).

Practically all stakeholders agreedthat the program addsvalue to the existing land-based
climate mitigation initiatives. To cite aglobatevel informant,his makethelSFLi t heststepin
mitigationafter CleanDevelopmenMechanism&ndR E D D Nationalstakeholderslifferedon
which aspecof the projecthadthe highestaddedvalue.

A Most previous initiatives are sectfcused and many informants stive valueof integrating
agriculural value chains into emissioaductions programs and bringing together multiple
stakeholderselevant tdforest landscape emissioss one Zambian Government official noted,
merging agriculture, wildlifeand forestry sectors requires attention to multiple interrelated
sectoral issues such as fertilizers and water supply, greatly expandirvgtak theory of
change.

A Other stakeholders noted the importance of bringing this focus to a jurisdictional level, as it
enables the scaling up of ER programs to the point where they have a greaterAspact
Contributor representative in Colombia notpahgrams like the ISFL cannot just work within
the forest sector on RBP, but need to cover entire value chains at scale to make progress. This
view was mirrored by an Indonesian ISFL national team member, who emphasized that only by

working at the jurisdit i on al scale is it possible to make

A The application of the landscape approach to a jurisdiction requires careful identification of
positive and negative drivers of deforestation and-lsselchange at the right scaleisTivork,
alreadycompletedand published in Zambia and Ethiopiagc@nmendabléecause it increases
overall understanding of what actions are required to achieve sustainability across entire
landscapes.

Contributor and World Bank staff intervieweesinvolvedin the globalp r o g r desigh s
emphasizedhat the addedvalue from the jurisdictional and landscapeapproachescomeswith
challengesfor many country programs that are often underestimated.Stakeholder# four of
thefive countriesagreedhatimplementationof landscapeandjurisdictionalapproachebasbeen
complexdueto boththe numerousactors differentsectorqreferto previousfinding on sectorsjand
rigoroustechnicalmethodologieénvolved. Suchcomplexitiesoftencomplicatedanddelayed
programimplementationmanynotingthewide variationin capacitybetweemationaland
jurisdictionallevels(seeFinding 12 and13). Someexamplesf thesechallengesre:

A ISFL landscape approach implies conceiving of the ISFL as a coltiative rathe than

discrete sectoral projects. As one respondent expldinBdy en t oday, the mindset
more dominant [than of jurisdictions] é Trying

not easy for anybody. By going to the larger scadeyydé r e mul t i pl ying the com
mul tiple players, diverse views, competing int
%7 The REM projectfi Vi si - n AmCalambia &aa lde considered an exception, although they are limiting their efforts to
LULUC and not yet including the full suite of AFOLU. Experiences in Zambia (BCP and COMACO) are integrated but at a
project-scale. Additionally, in February 2019 the FCPF CGRN,whatim Fund sel ect e
provides results-based payments at a jurisdiction level in East Kalimantan but only under a REDD+ forest sector approach.
% See,eg,iEarth Innovation Institute, Jurisdict iseemalso FishhemtGaandabi | ity: A
Lee,D.AiEarly Lessons from Jurisdictional RyE DaDmts . adn dR elpo.w AEnhiisnsgitoonns: Dne. vpe
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but bi gg e fFarindgtahcéEthiopiam tespondents noted the large size of Oromia and
thoughtthatthetsi ft to the jurisdiction |evel could ha
existing programs gradually to the entire jurisdiction, analogous to the phased approach for

landscape sectoral integration.

A Literature on the jurisdictional approach emphesiadvantages such as a common program area
baseline and subnational government involvement, but also challenges such as competing
ministries, shifting political priorities and complex methodologiess an example of the latter,

a Zambian stakeholder ed technical challenges such as nesting baselines and ER accounting
information at project level inside those of the jurisdiction level.

A The analysis oémissiongdrivers innonforestsectors such as livestock and agricatur
emissions, requires a sigmifint push to acquire more sophisticated data (IPCC Tier 2 or 3 rather
than Tier 1 data) and develop a time series before including these sectors (i.e., in Zambia and
Ethiopia)?°In most cases thdatais not available (see Finding 16).

EVALUATION QUESTION RELEVANCE 2

To what extent are non-carbon benefits i including improving local livelihoods to address poverty, building
transparent and effective governance structures, promoting improvements on clarifying land tenure, and enhancing or
maintaining biodiversity and/or other ecosystem services i considered in the early design of ISFL programs and
captured and reported on?

A EQR2.1. Do ISFL design documents, grant agreements and ERPAs align with jurisdiction priorities, and do they
support local livelihoods, fair benefit sharing, biodiversity conservation and other ecosystem services?

Finding 8: The overarching ISFL initiative and country programs consider economic, social and environmental
benefits and poverty reduction in the program design and the MEL framework. Further consideration of social and
environmental aspect is done through applying and reporting on safeguard systems from both national REDD+
practice. Potential trade-offs between co-benefits are scarcely considered.

83. ISFL’s primary objectiveis to achieveGHG emissionreductions, but its broader setof goals
includesimproved livelihoods, safeguardingecosystenservices protecting biodiversity,
conservingforests,and increasedagricultural productivity . The ET revieweddesigndocuments
andgrantagreementso assesshedegreeandappropriatenessf inclusionof livelihood, biodiversity
andotherecosystenservicesTheinclusionof the socialandenvironmentato-benefitsin the
implementatiorandreportingof ISFL wastargetedduring stakeholdemterviewsandsurvey.

84. Both at the Initiative and at country levels,many ISFL stakeholderssharethe view that
i € b ey BRyIBFL principally wantsto promote a model of climate friendly, sustainable
economicdevelopment.” In the surveyusedduringthis evaluation,72 out of 88 respondentagreed
thatISFL considerssocialandenvironmentato-benefits.The officially statedgoalsandobjectives
of the ISFL initiative focuseson low-carboneconomicdevelopmentimplying economicandsocial
co-benefits.Oneof thefour key designelementf theinitiative is incentivizingresultswhichthe
ISFL MEL Frameworkdefinesasresultsbasedclimatefinancethroughpurchasingrerified emission
reductionsWhile resultsaremeasuredn reducedsHG emissionsgreatinglivelihood opportunities
is of equalimportance Along with theamountof GHG emissionreductionsthenumberof people
reachedvith benefits(includingthe percentagef women)aretwo of thethreeimpactlevel
indicators(Tier 1). Also, atthe outcomelevel (Tier 2), mandatoryindicatorswith quantitativetargets

% See,e.g,Boyd, W. et al ., 2018. AJurisdictional Approaches to REDD+ and
Prospect3s, 0 at 2

% SeeGl obal Forest Observations | ni tdirveniorymethoddlOgies-BoxA:IThelPCCP&C gr eenhous
Concept. o6 URL: https: / /-coment-vi/ditalwebhelpign/8cxE htnd#Baxl (exglaining Tier 1, 2 and 3 data
differences).
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weredevelopediuringimplementationincludethe numberof communitiesor otherorganizations
thathavereceivedbenefitsandthe numberof peopleinvolvedin incomegeneratioractivities.
Compaing thedifferentdesigndocument®f the countryprogramsthe ET foundthatall countries
haveatleastonemainoutcomethattargetseconomicdevelopmenandpovertyreduction.n the
countryprogramwherealoanis involved (ZambiaandMexico), the emnomicbenefitis quantified
andreportedupon.For example the Zambiaprogramreportson tenindicators which includefood
securityandfamily income.Me x i tanagseementocusesheavilyonlocal livelihoods,expecting
directsupportto forestdepemlentpeopleandenterprisesor sociceconomiadevelopmenandto
generatexdditionalincomedevelopmentT heseinterventiongaketheform of technicalassistance
andcapacitydevelopmenactivitiesin forestentrepreneurshigndsocialcapital;sustainale
managementf forestlandscapesandtransformatiorof andaccesso markets.

85. Biodiversity and other ecosystenservicesare alsoconsideredin ISFL overall design,
monitoring and in country programs. Althoughthereareno directtargetsassociatedo
biodiversityor ecosystenservicesuchaswaterregulation boththe globalinitiative andcountry
programshaveconsiderediodiversityandecosystemservicesReducingdeforestations a main
goalof theISFL whichin generais positive (thoughnot enowght*!) for biodiversityconservation.
Ecosystenservicegsuchasprovisionof food andraw material waterregulation andsoil
protection)areincludedin severakpecificactivitiessuchasrestoratiorandsustainabléanduse
changeaswell asin site sdectioncriteria. For example:

A TheColombiaP AD me n t[theppnrso jfie.c.t.6s support to the desig
deforestation agreements [...] will serve as a vehicle for rural development, biodiversity

conservation, [...]. The inhabitantstotfh e f our depart ments wil | benef
outcomes in terms of securing ecosystem serviec
capacities and policies to better manage the r

Also, biodversity is one of thaix selectiorcriteria for municipalities where the program will
concentrate its activities.

A The portion supported biheIBRD loan ofMexicod s PAD ( Component 1) cent
strengthening forest management, conservasind busiess development. For several activities,
eligibility to participate is restricted spatially (e.g., to areas of high hydrological and/or
biodiversity importance in the case of the PES program). Payment for ecosystem services (PES)
has been an important appch supported under earlier WB collaborative programs with
CONAFOR and is strongly included in the IBRD loan portion of the PAD (subcomponent 1.2).
The ISFL:-funded portion (Componeg) will support CONAFOR in developing new (PES)
contract modalities foaing on support to environmentafiyendly forest production and
restoration of degraded landscapes.

A In the country programs where a GEF project is associated to an ISFL pragragly those in
ZambiaandColombia, biodiversity is clearly mainstreameaaiaeported upon in this part of the
program.UnderZambia’s PAD Subcomponent 2.2 on community management of wildlife, the
program seeks to promote practices which will maximize opportunities for rural communities
from adjacent wildlife resources and whighll be positive for biodiversity conservation.

A Deforestation is included in the MBframework of the global initiative as part of the mandatory
outcome indicators (Tier 2 fitot al nat ur al for
mandatoryoutput indicators (e.g. total land area brought under sustainable management plans).

While these indicators are expressed in number of hectares, they are not direct biodiversity
targets

41 https://www.smithsonianmag.com/science-nature/unfortunately-reducing-deforestation-isnt-enough-protect-amazon-biodiversity-
180959610/.
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86. In addition to the inclusion of social,economicand environmental benefitsin project planning
and implementation, the application and reporting of safeguardsensurethat projects, at a
minimum, "do no harm" to socialand environmental externalities,and promote positive co-
benefits.ISFL countryprogramshaveadoptedsakeguardsystemdrom existingnationalREDD+
programswith the provisothatcountryprogramsconfirm suchsafeguardshatmeetWorld Bank
safeguargolicies.In addition,the World Bankscreengrojectsagainstits own socialand
environmentakafeguardsipplicationandreportingof both nationalandWorld Banksafeguard
systemds evidencedyy countryprogramprojectdocumentatiorfe.g.IntegratedSafeguard®ata
SheetID/ISDS).Underthe FCPF,the WB documentedhatits SafeguardPoliciesandProcedurs
meetkey UNFCCCsafeguardgstablishedor REDD+ (e.g.relatingto rights of indigenougpeoples
andlocal communitiesconservatiorof forestsandbiological diversity), which ensureshatWB
policiesreinforcenationallaw andsafeguargoliciessuchasfor REDD+? The ET observedhat
eachcountryprogram sPAD lists socialandenvironmentakafeguargolicies suchas
EnvironmentalAssessment\aturalHabitats,andInvoluntaryResettlemento beappliedbasedn
theactivitiesconsideredn the projed. The PADs alsomandateadditionalsafeguardfstruments,
suchasa SocialandEnvironmentaSafeguardé\ssessmenfSESA)anda Grievanceskedress
MechanismAt a nationallevel, existingnationalsafeguardgoliciesfor REDD+, nationallaws,and
institutions suchasSafeguardénformationSystem(SIS)working groupsprovideanadditionallevel
of safeguardselevantfor consideration.

87. Membersfrom the Mexico ISFL team discussedhe challengesof complying with multiple
safeguards.ISFL countryprogramshaveadoptedsafeguardystemdrom existingnationalREDD+
programswith the provisothatcountryprogramscheckthatsuchsafeguardsneetWB safeguards
policies.In addition,the WB screengrojectsagainstits own socialandenvironmentakafeguards.
For countrieshatmustapplya similar REDD+ safeguardvith theloansafeguardit effectively
doublegthe burdenon the executingagency As oneintervieweesaidrfitypically, the World Bank
requiresapplyingthe mostonerousand complexsafeguardsnstrument, whichis not necessarily
adequatdor all fundingmechanismivolvedin anISFLcountrypr ogr am. 0

88. Promoting different co-benefitscan entail trade-offs; while program designdocumentsoutline
awide variety of expectedeconomic,socialand environmental benefitsbeyondcarbon, they
include little discussionof potential trade-offs and conflict betweeninterests*® Intervieweesn
severakountryprogramsnotedconflicting interestgroupviews on which benefitsaremost
importantandhow to balanceradeoffs. Thesencluded,for example which privatesectoractorsto
targetandwhich valuechainsandactivitiesrepresenpositiveandnegativedriversof forestlossand
landusechange:

A InColombia, i nterviewees noted tfocagisondeeclophgagiost ry of
industry in the Orinoquia region whereas the Ministry of Environment is focused on
sustainability and conservation. Large parts of the Orinoquia are still coverathpititected
natural savannah vegetation. While both sidegb@fdevelopment discussion agree that-agro
industrial development, and herntbetransformation of natural savannah ecosystems in
agricultural fields, is inevitable, interviews showed that the expectations on the acceptable change

2 FCPF, August 2013. O6World Bank Safeguard Policies and the UNFCCC R
https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/sites/fcp/files/2013/june2013/FMT%20Note%20CF-2013-
3_FCPF%20WB%20Safeguard%20Policies%20and%20UNFCCC%20REDD%2B%20Safeguards_FINAL.pdf.

Some literature on potential tradeoffs between GHG mitigation and other benefits: http://www.ipc-
undp.org/pub/IPCOnePager156.pdf; https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421511009918;
https://bioone.org/journals/International-Forestry-Review/volume-10/issue-3/ifor.10.3.433/The-Politics-of-Avoided-Deforestation--
Historical-Context-and-Contemporary/10.1505/ifor.10.3.433.short.
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and the direction of cimge differsamonginterest group** This dynamic can lead to potential
inter-sectorial conflict in the future.

A Ethiopian stakeholders noted a conflict in overlapping mandates between the Oromia
EnvironmentForest andClimate Change Authorityeétablishedby Oromia State Council
Proclamatiorto coordinate and lead environmental, forest and climate protgrtignam$ and
the Oromia Forest and Wildlife Enterprigs{ablished bpromia State Council Regulation,
focused more on forest and wildlife managetheviany Ethiopian stakeholders thought the
project faced challenges due the design of the implementation at a jurisdictional level in a large
area at the sta@tmissing out on opportunities to scale up more naturally and thereby avoid
conflicts between copeting interests and benefit groups.

A Both the national and regional development planning agency informatasnibia confirmed
that during the program design, there has been a thorough constructive, discussion between
different departmestand the WB ontte overall priority of the program: rural development or
climate mitigation, arguing that the choice of which communities or activities to support depend
on that choice.

Finding 9: Although there is no specific gender strategy or single gender specialist, the ISFL program has included
several efforts to include gender dimensions and social inclusion in its management practice, as part of programming
and by application of social safeguards. Country programs show several examples of outcomes related to women
empowerment and gender indicators which are included and reported upon in the MEL Framework. There is a fairly
similar gender balance in program management and stakeholder engagement.

89. It is globally acceptedthat there are many co-benefitsto be leveragedby connectinggender
equity to climate action to combat the impacts of climate change? TheWBG holdsthatno
country,community,or economycanachieveits potentialor meetthe challenge®f the 21stcentury
without thefull andequalparticipationof both gender<® Genderequityandsocialinclusionextends
from thelevel of engagemenwith womenandindigenousommunitiesor marginalizedgroupsin
forestedandscapegp womenin key governmentoles,to the gendetbalanceof menandwomenon
the ISFL programimplementatiorstaff. The ET lookedat threedimensionf genderequity: (i)
gendempractice(e.g.,is the|SFL programimplementatiorgendefbalancecandgenderandculturally
sensitive®); (ii) gendemainstreaminde.g.,thelevel of representabn of genderandcultural
diversityin ISFL activitiessuchastraining, meetingsandprogramdecisionmeetingslandhow this
is beingmonitoredor promoted;and(iii) theempowermentf marginalizedyroups(e.g.,to what
degreehe projectactivitiesgeneratebenefitsfor women,youth,indigenougpeople,andrural poor?).
Furthermorethe ET incorporatedh genderbalancederspectivédrom programparticipantsanda
crosssampleof beneficiaries.

90. The overall managementof the ISFL program is gender-balancedand includesa fair reflection
of ethnic diversity. Of theWorld Bankglobalstaff directly involvedin the program(FMT and
TTL), therearemorewomen(8 of 12) andgenerallywomenarein keyrolesat countrylevels.The
WB teamhasstaff from develoged countriesfrom boththe North andSouth.OutsidelSFL
managemenrdtthe WB, the ET foundthatoverall,therearemorementhanwomeninvolvedin the
institutionsandorganizationsvorking with the ISFL. Acceptingthatthoseinterviewedat country
levelfor this evaluatiorfairly represenall the countrylevelindividualsengagedn the ISFL, there

4 See also: Mateus (2018): Modeloagroi ndustr i al en el Me t a: ABorr-n y cuenta nuevao a
71/72, p 26-30.

4 http://unfcce.int/files/gender_and_climate_change/application/pdf/leveraging_cobenefits.pdf.
4 https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/gender.
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areroughlytwice asmanymenthanwomeninvolved. While in Colombiathereis a stronggender
balancg38 of 72 interviewedweremale),Zambiawasheavily skeved as45 of 60 intervieweesvere
male.Contributorrepresentativearewell balancedn termsof genderthoughall of themarefrom
developectountriesn thenorthernhemisphere.

91. The global initiative canbe consideredd g e nsdnsitive *6The ISFL does not havean
establishedienderstrategyor a genderspecialisiat I nitiative or countrylevel. Also, globalinitiative-
level designdocumentsuchastheinstrumenthatestablishedhefund, theISFL Vision andBuffer
Requirementandthe guidancenoteon the preparatiorof thefinancingplan,do not mentionany
genderissuesTheISFL ER ProgramRequirementandERPDtemplatedo includegenderandsocial
equityamongthe criteriafor socialengagemerdandfor benefitsharing.Neverthelesshe MEL
Framevork hasincludedgenderdimensionseventhoughthereareno specificobjectivesor
outcomeghattargetstrengtheninghe positionof women,the measurementf projectperformance
includesgenderediata.Thisis evidencedy thefirst of threeTier 3 (impact)indicatos, numberof
peoplereachedvith benefits(asset@and/orservicesfrom ISFL program(% women) andseveral
Tier 2 (outcomeevel) mandatoryindicators Whereverpossible jndicatorsaregenderdifferentiated,
meaninghatinformationwill be collectedon bothmenandwomen.Theinitiative-level MEL
Frameworkencouragesountryprogramgo be mindful of the needto reporton sexdisaggregated
dataanddifferentiatedeffectsandimpacts,wheneveipossible

92. The designof the country programs in Zambia, Colombia and Mexico can be considered
igenmesi { bAe toeerdgfinewomenandme ngersderolesandr e | at“flmns 6) .
accordancevith theinitiative-level MEL Frameworkthe Ethiopiaprogrammainstreamgenderin
its monitoringandreporting, by definingandmeasuringexdisaggregatedata.Furthemore gender
elementsareincorporatednto the Nespress@artnershipwith Nespressexaminingbarriersand
opportunitiedor strengtheningherole of femalecoffeefarmers.The countryprogramsin Zambia,
Colombig andMexico go furtherin their programdesignsby directly referring to andaligning with
genderelementf the WB GenderStrategy® aswell aswith gendergoalsof therelevantNational
DevelopmenPlans.Thereis detailedconsderationof how countryprogramscansupportgender
equityandwomer® empowermenin the PADs The ZambiaandColombiaPADs havespecific
sectiongresentinghe genderapproachandactions,includingmonitoringandreporting.Examples
of theseinclude:

A IntheColombia PAD,i Wo men wi | | be key beneficiaries of
Components 1 and 2) that will aim to address existent gender inequalities in terms of access to
capacityb ui | di ng activiand es and | and tenureo

A IntheZambiaPAD,A Asich, a key feature of the projectéos
populations as direct beneficiaries of community forestry programs. The aim is to help remove
barriers to managing natural resources and provide these vulnerable groups direct access to
finance for these activitias

A Additionally, the Mexico country progranforesesinclusion of a gender specialist at the
program level.

Y6Ampe to redress exi stsensugUNyvemedgassaiy:nequal itiesod,
https://trainingcentre.unwomen.org/mod/glossary/view.php.

oAt t emuglteftiomer avomen and mends gsenswWUNWomen glassary:and rel ati onso
https://trainingcentre.unwomen.org/mod/glossary/view.php.

4 World Bank. 2015. World Bank Group gender strategy (FY16-23): gender equality, poverty reduction and inclusive growth. Report
102114.
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Finding 10: Benefit sharing mechanisms are not available yet. Stakeholders have divergent expectations about
future benefit-sharing mainly because the future results-based finance (BioCF T3 funds) are not defined in design
documents or grant agreements.

93. According to the ISFL ER Program Requirementsdocument,eachcountry program is
required to outline how benefits both monetary and non-monetary, from ERswill be
distributed in the program Area. The benefitsfrom future ERPAswill becoveredby BioCF T3
funding.However thedocumenbnly includesgenerarequirements$or benefitsharing,including
considerationsf equityanduseof thefunding,andstateghatthefi b e nskafringmechanism
shouldconsidemvaysto sustainsuccessfuprograminterventionsn orderto furtherreduceemissions
andpotentiallyattractadditionalfinancefor relatedr e s (°ITd date,ri ERPAshavebeen
developedandassuch,no formal benefitsharingmechanismsavebeendefinedduringthe
evaluationHoweverthe ET understandthatE t h i ERPDarlisenefitsharingplanwasin draft
versionatthetime of conductinghis evaluation ContributorsandWB staff acknowledgedhe
vigorousongoingdebateoverthe bestuseof BioCF T3 paymentsin responséo this, in late2018
afterinformationtgatheringfor this evaluationwasconductedthe FMT develogda Global Noteon
benefitsharing®*

94, Different stakeholdergroups gavewidely divergent answersregarding the bestuseof benefit-
sharing, incentive structures and what BioCF T3 funding should target:®?

A Several local stakeholders in each country mentioned that they expected the BioCF T3 funds
would be directly allocated to communities. To cite one Zambian local government agency:
AThis is money for the region that should be s

A National stakeholders and jurisdictional decisionmakers, on the other hand, seemed to expect that
these funds would support policy making and implementation at the jurisdictional level, including
law enforcement.

A Five representatives of stakeholders at the global initiative level identified the most effective use

of BioCF T3 funding to be for reinvestntaio maintain the ISFL or to attract additional funding

rather than direct payments to communities or individuals. For example, these funds could

incentivize privatesector investmentyo quoteaWB st af f member, At he | SFL
opportunity of smashinthe mold of the FCPF [regarding ER payments], but they have the same
donorsso t heybébre scared of doing something differ
wayé they f ed&l dioteéssn 6stafhearv,e wt be FCRFNt i cal é0 /
guidancereport abouER program financing plans notes that ER program revenue can be used as

a finance source for program implementatidhe guidance also notdgat country program

financing plans should clarify arrangements for the flow of funds butraiesandate the final

target of ER funds®

95. According to the Ethiopia ISFL program June 2018Implementation Status Report (ISR), the
Ethiopia Benefit Sharing Mechanismis under preparation, but significant work is still needed
on this document.National stakeholdersall agreethere was extensivestakeholderconsultation
on the benefit-sharing plan. Intervieweegelatedthatperformanceneasuremerty the Oromia
REDD+ CoordinationUnit (ORCU) will bebasedontheMRYV protocolandwill be conductedatthe
zoral level. Monetarybenefitswill beallocatedbasedbn performancetthatlevel. Further
distributionof benefitswill be consideredasedntheeligible stakeholdersndrelying on certain

50 ISFL Emission Reductions Program Requirements, Version 1 (September 2017), at 8.
51 This note was made public in January 2019 and could not be considered in time for this evaluation.
52 Response to Questions 10, 17 and 27 of the interview template (Annex 4).

% FCPF, BioCF, fAGuidance Note on the Prepar @t iEom safi omi Remdaictd oMl @m oa
August 2017, at 5.
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proxies,suchasthe numberof actorsinvolvedin participatoryforestmanagemenilhis model
guaranteethatmostof the monetarybenefitswill go to thecommunitiesnvolvedin sustainable
forestmanagemendndotheractivities,with suchactivitiesbeingimplementedhrougha
coordinateckeffort of the bureaugespomsiblefor agriculture energyandenvironmentattheWoreda
level.
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FINDINGS FOR EFFECTIVENESS

EVALUATION QUESTION EFFECTIVENESS 1

Is the ISFL on track to meet its outcomes and objectives at the Initiative level, as outlined in the ISFL logical
framework?

A EQEF1.1. What are the main risks and barriers to meeting Initiative-level milestones in the current ISFL Log
frame?

Finding 11: The implementation of the overall initiative has been slower than planned, impacting the speed of
delivery of outcomes and objectives. The slow pace of implementation of ISFL at initiative level is related to the
slower than expected development of individual country programs. Additional barriers for meeting Initiative-level
milestones in the logical framework are (1) overall conceptual complexity of the initiative; (2) a small fund
management team; (3) complex coordination lines within the World Bank; and (4) initially underdeveloped or
mistargeted strategies related to some program elements like private sector engagement, benefit-sharing, and
communications. These have collectively contributed to delays in the early development at the global level as well as
at country program level.

96. TheISFL is aglobal program with a global-level strategy, framework and milestones.lt is
compisedof thefive countryprogramswhich tailor theresultsframeworkandmilestonego their
own, respectivecontexts Countrylevel resultsframeworkdfilter upto the overallprogramone
exceptwith regardto Tier 3 (inputlevel) indicators which arereportedon by the FMT.>* The ET
analyzednmilestonesetoutin the MEL Frameworkandreporteduponannuallythroughpublic
reportsandAnnualC o n t r i rheatingminwgedto understandhe extentto whichthe ISFL is on
trackto meetits targetsThe ET consultedglobaltlevel stakeholderso betterunderstandhe
progresschallengestthe Initiative level andreasondor delay.

TABLE 5: COMPLETION TARGETS PER ANNUAL REPORTS VERSUS ACTUAL

Country Milestone per Annual Report | Annual Report Annual Report | Actual
Annual Report 2015 2016 2017 Completion Date
Ethiopia - opened Sept 2014
Project Appraisal End Sep 2015 Mar 2017
Document
Grant Signed Winter/Spring55 | 2016 Mar 2017
2015
ERPD finalized 2018 - 56
ERPA signed 2018 2018 -
Zambia i opened Sept 2014
Concept Note Oct 2015 -
Review
Studies Fall 2015 -
commissioned
Draft PAD Summer 2016 April 2007
Studies Completed 2016 2 studies
completed-no
dates
Prep grant 2016 -
agreement signed
PAD completed 2016 Apr 2017

54 See to ISFL MEL.
%1 n | AmuabReports, seasons referred to are Northern Hemisphere seasons
56 _ signifies no information or yet to be completed milestone.
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Country Milestone per Annual Report | Annual Report Annual Report | Actual
Annual Report 2015 2016 2017 Completion Date
Grant signed 2017 2017 Sept 2017
Letter of Intent 2017 2017 Nov 2017
signed
ERPD finalized 2018 -

ERPA signed 2018 2019 -

Colombiai opened Aug 2015

Concept Note Sep 2016 -

Review

Studies Fall 2015 -

commissioned

Draft Project Spring 2016 -

Appraisal

Document

Studies completed 2016 4 studies
completed in
2018. Not
published yet

PAD complete 2017 2017 Feb 2018

Letter of Intent 2017 2017 -

signed

Grant signed 2017 2017 Original Mar
2018, under
revision (as of Oct
2018)

ERPD finalized 2018 -

ERPA singed 2017 2018 -

* Annual report format changed and became more detailed over the 3 years analyzed as the program developed.

97. There are severalareaswherethe program is behind schedulebasedon the progressreported
in ISFL annua reports on the Tier 3indicator targets of the MEL Framework. Table5 above
providesdetailsfromthel S F hBndwslreportsfrom 20152017on planned(andadapted)
completiontargetsversusactualcompletiontargets.Theinformationis basedon the detals provided
in theannualreports(lessdetailis shownfor Et h i gmgramdifestonedecauseheannual
reportsdo not providedo not provideit). As Finding 12 explains,countryprogramsareproceedingat
aslow pacefor avariety of reasonsAnd, becauseheresultsfor Tier 3 indicatorsareconstructed
basedon countrylevelinputs,the achievemenof thetargetss beingadverselyaffected.

98. According to interviews with WB staff and examiningthel n i t i manageneid s
arrangements,the ISFL faceschallengesdue to the small managementieam and complex
coordination lines acrossthe WB. TheFMT is aleanteam,consistingof threefull time staff.
Giventhesizeof thefund, the complexityof the conceptsandthe diversity of theimplementation
counties, it appearshatthe fundis well-managedutthatthe latedelivery of severakey program
planningelementgseenextparagraphjmight be partly relatedto a heavyworkloadfor the small
numberof staff. The managemerteamis smallcomparedo those in similar initiatives: for instance,
theUN REDD+ programhasa dozenstaffin the global secretariabnddoublethatamountof
managingstaff at the threeimplementingagenciefFAO, UNDP andUNEP). Furthermore|SFL
TTLs for countryprogramgeportto their respectiva/B Global PracticegGP),which haveno
formal reportingline to the ISFL. Theyalsomustensurethatthe WB CountryDirectors,who are
responsibldor managinghe countryagreementsareawareof thel S F hcfivities(seeFinding21).
TociteoneTTL: fi haveto follow ordersfrom threesides:the FMT givesusthemoneyand
instructionswhatto do with it, but myline managers the GP director that hasno formal
relationshipwith ISFL, andfinally, all actionsin the countryhasto follow the countryagreement
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whichis overseerby the countrydirector of WB OT.TLs areoftenresponsibldor multiple projectsas
well.

While the paceof the overall initiative is determined by the progressof country programs, the
ET hasalsonoted exampleswhere the paceof country programs is determined by slow

delivery or initially underdevelopedor mistargetedstrategiesand plans at the Initiative level.
Oneformer FMT intervieweerecalledthe challenge®arlyin thedesignphaseof gettingthe globat
levelstakeholdersn the samepage nhotingfor instancethatthe discussioron programrequirements
begann May of 2015andtook two yearsto finish the ISFL EmissionReductiong’rogram
RequirementsWhile the WB designedandbeganengagemenwith the Zambia, Ethiopiaand
Colombiaprograns atthe countrylevel, the|SFL wasstill establishingts governancerrangements
atthegloballevel. Additionally, manylnitiative-level strategiessuchasfor benefitsharingand
communicationswerenotin placewhenthe countryprogramseededhem,thusslowingdownthe
implementatiorof theseprogramsCountryprogramshavenot developedheir own communication
strategiedo fill this gap,eventhough,atthetime of the evaluationcommunicatiorstaff wasbeing
hiredby thelUs in somecountriesThe globatlevel MEL Frameworkwasdevelopedafterthe
designof the Ethiopiacountryprogram,causingchallengegor thel a t toentrdevel planning.
Therestructuringof the programtheretook oneyear(2015)and,togethemith the socialunrestin
Oromia,delayedhe grantto Ethiopia.While the FMT produceda global private sectorengagement
strategythe AnnualC o n t r i rbeatihgoonssdéredhis andrequestedt betailoredto the country
andjurisdictionallevels. ThelSFL is planningto developcountryfocusedprivatesectorroadmaps
in early2019.
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FIGURE 1: OVERALL ISFL PROGRESS TIMELINE

2013 US, UK
2004 and Norway
BioCarbon pledge funds 2015 TOC and
Fund Created to launch the logical
Tranches 1 & BioCFTranche frameworks
2 launched 3 developed
2012 USG 2014 Ethiopia 2016 MEL
circulates _ and Zambia framework
WCdzy RAY 3 programs complete,
Avoided open Zambia
Deforestation program
Concept Note design
complete

Overall progress of program timeline is
based on documentation provided on
the ISFL website and the World Bank
project page.
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2018
Colombia and
Mexico sign
agreements
and Zambia
program
launched
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FIGURE 2: COLOMBIA COUNTRY PROGRAM PROGRESS TIMELINE

The primary reasons for delay in implementation in Colombia were insufficient communication and collaboration between lead ministries, changes in Minsters and
senior staff combined with variable levels of interest, poor understanding of procedural issues such as grant signing, and a small World Bank team relative to the
complexity of ISFL.

MADR and MADS Resettlement PAD + IFC draft
send letter of Plan, IG implementation
interest to IPFS PID Concept Guidelines, ESMF plan for Colombia
(ISFL) Stage submitted dairy
November 2014 May 2017 September 2017 February 2018
Scoping Mission Pre-evaluation PID Appraisal Program open
by World Bank Mission by World November 2017 December 2018
February 2015 Bank
July & Sept 2017

Colombia Timeline of progrebssed on
documentation provided by World Bank on th
ISFL website and the World Bank project pac

PID: Program Information Document

IG: indigenous groups

ESMF: Environment and Social Management Framewa
PAD: Project Appraisal Document
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FIGURE 3: ZAMBIA COUNTRY PROGRAM PROGRESS TIMELINE
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Delays in Zambia have been attributed to the complexity of engaging multiple, sectoral agencies across the government. A key ISFL government counterpart, the
Development Planning Ministry, is also new with little accumulated experience for donor programming or climate change. Delays were also associated with
decisions requiring both World Bank and Zambian Government approvals. Many provincial officers have been too busy to devote adequate time to the project.
Communication inefficiencies are due to the relatively high number of TTLs, and the fact that they are all based in Washington. There is also duplication between

the national and provincial program implementation units.

Concept Note
submitted to ISFL Preparatory ESMF,
by Ministry of Mission by World Resettlement
Lands and Natural Bank & Approval of Framework,
Resources (in LOl) Concept Note Process Framework
May 2014 October 2015 January 2017

15t PID
Communications
! Concept Stage
piece on ZIFLP November 2016
May 2015

Zambia Timelinef progress based on documentation
provided by World Bank on the ISFL website and the

World Bank project page.

LOI: Letter of Intent
ESM: Environmental and Social Management

Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes Draft Final Report

Emission
Reductions
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Program Effective Document Draft
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January 2018 August 2018
LOI ZIFLP Project

Implementation
Manual

April 2018

November 2017
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FIGURE 4: ETHIOPA COUNTRY PROGRAM PROGRESS TIMELINE

Ethiopia project delays have largely resulted from poor capacity in managing and reporting on project funds from the over 60 districts (woredas), and the critical
political and social situation since November 2015.

Env/Social
Mgmt
Framework,
Resettlement
and Process
PID appraisal Framework Feb ISR December
Sept 2015 2017 2017

PID concept Nov PAD, Grant ISR Report June
2015 Agreement 2018
signed +
Disbursement
Letter March
2017

Ethiopia Timeline of progress based on
documentation provided by World Bank aomet
ISFL website and the World Bank project pac

ISR: Implementation Status Report
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EVALUATION QUESTION EFFECTIVENESS 2

Are ISFL programs on track to meet their outcomes and objectives as outlined in the ISFL logical framework? Are the
current objectives of the ISFL realistic in relation to the capacity of ISFL program countries and the World Bank?

A

EQEf2.1. What are the unique challenges and opportunities in scoping, preparing, and implementing ISFL
programs,taki ng i nto consideration each countryés context
processes be improved?

EQEf2.2. Is the ISFL jurisdictional and landscape technical approach i as outlined in its ER technical framework
and related documents i on track to meet program goals, and balance ambition with feasibility?

EQEf 2. 3. Given the scope of the | SFL programsé desi
baseline capacities of program countries (including technical capacities), are the expected delivery timeframes
realistic?

EQEf2.4. Are the implementing governmental agencies in ISFL program countries also implementing other ER
programs similar to the ISFL or complementary programs? Are efforts to manage these programs being
streamlined?

EQEf2.5. Is available support and funding, including from BioCFplus grants, sufficient for addressing any
identified constraints or gaps in ISFL program country capacity to meet their objectives?

Finding 12: The ISFL country programs face several unique challenges to implementation. The main barriers for
effective delivery of the country programs have been: (1) transaction costs of having to work with different sectors; (2)
changing government administrations; (3) a wide and diverse institutional landscape; and (4) limited number of fully
dedicated WB and government staff.

100. The political, environmental, socialand economiccontext of eachof the five countriesis

101

different asare the waysthe country programs are designed.Each country program combines
different funding mechanismshasa diversity of jurisdictions, and targets different sectors
Thereforetheirimplementatiorprocesesandprogressaredifferent. Someof thechallengesare
uniqueto the ISFL, suchastheinnovativeconceptsf thejurisdictionandlandscap&pproachesand
theunderstandingf them,whichis not yetfoundatall levelsof governmentOtherchallengesre
typical for all large,complexandmulti-yearprograms Theseareworking with differentsectorghat
requiretime to acquireownershipof sharedbjectives,changinggovernmenadministrationswhich
meanshavingto build ownershipwith newpointsof contact;anda diverseinstitutionallandscape
thatdoesnot necessarilspeakhe sameanguageon developmenandconservatioror startfrom the
sameknowledgebase The ET interviewedan extensivegroupof nationatlevel stakeholderso
understandhow the countryprogramshavebeendevelopedandhow this progressedo the early
implementationThe contextof eachcounty wasassessethroughdocumenteviewandinterviews
with peoplewith generaknowledgeon the countrysetting. The ET comparedrogresseportsto
planning(seetimelines).

.As seenin the timeline overviewsand Table 5, and basedon stakeholderinterviews, all

countries, apart from Mexico®’, havea slower paceof implementation than planned. According
to the evaluationsurveyresults Jessthanhalf of all respondentagreedwith the statementhatthe
programis on trackto meetits objectivesThisresut did notvary muchby countryor atgloballevel.
Severafreasondor late deliverywereidentified including:

57 In Mexico, the ISFL-financed component was defined, prepared and negotiated in conjunction with an IBRD loan as one project.
The same team at CONAFOR developed the technical components for ISFL and many project requirements for the loan
(consultation, safeguards, financial analysis etc.) were applied to the ISFL part as well. The project strongly builds on a previous
forestc ar bon project and therefore, the environmental plan and indige]
updated for the current project. Also, the project was developed by national level stakeholders, consulted internally in CONAFOR
and with the national REDD platform. Therefore, the ISFL country program was developed faster than any other country, and is
now under implementation after signing its grant agreement effective May 2018. Downscaling to jurisdiction level and further
consultation with local stakeholders and government sectors will take place during implementation.
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A The transaction costs of having to work with different sectorsaused delays becaud&FL
prograns areimplemented by different governmentaksors (e.g., agriculture, forestry, climate
change, and planning) with various implementation arrangements (see Findirgrjples
include:

- In Colombia, program delays were partly due to miscommunication and misinformation
between the lead ministries cgsources as noted by numerous interviewees both in the
government and outside of it. For example, the Ministry of Agriculture considered the most
important aspect of ISFto bethe increase of sustainable agmdustry in Orinoquia while
the Ministry ofEn v i r o n me n fodusedop foresbrmanagemens aspects. The Planning
Department considers the landscape and jurisdiction approach mostly as a matter of spatial
planning (see Finding 6). Most interviewees said that the ministries have little egperien
working together which made the process of coordination challenging.

- Like their Colombian counterparisthelndonesianMinistry of Agriculture andMinistry of
Environment andForestryeachtenced to have differerriorities. Indonesianinterviewees
noted that itwasdifficult to make decisions when officials beliel#he outcomesould be at
odds withthose ofanother ministrylnterviewees from Indonesia also noted that it took time
to bring the decisiomakersof different ministriesogether and deuss the common goals of
the project.

- Zambia has also struggled to engage multiple sectoral agencies across the government,
which slowed the development of the program. One of the key ISFL government
counterparts, the Development Planning Ministry, ie alswand hadittle experience in
donor programming or climate change programs.

- When the ET presented the preliminary findings from the Interim Repaafuary 2019) to
the Ethiopian program teamif noted that the progressward finalizing the ERPRontinued
to be slow. The team noted that this was due to the lack of a cohesive government vision
among thalifferent sectors thatould translatanto emissiorreductions andthat the country
has ownership but lacks capacityd.,data and data systensge Finding 16).

- In Mexico, the country program iseing developed arichplemented through CONAFOR
Engagenentwith SAGARPAIs foreseen athe program further developbhe WB informed
the ET that in early 2019, the new CONAFOR administrationchwameinto office after
the federal government administration change, has reached out to the current Agriculture
Ministry (SADER) to seek financing to pilot and implement underlying investments for
Phase 2 of the ISFL ER Program.

A A complex institutional landscape. Working with a landscape approach in a jurisdiction implies
not only having to deal with different sectors but also different levels of government. Finding out
(and agreeing on) what authority, role and capaniigtbe mobilized takes time arsled to
further delay

- TheColombian Orinoquia has no overarching government responsibiigteadit is
comprised of four subnational governing units plus municipalities under @anhtituting a
additional government layer atteeregional environmentauthorities(CAR for its Spanish
acronym) of which two cover the Orinoquia. These public agencies are autonomous from
local or national governmenilthough all interviewed stakeholders agreed that it was
necessaryo bring agriculture, environment anthpning ministries together with the local
governments, collaboratidras comevith a high transaction cost. According to people
involved in the development of the program, all agencies at all levels are valid, but it takes
time for each agencytoundemrstd t he ot her 6s priorities. I
(including four States, each with its own governmental sector agencieBtaifacethe
same challenge during implementation.
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- Similarly, the institutional landscape lofdonesiais largeand complex. The W engages
through the national government b€ progranis implemented at the jurisdictional level far
from the capitalGettingstakeholders at both levedgned tolSFL goals andheir
implementation is challenging, complex and takme,partially because the jurisdictien
level stakeholders do not have the same capacity and understanding of the complicated issues
thatthelSFL brings. The provincial government implements the program but withake
decisions if it is not suppoudeby regulations by the Ministry of Home Affaiccording to
interviewed stakeholders. Amidst #sEomplexities, the Ministry of Finance regulations
require that if funds exceed $500,000 then the grant must be merged with the state budget.
Also, becaus&BP is new, the ministry did not have regulations in place to accommodate this
modality. Administrative misunderstandings between ministries caused mora ttelayook
months to resolve before the project could register.

- Ethiopian stakeholders reportatelays largely resuiig from poor capacity in managing and
reporting on project funds from over 60 districts.

A Changing staff, restructuring governmental agenciesAn obvious standard in democratic
societies is the change of decisimaking level in goverment agencies (Ministers, Secretaries of
State). In several countries where ISFL is implemented, such as Colombia, Zamdtiéexico,
these changes also imply changes at technical level and sectorial policies, affecting continuity.
Because the WB implemeall its activities in direct coordination witiie country government,
each changeesults ina pause in progress whilee new authoritieassume officanddevelop
new policies

- In addition to the general chargga administration, sector ministrieain changand do so
more frequentlyDuringthe last national administration of four years<Colombia, line
mi ni stries changed two or t hrtedwithtnéwgeals and ea
and priorities. Because these changes are not synabdloitieere is usually a process of
change in one of the participating agencies. In addition, local authoritiesjuritduictions
change halfway throughhe national administratiomhich addedto the perceptionf the
country pr ogr alyssbneant neWw arébuedrthe tabhlezs al wa

- One WB country staffnembertold the evaluators that when the governmeninidonesia
changed, it took one and a half years to get the new government to buy in to the program.
Furthermore, four years ago, the Ministry aivitonment and Forestry was reformed which
also impacted the paet which thdSFL could develop.

A Not enough fully dedicated staff to ISFL.According to the WB stafihterviewedthe | SFL 8 s
multi-sector, multifunding source program has been a new expegiéneverycountry wheret
has been introducddee Finding 14). One Contributor representative noted thatd®Bal and
country programshould be treated as both technical and financial cooperation with staff focused
100percentof their time on i® especially given the consensus that the program is complicated.
This was also confirmed by WB staff in the countries, who felt overloaded with the many aspects
of developing and/or implementing the country progharmas members of a Global Practice
team lad to share their time with other priorities as well.

- InColombia, only two staff at the WB coordinate this large progrand onlyon aparttime
basis amidst a complex institutional landscdpatincludesgovernment and nen
governmenentities See knding 28).

- In Zambia, interviewees noted that delays were due to communication inefficigjicess
thethree TTLs (one for each funding streamherenoneof them ardased in Zambia and
areavailable fulltime. Moreover Implementation Unit staff cordgred WB procurement on
the prograntobeslow but this was noted as O0typical fo
should be accounted for in the timeline.
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Finding1l3:Due to the technical complexities of the Illefgédliod s
achieve its ambitious objectives within the established timelines.

102.Thel ni t i landscapea@psoachcombinesrigorous carbon accountingmethodologies
acrossa variety of emissionssourcesand sinks togetherwith upscalingfrom the project to
jurisdictional -level geographicarea (seeBox 2). ThelSFL approactbuildsin someflexibility,
suchasnot requiring attributionof emissiorreductiongo specificprojects.The programalsoallows
for aphasedpproachhatstartswith theforestrysecor andaddsadditionalsectorqe.g.,
agriculture)progressivelyovertime. However,evenwith this flexibility, thetechnicalrequirements
for GHG accountingat a jurisdictionalscalestill requiresa high degreeof capacityanddata
collectionto measurereport,andverify emissiongeferencdevelsandreductionsThereis general
consensuacrosgechnicalliteraturethatrobustGHG accountingapproacksaregenerallyeasierto
implementat thelevel of smaller,privately-run ER projectsasopposedo programsacrossentire
landscapesianagedy public agenciestjurisdictionlevel5® Nonethelesghe ISFL aimsin large
partto testthe methodologicaparametersf justthis premiseto providelessondor similar future
programsThe ET conductedstakelmlderinterviewsandreviewedcountrydocumentdo assesshe
feasibilityof thel S F teéhsicalapproachn light of thep r o g rambitibusobjectives.

% See, e.g. , Mi | ne, EMetharls for hé quantfiGafioB of GHIG emissions at the landscape level for developing countries
in smallholder contexts, Bnviron. Res. Lett. 8, (2013) 015019 (9pp), at 2. URL: https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-
9326/8/1/015019/meta (noting challenges in landscape-scale quantification of smallholder farmers compared to traditional carbon
market related projects). Seealso, Chagas, T REDBtReterence L2wel4 Befiritions and Function, 6 at 6.
https://climatefocus.com/sites/default/files/reference_levels_concepts_functions_and_application_in_redd_and_forest_carbon_st
andards.pdf (noting increased complexity of national and jurisdictional objectives in establishing reference levels compared to
project-based standards).
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Box 2: Background on the definition of landscape and jurisdictional approach

The terms filandscape approacho and Aj ur i s d ifiitibn abargladal
level and therefore are inherently open to different interpretations. Variations in approach are common and even
encouraged by some practitioners who emphasize the need for a diversity of approaches be customized to local
circumstances. Generally, both the landscape and jurisdictional approaches refer to the participation and
alignment of diverse actors and initiatives towards shared goals across a wide scale addressing overlapping
challenges such as conservation, livelihoods, and food security. Although additional factors may be necessary for
their success, we may summari ze each approachés mos

Landscape Approach

Refers to sustainable ecosystem management spanning a mosaic of land-use sectors;
Considers ecosystem services together with economy activity and other cultural or social needs;
Usually maps land cover and land use to find common ground among diverse interests;

Aligns incentives to support sustainable activities and reduce unsustainable incentives; and

Seeks to build trust, participation and communications among stakeholders to achieve multiple objectives
while balancing trade-offs.
Jurisdictional Approach

A Refers to scale within a defined administrative boundary and with political management (generally
subnational or national, but also potentially an ecological region crossing political boundaries provided a
common authority and legal recognition, or written agreement regarding governance);

> > > > >

A Enables jurisdiction-wide metrics such as commodity certification, preferential sourcing, performance targets,
baselines/reference level, accounting and MRV via policy-relevant borders;

A Generally, includes disincentives i through policy and law enforcement i and incentives;

A In the ER context, may consist of oOnested6 projec
directly or indirectly via jurisdiction;

A Additional ER features commonly include protocol for leakage of emissions outside the jurisdiction, ER

crediting, and ER reversals; and

A In keeping with UNFCCC guidance, the subnational jurisdiction is interpreted flexibly for REDD+ monitoring
and reporting purposes.

Landscape and jurisdictional approaches need not always coexist. Landscape approaches can take place without
the framework of a jurisdiction to administer them, such as the case of voluntary market carbon or water offset
projects. Conversely, jurisdictional approaches may consist of less sectors than the full AFOLU spectrum within a
landscape, such as REDD+ projects that exclude agriculture or other land uses. Additionally, these concepts can
be used interchangeably in technical documents and discussions, and can appear in the form of numerous subtle
variations in terminology. The essential distinctions between jurisdictional and landscape approaches are that
jurisdictional approaches must be grounded in administrative-scale boundaries and hinge largely on the political
level where land-use decisions are made and enforced whereas landscape approaches lack this political-
administrative element and need only be implemented at spatial and temporal scales relative to their objectives.
In the case of the ISFL, the landscape approach and jurisdictional approach are combined: the landscape
approach is applied by a specific jurisdiction at the scale of its boundaries and includes political-economy
concepts of the jurisdictional approach (see Box 3)

103, Stakeholdersfrom four out of five countrieswere nearly unanimousin statingthat| SFL 6 s
goalsare highly ambitious becauseof the technical complexity of the landscapeapproach. At
the global and national level, stakeholdersacknowledgedihat MRV wasa bigger challenge
than they originally expected.Severahationatlevel stakeholderseportedthatthey hadto apply
severalifferentMRV systemsthosefrom their variousdonors the UNFCCC,andtheir own
domesticaccountingprocesse<CountriesreportedthatapplyingdifferentMRV systemswvas
inefficient, particularlywith changesn reportingrequirenentsandadvancesn technology.

104. At the jurisdictional level, the establishmentof baselinesand referencelevelsis a technical
challengefor all countriesand jurisdictions. Forinstanceseveralktakeholderpointedto the
difficulty of operationalizig | S F tequsementor fixed, 10-yearbaseling basedn average
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annualhistorical GHG emissiongndingat leasttwo yearsprior to submissiorof the ER Program
documenfor eachERPAphase?® For example:

A In Colombia, the requirement for usiri-yearemissionslevelsis especiallyunfavorableor
jurisdictions like Orinoquiavhich are expectingignificant rises in emissions in the near telimm
Colombia,the forest reference level is established nationally and regionally for the Amazon
which might be t@ high for the OrinoquiaColombian carbon specialists underscored the need
for greater technical flexibility, such as being able to update baselinedrequently. In
addition tociting the Orinoquiaregion,Colombian carbon specialists said that basslimay
need to be updated areas like Metdollowing the peace procegsee Finding 23).

A In Zambia, a GHG emission inventory is just underway in the Eastern Province so providing
datafor a 1Gyear baseline is ngiossiblelt is also difficult to assesthe level of forest cover in
patchy landscapes, suchass mbi ads Mi ombo forest.

A InMexico,pr ogram st akehol ders were generally optim
to implement the program within the timelieccording to the respondents invetl in the
design of the program, agriculture and land use maousdto be developedndtherewereno
efforts underwayo develop thesmodelswith the relevant implementing agencaging the
implementation Thiswould mean that a full, landscajevel ERPAwould only be available
towards the end of the d&ar program.

A In Ethiopia, stakeholders noted the need for greater capacity and commitment given the highly
ambitious technical objectives and large scatiditionally, some noted ongoing confusiover
the common baseline given different measurement methodologies of various projects within the
jurisdiction.

A In Indonesia, interviewees expressed similar concerns with the ambitious timelines in light of
weak capacity in fundamentals such as ER nreasent. Some noted the upfront delays were
causedby he time required tkeycaonoegteandresalts fdaméwbrk andr ogr a
agree on jurisdiction and carbon counting rules

105. Evenin countrieswith relatively high technical capacity, suchas Colombia, the level of
uncertainty in calculating emissionsbaseliness problematic. For example]SFL commissioned
therevisionof GHG inventoriesfor the developmenbf referencescenariosn the Orinoquia and
foundthatthe uncertaintywasbetweenl5 and 100 percent This marginof errorwould exceedhe
plannedemissiornreductionsandthus makeit impossibleto assesgrojectbenefitsor makeresults
basedhaymentsThereasorfor this level of uncertaintyis thatapplyingthelandscapescale
approacHtor specificland usetypesin alargeandvery heterogeneousndscap&equiresan
averagingof values

Finding 14: Country programs have gathered valuable new insights on the jurisdictional approach but do not
appear to have fully incorporated global lessons that could help guide implementation.

106. Relatively new conceptswhenthe ISFL wasinitially conceptualizedin 2012 jurisdictional
and landscapeapproacheshave beendevelopedand piloted increasingly acrossAsia, Africa

% |SFL Emission Reductions Program Requirements. Version 1, September 2017, at Sections 4.2.5 and 4.3.10.
see, e.g., September 2012, AFunding Avoi.ded Deforestation: Concept
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and Latin America.®! Thejurisdictionalapproachrefersto agovernmerded, comprehensive
approacthto forestandlanduseacrossoneor morelegally definedterritories® It consistsof a
combinationof technicalandadministrativeelementdo improvelandscapenanagemerdandreduce
emissiongrom the forestandland-usesector while promotingalternativelivelihoods.Equally
importantlythough,is thatthejurisdictionalapproachrequirescarefulattentionto creatingthe
necessarjncentivesto motivatedisparateactorsto collabaateat subnationalpationaland
internationalevels(seeBox 3). The ET reviewedglobalandcountryprogramlevel design
documentdo understandhow thejurisdictionalandlandscap@&pproachewerebeingusedin the
ISFL countries andto whatextentthe ISFL hasprovidedor leveragedhoseincentives In addition,
the ET conductednterviewsto betterunderstandhe challengesindopportunitiesassociatedvith
operationalizinghejurisdictionalandlandscap@pproactconcepts.

107. The experienceof ISFL -participating countriesin operationalizing jurisdictional approaches
hasled to the discoveryof somechallengesand lessondearnedthat should be addressedby the
ISFL andfuture initiatives applying the sameapproachesto emissionreduction. These
challengesncludethefollowing:

Box 3: Background on the application of the jurisdictional approach

The jurisdictional approach refers to a government-led, comprehensive approach to forest and land use across one or
more legally defined territories.®? It consists of a combination of technical and administrative elements to improve
landscape management and reduce emissions from the forest and land use sector, while promoting alternative
livelihoods. The jurisdictional approach to low emissions development grew out of prior efforts to protect forest
carbon, reduce tropical deforestation and create incentives for green development that were seen as taking too long
and not generating impact at the subnational level .54 Jurisdictional approaches were driven by the realization that
protecting forest landscapes requires strong foundations in government policies and measures.5 By working at larger
governance scales, and linking government, civil society and private sector actors, the proponents argue that
jurisdictional approaches can better link land use planning with tangible, field-level activities that reduce emissions

and promote environmental conservation.J ur i sdi cti onal approachesd main advantages

and government involvement, enablinggreat er f i nanci al and Ifoefgrest proteatianrando t s
achieving broader buy-in.6

Notably, the jurisdictional approach offers promise to an increasing number of multinational companies that have
committed to rid themselves of deforestation via voluntary partnerships such as the New York Declaration On Forests

and Tropical Forest Alliance 2020.5" Recent research has shown that-despite

Deforestation Commitmentsd ha$ Byinpméng theednablimg gndronmentfar grden u i t

growth, jurisdictional approaches can provide risk management for private sector investors. For example, private

51 The two approaches are conceptually distinct (see Finding 13 and Box 2); ISFL implements them jointly since it envisions
including all AFOLU sectors in jurisdictional approach.

®2Boyd, W. 2010. AClimate Change, Fragmentation, and th-e Challenges

Copenhagen AsUsiermsity bf @enesylvania Journal of International Law 32 (2): 4571 550.
http://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?283050/JAZD

%Boyd, W. 2010. AClimate Change, Fragmentation, and th-e Challenges

Copenhagen A sUsiermsiy bf @enesylvania Journal of International Law 32 (2): 457i 550.
http://wwf.panda.org/wwf_news/?283050/JAZD

C

C

C

“Nepstead., D., et al. 2013. fdMore Food, More Forest, Few Emissions,

Chains and Domestic Policy i nCarBanManagement¥ (6)dG8%i88si a and Col ombi a.

% Boyd, W. 2010.

%Wol osi n, M. 2016. AWWF Discussion Phefforedtuat isdnc€Commadi Aipps oacht si

convergence of landscape approaches using multi-stakeholder processes i known as integrated landscape management i with
jurisdictional approaches and voluntary corporate sustainability).

87 Wolosin, M. 2016.

% See, e.g., New York Declaration on Forests, 2018, Progress Assessment Report. URL: https://forestdeclaration.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/12/nydf _report_2018-121818.pdf
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sector companies will be able to source commoditiesfromficer t i f i ed gr e e nshquldheipbwerthet i ons o wh
cost of monitoring their supply chain. Certifying entire jurisdictions as deforestation-free could reduce companiesd

risks of Ol eakaged of def or e sandmoreeasilyinaudessongltmpldarseharscompany-h | ess s
driven supply chain efforts.®9 Significantly, public-private partnerships in and around supply chains can generate

emission reductions while also helping developing countries improve the sustainability of their forestry, agricultural

and other land use sectors.”® Additionally, governments can facilitate land-use planning in order to prevent land-use

conflicts and protect natural forest areas.”*

Jurisdictions and their partners will need to provide clear road maps to buyers and traders on how exactly they can
engage, and assurances 1 such as via sustainability certification or ER verification i that such engagement will help
them meet their sustainability commitments.”? In order to develop the requisite political will for political leaders to
adopt jurisdictional approach practices and relevant actors to buy into them, strong incentives and disincentives for a
given jurisdiction need to be packaged and presented clearly. Key elements for such a jurisdiction approach package
to incentivize buyers, traders and decision-makers include the following:"3
A Favored market treatment: binding long-term contracts to source sustainable commodities at preferred prices
from jurisdictions that meet key indicators would provide a strong carrot for reforms and security to buyers and
traders;

A Favored finance and investment access: banks and lenders such as the &green fund commit to increase
investment in green projects and make funding contingent on jurisdictions meeting sustainability benchmarks;

A Funding incentives: green jurisdictions could receive domestic or international public finance for meeting or
exceeding agreed sustainability performance criteria; and

A Reputational visibility: rewarding jurisdiction leaders with public praise for their JA sustainable contributions can
help engender political will at the least financial cost and support public pressure in other jurisdictions to do the
same.

A Some selected jurisdictions are not single administrative units and require coordination
among different administrative units. In Colombia and Mexicahe area under consideration is
made up of four administrative unitsThis complicates activities in both countries, since the
country program must coordinate amongst multiple subnational governments rather than have
single administrative points of costaat the jurisdiction level.

A Severaljurisdictions constitute verylarge geographicareas In countries such as Mexico
(227,248 mi?) Ethiopia (110,662ni?), and Colombia (110,208i2), the focal jurisdictions cover
vast areasadding further challengds the programs in implementing activities and
communicationsBy comparison, Zambia and Indonesia jurisdictions are 19v8%7&nd
19,328mi2 respectively.

A GHG emissions are not equally distributed across a jurisdictiomnd can be concentrated in
a smallarea. In Colombia, for example, a relatively small anedhe southern part dfleta
Department isesponsible for disproportionatehhigh levelof emissionsaused by illegal

5 Seymour, F. 2017.

“ Streck, C., and Lee, D. 2 0 1-Private THlaborationeom Deforgstafion-Fr Res8uppt y PCGbaios. 0 U
Dept. of State. URL: https://climatefocus.com/sites/default/files/Partnering%20for%20Results.pdf

T Seymour, F. 2017.

72

Fishman, A., et al. 2017. firackling Deforestation through a Jurisdictional Approach : Lessons from the Field, 6 at 31. WWF. URL:
https://www.worldwildlife.org/publications/tackling-deforestation-through-a-jurisdictional-approach.
©od.

7 The Colombian country program consists of the provinces of Meta, Vichada, Arauca and Casanare. Mexicods coun

covers Chihuahua, Coahuila, Durango and Nuevo Ledn states.
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deforestatiorf® According to the people involved in program development pibses a dilemma
to program implementatiodmecausedopting gurisdictionalapproach implies that program
activities will occur across a much greater area and across multiple sectors; htveehigigest
potential gains in emissiaeduction are locateith a single sector (illegal deforestation) in a

smallareaTo b e most effective for future ER, t he | S

as a project area within the overall jurisdictional baseline, and thus concentrating much of its
effort on contolling deforestation on this small part of the jurisdiction covered by tropical forest.
If the program were ttakesuch a focused approaichMeta, it would move avay from its

general logic of promoting sustainable agrdustrial developmerdcross anuch larger

geographic areeelated to protecting tropical savann@his would pose added challenges since a
nesting approach would address histdeforestatioremissions in Meta but not future emissions
on the agricultural savanna landse challenge athe jurisdictional approach in the Colombia
program area as it was chosen is that, to be successfulstibe effectivein bothtypes of areas
andbothproblems are very significant and require significant resources.

T Jurisdicti ons ems'arivareforladdebhsedsGHE ensisgi@ans can have their
origins outside of jurisdictions which implies thecritical need to coordinate with agencies
and stakeholder groups outside of the target jurisdictionsi-or instancethe main driver of
forest degrdation inZambiag Eastern Provinces charcoakxtractionby forest dwellerso meet
demand fronurban centerdemand for charcoa@omes fronthe provincial capital, the national
capital and, given the nearby border, the neighboring deardf Malawi ad Mozambiqué® If a
serious reduction in deforestation and degradation in Zambia is thehgmathesupply and
demand sides for charcoal have to be addressed simultan€distyefore, at least part of the
work to reduce land based GHG emissions énEhstern Provinamustbe tackled by agencies
who have influence in the household energy sector in the cities,sharmjch areoutside the
jurisdiction.

A Power dynamics, political econdesand tradeoffs between competing sector interesttside
of thefocal jurisdictionhave been underestimated in the development of country programs,
which could undermine the effectiveness of ISFL activities across jurisdictions in many programs
(seealsoFinding §. For instance, a WB staff membsghlighted thepresure forcommodity
production in Indonesige.g., palm oillasa major factor, statingia $100M investment is not
going to change large scale commodiidgbe program better be really carefully designed!
Expectation management is required here. Donorsraterestimating the political economy
dimensions: Indonesia is a trilliadollar economy. Commodities come from other sectors than
environment Canbidingresultstased paymerias with implementation of
commodity supply chain commitments, aslioetd in Box 3 couldprovide apowerfulmeans for
incentivizing results at jurisdictional level thaty be able to overcome such challenges.

108. The ET reviewedrecentliterature on REDD+ and AFOLU jurisdictional approach-based
emissionreductions programs and found that lessondrom international bestpractice onthe
jurisdictional approachare only partly included in the ISFL. Box 4 highlightssomeof the global
lessondearnedon thejurisdictionalapproachWithin somelSFL programdocumentge.g.,Zambia
andEthiopiaPADs), therearereference to lessonsrom internationabestpractice;however it is

s Cl AT, ednpashiidad entre el inventario de gases de efecto invernadero y el programa ISFL del Fondo BioCarbono para
la regién de la Orinoquiac o | o mb DrafnReporm shared with authors, at4.( i Mor e t han half of the 35
emissions in the region (57%) come from forest land converted to pasture (3B3bi), especially in the department of Meta, where
the savanna and forest biomes meet. 0)

8 http://pamaccafrica.blogspot.com/2013/08/deforestation-charcoal-burning-and.html;
https://www.cifor.org/publications/pdf_files/OccPapers/OP-86.pdf.

7 http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5134e.pdf.
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unclearthe extentto which the ISFL hasincorporatedsuchlessonsnto its programimplementation.
8 During the evaluationinterviews,manyISFL stakehaflersstatedthattheywereawareof
internationalessongegardingurisdictionalapproachesglthoughtheyfelt thatit wasdifficult to
find solutions.Many stakeholdersgreedwith internationalessonssuchasthe problemof expecing
resultsto be achievedtoo quickly andthe overemphasion REDD+ paymentsandlarge
multinationalsupplychains.lllustrative observationgarehighlightedbelow:

A International Agency Representative, Zambia:
NfnSome of the i-tetehadéi N oBwhieassensa rtheluritdation
have to come up with a”PRRcetty good plan é ther
must be a very inno‘_lative way of goi_ng about it. IEzecent global reviews of jurisdictional-level
you are not able to link forests to agriculture and approaches have outlined a variety of common
just go with a narrow REDD+ approach, then youmistakes in jurisdictional and landscape
will be lost in a maze and never be able to [makeapPproaches, such as:

i It wor k ] - 0 (1) expecting results to be achieved too quickly;
A Government Member, Zambia:i Ther e i 3 asgumml L?m}erstandin of political
of emphasis on carbon, but carbon is a monitoring == TP D B e

tool not a goal. It is the livelihoods of local peoplecontext:

that need to be improved on and then reduce _ _ _ _ o

deforestation. We designed ZIFLP as a livelihood3) Investing mostly into readiness activities;
. overly relying,on REDD+ payments and

prg ect, not a carbon p rcoppjrage &gﬁply ains:

A Civil Society Representative, Ethiopia: (4) moving tao quickly without developing Stra
hCo mmu n.l ties do n -t h_a Vp@liticaﬁ%a%rs%iya d pu Iié p%t%ip%trifn; e e ds
to make financial sense now, and in the medium
and longterm. It must be practical, tangible, clear (5) not engaging private sector sufficiently or not
i for example, if we are planting trees, mest be distinguishing its actors in such engagement;
able to use them to ma®’%  money. d

A World Bank staff member, Indonesia f{The _(6)_ not c_IearIy and consistently articulating the

complexities of the actual program on the groundf”so“c“or‘al programs goals, needsand
. . . uccesses to build support across audiences.

sometimes seems out of order with expectations

set by ISFL. There needs to be an appreciation of

complexityandamorerka st i c ti me scale. o

Finding 15: The ISFL country programs are implemented by government agencies that have varying levels of prior
experience with ER programs, different sectoral backgrounds, and mandates to operate at different jurisdictional
scales. Overcoming these various starting points for ISFL implementation poses challenges for initial implementation
and capacity mobilization; however, the ISFL process has been seen by many to be overall an enriching process for
mainstreaming landscape and ER thinking.

109. The ISFL country programs generally include governmentalagenciesof various sectors(see
Finding 6) at both jurisdictional and national levels.While the overallapproachegerenewto all
agenciegseeFindings13and14),thereareagenciesvith more experiencen ER projectsand
climatechangeplanningin generalwhile othershaveno previousexperiencer in-houseexpertise.
TheET reviewedISFL implementatiorarrangementandinterviewedstaff from differentagencies
to analyzeif theinvolved agencieshadenoughbaselinecapacitiedo effectivelyimplementthe
program.

® Ethioppand Zambia PADs reference findings from Fishbein, G., and Lee,
Low Emi ssi ons Dev e |RepAniagion: n.p.r201§.r a ms . o
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110. At a global level, ISFL staff and Contributors noted that the evolution of land-basedER
programs from individual REDD+ projects to broader landscape and jurisdictional -scale
approacheswasa new paradigm that requires different waysof thinking and is still not fully
understoodby all ISFL stakeholders.Adoptinglandscapeandijurisdictionatscaleapproaches
increasesechnicalandadministrativecomplexitiesasmoresectorsandfundingmechanismsre
integratednto theSFL comparedvith moretraditional,projectbasedapproachedviany ISFL
stakeholder$ound it difficult to changetheir waysof thinkingto truly understanavhata holistic,
landscap@pproachmeansAccordingto some thelack of understandingf landscapeand
jurisdictionalapproactdynamicss notlimited to countryprogramsbut alsoappliesto programstaff
andContributorsaswell. Six intervieweegthreegloballevel, two in Zambiaandonein Ethiopia)
emphaizedthatboththe globalandthe countryprogramsequireda strongchampionto convince
everyondn thejurisdictionhowto think in this newparadigm.

111. The WB and country program agencyrespondentsin Zambia and Colombia noted that
collaboration with colleaguesfrom other sectorswasenriching. Participatingagenciesvith little
experienceén climatechangeandER projectslearnedfrom otherswith moreexperienceFor
example environmentandforestryDepartmentsearnedaboutbothtechnicalandadminigrative
aspect®f donorprogrammingrom agricultureandplanningdepartmentsMany stakeholderin
ColombiaandZambia,wherethe ET couldinterviewa largernumberof people praisedthep r oj ect 6 s
designfor includingjurisdictionalandlandscap@&ppro@hes Many intervieweesstressedhat such
approachegequiredgreatercapacityatjurisdictionallevel with planningandprocessmprovements.
Mobilizing thedifferentcapacitiesandstartingeffectivecollaboratioramongagencieshathadnot
beenworking togethelin the pastposedchallengedo earlyimplementationExamplesof the
differentlevelsof capacityandwaysin which participatingagenciesrecollaboratinghroughthe
ISFL arehighlightedbelow:

A In Colombia, the lead implementing agency i€ thlinistry of Agriculture that has little previous
expertise with climate change projects and no expertise with ER. The Ministry of Agriculture
does have significant expertise managing WB loans but not grants, according to WB staff. ISFL
implementation irColombia is done in cooperation with the National Planning Department that
does have hhouse expertise in climate change planning but not in ER projects. A third agency,
the Ministry of Environmentoés I nsti ttudeg of Hyd
houses most of Col ombiads national expertise.
Ministry of Environment and NPD have rarely managed loans but do have extensive experience
with grants. Similarly, at the jurisdictional level, the projed! be implemented in collaboration
wi t h Col omb iHexed goverdmeants thah lave dttle previous climate change expertise
as well as the Regional Environmental Corporations (CARs) who have had a decade of climate
change planning expertise, inding the development of subnational climate change strategies.

A In Zambia, a similar situatioio Colombiaexists: The Planning Department hosts the program
both at the national and jurisdictional levels, but the National Parks and Wildlife Agencyand th
Agriculture and Forest Agencies participate with each agency bringing different levels of relevant
expertise.

Finding 16: In most ISFL program countries, there is sufficient technical, managerial and financial capacities to
deliver the program in the jurisdictions. However, the data systems and information for multiple land uses and
ecosystems is not yet adequate, and in some countries, knowledge capacity is under-utilized.

112. A considerablelevel of in-country capacity is required at technical, administrative and
operational levelsto implement the ISFL givenits innovative character and the broad demands
it placeson countries and jurisdictions in terms of the various sectorsinvolved, sizeof
jurisdictions, and data requirements. Thefindings of the evaluationsurveyshowthatthe ISFL
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benefitsfrom staff with high technicalcapacity:73 out of atotal of 87 respondentagreedhatthe
ISFL is managedy well-trainedandcapablepeople Overall,countrieshavebuilt up their capacity
throughearlierinterventions suchasdevelopingnationalforestinventories However,it is not clear
if thetechnicalcapacityon otherAFOLU landuseg(e.g.,agriculture livestock)or landtypes(e.g.,
savannahdyliombo forestin Zambig is sufficientto achievelSFL objectives. The ET reliedon
stakeholdeimterviewsandcountrydocumentgo understandhe capacityof executingagenciesThe
ET alsorevieweddocumentsuchasNational Climate ChangeCommunicationandNationally
DeterminedContributiongo betterassesshetechnicalneedsandabilities asself-reported.

113, National-level stakeholdersfrom ISFL countriesrecognizedtheir shareof technicalgaps In
Colombia,for example ] DEAM hashigh technicalcapacityto establistbaselinesandis well-
financedby the ISFL andotherdonors.This allowsIDEAM to combinetheirwork on GHG
inventoriesandreferencdevelsfrom differentprogramsn anongoingeffort to usebestavailable
dataandknowledgeto provideadequatsupportto the ISFL. Theyalsorecognizetheir capaity
limitations. Forinstance]DEAM is awarethatthe GHG datafor savannahsa majorlandscapef the
Orinoquiaregion,hasnot beenstudiedin termsof emissionsaandimportanttechnicaluncertainties
remain(seeFinding 13). Similarly, Indonesianntervieweesacknowledgedequiringtrainingand
additionalconsultansupportonissuessuchasemissiongneasuremeranddatamanagement.

114. Zambian and Ethiopian stakeholdersbelievetheir programs generally facethe biggesthurdles
in technical capacity amongISFL countries. In Zambia,no applicablebasdine or GHG emission
modelexistedfor forestsin the EasterrProvincedueto difficulties in estimatingdegradatiorin its
miomboforests.The countryprogramwasin the procesof developingheir own emissims model
andbaselinesit thetime of the evaluation An additionalcomplicationfor the Zambiaprogramis
thattheleadagencythatpreparesJNFCCCforestreferenceemissiondevels(FREL) follows
UNFCCCrequirementsvhereaghe ZambialSFL countryprogran follows thoseof the BioCarbon
Fund.Additionally,Z a mb FRE&isfrom 2014andout of date,whichis delayingfinalization of
thec o u n techgidalfsamework.Ethiopiaalsomustovercomesometechnicalchallengeselatedto
baselineassessmenti&thi o p pregfashasdevelopedts overall MRV frameworkandGHG
inventoryatthetime of thisr e p owriting) andtheinventorywill helpto elaborateshec ount r y 6 s
emissioncategorieandkey sectorabaselines.

115, Given the high level of data requirements to implement the ISFL, the country programs should
leveragethe full range of in-country expertise.Thereareafew instancesvherenotall the
availablescientificdataor availableexpertisas beingusedby ISFL programsForexamplejn
Colombia,the Alexandervon Humboldtinstitutecompleteda mappingof theecosystemin
Orinoquiawhich would be usefulfor the ISFL. Similarly, Conservatiorinternationahasbeen
working on paymentor ecosystenservicesvith communitiedn theregionfor the pasttwenty-five
yearsalthoughboth Alexandervon HumboldtinstituteandConservatiorinternationahavenot been
fully involvedin thelSFL programdevelopmentLikewise,in Zambia,the UK-supportectlimate
smartagricultureprojecthasimportantintellectualcapitalandpracticalexperiencen theissueit is
addressinghathasnotbeenfully leveragedor ISFL programmingseeFinding17).In both
examplestheresource®f theseorganizatios havebeenidentifiedandaccountedor in ISFL
stakeholdemappirg, andthe informationof theseorganizationss beingusedfor ISFL country
programdesign But their representativesentionedhattheyhavenot beenapproachedo share
their knowledgeandexperienceThe amountof effort requiredto fostercollaboraton between
variousorganizationganbe high sothe ISFL doesneedto considettradeoffs betweerefficiency
andeffectivenessTo cite oneZambianstakeholderii i n c | all alailablgcapacitymight bemore
effectivebutit comeswith atransactiorcosto
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Finding 17: The ISFL country programs are coordinating implementation with other sustainable landscapes projects,
particularly where implementing agencies can align ISFL programming with existing projects within their own
portfolios. However, ISFL implementing agencies have not coordinated ISFL programming with relevant programs
being implemented by other governmental agencies or civil society organizations i even when these programs

are supported bilaterally by ISFL Contributors. Beyond coordination meetings, ISFL country programs could do more
to update their programming elements to reflect complementarities with other active programs.

116. The ISFL alone cannot developthe missingcapacity neededto createthe enabling environment
for ajurisdiction al-scde emissionreduction program. Oneof the mostefficient waysto fill such
capacitygapsis to build onandcollaborae with pastandpresentinitiativesin the samearea.The
ISFL countryprogramshavemappedelevantprojectsandmadeeffortsto align with manyof them
TheET hasexaminedhe effectivenes®f linkagesto otherinitiativesandagreementto leverage
complementanactivitiesandfunding by reviewingprogramdocumentsandaidememoies of
meetingsandfield missions aswell asby conductnginterviewswith ISFL staff andrepresentatives
of otherinitiatives

117.In all countries, there is strong coordination with other governmentimplementedforest-
carbon programs suchasFCPF, UN-REDD and FIP. Thesekey programsarewell-referencedn
programdesigndocumentgseeFinding4). Additionally, manygovernmenagencystaffleading
ISFL countryprogramswerepreviouslyinvolvedin forestcarbonprogramssotheycanapplythe
learningandtoolsto the ISFL, suchassafeguardnformationsystens, forest baselinesand
experiencefrom stakeholdeconsultation.

118, Outside of thesecore partner programs (e.g.,FCPF, UN-REDD, and FIP), there is considerable
variation in the degreeof alignment with other initiatives and donor programs. Someexamples
of this arethefollowing:

A In Zambia, several project partners and cisibciety stakeholders fourtidatthe ISFL country
programcoordinate partially with otherrelevantnitiatives. For instance, the Conservation
Farming Unit (CFU) implements@BP 25M, DFID- supported program on climaseart
agriculture. Tle CFUprogram has beenvited togeneral ISFL presentations, but no further
efforts have beemade taalign activitiesand there has be@o open communication channel
between the twprogramsThe ISFL ountry program could benefit fro@FUS extensive
experience in setting up its own agriculture extension mechanism, parallel to the Ministry of
Agri cul t uThe & slevant ® tSELrprogramminag italso includes strengthenitige
Ministry of Agriculture extension system. The ET cannot judge the quality or performance of the
CFU system, but the lessocasninform ISFL implementation.

A InColombia, st akehol ders voiced similar concerns abo
with other programdihile severalSFL information and coordination meetingaveoccurred,
Contributor representativés countryfound ageneral laclof coordination, alignment and
communicatiorbetween other relevant progranesen those funded by their countriasd the
ISFL. For instance, a ne@erman BMU) Project, Transformando la Orinoquia con la
Integracion de los beneficios de la Naturaleza en Agendas SostdmibRENA), is just
beginningimplementatiorthroughGIZz, but theET found no evidencef active coordindon
between the ISFL country program and TONIN¥ecording to respondents,bilateral meeting
between the TONINA and ISFL programs to seek alignrhaatnot occurred, even thouigh
would beuseful The reasons mentioned fitre lack of coordinatiorefforts wasthe pace ofSFL
implementation‘we have to move fast with the implementation and ISFL is going too slow; we
cannot wait for them'In addition, theéwo programs work with differentational partners the
Orinoquia forspecific technical expesg (e.g, GIZ works with the Humboldt Institute while
ISFL involves WWE and thishas not contributed to coordinatjoithe ongoing REM program
in Colombia Visiébn Amazonias funded by two Contributors to ISFNorway and Germany
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