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	Title:  Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) Extension

	Programme Purpose: 
To deliver the Government’s vision for a world free from poverty on a liveable planet, we must protect and restore forest landscapes whilst delivering sustainable development and an inclusive rural transformation. To do this, forest countries need to have robust, effective and integrated systems to track, monitor and respond to deforestation, forest degradation and other land-use changes. Regular and accurate monitoring of forest cover, forest cover change and drivers of change provide the necessary information to support policies and management practices to protect and sustainably manage forests: “If you can’t measure it, you can’t manage it”. 
 
This business case proposes up to an additional £20.9m of funding for the existing £31.5m Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) programme, delivered by the UN’s Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO). Of this, £16.9m will be spent this financial year (FY 25/26). The remaining £4m (all RDEL) is currently unprofiled – see Financial Case.  The business case also seeks to extend the length of the programme by an additional 2 years and to expand the scope to include an additional objective on sustainable commodity production. 

AIM4Forests supports forest monitoring by leveraging modern monitoring technologies and technical innovation to inform actions to reduce deforestation and restore ecosystems, and by transferring capacity to countries and their communities. It is a well-performing programme, scoring A+ in its last two annual reviews, and is currently due to end in December 2028.  
 
This cost and time extension follows a clear recommendation from the AIM4Forests mid-term review to respond to demand from forest countries and will support the outcomes of other UK forest programme investments.  

	Programme Value: £20.9m extension 
	Country/Region: Global 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS  
 
· AIM4Forests: Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests  
· ART: Architecture for REDD+ Transactions  
· CBD: Convention on Biological Diversity  
· CDEL: Capital Departmental Expenditure Limits  
· CLP: Country-led planning  
· CORSIA: Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation  
· EUDR: European Union Deforestation Regulation 
· FAO: Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations  
· GFOI: Global Forests Observation Initiative  
· GHG: Greenhouse gas emissions  
· HMG: His Majesty’s Government  
· ICF: International Climate Finance  
· IPs&LCs: Indigenous peoples and local communities  
· KMGBF: Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework  
· MPTF: The United Nations Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office  
· MRV: Measurement, reporting and verification  
· NDC: National determined contributions  
· NFMS: National Forest Monitoring Systems  
· PN: Promissory note  
· RBP: Results-based payments (can also be known as results-based finance)  
· RDEL: Resource Departmental Expenditure Limits  
· REDD+: Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation  
· SCALE: Scaling Climate Action by Lowering Emissions  
· TFFF: Tropical Forests Forever Facility  
· TREES: The REDD+ Environmental Excellence Standard  
· UNDP: United Nations Development Programme 
· UNFCCC: United Nations Convention on Climate Change  
 


Intervention Summary 	
Approval sought 
DESNZ is seeking up to an additional £20.9m (£10m RDEL, £10.9m CDEL) of funding for the Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) programme, and to extend the length of the programme by an additional 2 years. £16.9m of this contribution will be spent within this financial year (FY 25/26). The remaining £4m (all RDEL) is currently unprofiled – see Financial Case.

Programme activities
The Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) Programme was launched by the UK in April 2023, in partnership with The Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO). The programme is delivered through the FAO’s Forest Monitoring and Data Platforms team, in collaboration with the UN-REDD Programme and the Global Forest Observations Initiative (GFOI). AIM4Forests is a global programme that supports and improves countries’ National Forest Monitoring Systems (NFMS) and Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV). The main goals of AIM4Forests include: 
a. Addressing the remaining technical and institutional gaps to embed fit-for-purpose national forest monitoring systems into national institutions  
b. Accelerating the alignment, innovation, and deployment of high-integrity datasets to overcome REDD+ MRV methodological challenges, as well as other data and reporting needs around transparent commodity value chains and ecosystem restoration (including Target 2 of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework); and  
c. Enhancing the participation of indigenous peoples and local communities (IPs & LCs) in forest monitoring.  
 
The programme intends to eventually work with 20 countries across Africa, Asia and the Pacific, and Latin America and the Caribbean to institutionalize their NFMS and provide high-integrity MRV through modern monitoring technologies, novel learning approaches, and innovation.[footnoteRef:2] The programme routinely looks for opportunities to work with UK-based organisations, where they are best placed to support with programme objectives. For example, this has included close engagement with the UK Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (UKCEH) who are largely implementing work focused on building peat-emit a database on peatland emission factors. [2:  We are currently providing 16 countries with in-country technical assistance plus an additional 3 countries who do not receive in-country technical assistance but are part of the Country-Led Planning Process. The target is to support 20 countries with in-country technical assistance. ] 

  
AIM4Forests sets out to achieve an overarching impact of long-term, transformational sustainable land-use management and reduction in deforestation, alongside Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reductions from the forest and land-use sector, in line with Paris Agreement & Sustainable Development Goals. The programme provides support to countries through a number of activities, under the following six outputs:   
1. Technical innovation is advanced and tools and open access learning programmes developed to accelerate NFMS and high-integrity MRV     
2. Methodological challenges are overcome to improve harmonisation and enable generation of high-quality forest data    
3. Targeted engagement and the bespoke materials enable the participation of indigenous peoples and local communities IPs&LCs in forest monitoring and emerging carbon standards forest data   
4. An end-to-end Country-Led Planning (CLP) process is designed and delivered to support countries to embed their NFMS and MRV procedures in national institutions (delivered by GFOI)
5. Technical gaps with forest country NFMS and MRV systems are addressed; and    
6. Monitoring for nature restoration is advanced through a global dataset, ensuring transparent monitoring and KMGBF reporting and thereby enabling the implementation of restoration commitments.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  On recommendation from the mid-term evaluation, the previously labelled Output 6 (Countries progress towards embedding NFMS and MRV in national institutions, ensuring results are transparent and accessible to all users) was dissolved and merged into other activities. This was due to the overlaps with activities under other outputs. In early 2025, a new output on nature restoration was added to the programme (this was previously referred to as Output 7) however due to the dissolution of the previous Output 6 – this output on nature restoration has now been labelled Output 6.     ] 


Rationale for extension 
There have been increasing requests from forest countries for greater provision of in-country assistance as the international context in which the programme operates has evolved and new demands have emerged. For example, growing demands for REDD+/ UNFCCC reporting, new opportunities for forest countries to access forest carbon market opportunities under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement which require MRV support, and new reporting requirements under the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF) for nature restoration. AIM4Forests has already begun to support countries in a variety of ways to meet these varied and growing demands, but this is placing a strain on an already limited budget. We also anticipate yet further demand should the Brazilians successfully launch the Tropical Forests Forever Facility, a new financial mechanism which rewards tropical forest countries for maintaining forest cover.    

It has become clear that the funding allocated for the in-country technical assistance (to address technical gaps in forest country NFMS and MRV systems) provided by the programme is not sufficient. This risk was noted as possible in the original business case. Based on current demand profile, this funding for in-country work will run out in 2026, two years before the current programme end-date. ‘Output 5’ covers the majority of the critical in-country work carried out under AIM4Forests, and is essential to the success of the programme in meeting its long-term goals. This expected budget shortfall will need to be addressed in the next financial year to ensure robust management of the programme, either through reallocation of existing funds or through an increased budget and timeline. 

There is also increasing global demand for other forest monitoring support, for example around transparent commodity value chains to ensure the production of sustainable and deforestation-free commodities. This means that there are additional demands associated to other parts of the programme that could then benefit from an expansion, requiring additional funding.  

In addition, AIM4Forests is due to end in 2028, and the programme would benefit from an extension to the term of the programme. Extending the programme by two years would increase the impact of the programme and ensure better alignment with key upcoming international policy processes such the KMGBF and the UNFCCC National Determined Contributions (NDCs), providing more opportunity to ensure transformational, long-lasting change.  There are costs associated with extending the activities under AIM4Forests for a further two years, and additional budget would be required. 

Expected results 
The £20.9m[footnoteRef:4] extension will allow AIM4Forests to maintain momentum and deliver a stronger package of results to 2030. Key expected results include: [4:  Due to ICF pipeline pressures during Business Case development, there is only £4m of the requested £10m in RDEL available during the 2025/26 financial year. Whilst further funding for this £6m RDEL shortfall may be made available, this cannot be guaranteed. Should further funding have not been made available, the programme will undertake a review (likely in late 2026) to reconsider pipeline planning and reprioritise budgets within the programme accordingly. ] 

· Sustained in-country technical assistance (Output 5): Bridging the funding shortfall to avoid a cliff-edge in 2026, enabling continued NFMS institutionalisation, MRV support for REDD+/Article 6, and technical delivery for KMGBF/NDC reporting.
· Transparent commodity supply chains (AIM4Commodities): Development of core data systems and roll-out in an additional 4–8 priority countries, alongside global e-learning, including directly supporting compliance with the EU Deforestation Regulation and similar consumer-side requirements.
· Enhanced global datasets for restoration and biodiversity: Expanded monitoring tools to track KMGBF Target 2 (restoration) and ecosystem services, increasing transparency and accountability and increasing number of countries receiving support on nature restoration monitoring (40 by 2030).
· Strengthened participation of individuals and organisations (TA KPI 2), including IPLCs, women and smallholders: Continued adaptation of tools (SEPAL, WHISP)[footnoteRef:5] and learning programmes to enable participation of a target of 8000 individuals to 2030 (including at least 40% indigenous peoples/local communities/smallholders, and 50% women). [5:  System for Earth Observation Data Access, Processing and Analysis for Land Monitoring (SEPAL) helps countries monitor and report on forests and land use.  Open Foris WHISP is a digital public good which helps communities, including Indigenous Peoples and smallholder farmers produce forest monitoring information and support compliance with deforestation regulations. The open-source solution provides insights on different datasets from satellite-derived forest, land-use and tree-cover maps, combining information to gain a more detailed understanding of a particular area.] 

· Carbon benefits: Using the ICF TA KPI 5 (Volume of emissions reductions avoided/supported by International Climate Finance technical assistance) contribution methodology, the extension is forecast to support over 150 MtCO₂e verified credits by 2034, exceeding the conservative break-even threshold of 144 Mt. Broader biodiversity, governance and equity benefits sit on top of this.
By extending to 2030, the programme will also align delivery with international milestones, ensuring that UK support has maximum strategic impact at the moment when partner countries are required to report progress on the KMGBF and submit new NDCs.
Strategic fit 
The proposal is strongly aligned with HMG, DESNZ and ICF objectives. The programme fits well with UK ODA and Climate Finance objectives, with a clear link to reducing emissions, enabling more effective sustainable land management, enhancing and sustaining livelihoods of forest-dependent communities, increasing ambition, and advancing towards transformational change. 
 
In addition to the fit with broader UK priorities, support for forest monitoring and MRV also sits firmly within UK ICF priorities. Over 2021-2026, the UK has committed £3 billion International Climate Finance for nature, of which £1.5 billion is specifically for protecting and restoring international forests and supporting forest livelihoods. Effective forest monitoring and MRV systems for forest carbon emissions directly support forest countries in their efforts towards climate mitigation, to translate national data into meaningful, informed actions on reducing deforestation, forest degradation and other land-use management.

Key risks 
The programme’s risk profile is Moderate, and this is in line with DESNZ Risk Appetite. This recognises that while there are some risks associated with this proposal, it is an extension to an already well-performing programme that has been delivered to a high standard by FAO. The main programme risks have been assessed, and mitigation plans identified. Key risks of this extension include: 
(i) constrained RDEL budgets which have reduced the proposed spend unless further budget can be identified; 
(ii) delivery delays or performance issues that mean funding is not effectively utilised;
(iii) changes in the political and economic environment in forest countries which reduces appetite for forest protection and forest monitoring;
(iv) products developed that are of mediocre quality or are less relevant to the priorities of country stakeholders; and 
(v) consumer-side regulation on deforestation-free commodity production fails to deliver positive results. 

The programme will mitigate these risks by: using the existing delivery partner that has demonstrated strong capability and experience in delivering the AIM4Forests programme (as recognised in the previous annual reviews and the recently completed mid-term review), ensuring continued engagement with colleagues at Post, appropriate termination clauses within the Standard Administrative Agreement, and continued reporting and information sharing from the delivery partner. 
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1. [bookmark: _Toc965205176]Strategic Case
1.1 Strategic Assessment
1.1.1 Background: Why is forest monitoring so important 
Forests are fundamental to realising the government’s vision for a world free from poverty on a liveable planet. Continued deforestation increases the risk of catastrophic climate change, threatens food security and prices by disrupting rainfall and agricultural output, and amplifies natural disasters. Forests store nearly a century’s worth of fossil fuel emissions and absorb nearly a third of human emissions each year, potentially holding back at least half a degree of warming. In addition, they are essential for the survival of many communities and over 1 billion people rely on forests for essentials and livelihoods, including many of the world’s poorest people. Forests bolster food, energy, water, and health security worldwide, and play a vital role in global economic resilience. 

Robust and accurate forest and land-use data is critical for countries to inform action on reducing deforestation, support evidence-based domestic forest policy, and access climate finance. There is no pathway to 1.5 degrees that does not include massively reducing deforestation, particularly in tropical rainforests. One of the principal drivers behind efforts to reduce deforestation is the United Nations Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+) mechanism. REDD+ facilitates essential financial flows from developed countries and private markets to support efforts in reducing deforestation. This creates economic incentives for people to engage in activities that preserve or restore forests. Results-based payments (RBP) under REDD+ are financial incentives provided to developing countries for verified emissions reductions and are often important financial flows for countries and communities. However, in order to realise and reward these benefits there needs to be robust, effective, and integrated systems for a country to track, monitor, and respond to deforestation, forest degradation, and other land-use changes.  Robust systems for Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV) are an explicit UNFCCC requirement, essential for carbon credit verification, ability to receive RBP, and a critical underpinning to the success of REDD+.  Without adequate and robust MRV systems, forest countries are not able to implement REDD+, and as such cannot benefit from any results-based payments.
Forest monitoring and reporting are essential prerequisites for forest countries to: (a) report against their international climate commitments including NDCs; (b) access finance from multilateral donor funding initiatives; (c) contribute critical data and evidence-based learning to inform national decision-making and policy-making to protect, conserve and sustainably manage forests and improve forest livelihoods, and (d) continue to develop and enhance improved practices for reducing deforestation and forest degradation, and sustain and enhancing livelihoods for forest dependent communities.   
There are also growing demands around forest monitoring for transparent commodity supply chains. Around 90% of deforestation is driven by land-use change for the production of forest-risk commodities including cattle, soy, palm oil, cocoa, rubber and coffee.[footnoteRef:6] However, commodity production can often be key sources of income for forest countries and their communities. Over the last two decades, consumers have become more aware of the environmental and social impacts of commodity production, and we have seen the development of deforestation-free regulations and voluntary compliance mechanisms.[footnoteRef:7] [6:  The UK’s contribution to tackling global deforestation - Environmental Audit Committee ]  [7:  Neeff, T., Merle, C., D’Annunzio, R., O’Brien, V., Gill, G., Poultouchidou, A. and Fox, J. 2024. Forest monitoring for transparent commodity supply chains. Rome, FAO. https://doi.org/10.4060/cd3280en] 

Monitoring for ecosystem restoration is also a key component of the programme. Ecosystem restoration is a powerful nature-based solution to address biodiversity loss, climate change and land degradation. However, estimates suggest that between 20 and 40 per cent of the global land area alone could be considered degraded, affecting the well-being of at least 3.2 billion people. Habitat degradation is the result of human-induced processes that result in a decline in biodiversity, ecosystem functions and services, and resilience and can occur in terrestrial, freshwater or marine and coastal ecosystems.[footnoteRef:8] Globally, around 1 billion hectares of land have been committed for restoration, with the potential to contribute one-third of the total climate mitigation needed to limit warming to below 2°C by 2030, while contributing to food security and livelihoods.[footnoteRef:9] Monitoring allows countries to track and report on their progress, allowing us to collectively move towards the goal set in the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF) to restore 30% of all degraded areas by 2030.[footnoteRef:10] [8:  https://www.cbd.int/gbf/targets/2 ]  [9:  FAO launches AIM4NatuRe to improve monitoring of ecosystem restoration]  [10:  https://www.cbd.int/gbf/targets/2  ] 


[bookmark: _Hlk132634533][bookmark: _Hlk126311434]1.2 Current position
The AIM4Forests programme responds to the needs set out above, by supporting and improving countries’ National Forest Monitoring Systems (NFMS) and MRV. The main goals of AIM4Forests include:  
a. Addressing the remaining technical and institutional gaps to embed national forest monitoring systems that are fit for purpose into national institutions  
b. Accelerating the alignment, innovation, and deployment of high-integrity datasets to overcome REDD+ MRV methodological challenges, as well as other data and reporting needs around transparent commodity value chains and ecosystem restoration; and 
c. Enhancing the participation of indigenous peoples and local communities (IP&LCs) in forest monitoring.  
The original AIM4Forests business case undertook an assessment of existing support - with key lessons learned, gaps, and the remaining steps in implementing effective monitoring and MRV within forest countries mapped. It found that there continued to be a funding and delivery gap in support to scaling institutionalised fit-for-purpose systems for forest monitoring, measuring, reporting and verification that considers the whole system and integrates this for long-term sustainability.  This operationalising and institutionalisation is the gap that AIM4Forests seeks to address.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  https://science-and-innovation-network.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/BEIS+ICF/AIM/AIM+for+Forests+Business+Case.docx ] 

The AIM4Forests mid-term review report highlighted that the main drivers of demand for AIM4Forests support have been the need to strengthen NFMSs and MRV for reporting climate mitigation progress to UNFCCC, accessing various results-based payments schemes and carbon markets, and strengthening NFMS for multiple uses.  
1.2.1 Performance of the programme to date  
AIM4Forests is a well-performing programme, scoring an A+ on both its two previous annual reviews. Early findings indicate that the programme provides excellent value for money with a high potential for transformational impact over the programme lifetime.[footnoteRef:12] Two years into the implementation of the programme, a mid-term review was conducted.  Conclusion 1 of the mid-term review (attached at Annex A) found that “AIM4Forests is a highly relevant programme addressing global and country driven needs to strengthen and institutionalise forest monitoring for multiple purposes to provide both global public goods and concrete benefits to the countries and a range of stakeholders including IP&LCs.”[footnoteRef:13]   [12:  AIM4Forests Annual Review FY23-24 final version.docx ]  [13:  Mid-term Review of “Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests” (AIM4Forests), Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, Rome, 2025.] 

Across all its activities, AIM4Forests is currently working in 19 countries[footnoteRef:14] across Africa, Asia and the Pacific, and Latin America and the Caribbean, to advance their forest monitoring and provide high-integrity data for measuring, reporting, and verification of mitigation results through modern monitoring technologies, novel learning approaches, and innovation. By the end of 2024, AIM4Forests supported the verification of 64m carbon credits,[footnoteRef:15] corresponding to 79m tonnes of emissions reductions (64m carbon credits for verification after there have been deductions for elements such as buffer pools, uncertainty, and permanence). [footnoteRef:16] In addition, AIM4Forests has supported 3,508 individuals across a variety of activities relating to e-learning, and new tools and solutions.   [14:  Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Cambodia, Colombia, Costa Rica, DRC, Fiji, Ghana, Guatemala, Indonesia, Kenya, Nigeria, Peru, PNG, Philippines, Uganda, Vietnam, and Zambia.]  [15:  This corresponds to the volume of forest/ land-use carbon credits verified due to support from AIM4Forests, highlighting the importance of forest monitoring to stakeholders (carbon credits, millions). This includes the Colombia BTR TA submission (42,836,860 tCO2eq), the Ghana ART-TREES submission (11,907,539 tCO2), and the Vietnam ART-TREES submission (9,328,000 tCO2)]  [16:  The emissions reductions reported are the volume of emission reductions in the forestry and land use sector reported to reputable carbon standards and reporting contexts, by countries which receive active forest monitoring support from the AIM4Forests programme, showcasing an innovative approach to managing land and forests (million tonnes). This includes the Colombia BTR submission (42,836,860 tCO2eq), the Ghana ART-TREES submission (22,440,805 tCO2), and the Vietnam ART-TREES submission (13,997,000 tCO2)] 

The programme is making important progress to ensuring the participation of IPs&LCs, women, and youth in forest monitoring. In 2024 (and early 2025), AIM4Forests made an important contribution towards anchoring Indigenous Peoples’ Forest stewardship in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) process. In April 2025, we announced the new AIM4Nature workstream (along with an additional £7 million), as part of the AIM4Forest programme, to support forest countries with monitoring for ecosystem restoration.[footnoteRef:17]  The recently agreed Target 22 headline indication of the Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF), now under FAO custodianship, marks an important milestone in the efforts to monitor land use change and strengthen participation and land tenure rights of Indigenous Peoples and local communities. This is a critical factor for achieving ecosystem restoration and conservation goals, such as Targets 2 and 3. In June 2025 (on World Environment Day), the programme announced 50 Young Forest Champions from across Ghana, Kenya, Peru, Uganda, and Zambia, who will receive support to help drive forest conservation and restoration in their countries.   [17:  https://www.fao.org/in-action/aim4forests/news-and-events/news/news-detail/from-forests-to-nature---broadening-impact-through-data--innovation-and-inclusion---fao-launches-aim4nature-on-earth-day/en] 

The programme has also made important contributions to raising the profile of forest monitoring. For example, on International Day of Forests 2024, AIM4Forests took centre stage in showcasing how technological innovation is transforming forest monitoring. A key highlight of the event was the launch of new solutions by FAO, Google, and partners to make forest data more accessible and actionable. 
1.2.2 New demands for forest monitoring and MRV are emerging  
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AI-generated content may be incorrect.]AIM4Forests was implemented in 2023, and the original design of the programme focused fundamentally on forest monitoring as MRV of REDD+, and on forest data for decision making. While these are still important foundational components of the programme, the international context in which the programme operates has evolved and new demands have emerged. The programme, as a result, has adapted to meet such newer contexts.

Figure 1: Emerging contexts/ demands for forest monitoring  


Monitoring to support transparent commodity supply chains 
Within the AIM4Forests country-level work and beyond, there are emerging international demands, including forest-risk commodity regulations.  The AIM4Forests mid-term review highlighted that the policy and legislative initiatives linked to deforestation free commodities are creating new demands for exporting countries’ forest monitoring systems and technology.  As set out earlier, commodity production is one of the key drivers of deforestation, and there is an urgent need to strengthen and operationalise existing forest monitoring solutions that address unsustainable commodity production.  These solutions need to be rolled out across key geographies in a way that provides protections for smallholders, local communities, indigenous peoples and other often marginalised groups. There have also been several international developments which have created further need for forest monitoring in relation to commodity production. This was highlighted in Finding 1 of the AIM4Forests mid-term review, which found that several developments, such as the adoption of the European Union Deforestation Regulation (EUDR), have created an important entry point for forest monitoring requiring new technological approaches and tools. The EUDR provides that any operator or trader who places any of the commodities covered by the regulations, on the EU market, or exports from it, must be able to prove that the products do not originate from recently deforested land or have contributed to forest degradation. A significant proportion of relevant UK companies will be affected by the EUDR, and there is an active discussion in the UK about similar domestic regulation.   
 
Between 2023-2024, the AIM4Forests programme began some work on forest monitoring for transparent commodities. It enabled the development of key digital solutions to help smallholders, decision-makers, operators, and third-party verification actors assess the deforestation risk related to commodity production, using innovative forest monitoring.  It also funded key south-south exchanges, including both a regional and global workshop in 2024.

Since late 2024, the German-funded AIM4Commodities project took responsibility to continue funding such work, following an expression of interest from the German Government on these themes. AIM4Commodities is also delivered by FAO and aims to enhance forest monitoring and promote transparent commodity value chains by developing open, inclusive and scalable solutions. This supports producers, companies, and regulators to ensure sustainable and deforestation-free value chains.  Due to the linkages between commodity production and deforestation, AIM4Commodities has still maintained links with AIM4Forests. For example, the country workplan for Vietnam for 2025 was a joint AIM4Forests and AIM4Commodities workplan with a single overarching objective to advance Vietnam’s forest monitoring.     
  
However, the longevity of German funding for AIM4Commodities is highly uncertain, creating the risk that gaps emerge in the global landscape around forest monitoring to support transparent commodity value chains. This risk is further exacerbated by the previously US-funded Forest Data Partnership (FDaP), which focused on similar themes, also ceasing funding in early 2025. In addition, the funding that Germany has provided for AIM4Commodities (1 million euros for the next year, to end of 2026) is limited, and demand from countries for this support would exceed this budget. 

To ensure that activities continue and that impact is achieved, the AIM4Forests extension request will include a focus on transparent commodity value chains, resulting in an additional ‘output’ area for the programme. We are exploring opportunities to work in partnership with Germany, such as co-funding arrangements, to support forest monitoring for sustainable commodities. 

Monitoring for nature restoration 
The adoption of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF) has set restoration Target 2: to restore at least 30% of degraded areas under restoration by 2030, that needs to be monitored.[footnoteRef:18] Restoration is also vital for protecting standing forests, and delivers multiple benefits including carbon removals and storage, and water regulation. However, a 2024 capacity needs assessment survey by the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) Secretariat (CBD/COP/16/INF/4) found out that 100% of the 44 respondent countries requested capacity development for unpacking global methodologies in their national context, and that 80% of countries lack the capacity to report on restoration progress. This suggests an urgent need to accelerate innovative monitoring for nature restoration, supporting countries in monitoring and reporting on their restoration progress. In early 2025, AIM4Forests added an additional output on nature restoration which will use cutting-edge technology and data to bring transparency and accountability to global restoration commitments under the KMGBF.   [18:   https://www.cbd.int/gbf/targets  ] 


Accessing new and emerging forms of climate finance 
There are also new and emerging mechanisms through which countries can access climate finance, all of which will require MRV. AIM4Forests can evolve the country-level work under Output 5 to support countries towards emerging climate finance opportunities, and the model for which support is provided is adaptable and flexible depending on country priorities and needs.  In late 2024, at COP29 in Baku there was agreement on the rulebook for Article 6 of the Paris Agreement. Article 6 enables international cooperation to tackle climate change and to unlock financial support for developing countries.[footnoteRef:19] AIM4Forests has already begun supporting countries to access forest carbon market opportunities under Article 6.2 of the Paris Agreement. For example, in 2025 AIM4Forests supported an assessment of Papua New Guinea’s readiness for forest monitoring and reporting for Article 6s with a view to enabling Papua New Guinea’s ART-TREES programme to participate in Article 6. AIM4Forests could provide further support for countries for their Article 6.2 initial reports, the updating of NDCs, and the development of relevant national MRV processes.   [19:  https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-agreement/article6 ] 

AIM4Forests is also supporting the new Tropical Forests Forever Facility (TFFF), both directly and indirectly. TFFF is a proposed blended-finance mechanism which would allow countries to receive payments proportional to their conserved areas of tropic and subtropical moist forests. Deduction would apply for every hectare deforested or degraded.[footnoteRef:20] AIM4Forests is supporting the design of the TFFF, by conducting a technical assessment of forest monitoring systems across tropical countries. After the TFFF is operational, AIM4Forests could further support countries to participate in the TFFF through assisting in the monitoring of forest cover, and submissions of reports for review, verifications, and other technical assistance. This may include supporting countries to participate in the TFFF, including in the submissions of reports for review, verifications, and other technical assistance.    [20:  Tropical Forests Forever Fund boosts international support and positions itself as a new global model for climate finance] 


1.2.3 The programme is facing a budget shortfall 
The AIM4Forests programme is currently facing a budget shortfall for one of its most critical outputs. Output 5 covers the technical assistance that AIM4Forests delivers at a country level and includes activities to support forest monitoring such as:   
a. Developing capacity building trajectories, based on integrated capacity assessments   
b. Developing technical assistance country workplans and deploying technical assistance on forest monitoring, primarily for data-driven resource management and on MRV to access climate finance; and   
c. Promoting and supporting south-south exchange among countries on forest monitoring.   
  
While AIM4Forests at country level was predominately focused on MRV to access climate finance, as well as forest information to better enable better resource management, emerging priorities on elements such as nature restoration and transparent commodities have expanded this focus for some countries. The importance of the country level work is highlighted in the mid-term review. Finding 5 of the mid-term review stated that the support under Output 5 (Technical gaps with forest country NFMS and MRV systems are addressed) was seen as highly relevant, despite the small volume of support, because of the programme’s perceived agility and flexibility to provide technical assistance to address critical needs/ gaps to strengthen NFMS.[footnoteRef:21]   [21:  Mid-term Review of “Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests” (AIM4Forests), Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, Rome, 2025.] 

  
Under AIM4Forests, most countries received targeted inputs. Country workplans are developed in collaboration with countries, in response to their needs, and considering future sustainability. The budgets for the in-country work for these countries average around approximately $100,000 USD per year, which was set according to previous ambitions, on supporting 20 countries with a relatively small budget available for direct in country support. Although there is a limited budget per country, the programme has been able to achieve impact in those countries by maximising the funding, including by connecting to larger initiatives. For example, in the Democratic Republic of Congo one report on nesting arrangements was co-funded together with the US Forest Service. Similarly, in Vietnam, it was possible to co-fund development of a monitoring report for carbon credits to advance activities.   
  
For some countries, such as Brazil, the technical assistance delivered by AIM4Forests has multiple objectives. For those countries, the average budget is higher at approximately $250,000 USD per year. This is because the workplans for those countries can be extensive and cover various branches of work. For example, in Brazil, AIM4Forests maintains a dedicated project coordinator who works in tandem with several FAO specialists to support several work streams such as a national roundtable on nature restoration, to help develop an updated vision for the national forest inventory, and to facilitate a stakeholder dialogue on MRV priorities, and forest monitoring for better resource management.   
  
However, despite the importance of the country-level technical assistance, funding for this output amounts to less than 20% of the overall programme budget allocation. This balance between global and country work was designed as part of the initial programme development, largely due to a constraint on the availability of funding for RDEL at original Business Case stage. The original AIM4Forests Business Case noted “budgeting constraints” at that time and recommended “considering a future uplift in RDEL funding to AIM for Forests later”, subject to availability of finance and through performance assessment. [footnoteRef:22] [22:  AIM for Forests Business Case.docx] 


Due to increasing country requests for technical assistance, there is significant demand on the programme budget for in-country technical assistance. Based on current estimations, budget on this output will run out in 2026. This budget shortfall was highlighted in the mid-term review, which included a recommendation to increase the budget and human resources for in-country work under Output 5. Further funding would allow the programme to address this shortfall and maximise the country-level technical assistance for the duration of the programme. This would be imperative for the overarching impact and success of the programme.   

1.2.4 The programme would benefit from an extension to the term of the programme 
The original AIM4Forests business case set out a five-year programme due to end in December 2028. However, a number of key international processes that AIM4Forests currently supports countries with end after 2028. For example, UNFCCC NDCs are due in 2030, the second national reports of the KMGBF are due in 2029, and the EUDR review in 2030. Extending AIM4Forests to allow continued support up until those key milestones will maximise the programme benefits for recipient countries and replicability of functions.  It would also allow the programme to increase the ambition for the workstream on monitoring for ecosystem restoration (which was added to the programme in early 2025). Extending the term of the programme, would allow for a significant increase in the countries supported, by the programme, with monitoring for ecosystem restoration.  

The AIM4Forests mid-term review also acknowledges the complexity of the programme and the ambitious outcome and impact objectives, and Recommendation 2 of the mid-term review, states that we should consider extending the programme by 1- 2 years. This recommendation was due to the fact that “the original timeline was not realistic given the high-level of ambition set for the programme, and the need to sequence the work to enable a participatory process, enhance country leadership and ownership, and improve the information basis for planning and effective implementation.”[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Mid-term Review of “Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests” (AIM4Forests), Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, Rome, 2025.] 


Rationale for intervention 
To address the issues set out above, and to ensure the continued impact of the programme, we propose to:  
a. Extend the term of the programme by 2 years to 2030.   
b. Expand the scope of the programme to reinclude activities under ‘AIM4Commodities’ as a new output area; and
c. Increase funding by £20.9m – bringing the total programme value would to £52.4m.  
However, during business case development, external pressures on the RDEL budget mean that £4m of the planned £10m RDEL, is no longer profiled within the FY 25/26 financial year. This means that £16.9m of the proposed £20.9m extension would be spent within this financial year. If further funding is not available in the future then the programme will undertake a review to reconsider pipeline planning and reprioritise.
 
1.3.1 Increased funding 
The proposal for the full £20.9m of additional funding includes:
a. £5.7 million RDEL to cover the current country-level TA (Output 5) budget shortfall from 2026 –2028   
b. £4 million RDEL to cover the costs of country-level TA (Output 5), if the term of the programme was extended for a further two years; and 
c. £3.4 million CDEL to include activities under AIM4Commodities
d. £7.4 million CDEL to cover the costs associated with extending the term of the programme for a further two years; and 
e. 1% management fee. 
However as stated above, pressures on the RDEL budget have resulted in only £4m RDEL being available for this financial year. An extension of £16.9m would focus TA on the earlier years to give the greatest time to identify further budget. This would include: 
a. £6m RDEL to cover the current country-level TA (Output 5) budget shortfall from 2026 – 2028
b. £3.4 million CDEL to include activities under AIM4Commodities
c. £7.4 million CDEL to cover the costs associated with extending the term of the programme for a further two years; and 
d. 1% management fee. 

If no further action were taken, then the in-country technical assistance delivered by the programme would need to cease early, or there would need to be a significant scaling back and reprioritisation exercise.  If country work was to reduce or cease, the programme’s goal of overarching impact of long-term, transformational sustainable land-use management and reduction in deforestation, alongside Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reductions from the forest and land-use sector, would be highly at risk. The table at Annex B provides some examples of work priorities, over the coming years for a set of example countries with larger AIM4Forests country programmes (for the two principal areas of intervention under Output 5 - MRV for climate finance and on forest data to inform decision-making). Without additional funding for this output, these activities would halt, and we would lose those opportunities to generate impact.  
In a scenario where additional RDEL funding beyond the proposed £6m is not available, we still consider that this smaller amount would be beneficial for the programme and provide value for money. This would allow the valuable in-country technical assistance that the programme delivers to continue for at least another two years, providing further opportunities to build up in-country capacity and institutionalise NFMS and MRV systems. 
AIM4Forests leverages lessons learnt and aims to help other countries replicate them, enabling broader transformation in forest monitoring at a global scale. If further funding was provided, this impact at the global scale would be further amplified.  The additional funding would also enable the scope of the programme to expand to include monitoring for transparent commodity value chains, as well as cover the costs associated with extending the term of the programme – the rationale for both of which is set out below.  

1.3.2 Transparent commodity value chains  
As part of increased budget, it is also proposed to reinclude activities under the transparent commodity value chain work (as set out above, the work around monitoring for transparent commodity value chains was originally started under AIM4Forests before it was moved into AIM4Commodities) - named ‘AIM4Commodities’ under AIM4Forests. This would be developed as a new additional output area, if further funding is provided (as set out above). 

As discussed in section 1.2.2., AIM4Commodities is an existing programme that is currently German funded. However, German funding for AIM4Commodities beyond 2026 is highly uncertain and unconfirmed (1 million euros have been committed for 2026 with no commitment to future funding beyond that). Without further funding, there is a risk of this work ending, creating a gap in country support around forest monitoring for sustainable commodities. Given the strong linkages between commodity production and deforestation, stopping this work would mean missing a key opportunity to help tackle one of the key drivers of deforestation. Even if German funding were to continue beyond 2026, the level of demand for support with this type of forest monitoring would likely outstrip the expected budget, and UK support would still be needed. Estimates for the AIM4Commodities workstream are between USD $1.5m - $3m per year depending on the level of ambition. We propose to explore arrangements to co-fund this work with Germany, initially for 2026, and any future years depending on their willingness to continue funding. 

With combined and complimentary support from the UK and Germany the AIM4Commodites work stream would include:
· A global consolidated AIM4Commodities support programme for transparent commodities
· A set of 4-8 country programmes for roll-out of technical solutions with governments and supply-chain actors, with a focus on vulnerable stakeholders.
· Continued technical innovation in forest monitoring technical solutions: for traceability, remote sensing, data analysis and data collection, taking on board lessons learned from country programmes.
· A partnership on data for transparent commodities comprising members of the private sector, governments, donors, representatives of indigenous groups to guide development of technical innovation, as well as country engagement.
· Development of e-learning materials and online-facilitated learning modalities to accompany in-country capacity development.
· Further develop thinking targeted at integrating vulnerable stakeholders: indigenous peoples, local communities and youth into transparent commodity value chains, through bespoke technical solutions and platforms, as well as data protection and governance arrangements in countries to ensure protection and livelihoods.
· Enable engagement with regulatory bodies, including in the EU, UK, US, Japan and other geographies to make sure policy process and demand-side regulations are adequately informed by capabilities of producer countries.

Countries will be identified and agreed through an AIM4Commodities Steering Committee, considering key factors such as current opportunities for engagement and scale and synergies with other donor activities. This is discussed further in the Management Case below. If German funding does not continue beyond 2026, the programme team and delivery partner will reevaluate the workstream and reprioritise activities as needed to ensure that the workstream can be adapted to suit any funding arrangement and continue to deliver value for money. 
Further information on what would be included in a new output on transparent commodities is included at Annex C.  
1.3.3 Extending the term of the programme  
It is proposed to extend the term of the programme until December 2030, which would require additional funding to continue all work areas under the programme for a further two years, as set out above. We consider that extending the term of the programme by two years would increase the impact of the programme by providing longer term support for countries leading to better outcomes. Extending the programme to 2030 will enable AIM4Forests to accompany countries in their efforts to better embed climate finance efforts with their national mitigation strategies and provide additional support to institutionalise systems for long-term functioning. Not only will this funding provide more time to implement key activities, but it is also expected that country-work demand will increase closer to NDC target years, as NDCs are increasingly updated and as subnational programmes transition to national programmes. The programme would also provide continued support for countries reporting in key international process. For example, UNFCCC NDCs are due in 2030, the second national reports of the KMGBF are due in 2029, and the EUDR review in 2030. Without an extension, countries would not have continued support to meet their reporting milestones and there would be reduced opportunity to achieve long term transformational change.   

Additional, extended funding would also allow us to increase the ambition and impact of the workstream on monitoring for ecosystem restoration. As set out above, AIM4Forests supports countries to meet their reporting requirements under Target 2 of the KMGBF. Extending the term of the programme for a further two years would enable an additional 3 regional workshops to be held and a significant increase in the number of countries support by the programme with their reporting requirements. In 2028 we estimate that 25 countries would receive support from AIM4Forests to report on nature restoration, but by 2030 this number would nearly double to 40 countries. Additionally, between 2025 – 2028, we estimate that approximately 50% of countries will submit Target 2 reports. However, between 2029-2030 we think that this could increase to up to 66% of countries due to assistance provided by the programme through ongoing workshops, and increased momentum. 

The table at Annex D provided examples of what could be achieved under the different programme outputs if the term of the programme was extended. 
Strategic fit 
1.4.1 DESNZ, International Forests Unit (IFU) and wider HMG: priorities and ICF portfolio 
The proposal is strongly aligned with HMG, DESNZ and ICF objectives. The programme fits well with domestic UK ODA and Climate Finance objectives, with a clear link to reducing emissions, enabling more effective sustainable land management, enhancing and sustaining livelihoods of forest-dependent communities, increasing ambition, and advancing towards transformational change. The proposal aligns with the key activities identified in the Theory of Change for UK government investment in forests and land use. Expanding the scope of the programme to include an additional output on monitoring for sustainable commodities supports the activity of ‘transforming markets and the supply chain for sustainable products’ by supporting forest countries to create more transparent supply chains and meet relevant regulations such as the European Union Deforestation Regulations. The proposal also supports the activity of ‘transforming finance to incentivise protection and restoration’ by strengthening forest monitoring and MRV in forest countries to enable greater financial flows for forest countries and communities for long-term financial sustainability – supporting the effective and high-integrity delivery of large-scale performance-based forest programmes and opportunities. 

In addition to the fit with broader UK priorities, support for MRV also sits firmly within UK ICF priorities. Over 2021-2026, the UK has committed £3 billion International Climate Finance for nature, of which £1.5 billion is specifically for protecting and restoring international forests and supporting forest livelihoods. Effective MRV systems for forest carbon emissions directly support forest countries in their efforts towards climate mitigation, as helps to translate national data into meaningful, informed actions on reducing deforestation, forest degradation and other land-use management.  

AIM4Forests currently fills a critical gap within IFU programming to support MRV and NFMS, the only programme that is uniquely positioned to do this. This programme not only accelerates REDD+ results-based finance from public and private sources but also provides mechanisms for strengthening forest monitoring for wider institutional benefits. Addressing the critical funding needs and extending the term of the programme, ensures that this work can continue and that AIM4Forests continues to address the growing need for robust MRV systems and NFMS.  

There is high potential for secondary benefits and opportunities from MRV initiatives, such as supporting UK academia, space sector, industry and innovation. The programme routinely looks for opportunities to work with UK-based organisations, where they are best placed to support with programme objectives. For example, this has included close engagement with the UK Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (UKCEH) who are largely implementing work focused on building peat-emit a database on peatland emission factors. The programme has also collaborated with several UK universities, including Oxford University’s Change Institute, the University of Nottingham, the University of Leeds, the University of Sheffield and University College London.    
 
1.4.2 International considerations 
AIM4Forests creates linkages with other key climate initiatives and UK-funded/supported programmes, through the provision of forest monitoring and MRV support. For example, AIM4Forests provides support for:  
a. REDD+ MRV/UNFCCC reporting
b. MRV for other forest carbon market opportunities including Article 6 of the Paris Agreement  
c. Forest monitoring for nature restoration under the KMGBF; and 
d. Forest monitoring for sustainable commodity value chains.  
This support can be tailored and adapted depending on a country’s needs. Conclusion 2 of the mid-term review found that the demand-driven implement approach of AIM4Forests, responding to global developments and country demands has further enhanced the programme's relevance in different contexts.[footnoteRef:24] Further funding for the programme will ensure that the support provided continues to be flexible, responsive, and impactful on a larger scale.   [24:  Mid-term Review of “Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests” (AIM4Forests), FAO, 2025] 


Working across each of these programmes to identify key gaps and opportunities for AIM4Forests to provide further support ensures any donor funding has maximum impact while avoiding duplications.  For example, the World Bank’s Scaling Climate Action by Lowering Emissions (SCALE) Partnership, is a multi-donor fund (of which the UK is the anchor donor) that seeks to catalyse transformative climate action by combining readiness support with Results-Based Finance, helping to bridge the financial gap by supporting countries to access international carbon markets. Many SCALE countries will need MRV support to deliver their full programme outcomes. There is already some alignment between AIM4Forests countries and countries being considered for SCALE, and work has been undertaken to ensure that the programmes are complementary rather than duplicative. Indeed, we may find that it is beneficial to expand AIM4Forests to new SCALE countries where there are critical MRV gaps. Ensuring continued coordination between these two programmes may create opportunities for both programmes to amplify the work of the other. DESNZ will ensure that AIM4Forests programme management continues to coordinate with SCALE in the future, ensuring the most efficient use of UK ODA.  
 
As set above, AIM4Forests can also support countries towards different climate finance opportunities, depending on country needs and priorities. This could include participation in the TFFF or Article 6.2 of the Paris Agreement (relating to trade in carbon credits). For example, supporting countries for their Article 6.2 initial reports, updating of NDCs, and the development of relevant national MRV processes. In parallel, AIM4Forests will continue supporting countries in their efforts to access the Green Climate Fund, voluntary carbon markets, or to participate in the UNFCCC Enhanced Transparency Framework, even without directly targeting climate finance. 
Aims and outcomes 
1.5.1 Scope 
The UK’s investment will be used to ensure the programme can continue to provide in-country support to strengthen and institutionalise MRV and NFMS, strengthen and operationalise forest monitoring solutions to address unsustainable commodity production, and ensure countries have capacity to meet national and international reporting obligations through to 2030.  

The geographic scope of this funding is global, but jurisdictions must be ODA-eligible. AIM4Forests is already working in 19 countries and any additional countries added to the programme will be made by the AIM4Forests Steering Committee (and AIM4Commodities Steering Committee where relevant). We endeavour to focus support to those countries with limited existing focus/ coordination on forest monitoring, but that have the interest/ understanding needed to advance and implement activities. The activities of the programme will be determined by country selection, as the broader aim of the programme is to be country-led and demand driven. 

1.5.2 SMART Objectives
The funding set out in this business case has the following SMART objectives. Indicative targets have been set for some indicators; others will be confirmed following further work to determine specific activities. The table at Figure 2 below sets out the 6 key objectives and how success could be measured.  
Figure 2: Table of Strategic Fit SMART Objectives 
	Strategic Fit SMART Objective  
	How will it be measured?  

	1. Objective 1: Continue to build long-lasting capacity for forest countries to strengthen and institutionalise MRV and National Forest Monitoring Systems through a country-led, adaptable and sustained process that engages stakeholders across all levels, overcomes methodological and procedural challenges, and aligns with national policy and development priorities, throughout the term of the programme. 
	· Number of countries supported with direct technical assistance, (target of 20 by 2030). We are currently supporting 16 countries with in-country technical assistance directly however budget for this work is due to run out in 2026 so this proposal would ensure it continues (TA KPI 1). This extension proposal would allow an increase from 16 countries to 20 countries.   
· Number of key methodological challenges overcome through alignment, innovation and deployment (12 by 2030, increased from 10).  
· Number of countries supported to institutionalise NFMS and associated MRV procedures within their national institutions, through the Country-Led Planning process, so that they can be operationalised and sustained with national resources over time. Target of 10 countries supported by 2030, up from 2-3 from the original business case.  
· Number of (sub)national forest and climate policies and legislation informed by country technical assistance (10 by 2030, increased from 8). 

	2. Objective 2: Strengthen forest monitoring and MRV in forest countries to enable greater financial flows for forest countries and communities for long-term financial sustainability, including supporting the effective and high-integrity delivery of large-scale performance-based forest programmes and opportunities (e.g., FCPF, ART-TREES, GCF, BioCarbon Fund ISFL, SCALE, LEAF, TFFF, Article 6). 
	· Number of countries supported by the programme (20 by 2030) - TA KPI 1. 
· Increased volume of forest/land-use credits produced and verified due to support from AIM4Forests (emissions reductions) - TA KPI 5.  
· Increased number of national/ sub-national programmes actively supported by AIM4Forests to access climate finance (including REDD+ and other forest service schemes) (16 by 2030, increased from 15). 

	3. Objective 3: Empower and enhance the social inclusion of marginalised and disadvantaged groups by enabling greater equity in forest monitoring through the meaningful participation of indigenous peoples, local communities, women, small-holders and youth through targeted capacity-building and inclusive, gender-responsive methodologies. 
	· Increased percentage of IPLCs, youth and women (and where relevant smallholders) at AIM4Forests supported events and exchanges (TA KPI 2) (target of 40% by 2030) 
· Innovative biocentric restoration projects developed and implementing (2 by 2030). 

	4. Objective 4: Enhance country capacity to meet national and international reporting obligations through the deployment of high-integrity datasets to meet relevant data and reporting needs on forest mitigation, ecosystem restoration and forest-risk commodities - including around UNFCCC reporting in 2030 (FRELs and GHG inventories, AFOLU in NDCs), within transparent commodity value chains in 2030, and for KMGBF ecosystem restoration targets in 2029.  
	· Number of countries reporting on nature restoration to the CBD, which received support from AIM4Forests – target of 20 by 2030. 
· Number of countries supported to cover forests and land-use categories within UNFCCC reporting (including against NDCs) - target of 14 countries by 2030 which is an increase of an additional 4 countries. 
· Number of countries supported to comply with EUDR regulations – target of 5 countries by 2030.  
· Increase development and deployment of high-integrity datasets (Number of emerging technologies, tools and innovative solutions developed/supported to deployment by AIM4Forests – 12 by 2030, increased from 10).  

	5. Objective 5: Strengthen and operationalise forest monitoring solutions to address unsustainable commodity production by developing open, inclusive, and scalable solutions to support smallholders, producers, companies and regulators ensure sustainable and deforestation-free value chains. 
	· Development and use of a global public infrastructure for transparent commodities (by 2030). This will include the refinement of technical solutions, a partnership on transparent commodities, and a roll out in 4 countries.   
· Number of countries supported with the roll-out of technical solutions (between 4-8 by 2030).  



1.5.3 Benefits being sought, expected outcomes, and assumptions 
ICF programmes report on a range of standardised key performance indicators (KPIs) which enable results to be aggregated across the ICF portfolio.[footnoteRef:25] The Theory of Change for AIM4Forests, as set out in Annex E has been updated to reflect the proposals within this business case, and provides an effective high-level overview of the results chain for the inputs, activities, outcomes and impact of AIM4Forests. It is expected that the impact level, AIM4Forests (if the business case was approved), would lead to transformational change towards sustainable land use, improved nature restoration, reduction in deforestation, and reduced greenhouse gas emissions from forests and land use advances domestic and international climate and sustainability goals and delivers benefits to nature and people. This will be measured using ICF KPI 15 which is the extent to which the ICF intervention is likely to lead to Transformational Change.  [25:  See KPI methodologies and latest results publications here: UK Climate Finance Results - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) ] 


Outcomes:
· Greater financial flows for forest countries and communities – through consumer confidence in carbon credits, donor trust in nature restoration progress, and regulators’ reliance on forest supply chain information.  
· Transformed resource and land managed towards reduced deforestation, lower emissions, more effective nature restoration and more sustainable commodity production, and enhanced livelihoods for forest communities.  
Intermediate outcomes: 
· Monitoring of forests, land use and nature integrates latest technical knowledge, leverages innovative platforms and strengthens global datasets, and is guided by good-practice methodologies, ensuring forest countries and their communities can better manage forests, deliver high-integrity forest mitigation programmes, achieve nature restoration targets, and participate effectively in global markets for sustainable commodities. 
· Forest monitoring progresses towards greater equity and inclusiveness, ensuring that forest communities, youth, women, smallholders and Indigenous Peoples are empowered to participate 
· Countries develop forest monitoring systems that are sustainable, robust, relevant to policy priorities and accessible to all. 
Outputs: 
· Forest data for better management – Technical innovation is advanced through new datasets, innovative tools and platforms, and knowledge is disseminated through open-access learning programmes. 
· Forest MRV – Methodological challenges are overcome through targeted and widely disseminated research, enabling high-integrity greenhouse-gas estimation and facilitating access to climate finance and conservation payments. 
· AIM4NatuRe – Monitoring of nature restoration progress is advanced through a country-driven global dataset based on improved national reporting, ensuring transparent monitoring and KMGBF reporting and thereby enabling the implementation of restoration commitments. 
· AIM4Commodities – The technical components of a digital public infrastructure are developed, and a group of countries is engaged for its roll-out to progress towards transparent commodity supply chains. 
· Forest monitoring for Indigenous Peoples and forest communities – Indigenous Peoples are engaged in a community of practice to build capacity, showcase their forest stewardship, and help guide monitoring and reporting environments to accommodate contributions from Indigenous Peoples. 
· Forest country governments are engaged in Country-Led Planning towards strengthening technical and functional capacity for forest monitoring and embedding forest monitoring into national institutions. 
· Countries receive forest monitoring technical assistance to address technical and functional capacity gaps within their forest monitoring systems: forest data for better management, forest MRV, monitoring of nature restoration progress, and transparent commodity supply chains. 

Assumptions 
The programme relies on a number of inter-related assumptions at different levels in the theory of change. These are summarised below. 
 
Key assumptions: Outputs to Intermediate outcomes 
· AIM4Forests technical solutions effectively meet country demand while leveraging innovation. 
· AIM4Forests identifies the methodological gaps that matter most. 
· AIM4Forests manages to effectively engage key actors, including governments, the private sector, civil society, Indigenous Peoples, forest communities and others. 
· AIM4Forests manages to identify key functional gaps in countries’ forest monitoring systems that stakeholders see as relevant to their priorities. 
· National policies and legal frameworks enable cross-sectoral collaboration and are receptive towards engaging empowered forest communities and Indigenous Peoples in forest monitoring. 
· Emerging international reporting contexts surrounding carbon markets, commodity supply chains and restoration provide a role for forest communities and Indigenous Peoples. 
· AIM4Forests has access to needed funds and human resources to provide technical assistance. 
· Governments are committed to strengthening their technical and functional forest monitoring capacity and taking on board innovative technical solutions. 
· AIM4Forests implements activities in an economical way, with a focus on efficiency and effectiveness, making sure to reach marginalised groups in an equitable way – all ultimately for delivering impact in a cost-effective manner. 

Key assumptions: Intermediate outcomes to outcomes and to impact 
Donors remain committed to climate finance (including under new results-based modalities such as TFFF). 
Carbon markets increasingly take up forest mitigation (including the Paris Agreement’s Article 6). 
Related programmes for results-based funding and technical assistance proceed successfully (FCPF, ISFL, REM, LEAF, UN-REDD, GCF, NICFI, others). 
Forest countries continue with strong political commitment to managing forests sustainably, reducing deforestation, sustainable commodity production, nature restoration – and using forest monitoring as enabler. 
The international community’s efforts to address deforestation (e.g., through nature restoration and through transparent commodity supply chains) continue gaining momentum, leveraging strong information and data. 

High level potential risks 
The full risk register can be found in Annex F, with specific commercial and financial risks also found in their relevant sections of the business case.  
· Constrained RDEL budgets which have meant that only £16.9m can be spent within this financial year. 
· Downturns in national and/or state economies reduce public spending and appetite for forest protection, or for working with international donor community. Political and economic environment in the countries does not favour improved management of natural resources using better information. 
· Fiduciary – delivery delays, performance issues, lack of disbursement capacity/capability means funding is not effectively utilised or improper use. 
· Reputational risks including potential negative perception of REDD+, potential failure when investing in new/ innovative technologies, or global backlash against carbon finance for forests.   
· Conflict in countries escalates or changes in political leadership causes criticism/weakening of environmental protection legislation at national/state level and reduces progress and emphasis on REDD+ and forest protection. 
· Consumer-side regulation on deforestation-free commodity production fails to deliver positive results. 
· AIM4Forests helps establish NFMS that produce datasets of mediocre quality, that are less relevant to priorities of country stakeholders or not accessible to stakeholders. 

The programme extension will deploy a range of mitigation strategies for these risks, including appointing an appropriate delivery partner with strong capability and experience in forest monitoring, and ensuring continuous and adequate information sharing with the delivery partner.  

Legal considerations and wider policies 
1.7.1 Equality objective 
Social inclusion and gender 
AIM4Forests aims to support countries with forest monitoring and MRV systems which will enable them to access climate finance, and deliver against Sustainable Development Goals. The programme will ensure that appropriate social safeguards are in place and expect suppliers that DESNZ fund to factor equality-related considerations into the use of DESNZ funds. AIM4Forests aims to strengthen the role and technical capacities of Indigenous Peoples, and other customary communities such as Afro-Descendent Peoples, Pygmy Peoples, pastoralists, fisherfolk, and smallholder farmers, in forest monitoring, enabling them to better manage, restore, and conserve their forest lands, resources, and territories. The programme also supports efforts to secure the tenure rights and improved access and participation in key global policy and finance frameworks, such as the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD).   

Women and girls in developing countries are often more vulnerable to the negative impacts of climate change and forest degradation. Measures taken to mitigate the impacts of climate change are likely to be positive for gender equity. FAO and DESNZ have worked together to build gender-relevant indicators within the monitoring and reporting framework. This includes disaggregating indicators on progress to specific track how the programme is increasing the participation of women in its activities. 

In line with the UK international Climate Finance Guidance Note on the Integration of Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion (GEDSI), the programme will aim to be "GEDSI empowering" at a minimum. This would usually equate to scoring 1/'Significant' or 2/'Principal' under the OECD DAC Gender Marker. This funding is expected to score a 1 on the OECD Gender DAC marker (the commonly agreed method of assessing the extent to which gender is incorporated into the programme). This score is based on the assessment that gender equality is an important and deliberate objective, but not the principal reason for undertaking the programme. The programme team will endeavour to undertake a gender equality, disability and social inclusion analysis in future, to assess the potential effects of interventions on women and marginalised groups. 

The programme will consider the inclusion and empowerment of people with disabilities, in line with our commitments to the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.

1.7.2 Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) 
Supreme Court case law confirms that the Public Sector Equality Duty under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 does not apply to policy decisions which take effect wholly extraterritorially and which do not affect persons with a connection to the UK (R (on the application of Marouf and another) v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2023] UKSC 23). The reasoning in Marouf is considered applicable to this spending decision. DESNZ is therefore not legally required to consider the PSED in respect of people outside the UK. DESNZ has undertaken this analysis as a matter of good practice to ensure alignment with equality principles. A PSED assessment has been completed and concluded that groups with Protected Characteristics, as defined through the PSED, are not considered to be at significant risk from interaction and participation of the AIM4Forests programme. The programme could have an impact upon the two protected characteristics of race and sex. The PSED found that AIM4Forests will have likely have a positive impact on advancing equality of opportunity for IPLCS and fostering good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do not. In relation to sex, the programme is not considered to actively disadvantage or discriminate against people of different sexes. As a DESNZ funded supplier, FAO is expected to factor equality-related considerations into the use of DESNZ funds. The assessment is provided in full at Annex G.  

1.7.3 Spending power
The legal spending power for this funding is the International Development Act 2002 (IDA 2022). Section 1 of IDA 2002 confers spending powers permitting the Secretary of State to “provide any person or body with development assistance if [they] are satisfied that the provision of the assistance is likely to contribute to a reduction in poverty.” Under section 2 “development assistance” is defined as assistance provided for the purpose of “furthering sustainable development in one or more countries outside the UK or improving the welfare of the population of one or more such countries.” AIM4Forests contributes to reducing poverty and is provided for the purpose of supporting sustainable development and improving the welfare of the population of developing countries in which it operates.  

The protection of forests is important for social inclusion, as climate change disproportionately impacts the world’s poorest communities, including indigenous people, the extreme poor, and women. Deforestation and forest degradation undermine the livelihoods of approximately 1 billion of the world’s poorest people. Forest dependence is higher among marginal groups, such as indigenous people, women and the extreme poor, and so deforestation often has the greatest impact on these groups in terms of livelihoods, culture and health. The proposals in this business case are likely to contribute to reducing poverty and will increase sustainable development in beneficiary developing countries.  AIM4Forests will build long-lasting capacity for forest countries to advance MRV systems – improving land-use management, accelerating REDD+, and improving the efficiency and outcomes of other REDD+ and forest-related programming. The programme enables greater financial flows for developing forest countries and their communities, particularly poorer forest-dependent communities, by enabling them to access climate finance, increasing incentives to preserve and protect forests, and deliver against broader Sustainable Development Goals.    

Countries are therefore able to implement and improve evidence-based policies and action to improve livelihoods, reduce deforestation rates, lower greenhouse gas emissions, and help conserve biodiversity.  Incorporating monitoring for transparent commodity production in the extension, will support smallholders and local producers to meet due diligence and traceability requirements, reducing the risk of exclusion from export markets. Data and monitoring will also enable forest countries to improve their agri-food systems around production of crops such as coffee, cocoa, and rubber.    

Section 1(1A) requires that, prior to providing development assistance under section 1, the Secretary of State must “have regard to the desirability of providing development assistance in a way that is likely to contribute to reducing poverty in a way which is likely to contribute to reducing inequality between persons of different gender.” Addressing climate change is intertwined with sustainable development, poverty reduction, and the reduction of inequalities. Women and girls in developing countries are often more vulnerable to the negative impacts of climate change and forest degradation. AIM4Forests aims to support the enabling environment for Emissions Reductions programmes and therefore mitigate the impacts of climate change which is likely to contribute to reducing gender inequality. FAO and DESNZ have worked together to build gender-relevant indicators within the monitoring and reporting framework. This includes disaggregating indicators on progress to specific track how the programme is increasing the participation of women in its activities. Section 8(1) permits the SoS to “enter into arrangements to secure that development assistance is provided to any person or body,” while Section 8(2) allows the SoS to “make payments to the persons who provide facilities in pursuance of the arrangements.” Given the scope and objectives of the AIM4Forests extension business case, the proposed funding fully complies with the requirements of the IDA 2002 by contributing to poverty reduction, supporting sustainable development, and addressing gender inequalities.

1.7.4 Paris alignment 
This programme does not go against HMG’s fossil fuel policy, nor does it go against of the UK’s partner countries’ climate plans. It actively looks to support countries to meet their NDCs and other climate and nature targets through supporting more effective and transparent monitoring, as well as delivering technical support in the production of Emissions Reductions, which can be transacted under carbon markets. It is not necessary to undertake Shadow Carbon Pricing for the AIM4Forests programme as the programme is directly supporting the generation of verified emissions reductions. A value for these reduced carbon emissions is established through the sale of those carbon credits which have been generated and verified with support from the AIM4Forests programme.  
A climate and risk assessment has been completed for AIM4Forests, which ensures that the programme is in line and being sufficiently monitored against environmental and climate damage risks, and this is attached at Annex H.
	Paris alignment pillar
	Description of activity

	How have you taken a proportional approach to climate and environment risk assurance?
	 A Climate and Environment Risk Assessment was undertaken and risk was identified to be major (see Annex H)

	How have you taken a proportional approach to using shadow carbon pricing?
	 N/A

	Does the programme adhere to HMG’s fossil fuel policy?
	Yes, the funding does not include elements relating to fossil fuel support and so does not go against the fossil fuel policy.

	Are you ensuring the programme does not undermine impacted countries climate plans?
	The AIM4Forests extension does not undermine impacted countries’ climate plans. The programme supports countries to cover forest and land-use categories within UNFCCC reporting, including against the NDCs. 



1.7.5 Environment Act 2021  
In developing this business case, DESNZ has also considered our obligations under the Environment Act 2021. This requires the Minister to “have due regard to the policy statement on environmental principles” when “making policy”. We do not currently consider that a decision to provide an extension to the AIM4Forests programme would amount to an exercise in ‘policy making’ for the purposes of s.19 of this Act. This is on the basis that the decision does not create a precedent for future iterations of the AIM4Forests programme, other ICF programmes or decisions, or otherwise set a particular direction for future decisions, projects or programmes; is intended to give effect to the wider ICF policy and does not change the overall policy objectives which DESNZ is working towards in this policy area. 



2. Economic Case

2.1 Options appraisal 
2.1.1 Options 
The options appraisal considers the available options for delivering the objectives defined in the Strategic Case in line with the Options Framework, as outlined in the Green Book and the DESNZ appraisal guidance. Value for Money was assessed against FCDO’s 5Es framework which is applied to all ODA programmes to determine whether the extension delivers a good return on UK taxpayer’s money. 

2.1.2 Critical Success Factors and Strategic Fit Objectives 
Five Critical Success Factors (CSF) were used for the options appraisal: strategic and meeting business needs, potential value for money, supplier capacity and capability, potential affordability, and achievability. Alongside core Green Book CSFs, SMART strategic fit objectives were developed (see Annex I for a description of the CSF and strategic fit objectives), through workshops and further feedback from specialists. 

2.1.3 Long List of Options 
A long list of potential delivery options was developed by the programme team using an Options Framework Filter in accordance with required best practice set out in the Green Book and HM Treasury Business Case Guidance (see Annex J). This framework disaggregates proposed interventions into their logical sequences, to ensure all different options for each element of the intervention have been considered. 

Each option choice was either discounted (if it did not meet intervention objectives and CSFs), carried forward or selected as ‘preferred way forward’. A condensed version of the Options Framework that resulted from this is presented in the table at Figure 3 below. 

Given the preferred scope and implementation of the programme was pre-determined, it is omitted from the summary table.

Figure 3: Summary table of options appraisal 
	 
	Solution  
	Delivery  
	Funding  

	Preferred way forward  
	Address current budget shortfall, include monitoring for sustainable commodities and an extension to the term of the programme  
	Retain current delivery partner  
	An uplift of £20.9 m (including a two year extension) 

	Carried over  
	BAU - no additional funding to AIM4Forests or extension to the term of the programme    
	Funding of a new programme through competitive tender  
	BAU - no budgetary increase or extension to the term of the programme   
 

	
	
	
	An uplift of £40m (including a two year extension)  

	Discounted  
	Provide additional support to address the current budget shortfall 
	Provide funding to existing HMG programmes 
	A smaller uplift (£10m RDEL) and there would no extension to the term of the programme  

	
	Address current budget shortfall and include monitoring for sustainable commodities 
	
	

	
	Address the budget shortfall and extend the term of the programme 
	HMG to implement a new programme  
	An uplift of £13.5m (including a one year extension) 

	
	Extension to the term of the programme only  
	Funding of a new programme through direct award  
	



2.1.4 Shortlist of options 
The following options were chosen for the shortlist and a SWOT analysis (strengths, weaknesses, threats and opportunities) was conducted, as well as consideration against the CSF and strategic fit objectives (see Annex K for a more comprehensive assessment). 

Option 1: BAU (do nothing) 
· This option was not preferred. As outlined in the Strategic Case, if the extension does not go ahead the budget on the output for the programme’s in-country technical assistance will run out in 2026. This will result in the in-country technical assistance being scaled back significantly and countries being reprioritised. This option does not meet any of the strategic fit objectives and would impact the ability of the programme to deliver transformational change. 

Option 2: Address budget shortfall, include monitoring for sustainable commodities (on a larger scale) and a 2 year extension (£20.9m) 
· This option is our preferred option. It delivers fully against each of the strategic objectives and the majority of CSF. It would ensure that in-country technical assistance can continue which is fundamental to the programme supporting countries to reduce deforestation, and access climate finance. A comprehensive workstream on monitoring for sustainable commodity supply chains aims to address one of the key drivers of deforestation and ensures that AIM4Forests can support other sustainable supply chain programmes across HMG. An extension to the term of the programme will help ensure MRV and NFMS’ are embedded within national institutions and ensures support for countries up to meeting key international reporting milestones. However, during business case development, external pressures on the RDEL budget mean that £6m of the planned £10m RDEL is no longer profiled within the FY 25/26 financial year. This means that £16.9m of the proposed £20.9m extension would be spent within this financial year, with the rest unprofiled at present. If further funding is not available in the future, then the programme will undertake a review to reconsider pipeline planning and reprioritise as needed.  

Option 3: Address budget shortfall, including monitoring for sustainable commodities, expand scope of the programme and a 2 year extension (£40m) 
· This option was not preferred, largely due to the significant budget required and the opportunity cost that this would have on other ICF programming. Under this option, the elements included in the option above would also be included but on a larger scale. It would double the number of countries that the AIM4Commodities work would be rolled out in, and increase the overall number of countries that AIM4Forests could deliver in-country technical assistance in. It would also increase the size of several the in-country technical assistance programmes that are already operating within forest countries. However, this would be a significant increase in size of the programme and would likely have implications for the resourcing of the delivery partner, for example it may require an expansion of the delivery team. 

Delivery option 1: Retain current delivery partner 
· This is our preferred delivery option. Retaining the current delivery partner builds on the success and momentum of the programme, and reduces any delays associated with establishing a new delivery partner.  FAO is already successfully delivering the AIM4Forests programme and has experience delivering programmes relating to monitoring for unsustainable commodities. The mid-term review highlighted the technical comparative advantage that FAO has in NFMS and MRV, as well as the country and regional presence FAO has through its offices and established networks, including those related to REDD+ and strong working relationships with governments and convening power.  The delivery structure also leverages the convening power and expertise of both UN-REDD and the GFOI. 

Delivery option 2: Funding a new programme through competitive tender 
· This option was not preferred. While a competitive tender process could ensure that a new programme was designed in a way that met each of the strategic objectives, it would be resource intensive in terms of procurement and management. Creating a new programme would increase implementation costs and create delays in the implementation of the extension. A competitive tender process was undertaken during the original Aim4Forests business case, and FAO-UNREDD were the most successful bid, given the similar objectives to the original business case and the fact that there have been no new equivalent initiatives, we consider a similar outcome would be likely if a competitive tender was undertaken. This is further expanded on in section 3.1. 
2.2. Value for Money appraisal 

This section assesses the value for money (VfM) of the preferred option, the proposed £20.9 million AIM4Forests extension. This option secures continuity of Output 5 (in-country technical assistance), funds AIM4Commodities, and extends the programme to 2030. The analysis applies the HMG/ICF 5Es framework: Economy, Efficiency, Effectiveness, Cost-effectiveness, and Equity. A reduction in spend to £16.9m is not expected to have significant implications on the VfM of the programme but will certainly mean that the extent of impact is reduced. Reduced RDEL is likely to lead to less in-country TA in future years, and this has implications on the targets we set and ultimately the magnitude of AIM4Forests benefits (e.g., the volume of forest/land-use credits verified due to support from AIM would reduce).
Economy
The preferred option demonstrates good economy by continuing to channel funds through established mechanisms and maximising existing assets. The Mid-Term Review (MTR) found that:
Using the UN-REDD Multi-Partner Trust Fund has saved around USD 1.5m annually (≈5%) and avoided 6–12 months of mobilisation delay.
FAO has built on platforms such as SEPAL and Open Foris rather than commissioning new tools.
FAO’s global presence and expertise allow procurement and deployment at scale with lower overheads.
The extension retains these economies, while a new programme or gap in funding (Option 1) would lose them. Compared with a larger expansion (Option 3), it avoids the diseconomies of stretching delivery capacity into less certain new areas.
Efficiency
The programme has generally converted inputs into outputs efficiently, although performance has varied across components.
The MTR found that funds have been disbursed in a timely and accountable manner, with only isolated under- and overspends at country level.
Output 1 (technical innovation in monitoring tools and learning) and Output 2 (methodological improvements for REDD+ MRV) have delivered strongly by leveraging existing FAO investments.
Output 5 (in-country technical assistance) and Output 6 (monitoring for restoration and ecosystem services) have benefited from existing networks and tools.
Large-scale online training courses (Massive Open Online Courses, MOOCs) have provided cost-efficient reach across multiple geographies compared with traditional workshops.
By contrast, Output 3 (engagement of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities, IPLCs) and Output 4 (country-led planning for NFMS institutionalisation) mobilised later and overlapped with other outputs, reducing efficiency. 
The extension directly tackles these issues: it fills the Output 5 budget gap (preventing a cliff-edge in technical assistance from 2026), provides targeted funding for AIM4Commodities with a clear workplan, and rebalances resources to avoid overlaps. In this way, the preferred option sustains past efficiency gains while improving weaker areas.
Effectiveness
The programme has delivered relevant and valued outputs, with overall effectiveness rated satisfactory by the MTR. Achievements to date include:
Capacity development targets exceeded.
Tools such as WHISP, Open Foris Arena upgrades, and South–South exchanges in place and recognised as innovative.
Alignment with the Paris Agreement, Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework, and the EU Deforestation Regulation.
Country-led planning processes have increased national ownership of forest monitoring.
The extension strengthens effectiveness by aligning support with major milestones – KMGBF reporting in 2029, NDCs in 2030, and the EUDR review in 2030 – when demand for credible MRV and commodity transparency will peak. It also reallocates resources to Output 5, responding directly to the MTR’s concern that ambitions were high relative to budgets, and reinstates AIM4Commodities to meet urgent partner-country needs.
Cost-Effectiveness
AIM4Forests provides good cost-effectiveness through use of existing platforms, efficient fund channelling, and innovative training.
Outputs 1, 2, 5 and 6 have delivered proportionate results.
MOOCs have delivered training at lower cost per participant than conventional workshops.
The UN-REDD channel has reduced overheads compared to alternatives.
The extension addresses these weaknesses by reallocating resources to Output 5, clarifying the scope of Outputs 3 and 4, and improving coordination to reduce overlaps.
Break-even analysis
A supplementary break-even analysis was undertaken to test whether carbon benefits alone justify the extension’s cost, consistent with ICF Technical Assistance KPI 5 methodology.
Programme cost: £20.9 million.
Benefit period: 2029–2035, reflecting early mobilisation in 2026–28, avoiding double-counting with the original Business Case (2021–26), and allowing persistence of NFMS impacts beyond programme close.
Discount rate: 3.5%.
Attribution adjustment: 0.1% factor applied.
· AIM4Forests provides enabling technical assistance rather than delivering emission cuts itself. If we just divided programme cost by HMG carbon values, we would get an attributed figure, as if AIM4F directly delivered those reductions.
· To reflect its contribution role instead, we adjust by applying a 0.1% factor – meaning the requirement is scaled up to show the much larger pool of reductions AIM4F is expected to influence indirectly.
· This rate is consistent with previous IFU programmes (e.g. FGMC). The team judge it to be within the realms of possibility, though it cannot be evidenced with greater precision. Sensitivity testing is provided later to show the effect of different attribution assumptions.
· Risk adjustment: 50 per cent reduction applied for non-permanence, leakage and additionality.
Result: AIM4Forests would need to contribute towards c.144 million tonnes of CO₂e reductions for the extension to break even. Forecasts of 25 million verified credits annually imply around 150 million cumulative by 2034 (2029-2034), exceeding the break-even requirement. [footnoteRef:26] [26:  Source: AIM4Forests logframe, Outcome Indicator 1.1 (Volume & type of forest/land-use credits verified due to support from AIM), as reported by delivery partner FAO.] 

This is a carbon-only calculation. Wider benefits, including biodiversity, governance, trade compliance, and IPLC empowerment, are not captured here, meaning that overall VfM is likely to be higher. Plus, the overall calculation fall on the conservative side given that a risk haircut of 50% is applied by how ART-TREES accounts for additionality, leakage (via jurisdictional credits), and risk of non-permanence (via buffer pools).
Sensitivity testing: the conclusion is robust under a range of assumptions, though the timing of break-even shifts.
	Attribution
	Risk haircut
	Break-even requirement
	Years of benefits that need to be influenced

	0.1%
	50%
	144m
	5 (2029-2034)

	0.05%
	50%
	304m
	12 (2029-2041)

	0.1%
	75%
	304m
	12 (2029-2041)

	0.2%
	50%
	72m
	5 (2029-2034)



· Even under the stringent cases (0.05% attribution or 75% haircut), break-even is reached by 2041.
· These cases are deliberately conservative, unlikely in practice given AIM4Forests’ catalytic role and ART-TREES safeguards and fall beyond the formal appraisal period – though it is reasonable to expect benefits to persist into the early 2040s.
· More importantly, by the mid-2030s verified credits are expected to exceed 200m tonnes (around 2/3 of the highest requirement) with benefits on a clear path to outweigh costs; and wider biodiversity, governance and equity gains providing additional headroom.
· Nevertheless, it is worth noting that the more stringent assumptions would make the BCR during the appraisal period (up until 2035) negative as it stands – hence the importance of ensuring qualitative benefits are delivered throughout the programme extension.
Equity
Equity has been embedded in the programme and is reinforced under the extension:
· Output 3 supports IPLC participation in forest monitoring.
· Tools such as WHISP and SEPAL have been adapted to enable smallholders and IPLCs to access data and comply with new regulations.
· Monitoring and evaluation systems collect gender-disaggregated data.
· The extension maintains strong focus on participation by women, youth, and IPLCs.
· AIM4Commodities addresses risks of smallholder exclusion from supply chains by helping them meet new compliance requirements.
At present, evidence is stronger on participation than distribution of benefits. Future reporting should demonstrate how outcomes reduce compliance costs, strengthen tenure security, and improve equity outcomes.
Conclusion
The preferred option – a £20.9m extension delivered by FAO through the UN-REDD Multi-Partner Trust Fund – represents strong value for money:
Economy: continues to realise savings through UN-REDD and the reuse of established FAO platforms.
Efficiency: closes the Output 5 budget gap and re-introduces AIM4Commodities on a clearly defined scope, addressing overlaps highlighted in the Mid-Term Review.
Effectiveness: aligns delivery with the 2029–30 milestone moment for KMGBF, NDCs and EUDR review, ensuring outputs are converted into outcomes when most needed.
Cost-effectiveness: passes a conservative break-even test on carbon alone; wider biodiversity, governance and trade benefits add substantial further value.
Equity: participation of women, youth and IPLCs is embedded, with future reporting to evidence benefit distribution more fully.
Overall, the preferred option is a prudent and strategically aligned investment: it protects past achievements, responds directly to the Mid-Term Review, and ensures AIM4Forests delivers at the right time and scale to advance HMG’s international climate and nature objectives.
Points for attention
Ensuring that AIM4Commodities roll-outs are sequenced realistically, so FAO delivery capacity is not overstretched.
Strengthening country-level uptake and institutionalisation of NFMS innovations, which the MTR flagged as uneven.
Demonstrating equity outcomes beyond participation, such as reduced compliance costs for smallholders and stronger IPLC tenure security.
Managing the transition beyond 2030, so monitoring and TA gains remain embedded once programme funding closes.


3. [bookmark: _Toc997935380]Commercial Case 

This section of the business case sets out the key commercial considerations for the programme and how the programme team have dealt with them.  

3.1 Procurement/ commercial strategy 
We propose to extend and amend the existing arrangement already in place with FAO, the current delivery partner for AIM4Forests. This means that there will not be any competitive tender or market engagement activities. While this is unusual for ICF business cases, this is an extension to an existing programme which was subject to a competitive process and is performing well. We consider that there are strong justifications for this approach:  
· A change of delivery partner may result in services/ outcomes incompatible with the existing programme: this proposal represents an extension to an existing programme which is due to end in 2028. The current delivery partner has already created delivery structures, work programmes, and relevant tools and products for the AIM4Forests programme. Appointing a separate delivery partner for the extension, while FAO is already delivering the current programme (until 2028), risks the creation of outcomes and services that are incompatible with existing programme outcomes and structures. This could lead to implementation delays, additional implementation costs, and conflicting systems. 
· Incompatibility with intellectual property rights: FAO’s global forest monitoring contributions under AIM4Forests leverage a series of systems and technical tools that FAO operates as their intellectual property (most notably the open-source and freely available Open Foris suite of technical solutions), which were built over several decades of investments in a string of engagements. The Programmatic Letter (which forms part of the legal agreement for AIM4Forests) only allows the use of materials, programmatic documents and data associated with the performance of the services under the legal agreement for non-commercial purposes. This means that use of such materials, documents and data could not be granted to a new delivery partner.
· Increased costs associated with changing delivery partner: to wind down the current AIM4Forests delivery structure and appoint a new delivery partner for the remaining years of the programme would create significant costs, and risks the efficiency and effectiveness of the programme. 
· A change in delivery partner would delay implementation of the extension: implementation of the extension needs to occur by early 2026 as the budget for the in-country technical assistance workstream is due to run out in 2026, and a number of the activities such as the AIM4Commodities workstream are due to start in 2026. A change in delivery partner will delay this timeline, impacting overall timelines for achieving the objectives of the programme and possibly halting work on the in-country technical assistance as there is a risk that budget would run out before funds could be delivered. 
· Strong working relationship: FAO is currently delivering AIM4Forests, and we have built a strong and productive working relationship with FAO which has allowed the programme to be delivered effectively, and to evolve and adapt to changing circumstances. The AIM4Forests Annual Review for 2024 found that strong coordination between DESNZ, FAO, and GFOI has contributed to smooth delivery. Communication has been proactive and across several formats, supporting timely and adaptive management.[footnoteRef:27] The mid-term review also concluded that the programme management by FAO, supported by DESNZ, has reinforced effective, flexible, and timely AIM4Forests implementation and engagement of strategic partners in its work, and has communicated and shared knowledge and information about programme activities and achievements effectively.[footnoteRef:28] [27:  Annual Review – Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) Programme 2024]  [28:  Mid-term Review of “Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests” (AIM4Forests)] 

· Expertise of FAO: FAO has well-established knowledge, expertise and international experience, as well as the convening and collaboration power of a UN agency. They are a global leader in providing technical assistance for multipurpose National Forest Monitoring Systems and REDD+ MRV. FAO’s ability to deliver work both at the country level leverages a network of existing contacts at the political and working level with governments in developing countries that work actively in the field of forests and climate change. The mid-term review highlighted the technical comparative advantage that FAO has in NFMS and MRV, as well as the country and regional presence FAO has through its offices and established networks, including those related to REDD+ and strong working relationships with governments and convening power. Most AIM4Forests activities are implemented by the FAO’s technical team of forest monitoring specialists with deep knowledge of technical matters and ongoing discussions in the scientific and policy arena. 
· Ability to leverage support from UN-REDD: UN-REDD is the flagship UN knowledge and advisory partnership on forests and climate for REDD+. It is the largest international provider of REDD+ assistance and has the historic expertise – having previously supported 65 partner countries in their REDD+ activities. AIM4Forests has been able to leverage FAO’s existing UN-REDD framework. The mid-term review found that it is not possible to identify a more efficient way of channelling UK funds to AIM4Forests implementation than the current one through the UN-REDD Programme Fund. Estimated savings compared to an alternative, amounted in 2024 to USD $357 398 (about 5% annually), and reach about USD 1.5 million over the programme implementation period while the time savings in terms of mobilizing the programme were estimated to be at least 6 months and even up to 12 months.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  This VfM assessment is based on the analysis conducted by the FAO Operations Coordinator and financial support team upon a request from the MTR team. The real, detailed 2024 budget data was used to compare the indirect support costs under two cost recovery schemes associated with channelling the funds through the UN-REDD Programme Fund or Improved Cost Recovery Uplift based on direct funding to FAO from the UK. In case of the adopted approach a passthrough mechanism is used; the UK has signed an agreement with the UNREDD Multi-partner Trust Fund Office (MPT-O), and FAO already had an existing agreement (MOU) with the MPTF-O for the UN-REDD Fund. ] 

· Convening function of GFOI: GFOI is currently the only international platform that provides the specific convening function of an international partnership of donors that collaboratively assist developing countries report, advance, and progress REDD+, meet NDCs, and build capacity for GHG inventories. 
· Continued momentum of the programme:  AIM4Forests is a well-performing programme, that has made rapid progress made across its core outputs, notably avoiding the delays that typically accompany early-stage programming.[footnoteRef:30] Changing delivery partner, at this stage in the programme, risks impacting the momentum of the programme and creating delays in its implementation.   [30:  Annual Review – Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) Programme 2024] 


A competitive process was already undertaken during the initial AIM4Forests Business Case, whereby a Competitive Request for Information (RFI) was sent to potential Delivery Partners to understand their capability, capacity, and flexibility to deliver. A shortlist of multilateral organisations were then invited to provide a short proposal to meet the objectives of the programme. Following an assessment of the proposals received, the approach chosen was delivery by FAO in collaboration with UN-REDD and GFOI. Following the announcement on the AIM4Forests programme, concerns were raised by some private sector organisations who were not approached through the RFI process. However, during discussions consensus was reached that given the level of ambition and global nature of the programme, FAO was one of the only entities able to deliver such a programme at scale. It is unlikely that another competitive process would give a different result for very similar objectives. A Value for Money assessment on FAO as the delivery partner has been undertaken in the Appraisal Case above.

3.1.1 Existing arrangements 
UK funding to the programme will be provided under amendments to the existing legally binding Standard Administrative Arrangement between DESNZ and the Multi-Partner Trust Fund (MPTF) which is hosted by the UNDP. UN-REDD does not have a legal personality of its own and so cannot be a counter-party to an Administrative Arrangement. UN-REDD is funded by MPTF, therefore the AIM4Forests Standard Administrative Arrangement (SAA) is between DESNZ and UNDP. UNDP, via the Fund, takes responsibility for distributing the funds to FAO, who hold them in a distinct account, acting as the principal delivery partner. The revised version will incorporate the additional funding and extension of the contribution period in the agreement and will be completed in Q4 2025, following business case sign-off. 
 
The Standard Administrative Agreement also sets out an administrative fee of one percent (1%) of the contribution to cover the costs of UNDP in performing its functions as the Administrative Agent.  
 
A Steering Committee has been established that includes representatives from both FAO and DESNZ. The Steering Committee meets twice a year to agree annual workplans and budgets and to discuss progress.   FAO are required to provide a number of information and reporting productions to DESNZ including, annual consolidated narrative progress reports, and annual consolidated financial reports. The programme is scored on an annual basis in line with HMG ODA requirements. The Annual Review is part of a continuous process of review and improvement and a formal control point in DESNZ programme cycle. The programme has scored an A+ in each of its two previous Annual Reviews.  
 
A mid-term review of the programme took place in early 2025. The end of Programme Evaluation will be conducted by the FAO’s independent Office of Evaluation (OED), which reports to the FAO Governing Bodies and FAO Director-General, in line with the recommendations and guidance laid out in the IEG-OECD DAC report.[footnoteRef:31] If there is agreement to extending the term of the programme, we propose another mid-term review in 2027. [31:   Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) of the World Bank and the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)] 


3.1.2 Potential for risk transfer
Commercial risk from delivery of projects is transferred from DESNZ to FAO. FAO, as the implementor of the programme activities, hold the responsibility for ensuring the deliverability of these projects. DESNZ will track delivery against the agreed logframe and through management responsibilities outlined in the Management Case below.  
 
3.1.3 Exit management 
The Side Letter to the Standard Administrative Agreement sets out that DESNZ may only terminate the agreement by giving 30 days ' notice upon the occurrence of an “extraordinary event”, which are defined in the Side Letter. This will need to also be applicable to the extension, through amendment. 

3.2 Commercial risks 
The table at Figure 4 summarises commercial risks to this programme and mitigation measures in place. 

Figure 4: Table of commercial risks and mitigation measures 
	Commercial risk  
	Mitigation measure  

	Non-commercial approach to procurement creates risk of challenge to DESNZ.  
	International Forests Unit to continue to work closely with DESNZ Commercial and Legal teams to ensure that we have sufficiently evidenced the strong justification for extending the existing arrangement with FAO, such that the risk of legal challenge over the procurement approach to this programme is minimised.  
Primary commercial risk allocation partner: DESNZ   

	FAO is unable to deliver an extension of the programme  
	Key reviews during the duration of AIM4Forests, including the annual reviews and mid-term review have not revealed any issues with FAO’s ability to deliver the programme. Rather they have revealed that AIM4Forests is a high-performing programme that is being delivered well.  
Termination clauses are included in the Standard Administrative Agreement (and Side Letter) in the case of persistent failure to deliver.  
Primary commercial risk allocation partner: DESNZ  

	Amendments to the existing Agreement with Delivery Partner is not robust when compared to HMG principles  
	DESNZ will ensure that any amendments to the existing Standard Administrative Agreement (and any associated documents) signed with UNDP MPTF are in line with HMG principles. Legal, Finance, and Commercial colleagues will review and assist in negotiating terms on behalf of DESNZ. “Red lines” will be identified including but not limited to fraud, corruption and reporting and where these are not met then an agreement will not be entered into.  
Primary commercial risk allocation partner: DESNZ   

	Fraud and / or corruption affects Delivery Partner, reducing ability of programme to deliver outputs effectively and causing reputational damage to programme and wider HMG.    
	Rigorous financial management procedures will reduce the risk of fraud, waste and abuse of finance. The programme is financially audited by the independent FAO office of the Inspector General. Financial reports are project-certified and issued by the FAO finance unit, rather than the programme team to ensure a third-party review of project financial data. There will be on going VfM assessments through DESNZ Annual Review process.  
Primary commercial risk allocation partner:  DESNZ 

	Delivery Partner is engaged with activities which could reputationally damage DESNZ 
	A Delivery Partner Review was conducted during the original Business Case process to ensure that UNDP MPTF and FAO’s processes meet DESNZ requirements. There is currently no cause to re-run such exercises. Termination clauses are included in the Standard Administrative Agreement (and Side Letter).  
Primary commercial risk allocation partner: DESNZ  

	Use of Promissory notes limits DESNZ commercial rights such as termination, performance management etc.

Additionally there are risks that promissory notes are either not enchased after work is complete, or are encashed without work being completed. DESNZ loses control over the money.
	Multi-lateral organisations tend to be more trusted than private sector organisations. Encashment schedules written into the agreement and an understanding that work is signed off before encashment mitigates risk of underperformance. However, with PN’s DESNZ relies on the good faith of delivery partners for this.

Primary commercial risk allocation partner: DESNZ 



Subsidy control 
In line with what was set out in the original AIM4Forests business case, DESNZ does not consider that the proposed funding would fall within the definition of 'subsidy' within the meaning of the subsidy control provisions of the Subsidy Control Act 2022 (SCA 2022). This is because Limb B (economic advantage to an enterprise) and Limb D (effect on trade or investment) of the subsidy control test under the SCA 2022 are unlikely to be met. FAO, as a delivery partner, would not gain an economic advantage since they receive an administrative fee for the work they undertake, which is expected to have been available on the market for similar terms. Additionally, since the beneficiaries of AIM4Forests funding are located in third countries, and due to the nature of the activities being supported, DESNZ does not consider that the activity being supported by UK financial assistance would have an effect on trade and investment beyond local markets. 

AIM4Commodities is a new workstream to the programme, that was not assessed in the original business case. We have considered these activities against the four limbs of the of the SCA 2022 test, and like the remainder of the programme, we do not consider it meets the definition of subsidy within the Act. AIM4Commodities will support countries with forest monitoring to help ensure transparent commodity supply chains. The programme engages with forest countries through officials who are primarily engaging in regulatory and policy development activities, which fall under state responsibilities and are not considered economic activities therefore there would be no economic advantage (Limb B). We also consider that any impact on competition, trade, or investment resulting from the funding is likely to be incidental (Limb D), as the programme will engage at the smallholder level. The overarching purpose of the funding for this output is to help address one of the key drivers of deforestation (commodity production), not to distort or influence markets. 


4. [bookmark: _Toc184658183]Financial Case 
4.1 Financial resources and budgets 
4.1.1 Spending power 
As set out in the section above, the spending power for the AIM4Forests extension business case derives from the International Development Act 2002. The programme contributes to reducing poverty and increasing sustainable development in beneficiary developing countries. As such, the proposed funding is capable of falling within the power granted by section 1(1) of the 2002 Act as there are rational grounds for the Secretary of State to be satisfied that the assistance provided will provide lasting benefits or improve the welfare of persons in countries outside the UK, and contribute to a reduction in poverty. Section 8 of the 2002 Act permits the Secretary of State to enter into arrangements for any person or body to provide assistance or carry on any other activities. As such, DESNZ may enter into an arrangement with FAO for it to provide the assistance on its behalf. 

Funding will be drawn from the UK’s International Climate Finance (ICF) Official Development Assistance (ODA) allocation, which is part of the UK’s international commitment under the Paris Agreement, and of its domestic legal requirement to spend 0.7% (temporarily reduced to 0.3%) of Gross National Income annually on overseas aid. All expenditure made under the programme is classified as ODA. 

4.1.2 Budget classification and project financial flows 
The proposed budget for this extension is £20.9 million. This is divided into £10 million RDEL and £10.9 million CDEL. The RDEL component of the budget will be used to address the budget shortfall on the in-country technical assistance that the programme provides, through the programme’s only RDEL-funded output - countries receive forest monitoring technical assistance to address technical and functional capacity gaps within their forest monitoring systems: forest data for better management, forest MRV, monitoring of nature restoration progress, and transparent commodity supply chains. However as stated previously, during the development of the business case, external pressures have resulted in a reduction of the available RDEL funding and £4m of the planned £10m RDEL, is no longer profiled within the FY 25/26 financial year. This means that £16.9m of the proposed £20.9m extension would be spent within this financial year, with the rest unprofiled at this time.  

The CDEL component will be used to fund the additional output on forest monitoring for sustainable commodities, and the costs associated with extending the term of the programme for a further two years – all of these activities relate to CDEL-funded outputs. These CDEL-funded outputs include: 
· Forests for better management: Technical innovation is advanced through new datasets, innovative tools and platforms, and knowledge if disseminated through open-access learning programmes
· Forest MRV: Methodological challenges are overcome through targeted and widely disseminated research. Enabling high-integrity green-house gas estimation and facilitating access to climate finance and conservation payments
· AIM4NatuRE: Monitoring of nature restoration progress is advanced through a country-driven global dataset based on improved national reporting, ensuring transparent monitoring and KMGBF reporting and thereby enabling the implementation of restoration commitments
· AIM4Commodities: The technical components of a digital public infrastructure are developed, and a group of countries is engaged for its roll-out to progress towards transparent commodity supply chains
· Forest monitoring for Indigenous Peoples and forest communities: Indigenous Peoples are engaged in a community of practise to build capacity, showcase their forest stewardship, and help guide monitoring and reporting environments to accommodate contributions from Indigenous Peoples
· Forest country governments are engaged in Country-Led Planning towards strengthening technical and functional capacity for forest monitoring and embedding forest monitoring into national institutions

4.1.3 Payment mechanism and schedules 
The payment mechanism for the extension, would continue the approach of the AIM4Forests programme to date by making payments to MPTF Office via a Promissory Note (PN). PNs enable HMG to deliver finance on the basis of need, provide certainty for the UNDP MPTF and FAO (as principal delivery partner), to secure and contract downstream partners, while also enabling manageable accounting process for a large volume of funds. A PN of £16.9m signed on behalf of DESNZ will be lodged with The Bank of England during the 2025/2026 Financial Year, naming the UNDP MPTF as beneficiary. This will be made up of £10.9m CDEL and £6m RDEL. The schedule for the remaining £4m RDEL will be determined at a later date (see section 4.2). 
  
Although promissory notes stipulate that the amount concerned, or any part of it, is payable on demand, the SAA already includes an indicative payment schedule. According to this schedule disbursements take place annually between March –April. The schedule sets out the amounts and dates of the payments that the beneficiary will request but will be subject to change by mutual agreement with both partners.  We would propose to combine any further funds for the programme into that payment schedule. An indicative payment schedule for the PN of £16.9 is set out below at Figure 5. 

Figure 5: Indicative encashment schedule for PN
	Encashment Date
	Encashment Amount 

	April 2026
	£2.8 million

	April 2027
	£3.4 million 

	April 2028
	£4.3 million 

	April 2029 
	£3.6 million

	April 2030 
	£2.8 million 



If additional RDEL funding did become available in future, we could include any additional funding in the indicative payment schedule set out above. 

4.2 Budget arrangements and business planning 
The majority of spend for this extension(£16.9m), will take place in this financial year (FY 25/26) and is within the ICF SR25 budget.  During business case development, external pressures on RDEL budget mean that £4m of planned AIM RDEL is no longer profiled within the FY25/26 financial year. AIM4Forests is a priority programme within the ICF pipeline, and should further RDEL funding become available, will be amongst the priority considerations for that funding. At this point in time, the strategic and economic case for the full AIM4Forests extension still stand, and the business case continues to seek provisional approval for the full £20.9m, to allow for the take-up of additional budget should it become available.  

While further funding needs (£4m RDEL) may be made available, this cannot be guaranteed at the point of writing this extension Business Case. If further funding is not available, the programme will undertake a review to reconsider pipeline planning and reprioritise existing available budgets where needed accordingly. With such programme review and planning, and the additional £6m RDEL that is available for country work now, it is expected that the programme will be able to deliver. In this instance, the Programme Management Team will take every ambition to achieve the same (/very similar) end of programme results, however, this may need to be adapted depending on overall funding and potentially scaled back. 

4.3 Financial risk 
The table at Figure 6 below summarises key financial risks and mitigation plans. Overall, the financial risk level is moderate.
 
Figure 6: Table of key financial risks and associated mitigations 
	Risk summary
	Likelihood
	Impact
	Level
	Mitigation Plan

	Additional funding does not become available to meet budget shortfall. 
	Likely
	Major
	Major 
	Sufficient funding is in place for FY26/27, at which point, should further funding have not been made available, the programme will undertake a review to reconsider pipeline planning and reprioritise budgets accordingly. This will be planned for discussion at, and in the lead up to, the Steering Committee meeting in late 2026. 

	Funds are not used for their intended purposes
	Moderate
	Major
	Moderate
	The Standard Administrative Arrangement with the UNDP MPTF sets out clear provisions for addressing any potential case of misuse of programme funding including the expectation that DESNZ will claw back any such funding where possible, and provisions for DESNZ to exit the agreement and provide no further funding.

The programme will also be audited independently on an annual basis and the UNDP MPTF will also be required to produce annual audited accounts in line with International Standards of Auditing (ISA). DESNZ will also have scope to request audits/financial investigations outside this annual schedule to respond to any concerns or discrepancies.

	Expenditure is not properly accounted for
	Unlikely
	Moderate
	Moderate
	DESNZ conduced a Delivery Partner Review during the original business case. DESNZ requires annual consolidate financial reports and consolidate narrative progress reports to be provided

	Programme expenditure does not represent good VfM
	Possible
	Moderate
	Moderate
	A full programme review is conducted by DESNZ on an annual basis, including a VfM assessment. If VfM is no longer being delivered, corrective action will be taken, which could involve changing or stopping specific elements of the programme. The programme recently underwent a mid-term review which highlighted that the programme is providing excellent VfM already.

	Slow disbursement of the PN
	Possible
	Moderate
	Moderate
	The programme team will work with FAO and financial teams to ensure timely delivery of activities and utilisation of funding.



4.3.1 Fraud impact assessment 
An initial Fraud Impact Assessment has been completed and is attached at Annex L.  The Fraud Impact Score for the extension is medium. This reflects that most fraud impacts were rated between low and medium, and the counter fraud approach was rated as medium.  A Fraud Risk Assessment will be carried out for the entire AIM4Forests programme and this will be sent to the counter-fraud team to assess. When we negotiate the amendments to the Standard Administration Agreement, we will work with commercial colleagues to ensure counter-fraud provisions are included in funding agreements (that are based on FCDO best practice). We will use Promissory Notes, a payment mechanism which has counter-fraud measures built into it, as the MPTF Office has an existing Bank of England account; opening such an account requires KYC and anti-terrorism funding checks. We will continue to conduct annual reviews. Fraud is included as a specific risk in both DESNZ ICF risk reporting and in cross-Whitehall ICF risk reporting.


5. [bookmark: _Toc597635309]Management Case 
5.1. Milestones 
DESNZ ICF Portfolio Committee is scheduled to provide a decision on approval for this Extension Business Case in October 2025. Following this, the Promissory Notes (PNs) will be laid on completion and signature of the amended administrative arrangements (see Financial Case for more information on Promissory Notes). The announcement of this additional funding and extension of the AIM4Forests programme is intended to be made at COP30. The table below provides indicative timelines for anticipated milestones. 
Table 7. Indicative timelines for programme milestones
	Milestone
	Start date (indicative)
	End date (indicative)

	Portfolio Committee approval
	7th October 2025
	7th October 2025

	Ministerial approval
	21st October 2025
	10th November 2025

	Standard Administrative Arrangement amendment negotiated, agreed and signed with DESNZ and UNDP MPTF Office
	September 2025
	10th November 2025

	Announcement of AIM4Forests extension at COP30
	10th November 2025
	21st November 2025

	Promissory Note laid for extension
	November 2025
	December 2025

	Key MEL products finalised, amended and approved (Theory of Change, Logframe and MEL framework)
	November 2025
	End of 2025

	Updated Annual Workplan and Budget sign off
	Q1 2026
	Q1 2026

	Steering Committee Meeting reflecting extension of AIM4Forests (including one day for AIM4Commodities with GIZ)
	March/April 2026
	March/April 2026

	Annual Review 
	March/April 2025
	March/April 2026


5.2. Stakeholder management and communications 
As AIM4Forests is currently managed as a single-donor programme, ongoing connections with international stakeholders for alignment, strategic value-add, coherence and effectiveness are key elements for the success of various activities. There are multiple fora in which AIM4Forests (through DESNZ Programme Management and FAO Programme Management) currently connect with key partners.
· GNU: The UK has worked closely with the governments of Germany and Norway for many years on climate and forests through the GNU partnership. Within HMG, IFU/DESNZ holds this relationship and participates in coordination meetings on a monthly basis to advance shared goals and priorities. IFU/DESNZ also engage bilaterally with these partners on specific programmes and policy areas. In addition, with the inclusion of AIM4Commodities, engagements with Germany will increase – both on the DESNZ Programme Management side and FAO Programme Management. 
· GFOI Leads Meeting: The UK is a lead partner on the GFOI Leads Group, that meets monthly online to collaborate on international support on forest monitoring. FAO, the delivery partner, is also a member of the leads group. Other members include Australia, Germany, Norway, the UK, as well as the international Committee on Earth Observation Satellites (CEOS), the European Space Agency (ESA), the Green Climate Fund (GCF) and the World Bank.
· Engagement across UK Govt, including country posts: The UK International Forest Unit engages with UK country posts on semi-regular and ad-hoc basis. This includes either monthly or 6-weekly calls with country posts where various programmes co-exist (e.g., Brazil, Colombia, Peru, Ghana, and others), or ad-hoc where needs arise to discuss work planning. As AIM4Forests, including the proposed extension, works across multiple countries and regions, it is important that we continue to interlink with post contacts who will often be the first to detect risks or unblock barriers in implementation. The AIM4Forests Programme Manager will maintain these dialogues. In particular, where country workplans are developed and updated, these will continue to be consulted through country posts and relevant policy teams (as there are often cross-cutting activities). Cross-Government engagement with policy teams is particularly important with the inclusion of AIM4Commodities and AIM4NatuRe – and proactive and consistent engagement will continue with the IFU Supply Chains team and the Defra Ecosystem Restoration team respectively. Ongoing engagements will occur with relevant policy teams in UK Government, including those on Global Carbon Markets (PMI, Ci-Dev, Voluntary Carbon Markets, Article 6), Forest governance, tenure and inclusion (FGMC, AMCAT, and FCDO Tenure Team), and other DESNZ teams (NDC Partnership, GCF, CIFs). 
· Specialist teams and consultants: The FAO Programme Team have regular contact with a range of specialist teams on delivering the AIM4Forests Programme, including sub-contracting specialist consultants to undertake specific activities. This will continue and be amplified through the extension. 
5.3. Programme governance
5.3.1. Overarching governance arrangements
DESNZ funding for the AIM4Forests programme is through contribution to the UNDP Multi-Partner Trust Fund (MPTF), the Administrative Agent for the UN-REDD Programme Fund which acts as the interface between donors and recipients of the Fund. The MPTF Office, located in UNDP’s Bureau for Management Services in New York, is responsible for the receipt, administration and management of contributions from donors, disbursement of funds to organizations participating in UN-REDD, and consolidation and dissemination of progress reports to donors.  DESNZ has an existing administrative agreement (Standard Administrative Arrangement) with the UNDP MPTF Office (see Figure 7). 
Funding for the AIM for Forests programme will be earmarked as a contribution to FAO’s Forestry Division. DESNZ specific requirements for the management and delivery of the project, including monitoring, evaluation and reporting requirements are specified through annexes to the SAA. For an extension, the existing SAA will be amended to provide details on the timeline extension of the programme as well as the expansion of project outputs. The amended administrative arrangement will be agreed by DESNZ legal and DENSZ ICF finance advisors to ensure it aligns with Departmental legal requirements and that the fees are competitive and appropriate. 
FAO is required to submit certified financial and narrative reports twice a year to the Administrative Agent via the MPTF Office gateway for onward transmission to DESNZ. These are generally submitted in Quarter 1 and mid-year, after June. FAO can also provide informal reports at other times including in the templates/formats required by DESNZ and will adhere to DESNZ’s requirements as specified through the SAA or other legal agreement. A current rhythm of financial and narrative reports submitted at the end of Q1 to prepare for annual work planning and annual disbursement of funding is underway. The extension of the programme will be coordinated and merged with this for effective management streams.
As a contributor to UN-REDD, the UK is a member of the UN-REDD Executive Board (noting that UK is already a member subject to a separate programme with UN-REDD Technical Assistance). However, as the funds will be earmarked as a contribution to FAO, the Board does not have direct oversight over the AIM4Forests programme. The UN-REDD Secretariat will, however, provide some general services at no additional cost, such as supporting the consolidation and submission of annual narrative reports, and ensuring synergies with other initiatives under the UN-REDD programme. Additionally, FAO will establish an AIM4Forests programme Steering Committee with representation from DESNZ to guide and oversee programme delivery (see later).
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Figure 8. AIM4Forests governance arrangements between UK DESNZ, UNDP MPTF Office, UN-REDD and FAO
5.3.2. DESNZ Governance 
DESNZ ICF has adopted a programme governance approach which is aligned with FCDO’s Programme Operating Framework (PrOF) and ensures a clear separation between those delivering programmes and those checking against compliance and performance as described in the Independent Assurance and Approvals Plan (IAAP) at Annex M. This approach is aligned with DESNZ ICF Portfolio Programme Management (PPM) best practice guidance embedded across the ICF portfolio. 
AIM4Forests has a full Project Delivery Plan (PDP) developed in line with ICF Portfolio Management Office best practice. The AIM4Forests Extension will be embedded within the existing PDP to streamline management. The PDP will continue to be monitored and regularly reviewed with ICF PMO, in line with the proposed schedule in the IAAP (Annex M). 
AIM4Forests has an existing Steering Committee that includes representation of the relevant teams within the Forestry Division, DESNZ and other relevant partners. The Steering Committee meets in person twice a year to agree annual workplans and budgets and to discuss progress. The FAO Budget Holder will prepare a detailed annual workplan and budget in consultation with relevant Forestry Division teams for discussion with DESNZ before submitting for approval by the Programme Steering Committee in Q1 of each year. For 2026 this will include extended activities and AIM4Commodities.
Due to ICF pipeline pressures during Business Case development, as discussed above, there is only £6m of the requested £10m in RDEL available at 2025/26 financial year. While further funding needs (£4m RDEL) may be made available, this cannot be guaranteed. However, as the programme is agile and responsive, the AIM4Forests Programme Management Team (FAO and DESNZ) will reassess funding availability in the lead up to and during the 2027 Steering Committee (Spring 2027). Should further funding have not been made available, the programme will undertake a review to reconsider pipeline planning and reprioritise budgets within the programme accordingly. With such programme review and planning, and the additional £6m RDEL that is available for country work now, it is expected that the programme will be able to deliver. In this instance, the Programme Management Team will take every ambition to achieve the end of programme results, however, this may need to be adapted depending on overall funding and potentially scaled back. This will be discussed and agreed at the 2027 Steering Committee. 
The DESNZ AIM4Forests programme manager will continue to engage with FAO informally on an at-least monthly basis, throughout the programme cycle to support day to day programme management and delivery on the ground. These engagements will feed into wider DESNZ governance structures including PDP meetings. This allows for ongoing oversight of spend, results as well as horizon scanning and provide an opportunity for the programme lead to account and challenge relevant assumptions.
The DESNZ programme team will continue to ensure internal coherence and added value of AIM4Forests through information and knowledge sharing with other relevant teams to identify complementarities and synergies. Mechanisms for this include cross-Govt Working Groups on Carbon Markets, and ongoing regular engagements with key country offices. Externally, DESNZ will promote strategic coherence and synergies by engaging with other key donor partners of GFOI, including Germany, Norway, World Bank, as discussed in the earlier section.  
5.3.3. AIM4Commodities governance with GIZ co-funding
As funding for AIM4Commodities partners with funding from GIZ, an additional one-day Steering Committee is proposed dedicated to coordinate and align activities for AIM4Commodities. The AIM4Commodities Steering Committee (SC) would be composed of representatives from the UK, GIZ and FAO.  The SC would ensure complementarity and transparency in UK and GIZ support to AIM4Commodities and would meet every 6 months (alongside planned AIM4Forests SC meetings – once in Q1 and once in Q3). The AIM4Commodities SC would be the key decision-making body enabling alignment and agreement on which geographies to support, which technical solutions need enhancement, and which stakeholders need support.
As GIZ co-funding is expected to end of 2026, the first AIM4Commodities Steering Committee will take place in Q1 2026. A subsequent mid-year meeting will take place in Q3 2026. 
5.4. Team structure 
The additional funding under the AIM4Forests Extension Business Case will be managed as part of the existing AIM4Forests Programme. Programme management will continue to be around 0.3-0.4 FTE. The AIM4Forests Programme Manager will be responsible for day-to-day programme management, including internal functions (financial management, risk management, MEL, annual reviews), and external functions (delivery partner management, budget appraisal, coordination & implementation). This includes coordinating meetings with FAO, and with Embassy/post staff, other donors and specialists including PMO, finance, analysts and commercial colleagues within DESNZ.
Throughout programme implementation, AIM4Forests will likely require other support from technical specialists and senior management. This is set out in detail in the IAAP in Annex M. 
5.5. Assurance and approvals 
Annex M provides information on an Integrated Assurance and Approvals Plan.
5.6. Monitoring and evaluation of benefits 
Like all ICF programmes, the AIM4Forests programme is subject to rigorous Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) to ensure positive progress, adaptive management, as well as accountability. Additionally, AIM4Forests aims to inform and support other ICF/ODA programmes to which it has strong links as well as wider policy (see Strategic Case). 
The majority of AIM4Forests programme monitoring will be completed by FAO and will be covered by their management fee. UK DESNZ role in monitoring and management is described in the DESNZ Governance section above.
5.6.1. Theory of Change and Logframe
The Theory of Change for AIM4Forests, as set out in Annex E, has been updated to reflect the proposals within this business case, and provides an effective high-level overview of the results chain for the inputs, activities, outcomes and impact of AIM4Forests. This updated Theory of Change was developed through a collaborative workshop with various technical and sector experts across FAO and DESNZ. The updated Theory Change was developed under the assumption that additional funding and a 2-year extension of the programme (or at a minimum, a reprioritised focus on country work) would be undertaken, as per the recommendations of the recent Mid-Term Review. However, depending on the final budget allocated and final agreed work package to 2030 – this may need updating.
UK DESNZ will work with FAO following the extension BC approval to draft and agree a complete logframe that extends timelines to 2030 (previously 2028), including annual milestones, expected outputs and end of programme targets. This also includes new area – AIM4Commodities and new indicators to track progress on this area. An initial draft is provided in Annex N. The final logframe will be ideally agreed by the end of the calendar year, following extension Business Case approval. 
Ongoing programme monitoring will be supported by the revised and approved logframe. Both the ToC and the logframe are working documents and continue to be subject to change. 
The AIM4Forests Programme is currently reporting on the following KPIs, and will continue to do this through the extension Business Case:
· TA KPI 1: Number of countries supported by ICF TA
· TA KPI 2: Number of individuals and organisations supported by ICF TA
· TA KPI 3: Number of climate policies informed by ICF TA (currently not being monitored but evaluations may be able to support development of a methodology / input)
· TA KPI 5: Volume of Emissions Reduced or Avoided, supported by ICF TA (contribution basis, tCO2)
· KPI 15: Extent to which programme is likely to lead to Transformational Change
The programme’s performance will be monitored through the ICF annual review and results collection processes based on data provided mainly by FAO. The primary tool for this will continue to be the programme logframe (see Annex N) and accompanying appraisal through the Annual Review process. Annual Reviews will be undertaken as part of the current timelines meaning that final drafts are expected to be complete and published at around Spring of each year. ICF-wide results collection also takes place around the same time each year.
5.6.2. Evaluation
The original AIM4Forests business case outlined the intention to conduct a mid-term review (which has already occurred in Spring 2025), and an end of programme evaluation which would take place in the final six months of the programme (originally planned for 2028), when most activities have been completed. The end of Programme Evaluation will be conducted by the FAO’s Independent Office of Evaluation (OED), which reports to the FAO Governing Bodies and FAO Director-General, in line with the recommendations and guidance laid out in the IEG-OECD DAC report. Under a programme extension, final evaluation will now occur in 2030, to be finalised during the final six months of the programme (June-Dec 2030).  
If there is agreement to extending the term of the programme, another mid-term review will be conducted in 2027. The mid-term review that took place in early 2025 was a key event for the programme and provided valuable opportunities for improvement and refinement. The proposed additional review would also be commissioned by FAO, in consultation with DESNZ for Invitation to Tender and review design, and undertaken by an independent consultant, informed by a steering group comprised of AIM4Forests Management Team/Steering Committee (FAO and DESNZ) and other representatives (e.g., country representatives). The proposed thematic focus will be on informing the programme’s sustainability strategy, reviewing the impact to date under the programme’s individual outputs and making recommendations on possible modifications (the focus would be to enable the programme to undertake concluding activities in 2029-2030 to better prepare countries to exit the programme), and to extract lessons learnt on adaptive project management arrangements.  (the focus would be to enable the programme to undertake concluding activities in 2029-2030 to better prepare countries to exit the programme), and to extract lessons learnt on adaptive project management arrangements. It is likely that the review will include a number of country case studies, to be decided by the AIM4Forests Management Team/Steering Committee (FAO and DESNZ) in the lead up to, and during, design and development.
Dissemination of lessons learnt, and the mid-term review results are essential. The first mid-term review will be published on the FAO webpage and disseminated through FAO’s regular communication channels, as well as through a forthcoming AIM4Forests newsletter. A dedicated web story will be produced to highlight the management response to the mid-term review. Materials will be disseminated through UK DESNZ channels – including across-Govt through mailing lists and shared at relevant engagements. The results of a second mid-term review would be disseminated in a similar manner.
The majority of programme monitoring will be completed by FAO and will be covered by their management fee. There was £500,000 allocated in the original budget (RDEL) for the first mid-term review, and there is enough remaining in this budget to cover an additional review as well as the final evaluation, so there would be no need to allocate further funding for this. 
5.7. Risk management
The overall risk potential of the programme has been assessed as Moderate. This is in line with DESNZ Risk Appetite (see Table 8 below). The main programme risks have been assessed, and mitigation plans identified. A detailed risk register is provided in Annex E. Commercial and financial risks are outlined in the respective sections of this business case. 
Risks are managed in line with the ICF Risk Management Framework, which reflects the latest FCDO risk framework categories. Risks and mitigation plans will be further elaborated in line with ICF best practice for monitoring and escalating risks. Risks are included as part of the PDP management structures. 
The Risk Register is owned by the Programme Manager and will be reviewed and updated at least monthly. Risks will be proactively monitored and managed throughout the delivery of the project using a five-stage process of identification, analysis, evaluation, action and monitoring. Risks and mitigation plans will also be regularly reviewed during the Programme Team’s regular meetings with the Delivery Partner. If risks increase beyond the ICF Programme risk appetite, they will be escalated to the SRO either at the regular DESNZ ICF Portfolio Delivery Group meetings or immediately in the case of serious risks requiring prompt action. 
Table 9. Risk Categories and DESNZ Risk Appetite
	Risk type 
	Risk appetite: portfolio  
	Risk appetite:
Programme

	External context  
	Moderate (Minimalist) 
	Moderate (Minimalist) 

	Reputational  
	Minor (Averse) 
	Moderate (Minimalist) 

	Fiduciary  
	Minor (Averse) 
	Minor (Averse) 

	Delivery  
	Moderate (Minimalist) 
	Major (Cautious) 

	Compliance  
	Minor (Averse) 
	Minor (Averse) 

	Operational  
	Minor (Averse) 
	Minor (Averse) 

	Balance sheet  
	Minor (Averse) 
	Moderate (Minimalist) 
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Annex A: Mid-Term Review
Available here: Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests)  


Annex B: Examples of in-country work priorities  
The table below provides a highly tentative outlook on work priorities in the coming years for a set of example countries with larger AIM4Forests country programmes and for the two principal areas of intervention under Output 5 (the output through which the programme’s in-country technical assistance is delivered).  
Alongside these examples, country work will also cover AIM4NatureRestoration and AIM4Commodities work with the extension (2 additional years). This is covered in the main text of the extension Business Case and in Annex B for AIM4Commodities additional activities. 
	Country   
	Potential MRV Priorities   
	Potential priorities for forest data to inform decision making   

	Brazil  
	· Enhance the efficiency in states’ TREES programmes by tailoring official national datasets to international requirements, particularly those relating to removals and forest degradation monitoring.  
· Strengthen ETF reports and thereby NDC accounting through improved application of international MRV best practice  
	· Enhance effectiveness of the second cycle of the National Forest Inventory (NFI) through a modern data management solution (Open Foris Arena), the integration of Indigenous Peoples, and dissemination of datasets – while linking the NFI to MRV activities  
· Support National Institute for Space Research (INPE) in refining the impact strategy for its forest change datasets, arguably among the most impactful forest datasets on the planet  

	Kenya  
	· Accompany the reporting and verification for a TREES programme (with a view on LEAF) and with REDD+ results in the Biennial Transparency Report (BTR) (with a view on the GCF).  
· Support development and technical implementation of a regulation with a national nesting framework, allowing for consistent carbon crediting at multiple scales, enabling co-existence of Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) projects and jurisdictional REDD+.  
	· Anchor forest monitoring in Kenya’s forest law through an update to Kenya’s Forest Act and the associated Statutory Instruments.  
· Equip the Kenyan government with the technical capability to continuously generate the datasets on forests and its changes – to inform any domestic audience but also to support accessing climate finance.  

	Peru  
	· With a view on MRV, facilitate the world’s first ART-TREES programme led by Indigenous Peoples (Grupo Peru), including harvesting lessons learned, encouraging replication within Peru and in other countries.  
· Support the Ministry of the Environment (MINAM) to develop and apply a new methodological approach for quantifying emission reductions from peatlands in ART-TREES programmes, enabling inclusion of this major carbon pool in carbon crediting approaches globally.  
· Help Peru integrate MRV progress under TREES in its NDC.  
· Enable Peru’s participation in the TFFF by strengthening datasets to meet requirements and supporting reporting and associated review.  
	· Provide the Peruvian NFI team, currently in the first national forest inventory (NFI) cycle, with a modern data management solution, Open Foris Arena, ensuring effective data collection and analysis – thereby providing the basis for estimating contribution of forestry to the national accounts and creating numerous efficiency gains for concession management.  
· Facilitate decision making and urgently needed additional regulation to define the respective roles of MINAM and the National Forestry and Wildlife Authority (SERFOR) in forest monitoring, thereby clarifying institutional arrangements and better embedding forest monitoring in its key institutions  

	Papua New Guinea (PNG)   
	· Enable PNG’s ART-TREES programme to participate in Article 6 / CORSIA through supporting mandatory Article 6 reporting.  
· Enable PNG’s participation in the TFFF by strengthening datasets to meet requirements and supporting reporting and associated review.  
	· Explore innovative technology for a next-generation NFI: use of LIDAR for data collection in lieu of / in combination with ground data, using Open Foris Arena data management, and new growth modelling based on permanent sample plot.  





Annex C: Further information on AIM4Commodities   
AIM4Commodities was launched in late 2024 as a project that packaged various AIM4Forests activities relating to forest monitoring for transparent commodity value chains and gained additional funding from the Government of Germany to support this work. The decision was made to do this to maximise the value of different funding streams under AIM4Forests, as Germany expressed interest in this thematic area.  Funding from Germany beyond 2026, is highly uncertain, and there is increasing demand for support with forest monitoring for sustainable commodity supply chains. We will explore options to support this work in partnership with Germany, including options around co-funding the work.  
AIM4Commodities (2026-2030) under the AIM4Forests programme will further develop a global digital public infrastructure for transparent commodities. Work would focus on development of technical solutions, and their roll-out in a selected set of countries, as well as generating important lessons learned for further improvement. It would include:   
a. A global support programme for transparent commodities; and   
b. An additional set of 4-8 country programmes for roll-out of technical solutions (AIM4Commoditeis work under German funding is currently working in 4 countries) 
  
A global support programme for transparent commodities could include:   
· Continued technical innovation in forest monitoring technical solutions, including in traceability, remote sensing, data analysis and collection, and considering lessons learnt from country programmes.   
· A partnership on data for transparent commodities comprising of members of the private sector, government, donors, and representatives of indigenous groups.  
· The development of e-learning materials and online-facilitated learning modalities to accompany, and develop, in-country capacity development.   
· The development of work to understand how marginalised groups, such as indigenous peoples, local communities, women, and youth, can be integrated into transparent commodity value chains through bespoke tools, platforms, and data governance arrangements.   
· Coordination with regulatory bodies, including the European Union, United Kingdom, United States, Japan, and other geographies, to ensure that policy processes in those countries are adequately informed by capabilities of producer countries.   
  
An additional set of 4-8 country programmes would include join work with governments and supply-chain actions to advance work on a number of work packages, including:   
· Engage: Engagement with existing government/ commodity-specific roundtables at the country level to help engage a wide cross-section of supply-chain actors, and enable feedback to government-led processes of relevance   
· Locate: Large-scale field data collection campaigns to bridge the gap for smallholder associations for regulation compliance, promoting the right to data for smallholders, and reducing de-duplication   
· Monitor: enhance interoperability with NFMS, country datasets integration in WHISP, integration of convergence of evidence in national platforms, and reinforcing decentralized geoid registry hosting   
· Trace: Strengthening physical and digital traceability in keys supply chains through open-source solutions.   
  
Countries will be identified during project inception, and in light of current opportunities for engagement, scale and synergies with other HMG programmes and priorities. A preliminary overview of candidate countries is provided below1:   
	Country   
	Commodities   
	FAO programme   
	WA1 Engage   
	WA2 Locate   
	WA3 Monitor   
	WA4   
Trace   

	Brazil   
	All   
	A4F   
	x   
	    
	X   
	x   

	Colombia   
	Cocoa   
	A4C   
	x   
	x   
	X   
	x   

	Ecuador   
	Coffee   
	UN-REDD, A4C   
	x   
	    
	    
	    

	Kenya   
	Coffee   
	A4C   
	x   
	x   
	X   
	x   

	Ethiopia   
	Coffee   
	UN-REDD   
	x   
	    
	X   
	x   

	Cameroon   
	Cocoa   
	SCP   
	x   
	    
	X   
	x   

	Liberia   
	Cocoa   
	    
	x   
	x   
	X   
	x   

	Indonesia   
	Palm   
	A4F   
	x   
	    
	X   
	x   

	Viet Nam   
	Rubber, coffee   
	A4C   
	x   
	x   
	X   
	x   

	Lao PDR   
	Rubber, timber   
	A4C   
	x   
	x   
	X   
	x   


A4F = UK funded AIM4Forests   
A4C = German funded AIM4Commodities   
SCP = Sustainable Cocoa Programme  
 
 


Annex D: Table showing the value of a 2-year extension  
	 Output  
	What can be achieved until 2028  
	What can be achieved until 2030  

	Development of technical solutions and alignment of methods for forest monitoring  
	The two outputs within this element are the key drivers of innovation for the programme through technical solutions, digital platforms, methodological solutions, novel capacity development, and enhanced engagement of youth and under-represented groups. These innovations respond to evolving contexts and a core global component of the programme that needs to continue throughout the programme, as it provides much of the foundation for transformation at the country level and the focus of technical interventions under several other programme outputs.   

	Forest monitoring for Indigenous Peoples (IP) 
	Until 2028, the IP-led Community of Practice will launch 4-5 thematic and regional chapters and produce a set of knowledge products, and improved capacities will begin emerging in IP and local communities themselves.  
	An extension to 2030 will enable more sustainable embedding of capacities within the Community of Practice with IP and local communities and allow IP and local communities to secure their tenure and engage in climate finance opportunities, with further opportunities for replicable outcomes.  

	Country-led planning  
	Until 2028, the country-led planning can work with stakeholders in countries over the course of approximately 4 years. This is only a short time frame for making a lasting contribution towards institutional embedding; in early 2025, after the two years of implementation, the mid-term review described the country-led planning process as “early stage of implementation”.  
	Until 2030, the country-led planning process will have an extra two years to accompany stakeholders. An additional 2 years will enable achieving deeper institutional uptake and therefore sustainability and will also allow more time for replication of the CLP workflow by other GFOI partners for additional unanticipated impacts.  Expected timelines for institutional take-up can be fairly prolonged, so an extension at this point of the programme is determined as valuable. 

	MRV and climate finance (in-country technical assistance)  
	Until 2028, the programme can accompany countries in their efforts to access climate finance and make initial steps towards participation in Article 6 and the TFFF.   
· Many countries have NDCs with 2030 as a target year, before that leaving more flexibility  
· Current NDCs often only have supported targets and NDC updates that become relevant only closer to 2030  
· Only in 2030, ART-TREES requires transition to national-scale mitigation  
	From 2030 onwards, MRV and climate finance will increasingly need to be considered in the context of NDC. Extending the programme to 2030 will enable AIM4Forests to accompany countries in their efforts to better embed climate finance efforts with their national mitigation strategies. This demand will increase closer to NDC target years, as NDCs are increasingly updated and as subnational programmes transition to national programmes.  
There will also be opportunities to further support work under REDD+ programming, including the new SCALE programme (which has only just begun activities) as well as under the LEAF Coalition. Both are able to use the ART/TREES methodology, and further support will be required by countries wishing to undertake activities to reduce emissions and be rewarded for these and undertake MRV for this. SCALE funding runs to 2034, and the LEAF Coalition is set to end in 2030. 

	Nature restoration monitoring  
	Until 2028, the AIM4Nature programme can accompany the 2026 KMGBF reporting, i.e., its first cycle, which is likely to stretch well into 2027.   
	Until 2030, the AIM4Nature programme can accompany both the 2026 and the 2029 country reporting. Supporting countries in two cycles will enable deeper embedding the reporting into country processes and achieve the desired impact.  
 
It would also allow us to significantly increase the number of countries supported to report on nature restoration to the CBD from 25 countries in 2028, to 40 countries in 2030. Additionally, there could be a further 3 regional workshops held, and a greater number of countries which would be able to be involved in the co-development of the global-scale dataset on nature restoration.  

	Transparent commodity value chains  
	Until 2028, the programme can develop minimum viable products for a comprehensive digital public infrastructure to include Open Foris Whisp and Ground (which benefitted from investment under AIM4forests in 2023-2024), but also the geoIDs and the crucial integration with traceability platforms – and the national forest monitoring systems themselves.  
  
These minimum viable products will also be leveraged in an initial set of 4 countries, as per the scenario laid out above. This will not only strengthen the countries’ systems but also deliver an even clearer view on further needs for improvements. Most importantly, it will lay out a pathway towards sustainable uptake.  
	Until 2030, the programme can accompany a transformation of agri-food systems in countries. Such a transformation takes time and if a programme only starts in 2026, much more impact can be achieved with a time frame to 2030.  
A transparent commodity value chain will include full coverage of geolocation available at national level for coffee, cocoa and rubber in a growing set of up to 8 countries. It will also target interoperability between national forest monitoring system and Open Foris Whisp, and an operational, decentralized geoID system.  


 


Annex E: Draft Theory of Change
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· AIM4Forests technical solutions effectively meet country demand while leveraging innovation. 
· AIM4Forests identifies the methodological gaps that matter most. 
· AIM4Forests manages to effectively engage key actors, including governments, the private sector, civil society, Indigenous Peoples, forest communities and others. 
· AIM4Forests manages to identify key functional gaps in countries’ forest monitoring systems that stakeholders see as relevant to their priorities. 
· National policies and legal frameworks enable cross-sectoral collaboration and are receptive towards engaging empowered forest communities and Indigenous Peoples in forest monitoring. 
· Emerging international reporting contexts surrounding carbon markets, commodity supply chains and restoration provide a role for forest communities and Indigenous Peoples. 
· AIM4Forests has access to needed funds and human resources to provide technical assistance. 
· Governments are committed to strengthening their technical and functional forest monitoring capacity and taking on board innovative technical solutions. 
· AIM4Forests implements activities in an economical way, with a focus on efficiency and effectiveness, making sure to reach marginalised groups in an equitable way – all ultimately for delivering impact in a cost-effective manner. 
 
Key assumptions: Intermediate outcomes to outcomes and to impact 
· Donors remain committed to climate finance (including under new results-based modalities such as TFFF). 
· Carbon markets increasingly take up forest mitigation (including the Paris Agreement’s Article 6). 
· Related programmes for results-based funding and technical assistance proceed successfully (FCPF, ISFL, REM, LEAF, UN-REDD, GCF, NICFI, others). 
· Forest countries continue with strong political commitment to managing forests sustainably, reducing deforestation, sustainable commodity production, nature restoration – and using forest monitoring as enabler. 
· The international community’s efforts to address deforestation (e.g., through nature restoration and through transparent commodity supply chains) continue gaining momentum, leveraging strong information and data. 



Annex F – Risk Register  
Overall programme risk rating: Moderate 
	Risk Description (event and effect) 
	Risk Category 
	Prob 
	Impact 
	Rating 
	Mitigation Strategy 
	Residual risk 

	Downturns in national and/or state economies reduce public spending and appetite for forest protection, or for working with international donor community. Political and economic environment in the countries does not favour improved management of natural resources using better information. 
	External Context  
	Possible 
	Moderate 
	Major 
	Continuously seek information with FAO and Post and monitor.   
Selection of countries that are engaged and ensuring that countries provide commitment to programme objectives can also mitigate this risk. Countries under AIM4Forests are selected where there is a potentially open window of opportunity to contribute to a policy process, i.e., based on countries’ own needs.  
 
The programme will be prepared and ready to re-focus forest monitoring capacity development among countries according to current momentum through an iterative planning process. The programme will enable improved data availability and transparency to highlight importance of better resource management, thereby contributing to retaining momentum. 
	Moderate  

	Additional funding does not become available to meet budget shortfall. 
	Balance Sheet 
	Likely 
	Major 
	Major 
	Sufficient funding is in place to for FY26, at which point, should further funding have been made available, the programme will undertake a review to reconsider pipeline planning and reprioritise budgets accordingly.  
 
 
	Major 

	Lack of disbursement capacity/capability means funding is not effectively utilised or improper use (either underspend or overspend, or misuse of funds). 
	Fiduciary  
	Unlikely  
	Moderate  
	Moderate  
	Our preferred option is to retain our current delivery partner – FAO. FAO have delivered the programme well to date, and there have been no issues regarding the use of funding.  Implementation through well-established UN agency structures with respected fraud checks and balances. Rigorous financial management procedures will reduce risk. Annual Budgeting and workplan appraisal to be conducted. 
Develop contingencies to manage underspend / options to re-direct and manage funding in a responsive/agile way. This includes disbursement of funding in advance of need, which will continue 
Continuously check-in with delivery partner throughout the implementation of the programme. 
The Extension Business Case also provides an initial Fraud assessment. 
Ongoing VfM assessments will be conducted through the Annual Review process.  
The SAA sets out clear provisions for addressing potential misuse of funding, including expectations around claw back. 
	Minor  

	Lack of capacity, capability of delivery partner and sub-contractors, to deliver the extension, meaning there is general poor management and delivery delays or performance issues 
	Operational 
	Unlikely  
	Moderate 
	Moderate 
	The selected Delivery Partner (FAO) has already been delivering the programme to a high standard, and has been evaluated to be competent in delivery and management of AIM4Forests through the recent Mid-Term Review. FAO has substantial experience with managing forest projects and long-standing capability to international coordination. 
Termination clauses have been included in the agreement if there is poor delivery or mismanagement, to ensure that we have visibility on potential risks and are notified early. 
	Minor 

	Non-commercial approach to procurement creates risk of challenge to DESNZ 
	Delivery  
	Unlikely 
	Moderate 
	Moderate  
	International Forests Unit to continue to work closely with DESNZ Commercial and Legal teams to ensure that we have sufficiently evidenced the strong justification for extending the existing arrangement with FAO, such that the risk of legal challenge over the procurement approach to this programme is minimised.   
	Minor 

	Amendments to the existing Agreement with Delivery Partner is not robust when compared to HMG principles  
	Compliance 
	Unlikely 
	Moderate 
	Moderate  
	DESNZ will ensure that any amendments to the existing Standard Administrative Agreement (and any associated documents) signed with UNDP MPTF are in line with HMG principles. Legal, Finance, and Commercial colleagues will review and assist in negotiating terms on behalf of DESNZ. “Red lines” will be identified including but not limited to fraud, corruption and reporting and where these are not met then an agreement will not be entered into.   
 
	Minor 

	Reputational risks including potential negative perception of REDD+, potential failure when investing in new/ innovative technologies, or global backlash against carbon finance for forests (can be a result of other risks listed in this risk register). 
	Reputational  
	Possible  
	Minor  
	Moderate 
	Termination clauses have been included in the agreement, to ensure that we have visibility on potential risks and are notified early.  
The programme already tracks progress through monitoring and evaluation and continues to build on lessons learnt. Both DESNZ and FAO have been proactive in creating and distributing positive comms messages about AIM4Forests, such as on International Day of Forests, and will continue to do so.  
AIM4Forests implementation is based on close observation of the international policy environment, to allow swiftly responding if needed. 
	Minor 

	Conflict in countries escalates or changes in political leadership causes criticism/weakening of environmental protection legislation at national/state level and reduces progress and emphasis on REDD+ and forest protection. 
	External context 
	Possible  
	Major   
	Major  
	Engage with Post and FAO teams in countries for identification and monitoring of conflict and political risks at national and state level to reduce likelihood of these. Encourage an adaptive approach to management, and embedding national priorities can ensure delivery. 
	Moderate 

	Consumer-side regulation on deforestation-free commodity production fails to deliver positive results. 
	Delivery  
	Possible  
	Minor  
	Moderate 
	Ensure the FAO team is ready to flexibly reprioritise focus of forest monitoring capacity development in case of reduced momentum. The programme activities will help make deforestation-free regulation a success by enabling sound claims through high-quality monitoring. 
	Minor 

	Programme expenditure does not represent good value for money 
	Balance sheet 
	Possible 
	Moderate 
	Major 
	A full programme review is conducted by DESNZ on an annual basis, including a VfM assessment. If VfM is no longer being delivered, corrective action will be taken, which could involve changing or stopping specific elements of the programme. The programme recently underwent a mid-term review which highlighted that the programme is providing excellent VfM already. 
	Moderate 

	Use of Promissory notes limits DESNZ commercial rights such as termination, performance management etc.  
Additionally, there are risks that promissory notes are either not enchased after work is complete, or are encashed without work being completed. DESNZ loses control over the money. 
	Balance sheet 
	Unlikely  
	Moderate  
	Moderate 
	Our preferred option is to retain the current delivery partner who have performed well to date.  Encashment schedules written into the agreement and an understanding that work is signed off before encashment mitigates risk of underperformance. Auditing and reporting mechanisms which are contained in the SAA also ensure that the programme team is kept updated as to the status of work. Before a PN is encashment, the delivery partner must send an encashment request which must demonstrate a need for the funds. However, with PN’s DESNZ relies on the good faith of delivery partners for this.   
 
	Minor 

	AIM4Forests helps establish NFMS that produce datasets of mediocre quality, that are less relevant to priorities of country stakeholders or not accessible to stakeholders. 
	Delivery  
	Possible  
	Minor  
	Moderate  
	The programme supports capacity development undertaken as a continuous improvement process. Investment into forest monitoring, learning materials and methodological challenges are specific outputs/activities of this programme to ensure high quality data.  
 Country-level work planning based on systematic gap analyses is part of the programme implementation (including through the country-led planning process) and is integral to the programme to ensure relevance and accessibility. Thematic focus is based on country own interests. Data sharing and open-source data expectations is applied to outputs. 
	Minor  


 
Risk Categories and DESNZ Risk Appetite 
	Risk type  
	Risk appetite: portfolio   
	Risk appetite: 
programme 

	External context   
	Moderate (Minimalist)  
	Moderate (Minimalist)  

	Reputational   
	Minor (Averse)  
	Moderate (Minimalist)  

	Fiduciary   
	Minor (Averse)  
	Minor (Averse)  

	Delivery   
	Moderate (Minimalist)  
	Major (Cautious)  

	Compliance   
	Minor (Averse)  
	Minor (Averse)  

	Operational   
	Minor (Averse)  
	Minor (Averse)  

	Balance sheet   
	Minor (Averse)  
	Moderate (Minimalist)  


 
Probability and Impact 
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Annex G: Public Sector Equality Duty Impact Assessment 
 
Equality analysis for: 
Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) Extension 
 
This analysis is designed to consider the requirements of the Public Sector Equality Duty (the equality duty) as set out in section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, to pay due regard to the need to: 
 
1.	eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and other conduct prohibited by the Act 
2.	advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do not 
3.	foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do not 
 
The protected characteristics which should be considered are: 
 
· age 
· disability 
· gender reassignment 
· marriage or civil partnership 
· pregnancy and maternity 
· race 
· religion or belief 
· sex 
· sexual orientation. 
 
Please note that in relation to the protected characteristic of marriage and civil partnerships the department is required to have due regard only to point 1. 
 
Taking into account the most recent caselaw (Turani v Home Office [2021]) concerning the extra-territorial application of the Public Sector Equality Duty under s.149(1)(b) and (c) of the Equality Act 2010, it is not necessary for the Secretary of State to have regard to this duty in this business case. These provisions, were they to apply, would require the Secretary of State to have due regard for advancement of equality of opportunity and fostering good relations between those who share protected characteristics and those who do not. In the above-mentioned case the Court of Appeal held that in order for those provisions to be engaged extra territorially, individuals affected by the policy would need to have an exceptional connection with the UK beyond simply a wish to benefit from that policy. We do not consider that this threshold is likely to be met in this case.  
 
The remaining element of the Public Sector Equality Duty – the requirement under s.149(1)(a) to have regard to the need to eliminate conduct prohibited under the 2010 Act – is not relevant in this case as the relevant prohibitions in the 2010 Act do not apply extra-territorially. 
 
Even though it may not be necessary to carry out a statutory PSED assessment, as noted above, the Minister is required by section 1(1A) of the International Development Act 2002 to have regard to gender considerations in relation to ODA decisions.   Please also note that gender equality, although not listed as a protected characteristic for the purposes of PSED, is of particular interest to the DESNZ ICF Portfolio. The full DESNZ Gender Guidance document will be used to ensure gender mainstreaming is considered at every stage of the programme cycle.  
 
Women and girls in developing countries are often more vulnerable than men and boys to the impacts of climate change and have less opportunity to effect change due to pre-existing gender inequalities regarding political leadership, access to information and resources, and mobility and voice. As mentioned, the International Development (Gender Equality) Act 2014 makes consideration of gender equality a legal requirement before the provision of any UK development and humanitarian spend. The UK Aid Strategy 2015 makes a commitment to prioritise the needs for women and girls throughout all its development spending. For more information, please see the DESNZ ICF Gender Strategy.  
 
1.	Proposal 
The AIM for Forests programme will support forest countries to operationalise their forest monitoring and Measuring Reporting & Verification (MRV) systems. It will achieve this through partnering with FAO, UN-REDD and GFOI. UK DESNZ endeavours to focus support to those countries with limited existing focus and/or coordination on MRV, but that have the interest and/or understanding needed to advance and implement activities. The AIM4Forests programme currently works with 19 developing forest countries, with the intention to outreach more through the extension. 
The AIM4Forests programme demonstrates a meaningful commitment to equality by intentionally strengthening participation and capacity building among underrepresented and often marginalised communities (especially IPs and LCs and women and fostering youth leadership). It is expected that the AIM programme will have a positive impact on participating forest countries, forest monitoring staff, government officials, and will have long term benefits to the wider community living in forests who will benefit from improve systems for monitoring and managing forests.   
2.	Summary of the evidence considered in demonstrating due regard to the equality duty and gender equality 
 
Groups with Protected Characteristics as defined through the PSED are not considered to be at significant risk from interaction and participation of the AIM programme. However, we have considered the potential impact through various forums in the preparation of the final AIM Business Case.   
 
To inform this equality analysis, the following evidence has been considered:  
1. The AIM Business Case (original B/C) 
2. AIM4Forests Programme Documents (and country workplans) 
3. AIM4Forests Annual Reviews 
4. AIM4Forests Mid-Term Review  
5. DESNZ ICF Gender Strategy  
 
3. Identify the impacts 
 
After consideration of the evidence, the programme could have an impact upon the two protected characteristics of race and gender. 
 
Race 
 
In this assessment, demonstrating due regard for the considerations of race will focus on the impact on Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (IPLCs), with the understanding that in some contexts, the term ‘IPLCs’ is not used and, instead, references to specific groups are used depending on country/region/culture. 
 
Regarding advancing equality of opportunity for IPLCs, the AIM4Forests programme will likely have a positive impact on IPLCs equality of opportunity through several ways:  
1. Where the AIM programme interacts directly with IPLCs, the programme has, and will continue to, ensure it collaborates with IPLCs as active participants of the programme, and not passive recipients thus ensuring a respectful and safe working environment, that does not reproduce historic discrimination or marginalisation.  AIM4Forests has a dedicated component on supporting effective inclusion of IPLCs within forest monitoring, with specific ambitious targets. It is expected that by the end of the programme extension (to 2030), AIM4Forests will have a significant positive contribution to enhancing the role of IPs & LCs, women, youth and smallholders within national forest monitoring systems. 
2. General indirect improvement in Forest Monitoring / MRV which is expected to have a positive impact on the Results Based Payment (RBP) mechanism for REDD+ programmes. This will ensure more equitable and proportionate benefit sharing, that will benefit IPLCs and other marginalised groups.   
  
To foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do not, the AIM4Forests will likely have a positive impact, and improve understanding and collaboration between different groups.  
1. The AIM programme will support collaboration between IPLC and forest monitoring communities through building IPLC capacity around forest monitoring and fostering collaboration between these communities.   
2. The AIM4Forests IPLC component further support good relations between IPLCs and the wider forest monitoring community by creating opportunities for IPLCs and forest monitoring/MRV practitioners to work together towards a common goal of improving forest MRV, leading to better management of forests which creates sustainable livelihood opportunities for communities living in forests, as well as many other benefits.   
  
The AIM programme aims to support technological advances, improvements to data collection and analysis, and increased knowledge and capacity (technical and political) and application around forest monitoring/MRV which can only have a positive impact on forest communities, such as IPLCs, through improved management of forests, better understanding of deforestation trends and more robust frameworks for RBP. AIM4Forests has a strong focus on transferring technical capacity to countries and communities. 
 
The AIM4Forests Mid-Term Review noted that AIM4Forests was found to be highly relevant to the forest monitoring-related needs of forest countries and international initiatives and agreements related to REDD+ and promotion of multi-purpose sustainable forest management and ecosystem restoration, and engagement of IP&LCs.  
 
Sex 
In regard to eliminating unlawful discrimination, the programme is not considered to actively disadvantage or discriminate against people of different gender. However, there is an intrinsic risk that women may not have the same equality of opportunity as men to effect change due to pre-existing gender inequalities regarding political leadership, access to information and resources and mobility and voice. Therefore, it is essential that deliberate action shall be taken to encourage women to participate in AIM4Forests to strengthen their meaningful representation and fulfilment of their rights, which will advance equality of opportunity in relation to gender.   
  
In a broader sense, due to the fact that women and girls in developing countries are often more vulnerable to negative impacts of climate change and forest degradation, the AIM programme’s wider aims to support the enabling environment for Emissions Reduction programmes and therefore mitigate the impacts of climate change, this will have a positive impact for gender equity, reducing female’s exposure to climate risks. Secondly, as the AIM programme improves the RBF enabling environment through MRV support and capacity building, reinvesting proceeds from selling carbon credits into forest protection and social and economic development opportunities for communities should be of benefit to women.   
As a DESNZ funded supplier, FAO is expected to factor equality-related considerations into the use of DESNZ funds. FAO and DESNZ have worked together to build gender-relevant indicators within the monitoring and reporting framework. This includes disaggregating indicators on progress to specifically track how the programme is increasing the participation of women in its activities.   
 
 
4. Analyse the impacts 
 
An initial analysis did not identify any negative impacts on protected characteristic groups as the initiative aims to improve outcomes and would not disadvantage marginalised group, such as IPLCs, and women and girls.    
 
The updated Theory of Change for the AIM4Forests extension explicitly outlines its intention to ensure: “Forest monitoring processes towards greater equity and inclusiveness, ensuring that forest communities, youth, women, smallholders and Indigenous People are empowered to participate” 
 
Current activities in the programme that support marginalised groups include (and noting these will continue into the extension): 
1. In its first year, AIM4Forests trained 1,268 individuals, 40% of whom were women, alongside more than 100 members of Indigenous Peoples and local communities to strengthen their forest monitoring capacities 
2. AIM4Forests collaborates with the International Land Coalition and LandMark to develop Indigenous-led Communities of Practice (CoP) and regional hubs. These spaces foster peer-to-peer learning, mentorship, and tailored capacity development in forest monitoring, land mapping, and tenure rights. 
3. AIM4Forests launched a Young Forest Champions Initiative, selecting 50 champions aged 22–30 from Ghana, Uganda, Peru, Zambia, and Kenya to lead restoration efforts using advanced monitoring technologies. Youth, particularly those with disabilities and Indigenous applicants, were actively encouraged to apply. 
 
In a broader sense, AIM4Forests will build the enabling environment for successful and sustainable forest monitoring, which will have highly positive impacts on forest communities, including IPLCs, such as:  
· Equitable RBP  
· Participation in other RBP programmes (where these are not currently in a jurisdiction), and ability to unlock carbon finance and distribute this equitably.   
· Increased sustainable livelihood opportunities  
· Reduced deforestation  
· Better forest management and forest-related regulations  
  
Although it is too early to say what further positive transformational impacts groups with protected characteristics may experience as a result of the AIM programme, we will work closely with FAO to ensure this programme has widespread positive impacts on IPLCs, women and girls, and other groups that are involved or impacted by this programme (including e.g., youth).  It should be noted that the AIM4Forests MTR noted that results under the Indigenous People component of the programme are not yet as visible or concrete despite demonstrating progress (this may be due to some delivery delays at the start of the programme for this component). However, it noted also key achievements of the engagement. AIM4Forests Annual Reviews 23/24 and 24/25 continue to note need to accelerate and focus on this good work, which shall be undertaken through the extension. 
 
5. Record your decision 
 
On conclusion of the impact equality analysis, it is decided to proceed as planned with the programme as it should have no adverse or disproportionately negative impact on people who share a protected characteristic. The programme remit demonstrates proportionate consideration of the necessary steps to advance equality of opportunity and foster good relations with protected groups, such as IPs, LCs and women and girls.  
 
6. Monitor and review 
 
AIM4Forests will be monitored through both Delivery Partner data collection and regular reporting, and UK ongoing review of progress.  
  
Equality impacts will be formally assessed in Annual Reviews and annual meetings with the Delivery Partner.  
  
Specific indicators on women and IPs & LCs are including the current logframe and draft logframe for the extension to be tracked to the end of the programme. These include: 
 
1. Number of (a) individuals and (b) organisations supported by AIM (including women, IPs, CSOs, and local communities) - TA KPI 2 
2. Number of (a) events showcasing IPLC stewardship; (b) IP-led community of practice events  
3. Number of attendees at IP-led community of practice events and training events, specifically (a) the total number of attendees; and (b) % of women attendees; and (c) the number of countries represented 
4. IP-led community of practice events and training events leading to knowledge growth, specifically: (a) percentage of participants indicating they acquired new knowledge; (b) percentage of participants indicating they will apply the new knowledge; and (c) indication from periodic surveys of growing technical knowledge on forest monitoring and MRV. 
5. Integration of IP&LC land indicators in international reporting frameworks. 
6. Assessment on "to what extent is AIM4Forests contributing to enhancing the role of IP&LCs, women, youth and smallholders within national forest monitoring systems and forest mitigation efforts in target countries? 
 
 
International Climate Finance ODA points to note: The Courts have ruled that the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) does not apply generally to decisions which take effect overseas, including Official Development Assistance. DESNZ is therefore not legally required to consider the PSED in respect of people outside the UK, except in exceptional circumstances. Therefore, this assessment will not require formal sign off.  
 
  



Annex H: Climate and Environmental Risk Screening 
 
	Risk Screening Tool 

	General Programme Identification  
1. Date: 28/08/2025 
2. Programme Title: Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) 
3. Delivery Partner (if known): UN’s Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) 
4. Jointly Funded by FCDO/DEFRA: No 

	Climate screening factors 
	Supporting information 
	Score
	Remarks 

	Exposure, vulnerability, and hazards 

	1. Which physical environment best describes the area the programme is taking place in? 
	See Table 1: Physical environment exposure zone examples.  
(If you are operating in multiple exposure zones, note these and total the score. Mark at ‘4’ if the total surpasses this). 
	4 
	A mixture – ranging from arid/semi-arid, to humid and sub-humid, as well as some small islands and low-lying coastal areas. 

	2. What sectoral vulnerabilities can be identified?  
	See Table 2: Vulnerabilities by sector.  
Consider the impact of these vulnerabilities both on the programme, and the potential for the programme to exacerbate these vulnerabilities.  
(If several sectoral vulnerabilities are identified, note these and mark the highest scoring sector).  
	3 
	Agriculture and Natural Resources – some of the impacts include:   
· impacts on crop production or yield,   
· changes in diversity,  
· impacts on water availability,  
· impacts on freshwater due to drought,   
· Impacts on land-sea interactions affecting sensitive habitats of marine species through changing water temperatures, increased incidents of marine pollution, greater incidents of coastal erosion, or incidents of algae blooms from warming ocean areas.  

	3. What relevant individual hazards can be identified? 
	See Table 3: List of hazards. 
(Add 1 for each natural hazard, up to a maximum of 4. If hazards are unknown use 3 as a risk value). 
	4 
	Some of these may impact the programme (however as the programme operates in up to 20 countries, impacts may occur in certain countries but impact on overall programme may be lower):    
· Extreme temperature including heatwave.    
· Flood   
· Drought   
· Extreme weather   
· Wildfire including forest fires, bush fires and scrubland fires.    
· Storms   
· Tropical cyclone  
· Epidemic 

	4. Estimate the number of people potentially “exposed” to climate-related risks? 
	·  <100 score = 0 
· 100-1000 score = 1 
· 1000-10,000 = 2 
· >10,000 score = 3 
	3 
	Scoring 3 for assumed cumulative as AIM4Forests will work in 20 different countries.  

	If the TOTAL value for the first four questions sums to 4 or less there is no need to complete the remaining questions. You will not be required to complete any further scoping or full CRAA.  

	Stakeholder engagement and adaptation support 

	5. Does the programme have the institutional capacity to successfully incorporate, manage and deliver climate risk management measures? 
	Yes/No  
· Yes, good capacity = 0 
· No, poor capacity = 1  
· Very poor capacity = 2 
	0 
	The programme is providing technical support to monitor, track and respond to climate/forest related risks. FAO are a strong, well-reputed and trusted institution for providing appropriate support. 

	6. Will potential hazards impact on communities, gender, people with disabilities or indigenous peoples?  
	Yes/No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
	0 
	Yes. Gender impacts for women will likely be more prominent. All country programmes have marginalised communities existing within areas, including Indigenous People and Local Communities (including small holders). The programme has a focus on IP & LC support. 

	7. Are there any demographic or socio-economic variables (i.e., population increase, settlement patterns, bio-physical/environmental conditions) that may increase exposure to hazard impacts? 
	Yes/No 
· Yes / Unsure = 1 
· No = 0 
	1 
	AIM4Forests intends to work in 20 countries so variables will vary, but may include:  
· Changing domestic political context  
· Population increase or changes in settlement patterns  
· Civil unrest  

	8. Is it likely that the delivery/implementing partner has some practical knowledge of climate risk reduction measures for the programme? 
	Yes/No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
	0 
	FAO are a strong, well-reputed and trusted institution for providing appropriate support. 

	9. Will the programme reduce, leave unaltered, or increase the risk to project beneficiaries? 
	· Reduce = 0 
· Unaltered = 1 
· Increase = 2 
	0 
	The programme is providing technical support to monitor, track and respond to climate/forest related risks. FAO are a strong, well-reputed and trusted institution for providing appropriate support 

	10. Will the programme reduce, leave unaltered, or increase the risk to the localized environment/project dependent ecosystem? 
	· Reduce = 0 
· Unaltered = 1 
· Increase = 2 
	0 
	The programme is providing technical support to monitor, track and respond to climate/forest related risks. 

	11. Will the programme improve or provide opportunities to increase adaptive (mitigation) capacity through any of the programme elements?1  
	See Table 4: Adaptive Capacity. 
Yes / No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
	0 
	Programme will improve adaptive capacity through:  
· Institutions  
· Social Structures  
· Resource Access  
· Financial Capital  
· Knowledge and Information   
· Technology  

	12. Do country/institutional policies or climate laws significantly promote climate risk management measures?  
	Yes/No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
	0 
	The programme will support in providing data to countries, which can support in the development of climate positive policies. Countries within the programme develop / implement national REDD+ strategies and are aligned with country climate commitments.  

	13. Does the programme require a risk expert to introduce risk reduction measures in project design, implementation, or operations and maintenance? 
	Yes/No  
· Yes / Unsure = 1 or 2 (based on assessment of the level of risk) 
· No = 0  
	0 
	We are confident in FAO’s ability to identify and monitor risks adequately. They have stable and strong governance systems in place, including regular audits.  

	Total Risk Value (Range 0 to 25) 
	Severe Risk: 21-26 
Major Risk: 15-20  
Moderate Risk: 8-14  
Low Risk: 0-7 
	15 
	State: Major  

	Low Risk (0-7): This range indicates the programme is either very low risk, or the proposal has considered risk management measures to minimize hazard impacts and associated risks, and that the programme may therefore have a potentially higher threshold against current and anticipated risks. 

	Moderate Risk (8-14): Climate related risks could possibly impact on the programme success, and at least light touch risk reduction measures should be incorporated into project design and activities. 

	Major Risk (15-20): Climate related risks could significantly impact on the programme success, and risk reduction measures should be incorporated into project design and activities. 

	Severe Risk (21-26): Climate related risks are likely to derail the programme. It is highly recommended that risk reduction measures be incorporated into programme design and activities, and that a further review of the programme proposal be undertaken. At this level of risk, consideration of the suitability of undertaking this programming activity at all should be given. 

	Environmental screening factors 
	Supporting information 
	Score 0-3 
	Remarks 

	Safeguarding and protection 

	1. Will your programme exacerbate risk to any of the five safeguarding categories?  
	See Table 5: Environmental Risks and Safeguarding. 
Yes/No 
· Yes / Unsure = 1 
· No = 0 
	0 
	The programme should provide support in land-related components through better data provision and management in support of enhancing policies and practices that are climate and nature positive. 

	2. Will the programme include any measures or safeguards to mitigate against these risks? 
	See Table 5: Environmental Risks and Safeguarding. 
Yes/No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
 
	0 
	The programme supports REDD+ (backed by Cancun Safeguards – UNFCCC). The programme will be adaptive and respond to any major climate risks and challenges. The emphasis and intentions of the programme is inherently climate and nature positive. 

	3. Will the programme be operating in or near critical habitats?  
	Yes/No 
· Yes = 2 
· Unsure = 1 
· No = 0 
	1 
	Unsure. The programme implementation itself will not be in critical habitats, however, broader support on forest and nature restoration monitoring can support responding to risks within these habitats.  

	4. Will the programme consider opportunities to enhance the environment through your programme?  
	Yes/No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
	0 
	Yes. This is an integral part of AIM4Forests. 

	5. Will the programme go against a country’s biodiversity strategy or plans? 
	Yes/No 
· Yes / Unsure = 1 
· No = 0 
 
	0 
	No. The programme will support a better understanding of country biodiversity strategies and plans. It will also support countries to meet reporting requirements under Target 2 of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework.  

	If the TOTAL value for the first four questions sums to 3 or less there is no need to complete the remaining questions. You will not be required to complete any further scoping or full EIA. 

	Stakeholder engagement and participation processes 

	6. Does the programme have the institutional capacity to successfully incorporate, manage and deliver environmental risk management measures? 
	Yes/No  
· Yes, good capacity = 0 
· Some capacity = 1  
· Poor capacity = 2 
	 
	 

	7. Will there be any environmental risks that disproportionally impact any communities, gender, people with disabilities or indigenous people? 
	Yes/No  
· Yes / Unsure = 1 
· No = 0 
	 
	 

	8. Have participatory processes been used, or plan to be used, in the planning, design and management of the programme? 
	Yes/No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
	 
	 

	9. Is it likely that the delivery/implementing partner is skilled and has the resources and expertise to implement an environmental risk management plan?  
	Yes/No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
	 
	 

	10. Does the project require a risk expert to introduce risk reduction measures in project design, implementation, or operations and maintenance? 
	Yes/No  
· Yes / Unsure = 1 or 2 (based on assessment of the level of risk) 
· No = 0 
	 
	 

	11. As well as safeguards, are there opportunities to build capacity and deliver environmental benefits?  
	For example, if the intervention involves infrastructure, have you considered nature-based solutions? 
Yes / No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
	 
	 

	12. Do country/institutional policies, regulations or laws promote environmental risk assessments? 
	Yes/No  
· Yes = 0 
· No / Unsure = 1 
	 
	 

	Total Risk Value (Range 0 to 16) 
	Severe Risk: 12-15 
Major Risk: 8-11  
Moderate Risk: 4-7 
Low Risk: 0-3 
	 
	Low Risk  

	Low Risk (0-3): This range indicates the programme is either very low risk, or the proposal has considered risk management measures to minimize hazard impacts and associated risks, and that the programme may therefore have a potentially higher threshold against current and anticipated risks. 

	Moderate Risk (4-7): Environmental risks could possibly impact on the programme success, and at least light touch risk reduction measures should be incorporated into project design and activities. 

	Major Risk (8-11): Environmental risks could significantly impact on the programme success, and risk reduction measures should be incorporated into project design and activities. 

	Severe Risk (12-16): Environmental related risks are likely to derail the programme. It is highly recommended that risk reduction measures be incorporated into programme design and activities, and that a further review of the programme proposal be undertaken. At this level of risk, consideration of the suitability of undertaking this programming activity at all should be given. 


 
Tables 1- 5 to support CERA screening 
Table 1: Physical environment exposure zones (selected examples for guidance) 
	Physical Environment Exposure Zones 
	Natural Hazards and Climate Change exposure 
	Score 
0-3 

	Arid/Semi-Arid & desert environments 
	Low rainfall of up to 500 mm rainfall per annum with periodic droughts and high rainfall variability. Low vegetative cover. Relatively resilient ecosystems & complex pastoral and systems. Mobilisation of sand dunes and other soils as vegetation cover. Earthquakes and other geophysical hazards may also occur in these environments. 
	1 or 2 

	Humid and sub-humid plains, foothills and hill country 
	More than 500 mm precipitation/yr. Resilient ecosystems & complex human pastoral and cropping systems. Erosion of loess-mantled landscapes by wind and water; gully erosion; landslides likely on steeper slopes. Incidence of forest and agriculture-based insect infestations. Earthquakes and other geophysical hazards may also occur in these environments. 
	1 

	River valleys/deltas and estuaries and other low-lying coastal areas 
	River basins, deltas and estuaries in low-lying areas are exposed to riverine floods, storm surges associated with tropical cyclones/typhoons and sea level rise; natural (and human-induced) subsidence resulting from sediment compaction and ground water extraction; liquefaction of soft sediments as result of earthquake ground shaking. Tsunami possible/likely on some coasts. 
	2 

	Small islands 
	Small islands generally have land areas of less than 10,000km2 in area, though Papua New Guinea and Timor with much larger land areas are commonly included in lists of small island developing states. Low-lying islands are exposed to storm surge, tsunami and sea-level rise and, frequently, coastal erosion, with coral reefs threatened by ocean warming in some areas. Sea level rise threatens the limited ground water resources. High islands often experience high rainfall intensities, frequent landslides and tectonic environments in which landslides and earthquakes are not uncommon with (occasional) volcanic eruptions.  
	3 

	Mountain ecosystems 
	Accelerated glacial melting, rockfalls/landslides and glacial lake outburst floods, leading to increased debris flows, river bank erosion and floods and more extensive outwash plains. Wind erosion in intermontane valleys. Flooding and drought associated with enhanced snow melt and fluctuating stream flows. Melting of permafrost in some environments. Faunal and floral species migration. Earthquakes, landslides and other geophysical hazards may also occur in these environments. 
	3 

	Volcanic environments 
	Recently active volcanoes (erupted in last 10,000 years – see www.volcano.si.edu). Often fertile soils with intensive agriculture and landslides on steep slopes. Subject to earthquakes and volcanic eruptions including pyroclastic flows and mudflows/lahars and/or gas emissions and occasionally widespread ashfall. 
	2 


Annex I – Critical Success Factors and strategic fit objectives 
Critical Success Factors 
	Critical Success Factors  

	CSF1: Strategic fit and meets business needs  
	How well the option:  
· meets the agreed spending objectives, related business needs and service requirements  
· provides holistic fit and synergy with other strategies, programmes and projects  

	CSF2: Potential Value for Money  
	How well the option:  
· optimises social value (social, economic and environmental), in terms of the potential costs, benefits and risks  

	CSF3: Supplier capacity and capability  
	How well the option:  
· matches the ability of potential suppliers to deliver the required services  
· appeals to the supply side  

	CSF4: Potential affordability  
	How well the option:  
· can be financed from available funds  
· aligns with sourcing constraints  

	CSF5: Potential achievability  
	How well the option:   
· is likely to be delivered given an organisation's ability to respond to the changes required  
· matches the level of available skills required for successful delivery  


 
Strategic fit objectives for the extension business case  
	Strategic Fit SMART Objective   
	How will it be measured?   

	1. Objective 1: Continue to build long-lasting capacity for forest countries to strengthen and institutionalise MRV and National Forest Monitoring Systems through a country-led, adaptable and sustained process that engages stakeholders across all levels, overcomes methodological and procedural challenges, and aligns with national policy and development priorities, throughout the term of the programme.  
	· Number of countries supported  with direct technical assistance, (target of 20 by 2030). We are currently supporting 16 countries directly however budget for this work is due to run out in 2026 so this proposal would ensure it continues (TA KPI 1). This extension proposal would allow an increase from 16 countries to 20 countries.    
· Number of key methodological challenges overcome through alignment, innovation and deployment (12 by 2030, increased from 10)   
· Number of countries supported to institutionalise NFMS and associated MRV procedures within their national institutions, through the Country-Led Planning process, so that they can be operationalised and sustained with national resources over time. Target of 10 countries supported by 2030, up from 2-3 from the original business case.   
· Number of (sub)national forest and climate policies and legislation informed by country technical assistance (10 by 2030, increased from 8)  

	2. Objective 2: Strengthen forest monitoring and MRV in forest countries to enable greater financial flows for forest countries and communities for long-term financial sustainability, including supporting the effective and high-integrity delivery of large-scale performance-based forest programmes and opportunities (e.g., FCPF, ART-TREES, GCF, BioCarbon Fund ISFL, SCALE, LEAF, TFFF, Article 6).  
	· Number of countries supported by the programme (20 by 2030) - TA KPI 1  
· Increased volume of forest/land-use credits produced and verified due to support from AIM4Forests (emissions reductions) -  TA KPI 5 (180 m by 2030 an increase of 130 by 2028)  
· Increased number of national/ sub-national programmes actively supported by AIM4Forests to access climate finance (including REDD+ and other forest service schemes) (16 by 2030, increased from 15)  

	3. Objective 3: Empower and enhance the social inclusion of marginalised and disadvantaged groups by enabling greater equity in forest monitoring through the meaningful participation of indigenous peoples, local communities, women, small-holders and youth through targeted capacity-building and inclusive, gender-responsive methodologies  
	· Increased percentage of IPLCs, youth and women (and where relevant smallholders) at AIM4Forests  supported events and exchanges (TA KPI 2), (target of 45% by 2030)  
· Innovative biocentric restoration projects developed and implementing (2 by 2030)  

	4. Objective 4: Enhance country capacity to meet national and international reporting obligations through the deployment of high-integrity datasets to meet relevant data and reporting needs on forest mitigation, ecosystem restoration and forest-risk commodities - including around UNFCCC reporting in 2030 (FRELs and GHG inventories, AFOLU in NDCs), within transparent commodity value chains in 2030, and for KMGBF ecosystem restoration targets in 2029.   
	· Number of countries reporting on nature restoration to the CBD, which received support from AIM4Forests – target of 20 by 2030  
· Number of countries supported to cover forests and land-use categories within UNFCCC reporting (including against NDCs) - target of 14 countries by 2030 which is an increase of an additional 4 countries  
· Number of countries supported to comply with EUDR regulations – target of 5 countries by 2030.   
· Increase development and deployment of high-integrity datasets (Number of emerging technologies, tools and innovative solutions developed/supported to deployment by AIM4Forests – 12 by 2030, increased from 10)   

	5. Objective 5: Strengthen and operationalise forest monitoring solutions to address unsustainable commodity production by developing open, inclusive, and scalable solutions to support smallholders, producers, companies and regulators ensure sustainable and deforestation-free value chains.  
	· Development and use of a global public infrastructure for transparent commodities (by 2030). This will include the refinement of technical solutions, a partnership on transparent commodities, and a roll out in 4 countries.    
· Number of countries supported with the roll-out of technical solutions (between 4-8 by 2030)   


 
Objectives from the original AIM4Forests Business case  
This proposal is an extension to the existing AIM4Forests programme. The table below sets out the objectives from the original AIM4Forests business case. However, due to changing demands and international context the scope and objectives of the programme have shifted.    
	Strategic Fit Objectives   

	· B1: In-country presence: Ability, presence and capacity to meaningfully engage actors and drive implementation across levels and across stakeholder groups in REDD+ countries – particularly those with limited support/focus/coordination on MRV.     

	· B2: Increasing country/jurisdiction capacity and capability to deliver REDD+ results through country-led processes, including ability to be flexible and adapt to country-specific needs   

	· B3: Creating an enabling environment and building long-lasting capacity for REDD+ countries to strengthen own MRV systems and access REDD+ finance   

	· B4: Operationalising national/sub-national REDD+ MRV systems: Support countries who wish to participate in REDD+ to put in place the essential MRV/carbon accounting elements of the REDD+ framework as determined by the UNFCCC and other high-integrity standards.   

	· B5: Aligning REDD+ under Paris Agreement: Support countries to align their methodologies and data for their national Forest Reference Emissions Levels (FRELs) with GHG inventories, and supporting Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land-Uses (AFOLU) inclusion within NDCs.   

	· B6: Integration of MRV within wider national policy priorities: Support countries in their own strategic REDD+ thinking and optimise the fit between REDD+ requirements/methodologies and their wider policy priorities (through a country-led approach)   

	· B7: Realising performance-based payments: Support the delivery of REDD+ payments through performance-based programmes (e.g., existing/new UK ICF-funded programming such as BioCarbon Fund ISFL; FCPF Carbon Fund; REDD Early Movers; GCF) where there may be additional gaps identified on technical MRV requirements, including support to countries achieving set requirements while aligning with broader national systems   

	· B8: Enabling additional scalability and long-term financial sustainability of finance through market-driven standards and opportunities (e.g., LEAF).   

	· B9: Strengthen the reliability of forest cover data for high integrity supply of forest carbon credits   

	· B10: Secondary outcomes: More robust data to support supply chain traceability and businesses in meeting their due diligence objectives. Increased country R&D (e.g., mangroves, livestock), innovation (new tech/tools).    


 


Annex J: Options Appraisal document  
1.  Purpose and Objectives of the Intervention  
Problem  
The AIM4Forests programme is currently facing a demand for forest monitoring and MRV support which it cannot meet within current budgets. The programme budget for delivering in-country technical assistance is estimated to run out in 2026, 2 years earlier than the current end date of the programme (December 2028). There are also opportunities to increase the impact of the programme and better tackle key drivers of deforestation by (a) increasing the scope of the programme to include monitoring for sustainable commodity supply chains; and (b) to extend the term of the programme by 2 years.   
2. What the appraisal will cover  
Fixed elements  
Where the programme must operate  
AIM4Forests is a global programme that is already working in 19 countries across Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, Asia, and the Pacific (16 with direct technical assistance and three additional with a country-led planning). Countries selected are ODA-eligible countries where mitigating climate change through reducing GHG emissions by combatting deforestation and protecting nature is possible.  
When it must be delivered  
The programme is currently ongoing, and the budget on the in-country technical assistance is due to run out in 2026 so any additional funding to address this, and/or any expansion to the scope of the programme would need to take place from 2026.  
A maximum or minimum funding level  
The provisional allocated funding is £20m however following more detailed analysis of the required funding this extension business case asks for up to £20.9m. The minimum funding to be considered is BAU, i.e., no additional funding and no time extension.  
Political or strategic commitments  
The business case must comply with requirements under the International Development Act 2002, including that it contributes to reducing poverty. The programme must also fit with domestic UK ODA and Climate Finance objectives.  
Options framework  
Each of the elements set out below will assess against the CSF and strategic fit objectives.  
Scope – How wide or ambitious the intervention is 
AIM4Forests is a global programme. Countries selected are ODA-eligible countries where mitigating climate change through reducing GHG emissions by combatting deforestation and protecting nature is possible. The geographic scope of the programme is set to ODA-eligible countries, with tropical or sub-tropical forests, so this is not explored further below.  
 
Solution – What kind of activity or service is being delivered 
The programme seeks to provide support to forest countries on forest and ecosystem monitoring. This extension seeks to (a) increase tailored support delivered on forest monitoring directly within countries, (b) increase global and country support on forest monitoring for transparent commodity value chains, and (c) increase the overall impact, ambition and timelines of AIM4Forests delivery. Therefore, the design areas explored include the extent of technical assistance offered, whether monitoring also includes monitoring around transparent commodity supply chains, and whether continuous support is offered to meet reporting requirements under international processes.  
 
Delivery – Who is responsible for delivering it 
Options appraisal will explore the range of delivery options available including additional funding to the existing AIM4Forests programme through the same delivery partner, additional funding to a different HMG-funded programme through alternative delivery partners, direct award to an alternative delivery partner, or the establishment of a new programme.  
 
Implementation – How and when it is delivered (e.g. phased, one-off) 
AIM4Forests is a programme that provides continuous support across the term of the programme. There are no distinct phases of the programme where support could appropriately be phased. Therefore, this element is not explored further below.   
 
Funding – How much it costs and how it's funded 
The funding provisionally allocated to this extension business case was £20m, however following more detailed analysis of the required funding the concept note sought £20.9m, which was approved to take forward into this business case. Options will include different funding amounts. The funding will come from DESNZ International Climate Finance budget, within its Overseas Development Assistance.  
3. Long List Options Appraisal  
Solution long-list options appraisal  
Options  
a. Option 1: BAU – no additional funding to AIM4Forests or extension to the term of the programme  
b. Option 2: Provide additional support in order to enable the programme to provide technical assistance to address the technical gaps within forest countries’ NFMS and MRV systems (address the current budget shortfall)  
c. Option 3: Provide additional support in order to enable the programme to (a) provide technical assistance to address the technical gaps within forest countries’ NFMS and MRV systems; and (b) support forest countries’ with forest monitoring for transparent commodity supply chains (address current budget shortfall and include monitoring for sustainable commodities)  
d. Option 4: Provide additional support in order to enable the programme to (a) provide technical assistance to address the technical gaps within forest countries’ NFMS and MRV systems; and (b) extension to the term of the programme (address the budget shortfall and extend the term of the programme) 
e. Option 5: Provide additional support in order to enable the programme to (a) provide technical assistance to address the technical gaps within forest countries’ NFMS and MRV systems; (b) support forest countries’ with forest monitoring for transparent commodity supply chains; (c) extension to the term of the programme; (addresses current budget shortfall, include monitoring for sustainable commodities and an extension to the term of the programme) or  
f. Option 6: An extension to the term of the programme.  
Table 1: Service solution options assessed against the CSF and strategic fit objectives  
	Service solution  
	Advantages (implementation and funding, and against objectives and CSFs) 
	Disadvantages (implementation and funding, and against objectives and CSFs) 
	Take forward?  

	1. BAU  
	CSF 4 – Money could be directed to other DESNZ ICF priority areas  
	Does not deliver against any of the objectives, and would result in either a scaling back or reprioritisation of existing programme work.  
 
Does not meet CSF 1 – does not meet strategic spending objectives or related business needs 
 
CSF 2 - this option does not include an extension to the term of the programme. The VfM of the programme is decreased if it ends before it can deliver the most impact. 
	Carried forward  

	2. Provide additional support to address the current budget shortfall  
	Partially delivers against Objectives 1, 2, and 3 by ensuring that the programme can continue to provide in-country technical assistance, albeit at a level below target objectives. This will help strengthen and institutionalize MRV and NFMS, and enable countries to access greater financial flows through forest programmes and opportunities. It will also continue in-country community and youth activities.  
 
CSF 4 – this option would require less additional funding than Options 3 and 4 so money could be directed to other priority areas.  
 
CSF 5 – these activities are already occurring under the current programme.  
	Does not meaningfully deliver against Objectives 4 or 5. Under this option, monitoring for sustainable commodities would not be included in the programme meaning the data needs for sustainable commodities could not be met under Objective 5, and datasets for transparent commodity value chains would not be achieved under Objectives 4.  
 
This does not include an extension to the term of the programme meaning that relevant data and reporting needs for international processes occurring after 2028 would not be supported – compromising the ability to meet Objectives 4.  
 
CSF 2 - this option does not include an extension to the term of the programme. The VfM of the programme is decreased if it ends before it can deliver the most impact. 
 
CSF 1 – does not meaningfully meet strategic spending objectives or business needs.  
	Discounted 

	3. Address current budget shortfall and include monitoring for sustainable commodities 
	Partially delivers against Objectives 1, 2, 3.  Delivers against Objective 5. This option would ensure that the programme can continue to provide in-country technical assistance to within existing business case targets, and would expand the scope of the programme to include forest monitoring to address unsustainable commodity production.   
 
CSF 4 – Could be funded from within this SR  
 
CSF 3 – FAO is already delivering some of these activities through a German-funded programme (AIM4Commodities) 
 
CSF 5 – Some activities are already occurring under the current programme. Some activities relating to monitoring for transparency commodity supply chains were delivered through the programme in its early stages.  
	Does not deliver against Objective 4. This option does not include an extension to the term of the programme meaning that it would be limited in its ability to provide necessary support for the deployment of datasets and reporting needs in order to meet key international reporting processes and limits the ambition/future impact of the programme.  
 
CSF 2 – this option does not include an extension to the term of the programme. The VfM of the programme is decreased if it ends before it can deliver the most impact.  
	Discounted  

	4. Address current budget shortfall and extend the term of the programme  
	Delivers against Objectives 1,2, and 3. This option would ensure the programme continues to provide in-country technical assistance. 
 
Partially delivers against Objective 4 – there would support for some reporting needs such as UNFCCC reporting or KMGBF reporting (as within scope of current programme) but there would not be support for other reporting requirements such as EUDR (proposed for extension).  
 
CSF 3 and 5 – this would be an extension of existing activities under the programme.  
	Does not deliver against Objective 5, as this would not expand the scope of the programme to include monitoring for sustainable commodities so it would be unable to address unsustainable commodity production.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
	Discounted  

	5. Address current budget shortfall, include monitoring for sustainable commodities and an extension to the term of the programme 
	Delivers against Objectives 1,2,3,4,5.  
 
CSF 1- meets all strategic spending objectives and related business needs. 
 
CSF 2 – Building on the success of the programme and increasing its impact and sustainability increases VfM.  
 
CSF 3 and 5 – This is an extension to the work already carried out in the current programme and other related programmes (such as AIM4Commodities) 
	CSF 4 – while the majority of budget could be funded from this SR (the extension was allocated £20m) it is £0.9 over the allocated budget – some questions around affordability to consider at financial appraisal stage.  
	Preferred way forward 

	6. Extension to the term of the programme  
	Partially delivers against Objective 4 as it would ensure countries would be supported to meet key international reporting requirements until 2030.  However the ability to deliver against this objective is reduced due to potential scaling back or reprioritisation of in-country technical assistance.  
 
CSF 3 and 5 – would simply be an extension to existing activities 
 
CSF 4 – requires less funding that other options  
	Does not deliver against Objectives 1 and 2 as this option would not address the current budget shortfall on in-country technical assistance.  
 
Does not deliver against Objective 5. As it would not include an expansion to the scope of the programme, countries would not be supported with reporting relating to transparent commodity value chains 
 
CSF 1 - Does not deliver against the majority of the objectives, and due to the fact that it would not address the current budget shortfall on in-country technical assistance, it would result in scaling back or reprioritisation of work within the programme.  
 
CSF 2 – extending the term of the programme without addressing the budget shortfall on the in-country technical assistance, a fundamental aspect of the programme, risks the programme delivering poor VfM.  
	Discounted 


 
Summary of findings  
Option 5 - addressing current budget shortfall, including monitoring for sustainable commodities and an extension to the term of the programme, was the preferred way forward to ensure that each of the strategic objectives could be met. This option ensures that the programme can continue its fundamental in-country technical assistance, expands the scope of the programme to address monitoring for unsustainable commodity production, and extends the term of the programme to ensure that support can be provided up to 2030 (aligned with reporting dates of key international processes). The only disadvantage identified is that the full funding requested under this option could have opportunity costs for other potential ICF programming.  
The budget provisionally allocated to the AIM4Forests extension business case was £20 million, however following more detailed analysis of the required funding, this option would cost approximately £20.9 million. However, if budget implications required, we could scale down certain activities.  
Options 2,3,4 and 6 were discounted due to the fact that they did not meaningfully deliver against all the strategic fit objectives. Option 1 was carried over as the counterfactual. 
Delivery long-list appraisal  
Options  
a. Option 1 (BAU): Retain the current delivery partner (delivered through the FAO’s Forest Monitoring and Data Platforms team, in collaboration with the UN-REDD Programme and the Global Forest Observations Initiative (GFOI)). 
b. Option 2: Provide funding to alternative existing HMG programmes  
c. Option 3: HMG to design, manage and implement its own new programme, with an alternative delivery partner  
d. Option 4: Fund a new programme through direct award, with an alternative delivery partner 
e. Option 5: Fund a new programme through competitive tender 
	Delivery solution  
	Advantages (implementation and funding, and against objectives and CSFs) 
	Disadvantages (implementation and funding, and against objectives and CSFs) 
	Take forward?  

	Option 1: Retain current delivery partner  
	· CSF 2: Retaining the current delivery partner builds on the success and momentum of the programme and reduces any delays associated with establishing a new partner/ programme providing further value for money. The 2024 Annual Review found that the programme is delivering strong value for money due to the programmes design and delivery.  
· CSF 3: FAO is already successfully delivering the AIM4Forests programme and has experience delivering programmes relating to monitoring for unsustainable commodities. The mid-term review highlighted the technical comparative advantage that FAO has in NFMS and MRV, as well as the country and regional presence FAO has through its offices and established networks, including those related to REDD+ and strong working relationships with governments and convening power.  
· CSF 5: As detailed above, FAO already has the level of skills/ expertise required to deliver the proposed activities   
·  AIM4Forests has been able to leverage FAO’s existing UN-REDD framework. The mid-term review found that it is not possible to identify a more efficient way of channelling UK funds to AIM4Forests implementation than the current one through the UN-REDD Programme Fund. 
· It also allows the programme to utilise the convening function of the GFOI – the only international platform that provides the specific convening function of an international partnership of donors that collaboratively assist developing countries report, advance, and progress REDD+, meet NDCs, and build capacity for GHG inventories.   
	· May limit opportunities for innovation, however, current Delivery Partner has shown ability to work alongside other partners. 
	Preferred way forward  

	Option 2: Provide funding to existing HMG programmes 1(analysis of the different HMG programme are contained in the table below) 
	· CSF 3: Many existing HMG programmes have experienced and respected delivery partners who are already providing technical assistance at scale 
· Would allow us to leverage the success of other programmes  
	· CSF 2 and 3: There is no single programme that could deliver against each of the objectives. Funding multiple delivery programmes reduces value for money (e.g., through costly fees). 
· CSF 4: Funding multiple programmes to deliver the objectives would likely increase implementation costs.  
	Discounted  

	Option 3: HMG to implement a new programme  
	· CSF 1: A new programme would allow that programme to be designed in a way to meet the relevant objectives  
 
	· CSF 2 and 4: AIM4Forests is already a well-performing programme. Building on the success of the programme ensures greater VfM, while creating a new programme could increase costs and delay implementation.  
· CSF 3: HMG does not possess the required technical expertise to provide the level of support required through this programme.  
	Discounted 

	Option 4: Funding of a new programme through direct award  
	· A new programme could increase innovation and explore new ways to support forest monitoring  
	· CSF 2 and 4: AIM4Forests is already a well-performing programme. Building on the success of the programme ensure greater VfM, while implementing a new programme could increase costs and delay implementation.   
· Relatively long lead-time before funds are disbursed. 
	Discounted  

	Option 5: Funding of a new programme through competitive tender  
	· CSF 1: A new programme would allow that programme to be designed in a way to meet the relevant objectives 
· There are several experienced delivery partners who are already delivered technical assistance at scale for example, the World Bank.  
 
	· Resource intensive in terms of procurement and management (including co-management and delivery of multiple arms of the programme). 
· Relatively long lead-time before funds are disbursed. Could cause unnecessary delays in implementation.   
· CSF 2 and 4: AIM4Forests is already a well-performing programme. Building on the success of the programme ensure greater VfM, while creating a new programme could increase costs and delay implementation. 
· A competitive tender was undertaken during the initial AIM4Forests Business Case, and FAO-UNREDD were the most successful bid then. It is unlikely that another competitive tender would give a different result for very similar objectives.  
	Carried over 


 
Option 2: Existing HMG programmes that further funding could be provided to   
Option 2 includes further funding to existing HMG programmes. There are a number of programmes which include elements of, or linkages to, the proposed extension business case. An analysis of the each of the potential programmes is included below.  
	Existing HMG programme 
	Details  
	Advantages  
	Disadvantages  

	SCALE  
	Provide additional funding to SCALE. SCALE provides technical assistance and grant support to generate high-quality verified greenhouse gas emission reductions credits (ERs) with both high social and environmental integrity.  SCALE (World Bank) already work with current delivery partner (FAO) 
	· CSF 3: Experienced and respected delivery partner who is already providing technical assistance at scale and works on a broad range of components, including REDD+ MRV. 
	· CSF 1 and 5: The technical assistance provided by SCALE is tied to the existing SCALE ERPA countries, meaning that it is smaller in geographical scope than the global nature of AIM4Forests. AIM4Forests supports forest monitoring for a broader range of such as the KMGBF, which is out-of-scope for the SCALE programme.  

	LEAF Technical Assistance Programme (TAP) 
	Provide additional funding to LEAF TAP. The Ricardo-led consortium provides technical assistance to jurisdictions working towards ERPAs with the LEAF Coalition  
	· CSF 3: Experienced and respected delivery partner who is already providing technical assistance at scale  
 
	· CSF 5: Technical assistance provided by LEAF aligns with LEAF countries which is smaller in geographical scope than the global nature of AIM.  
· CSF 1: The assistance provided by LEAF is targeted at helping forest countries meet the requirements for ART/TREES. This is a much narrower scope/ objective than AIM4Forests, and will limit the reach of the programme 

	UN-REDD  
	Provide funding to UNREDD which focuses on forest tenure, governance and carbon rights, forest landscape restoration, forest positive agriculture and food systems, national forest monitoring 
	· CSF 3: Experienced and respected delivery partner with large global reach to mobilise impact at scale  
· UNREDD is the largest international provider of REDD+ assistance. 
· Already operational, with existing governance frameworks and transparent monitoring and reporting. 
· UN-REDD is already part of the delivery arrangement for AIM4Forests which is delivered in collaboration with UN-REDD.  
	· CSF 1: The objectives and scope of both programmes differ. UN-REDD is focused on technical assistance for REDD+ only but AIM4Forests focuses on forest monitoring for climate finance opportunities beyond REDD+, as well as for other key issues such as nature restoration and unsustainable commodity production.  

	FGMC 
	Provide funding to FGMC which supports the UK’s efforts to restore leadership and engagement on climate and nature.  
	· CSF 3: Experienced and respected delivery partner with large global reach to mobilise impact at scale 
· Undertakes some work on unsustainable commodity production which may allow it to partially deliver against Objective 5.  
	· CSF 1, 3 and 5: While FGMC does support traceability tools and mechanisms, the programme is focused primarily on governance and forest monitoring is not core business. It would not be possible for FGMC to cover the objectives of AIM4Forests extension. 

	IFSLU/P4F  
	Provide funding to IFSLU which focuses on tackling deforestation and promoting sustainable land use, particularly for smallholder farmers.  
	· CSF 3: Experienced and respected delivery partner with large global reach to mobilise impact at scale 
· Undertakes some work on unsustainable commodity production which may allow it to partially deliver against Objective 6. 
	· CSF 1, 3 and 5: Focuses on private sector engagement and currently lacks the tools to deliver government-level technical assistance at scale. It also could not deliver against the majority of the objectives.  

	AMCAT  
	Provide further funding to AMCAT which aims to strengthen forest tenure security and governance of Indigenous Peoples and local communities across the Amazon Basin, addressing UK priorities of tackling climate change, biodiversity loss and poverty. 
	· CSF 3: Experienced and respected delivery partner (Tenure Facility) with 14 existing projects) 
· Is already delivering technical assistance (for example, GIS, information systems, monitoring for territorial management).  
	· CSF 1: AMCAT is focused on delivery within the Amazon Basin whereas AIM4Forests is a global programme. While AMCAT does undertake some forest monitoring work, this is much narrower in scope than AIM4Forests and would be unlikely to be able to deliver against the majority of the objectives. 
· CSF 5: The scope of the programme narrower in scope than AIM4Forests and it is unlikely to be able to deliver the full range of activities required.  


  
Summary  
Option 1 – retain current delivery partner, was the preferred way forward. This is because the service method strongly delivers against CSF 2, 3, and 5, and leverages the existing momentum of the programme. AIM4Forests is a well-performing programme, that has made rapid progress made across its core outputs, notably avoiding the delays that typically accompany early-stage programming.2 Changing delivery partner, at this stage in the programme, risks impacting the momentum of the programme and creating delays in its implementation.  
FAO has well-established knowledge, expertise and international experience, as well as the convening and collaboration power of a UN agency. They are a global leader in providing technical assistance for multipurpose National Forest Monitoring Systems and REDD+ MRV. The mid-term review highlighted the technical comparative advantage that FAO has in NFMS and MRV, as well as the country and regional presence FAO has through its offices and established networks, including those related to REDD+ and strong working relationships with governments and convening power. 
The programme is also delivered in collaboration with UN-REDD which allows the programme to leverage support from UN-REDD as a respected delivery partner (the benefits of which are highlighted in table 2).  
Options 2,3, and 4 were discounted. Under Option 2, there is no existing HMG-funded programme that could deliver against the objectives of this business case. Funding multiple different programmes to achieve the objectives would increase associated costs and decrease value for money. However, there is still value in AIM4Forests working with different HMG programmes, even if they are not directly funded, to ensure greater coordination and increased value for money. For example, AIM4Forests can support countries with monitoring and verification for other forest programmes such as LEAF. Option 3 was discounted as HMG does not possess the technical expertise required to deliver the proposed programme.  Under both options 3 and 4, there would also be significant implementation delays and costs associated with establishing a new programme.  
Funding quantum  
Options for funding include:  
· Option 1: BAU - no budgetary increase or extension to the term of the programme  
· Option 2: A smaller uplift, focused on addressing the current budget shortfall on the in-country technical assistance - approximately £10 million (RDEL)  
· Option 3: An uplift of £13.5m which would include: addressing the budget shortfall on in-country technical assistance, forest monitoring for unsustainable commodity production and a one year extension  
· Option 4: An uplift of £20.9 million (as set out in the business case) which would include: addressing the budget shortfall on in-country technical assistance, forest monitoring for unsustainable commodity production and a 2 year extension 
· Option 5: A larger uplift to deepen country engagement or extend to additional geographies of approximately £40m (£24.5 RDEL + £15.5million CDEL)  
	Funding  
	Advantages (implementation and funding, and against objectives and CSFs) 
	Disadvantages (implementation and funding, and against objectives and CSFs) 
	Take forward?  

	Option 1: BAU 
	· CSF 4: Money could be directed to other DESNZ ICF priority areas 
	· CSF 1: Does not deliver against any of the objectives. Existing programme funding would need to be reprioritised and work likely scaled back  
· Would undermine the ability of the programme to achieve its intended impacts  
· AIM4Forests provides technical assistance that is foundational to the success of other REDD+ programmes. A scaling back of this work may impact on the ability of forest countries to adequately participate. 
	Carried forward 

	Option 2: A smaller uplift (£10m RDEL) and there would no extension to the term of the programme  
	· Would address the current budget shortfall on the programme output for in-country technical assistance - delivery against Objective 1.  
· CSF 4: Money could be directed to other DESNZ ICF priority areas   
· CSF 5: This would just be a continuation of existing activities  
	· CSF 1: Would not meet the majority of objectives  
· Would not deliver against Objectives 2,3,4,5.  
	Discounted 

	Option 3: An uplift of £13.5m (including a one year extension) 
	· CSF 4: Money could be directed to other DESNZ ICF priority areas    
· CSF 3 and 5 achievable by FAO 
· Objectives 1,2, 3 and 6 would be met. The programme would continue its in-country technical assistance and provide support on forest monitoring to address unsustainable commodity production.  
	· Would not deliver against Objective 4 as support would only be provided until 2029 meaning that countries would not be supported up until key reporting milestones.  
	Discounted 

	Option 4: An uplift of £20.9 m (including a 2 year extension) 
	· CSF 1: Would allow the programme to meet all the objectives.  
· Objectives 1,2,3,4,5 could be met 
· CSF 3 and 5 achievable by FAO 
	· CSF 4: The requested amount is above the indicative budget provided to the programme at SR   
	Preferred way forward  

	Option 5: An uplift of approximately £40 m (including a two year extension) 
	· This option would increase the number of countries in which AIM4Forests provides in-country technical assistance, and would scale up the assistance provided in certain countries.  
· It would also significantly scale up on the work done on unsustainable commodity production, doubling the number of countries the programme could undertake this work in, and increasing the support offered at a global level.  
· CSF 1: this option would allow the programme to meet all of the objectives 
	· CSF 4: this option is significantly above the indicative budget for the proposal and would have implications for other ICF programming.  
	Carried forward 


 
Summary  
Option 4: an uplift of £20.9 m (including a 2 year extension) is the preferred option as it delivers against each of the objectives. This option ensures that the programme can continue its fundamental in-country technical assistance, expands the scope of the programme to address monitoring for unsustainable commodity production, and extends the term of the programme to ensure that support can be provided up to 2030 (aligned with reporting dates of key international processes). However this option is above the budget allocated to the AIM4Forests extension business case, which was £20 million, therefore it could have opportunity costs for other ICF programming.  
Options 2 and 3 were discounted as they do not deliver against each of the strategic fit objectives.  Option 1 was carried forward as the counterfactual.  Option 5 was also carried over as it delivers against all of the strategic fit objectives.  
Summary table  
	  
	Solution   
	Delivery   
	Funding   

	Preferred way forward   
	Address current budget shortfall, include monitoring for sustainable commodities and an extension to the term of the programme   
	Retain current delivery partner   
	An uplift of £20.9 m (including a two year extension)  

	Carried over   
	BAU - no additional funding to AIM4Forests or extension to the term of the programme     
	Funding of a new programme through competitive tender   
	BAU - no budgetary increase or extension to the term of the programme    
  

	
	
	
	An uplift of £40m (including a two year extension)   

	Discounted   
	Provide additional support to address the current budget shortfall  
	Provide funding to existing HMG programmes  
	A smaller uplift (£10m RDEL) and there would no extension to the term of the programme   

	
	Address current budget shortfall and include monitoring for sustainable commodities  
	
	

	
	Address the budget shortfall and extend the term of the programme  
	HMG to implement a new programme   
	An uplift of £13.5m (including a one year extension)  

	
	Extension to the term of the programme only   
	Funding of a new programme through direct award   
	



 





Annex K: Shortlist Options  
Solution  
· BAU - no additional funding to AIM4Forests or extension to the term of the programme     
· Address current budget shortfall, include monitoring for sustainable commodities and an extension to the term of the programme  
Delivery  
· Retain current delivery partner   
· Funding of a new programme through competitive tender  
Funding  
· BAU - no budgetary increase or extension to the term of the programme     
· An uplift of £20.9 m (including a two-year extension)    
· An uplift of approximately £40 m (including a two-year extension)
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	Strengths  
	Weaknesses 
	Opportunities  
	Threats  
	RAG rating  

	Option 1: BAU – No additional funding or extension to the term of the programme  
	· CSF 4 – Money could be directed to other DESNZ ICF priority areas   
· CSF 5 – requires no further action  
	· CSF 1 – Does not meet strategic spending objectives or related business needs 
· Does not meet any of the strategic fit objectives  
· Would result in the programme scaling back in-country technical assistance, and reprioritising countries 
· CSF 2: Less likely to deliver transformational change with less resources which would mean the programme has less long-term total impact. This option also does not include an extension to the term of the programme – decreased VfM if it ends before it can deliver the most impact.   
	· CSF2: Funding available for other priority areas/ new initiatives  
	· The technical assistance provided by AIM4Forests supports countries to access climate finance from other HMG-funded programmes such as LEAF – if we proceed with BAU then in-country technical assistance may need to be scaled back, creating implications for those countries to be able to successfully participate in those programmes.  
	 

	Option 2: Address current budget shortfall, include monitoring for sustainable commodities and an extension to the term of the programme -  £20.9m (including a 2 year extension)  
	· Delivers against Objectives 1,2,3,4,5.   
· CSF 1- meets all strategic spending objectives and related business needs.  
· CSF 2 – Building on the success of the programme and increasing its impact and sustainability increases VfM.   
· CSF 3 and 5 –deliverable by FAO  
	· The budget provisionally allocated to the AIM4Forests extension business case was £20 million, however following more detailed analysis of the required funding, this option would cost approximately £20.9 million – so this option is above the provisionally allocated budget  
	· There may be opportunities to explore co-funding/ partnership opportunities with Germany on the sustainable commodities workstream. However, we understand that future German funding is likely to be limited  
· A 2-year extension to the term of the contract creates further opportunities to embed and institutionalise NFMS and MRV systems 
· Enabling the continuation of in-country technical assistance creates opportunities for AIM4Forests to support other emerging climate finance opportunities such as TFFF and create further linkages with existing HMG-funded programmes such as SCALE.  
· A comprehensive programme on forest monitoring for sustainable commodity supply chains ensures that AIM4Forests can support/ create linkages with other supply chain workstreams within IFU.  
	· Potential impacts on other ICF programming  
	 

	Option 3: Address current budget shortfall, include monitoring for sustainable commodities and an extension to the term of the programme on a larger scale -  £40m (including a two year extension) 
	· Delivers against Objectives 1,2,3,4,5.   
· CSF 1- meets all strategic spending objectives and related business needs.  
· CSF 2 – Building on the success of the programme and increasing its impact and sustainability increases VfM.   
· Would increase the number of countries in which AIM4Forests provides in-country technical assistance, and would scale up the assistance provided in certain countries.   
· Would significantly scale up on the work done on unsustainable commodity production, doubling the number of countries the programme could undertake this work in, and increasing the support offered at a global level.  Could also include a contribution to the Digital Integration of Agricultural Supply Chains Alliance (DIASCA).  
	· Significantly higher than the provisionally allocated budget and would likely have implications for other ICF programming  
	· Create opportunities for AIM4Forests to expand into further countries (original target is 20 countries but this could be increased)  
· More intensive in-country support could be provided in certain countries – increasing likelihood they can access different forms of climate finance 
	· Likely to have significant impact on other ICF programming  
· CSF 3 and 5 – would represent a significant increase in the size of the programme which would likely require the delivery partner to increase the size of the delivery team – this may have impacts on ability to deliver.  
 
	 

	Delivery options  

	Delivery Option 1: Retain current delivery partner  
	· CSF 2: Retaining the current delivery partner builds on the success and momentum of the programme and reduces any delays associated with establishing a new partner/ programme providing further value for money. The 2024 Annual Review found that the programme is delivering strong value for money due to the programmes design and delivery.   
· CSF 3: FAO is already successfully delivering the AIM4Forests programme and has experience delivering programmes relating to monitoring for unsustainable commodities. The mid-term review highlighted the technical comparative advantage that FAO has in NFMS and MRV, as well as the country and regional presence FAO has through its offices and established networks, including those related to REDD+ and strong working relationships with governments and convening power.   
· CSF 5: As detailed above, FAO already has the level of skills/ expertise required to deliver the proposed activities    
· AIM4Forests has been able to leverage FAO’s existing UN-REDD framework. The mid-term review found that it is not possible to identify a more efficient way of channelling UK funds to AIM4Forests implementation than the current one through the UN-REDD Programme Fund.  
· It also allows the programme to utilise the convening function of the GFOI – the only international platform that provides the specific convening function of an international partnership of donors that collaboratively assist developing countries report, advance, and progress REDD+, meet NDCs, and build capacity for GHG inventories.    
	· May limit opportunities for innovation, however, current Delivery Partner has shown ability to work alongside other partners. The mid-term review highlighted the adaptable and flexible delivery approach which reduces the risk of limited innovation/ complacency.  
	· The technical expertise and reputation of FAO creates opportunities to support/ work with other key programmes such as TFFF 
· FAO can subgrant to other partners/ consultants creating opportunities to work with other experts 
	· Non-commercial approach to procurement creates risk of challenge to DESNZ.  However, we will work with DESNZ Commercial and Legal teams to ensure that we have sufficiently evidenced the strong justification for extending the existing arrangement with FAO.  
	 

	Delivery Option 2: Funding a new programme through competitive tender  
	· CSF 1: A new programme would allow that programme to be designed in a way to meet the relevant objectives  
· There are several experienced delivery partners who are already delivered technical assistance at scale for example, the World Bank.   
 
	· Resource intensive in terms of procurement and management (including co-management and delivery of multiple arms of the programme).  
· CSF 2 and 4: AIM4Forests is already a well-performing programme. Building on the success of the programme ensure greater VfM, while creating a new programme could increase costs and delay implementation.  
· A competitive tender was undertaken during the initial AIM4Forests Business Case, and FAO-UNREDD were the most successful bid then. It is unlikely that another competitive tender would give a different result for very similar objectives.   
	· Opportunities to establish new HMG links in countries with a new partnership  
	· Some entities are limited in their country reach depending on where they are currently operating 
· Relatively long lead-time before funds are disbursed. Could cause unnecessary delays in implementation.    
 
	 


 



Annex M: AIM4Forests (Extension) Programme Integrated Assurance and Approval Plan 

	Programme Name   
	Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) - Extension 

	DESNZ Directorate   
	International Net Zero: Climate Finance & Strategy  


 
Introduction   
This Integrated Assurance and Approval Plan (IAAP) provides a summary of assurance and approvals activities in relation to the AIM4Forests Programme (including extension). It provides a summary of the assurance and approvals processes that apply to all DESNZ International Climate Finance (ICF) programmes of this size, and outlines team resourcing, roles and responsibilities and an overview of key approval milestones specific to the AIM4Forests programme. 
Our ICF assurance and approval processes ensure a risk-based, proportionate and integrated approach.    
Programme: Purpose and Scope    
ICF Overview:   All UK ICF is ODA and is spent in-line with ODA rules. Three government departments (FCDO, DESNZ and DEFRA) are responsible for administering the budget. DESNZ is responsible for delivering policy and ODA programmes which support climate mitigation, mainly in countries with large or rapidly growing emissions trajectories. This includes mobilising investment from the private sector into low-carbon markets and technologies.    
DESNZ ICF has adopted a programme governance approach which is aligned with FCDO’s Programme Operating Framework (PrOF) and ensures a clear separation between those delivering programmes and those checking against compliance and performance as shown in the figure below. This approach is aligned with DESNZ ICF PPM best practice guidance embedded across the ICF portfolio.   
ICF Governance  
For programmes with a total budget under £50m, the Business case is approved by ICF Portfolio Committee (PC). For programmes over £50m, the business case is approved by DESNZ Portfolio Investment Committee (PIC). The AIM4Forests Extension is under £50m (£20.9m proposed), therefore it will be approved by PC. 
Complete ICF governance is detailed in the figure below.  
[image: A diagram of a company's governance
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Programme overview 
The Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) Programme was launched by the UK in April 2023, in partnership with The Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO). The programme is delivered through the FAO’s Forest Monitoring and Data Platforms team, in collaboration with the UN-REDD Programme and the Global Forest Observations Initiative (GFOI). AIM4Forests is a global programme that supports and improves countries’ National Forest Monitoring Systems (NFMS) and MRV. The main goals of AIM4Forests include:  
· Addressing the remaining technical and institutional gaps to embed national forest monitoring systems that are fit for purpose into national institutions   
· Accelerating the alignment, innovation, and deployment of high-integrity datasets to overcome REDD+ MRV methodological challenges, as well as other data and reporting needs around transparent commodity value chains and ecosystem restoration; and   
· Enhancing the participation of indigenous peoples and local communities (IPs & LCs) in forest monitoring.   
The programme also supports countries to build capacity and monitor and report their progress towards Target 2 of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF). The programme intends to eventually work with 20 countries across Africa, Asia and the Pacific, and Latin America and the Caribbean to institutionalize their NFMS and provide high-integrity MRV through modern monitoring technologies, novel learning approaches, and innovation.   
This extension business case proposes an additional £20.9m, 2-year extension to the existing £31.5m Accelerating Innovative Monitoring for Forests (AIM4Forests) programme. This additional funding will amplify the country-level technical assistance work, as well as expand the scope of the programme to cover monitoring for sustainable commodity production.  
 
Programme: Assessment of Risks and determination of Assurance / Approval requirements    
The IAAP seeks to set our assurance and approvals processes for the AIM4Forests Programme (extension) in-line with the HMT “three lines of defence” and DESNZ’s Integrated Assurance and Approvals Framework. The plan clearly sets out the assurance processes in place to assess the management, governance and risk management of delivery. ICF assurance and approval processes ensure a risk-based, proportionate and integrated approach.    
Business Case approval: 
· The business case will go to Portfolio Committee for approval 
· The business case will be submitted to DESNZ Ministers for approval.    
Monitoring and Assurance of the programme during delivery: 
· Programme Delivery Plan updated monthly with information on milestones, issues and risks, finance, safeguarding and fraud. Reviewed by ICF Portfolio Management Office and Finance. 
· ICF Portfolio Delivery Group – monthly update on programme progress, risk rating, annual reviews and escalation point for risks and issues. 
· Annual Reviews: a key tool to monitor performance and to ensure continuous improvement. ICF analysts score the programme against deliverables and KPI. Recommendations for improving the programme performance are provided and implemented by the programme team. The annual reviews are published on DevTracker. 
· Meetings twice a year between DESNZ and Delivery Partner working level taskforce teams to discuss project finances, forward look pipeline and disbursement data 
Closing the programme: 
· Programme Completion Review  
· End of programme impact evaluation, including approval of evaluation methodologies and plan   
 
Programme: Roles and Responsibilities  
The roles and tasks below are compulsory for all ICF programmes.  
	Line of defence 
	Dept.    
	Team    
	Role(s)    

	1st line 
	DESNZ    
	Programme Management Team    
	· Develops initial IAAP    
· Manages execution of the IAAP schedule and requirements (for programme-level IAAPs not Portfolio-level)    
· Liaises with potential assurance providers to schedule and resource assurance reviews in- line with IAAP     
· Reviews IAAP after each assurance activity and updates IAAP if appropriate – sends amended IAAP to DESNZ Portfolio Management Office 
· Monthly conversations with Delivery Partner on safeguarding issues. 
· Update Programme Delivery Plan (PDP) monthly with key information on programme delivery (updates, milestones, issues and risks, safeguarding).  
· Annual Reviews: conducted on an annual basis and is a key tool to monitor performance and to ensure continuous improvement. The annual reviews are published.   
· Monthly, as needed, meetings: DESNZ and AIM4Forests Programme Team - working level taskforce teams to discuss project progress, risks, project pipeline, project deep dives. 
· 6-monthly meetings: DESNZ and Delivery Partner working level taskforce teams to discuss project finances, forward look pipeline and disbursement data. 

	1st line 
	DESNZ    
	ICF Portfolio Management Office (PMO)    
	· Monitors execution of IAAP and actions exceptions    
· Monitors delivery of assurance recommendations    
· Monitors programme delivery progress through monthly meetings to review Programme Delivery Plan (PDP).   
· Monitors annual review and logframe  

	1st line 
	DESNZ 
	Programme Delivery Group 
	· Monthly meetings to monitoring programme performance, programme risks, portfolio risks, financial performance, and recent annual reviews and outcomes.   

	2nd line 
	DESNZ    
	SRO    
	· Agrees IAAP     
· Sponsors assurance reviews    
· Communicates and actions assurance findings and recommendations    
· Owns programme response and implementation of recommendations in assurance reports    

	2nd line 
	DESNZ   
	Portfolio Committee   
	· Approves IAAP 
· Approved Concept Note 
· Approves Business Case up to £50m 

	3rd line 
	DESNZ    
	Wider stakeholders    
	· Indicate assurance requirements     
· Receive assurances (for example, reports) 
· Programme-specific assurance reviews are conducted on an ad-hoc basis when a need is identified.  
· In discussion with ICF Portfolio Committee and PMO, make a decision on whether or not to commission portfolio-level external reviews, such as Government Internal Audit Agency (GIAA) and Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI). Such reviews would be managed by DESNZ ICF PMO and the AIM4Forests programme team  


 
Programme Assurance and Approvals Activity    
The assurance and approvals activities below are compulsory for all ICF programmes. 
	Approval and Assurances    
	Indicative Dates    

	DESNZ Portfolio Committee for Business Case   
	7th October 2025 

	Ministerial approval    
	21st  October – 10th November 2025 

	HMT Approval  
	N/A 

	Annual Reviews    
	End of Q1 annually 

	Programme Delivery Plan meetings    
	Monthly 

	Approval of projects    
	Ad-hoc as needed 

	Programme management meetings with delivery partners   
	Monthly or as needed. A Steering Committee is held every 6 months in person. 

	Programme Completion Review  
	2030 

	Mid-Term Reviews 
	One in 2025, one expected in 2027 

	End of programme impact evaluation, including approval of evaluation methodologies and plan   
	2029-2030 


 
Approvals Summary   
The purpose of ICF approval processes is to ensure that programmes entering the ICF Portfolio are deliverable, affordable, will drive benefits aligned with the DESNZ’s strategy and represent value-for-money. Investment approvals must be defendable within the rules of ‘Managing Public Money’. The DESNZ ICF Portfolio Committee, do this by scrutinising business cases, including benefits, financial impacts, governance arrangements, resourcing, deliverability and value-for-money of programmes.   
The DESNZ ICF Change Control Process is detailed here: ICF Change Control Process_Jan 2024.docx  
The approval process is outlined below:  
	Product/Change   
	Sign Off   
	Approvals Prior to Sign Off/Points to Note   

	Key Monitoring and Evaluation Lead products (Theory of Change, Logframe and MEL Framework including MTR and end of project evaluation)  
	Programme Team DD  
	· Analyst Team G6, G7/SEO Programme Leads, PMO (where applicable).  

	Annual Review (AR)   
	Programme Team DD if Annual Review score B or lower, G6 if A, A+ or A++.  
Scoring agreed by project G6/PMO & G6/Analysts. Escalated to SRO for sign-off if scoring cannot be agreed)  
	· Analysts review of AR  
· ICF Programme Team G6   
· G7/SEO Programme Leads  

	Changes to Logframe   
	Programme Team DD  
	· Analysts review of Logframe  
· ICF Programme Team G6  

	End of Project Evaluation  
	Programme Team DD  
	· SEO, G7 Programme leads, PMO, MEL Advisers, Economists.  

	Programme Completion Review  
	Programme Team DD (final version sent to SRO)  
	· Programme G6 and PMO G6 prior to final review. MEL Advisers, Economist, PMO review/sign-off.  


 
Programme: Reporting and Communications:   
DESNZ will use the following tools to report on AIM4Forests: 
· Programme Delivery Plan updates (monthly)   
· DESNZ ICF Portfolio Delivery Group updates (monthly)   
· Annual Reviews (annually)   
· Programme Completion Report (end of programme)   
 
Programme Managing Outcomes and Consequential Assurance  
DESNZ ICF has adopted a programme management approach which is aligned with the FCDO Programme Operating Framework (PrOF) ‘Rules and Guide’ and ensures a clear separation between those delivering and those checking against compliance and performance. This approach is set out in the DESNZ ICF ‘Operating Manual’. The day-to-day programme management of AIM4Forests will be undertaken by an SEO Programme Manager, whilst the Portfolio Management Office (PMO) will monitor through monthly Programme Delivery Plan (PDP) meetings and Annual Reviews. Additionally, all programmes in ICF are subject to portfolio-level governance and assurance processes in accordance with FCDO best practice for delivering ODA, following HM Treasury guidance on ‘ODA Value- for- Money’ and the framework for ‘Managing Public Money’. This is set out in DESNZ ICF ‘Governing Principles’. 
 
Programme: IAAP Schedule  
Central to the IAAP is the schedule. This is a summary of all assurance and approval processes and allows the DESNZ ICF Portfolio to plan the various assurance and approval points.   
1st Line of Defence   
· Update Programme Delivery Plan monthly with key information on programme delivery (updates, milestones, issues and risks, safeguarding). 
· Monthly conversations with Delivery Partner on safeguarding issues. 
· Internal monthly Programme Delivery Plan meetings with the ICF PMO. These 1-1 meetings allow for programme oversight at the working level.   
· Internal monthly DESNZ ICF Portfolio Delivery Group meetings, chaired by the DESNZ ICF Portfolio Deputy Director, is responsible for monitoring programme performance, programme risks, portfolio risks, financial performance, and recent annual reviews and outcomes.   
· Annual Reviews: Conducted on an annual basis and is a key tool to monitor performance and to ensure continuous improvement. The annual reviews are published.  
· 6-monthly meetings: DESNZ and Delivery Partner secretariat (Trust Fund Committee) to discuss project finances, forward look pipeline and disbursement data.   
2nd Line of Defence   
· DESNZ ICF Portfolio Committee, which has overall responsibility for the DESNZ ICF Portfolio.  
· Programme specific governance
3rd Line of Defence    
· Programme-specific assurance reviews are conducted on an ad-hoc basis when a need is identified.  
· In discussion with ICF Portfolio Committee and PMO, make a decision on whether or not to commission portfolio-level external reviews, such as Government Internal Audit Agency (GIAA) and Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI). Such reviews would be managed by DESNZ ICF PMO and the CIF Extension programme team.  
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Dratt logérame for DESNZ reporting, proposed changes from existing logirame in red to be implemented for reporting for 2026 onwards. Further changes may take place
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