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[bookmark: _Toc209013271]Executive Summary
Purpose and Scope: As part of the UK’s commitment to fostering a ‘nature positive’ economy, the UK has committed £175m to the Lowering Emissions by Accelerating Forest Finance (LEAF) Coalition, and £25m for the UK Technical Assistance Programme (UKTAP), between 2021-2027 (now extended to 2030). The LEAF Coalition is a public-private initiative aimed at addressing barriers in the Voluntary Carbon Market (VCM) and catalysing a self-sustaining global market for high-quality, verified emissions reductions. The LEAF Coalition aims to advance efforts to reverse deforestation by scaling demand and supply for Results-Based Financing (RBF) and jurisdictional Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) carbon credits, with high-integrity carbon markets playing a key role in mobilising finance for forest protection. Through this, LEAF aims to create economic incentives for forest governments to reduce deforestation by providing more benefits from preserving forests than from cutting them down, through mobilising private finance at scale. The primary delivery partner is Emergent, with funding from the UK, USA, Norway, and South Korea, with TA providers including the United Nations Programme on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (UN-REDD), Ricardo, Winrock, and Climate Law and Policy (CLP).
The overall aim of this process evaluation is to understand the effectiveness of the UK’s contribution to the LEAF Coalition and its supporting TA programme on accelerating the development of a jurisdictional REDD+ carbon market and its potential impact on reversing deforestation and delivering improved social and sustainable development outcomes. The evaluation was commissioned by the Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ) and conducted by IOD PARC. The evaluation spans the period from 2021 to June 2025 and will inform future programming and a potential impact evaluation. 
Key Findings
Relevance: LEAF’s objectives align with global climate mitigation goals and donor priorities, particularly in mobilising private finance for forest protection. However, the programme has underperformed in terms of the time taken for market development for LEAF credits and addressing inclusion issues, particularly for the inclusion of host jurisdictions (HJs) in LEAF internal governance and Indigenous Peoples (IP), Local Communities (LCs), and marginalised groups in the development of benefit sharing plans. Recognising that this is the first initiative of its kind, we must acknowledge that delays in implementation and cycles of learning would be inevitable and necessary when attempting to create a new segment of the VCM. That said, the design has proven to be ambitious and greatly underestimated the complexity of REDD+ implementation and political economy barriers. In terms of addressing the needs of IP, LCs, and marginalised groups, there are opportunities to strengthen inclusion mechanisms and acknowledge and address weaknesses in the ART-TREES standards, the selected REDD+ standard for the LEAF Coalition. 
Coherence: LEAF is broadly coherent with international REDD+ frameworks and UK government strategies. However, evolving policy contexts and the complexity of jurisdictional REDD+ require greater flexibility and alignment. Internally, LEAF’s UKTAP could be better integrated or aligned with other UK programmes working in the forest sector such as UK Partnering for Accelerated Climate Transitions (PACT) and Forest Governance Markets and Climate (FGMC2). Externally, the programme benefits from synergies with wider forest and carbon initiatives. However, countries without prior REDD+ experience face disadvantages and will likely experience significant barriers to entry into the Voluntary Carbon Market (VCM). The reliance on a single standard (TREES) presents reputational risks and limits adaptability.
Effectiveness: Despite establishing a pipeline of supply and demand, LEAF has not yet delivered financial flows to HJs. Four Emission Reductions Payment Agreements (ERPAs) have been signed against a target of six by the end of 2024, and no carbon credit transactions have occurred, again against a target of six by the end of 2024. The programme’s monitoring systems are fragmented, with limited transparency—particularly regarding corporate commitments. Governance structures favour corporate stakeholders over HJs, and the LEAF Theory of Change (ToC) lacks clarity on pathways to impact, especially for Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion (GEDSI) outcomes. Emergent’s role has created dependencies for DESNZ, who should widen their focus to other market makers and improve their access to independent advice and improved monitoring, evaluation, accountability and learning. 
Efficiency: Initial country engagement and formulation of TA projects through UKTAP was slow to start. Since implementation, this has improved and there has been positive feedback on the pace from jurisdictions. UKTAP and UN-REDD TA support lacked coordination and UKTAP’s lack of on-the-ground presence has impacted their ability to work politically. The two-year UKTAP window was viewed as a successful pilot, and after demonstrating proof of concept and positive feedback, there is a strong argument to extend it. The two-year window was too short to build sustainable capacity and there remains significant TA needs, particularly in less advanced jurisdictions which weren’t targeted in this first period. 
Regarding LEAF transaction architecture - high transaction costs and unclear benefit-sharing mechanisms have further strained efficiency. 
Value for Money (VfM): VfM is currently weak due to high costs, limited results, and inequitable resource allocation. For Emergent, operating costs are deemed high. While the programme’s high-risk, high-reward model may yield future returns (anticipated later in 2025), current performance falls short of business case projections. The lack of transactions and continued reliance on ODA undermine Emergent’s claims of transformational change, DESNZ have accurately noted that there is not yet enough evidence to claim transformational change under ICF reporting.
Gender Equality, Disability, and Social Inclusion: LEAF lacks a standalone GEDSI or policy on Protection from Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment (PSEAH) (whilst Emergent have a policy as the Implementing Agency, an overall PSEAH policy for the programme as a whole should be evident, with clear monitoring and reporting requirements). The LEAF Coalition safeguards were weak, largely relying on ART TREES safeguards which have been critiqued, and there are opportunities to strengthen grievance mechanisms. The LEAF Coalition would benefit from increasing specialist inputs on IP, LC, and GEDSI issues. IP and LC engagement via HJs has improved but remains inconsistent and under-resourced. 
Recommendations: core recommendations are made on:
1. Strengthening MEL systems and transparency through independent oversight.
2. Improving transparency and communication.
3. Deepening UK government coordination and diplomatic engagement.
4. Reforming LEAF governance to include HJs and improve corporate accountability.
5. Enhancing TA delivery with longer-term, locally led support.
6. Advocating for stronger safeguards in ART-TREES.
7. Establishing clear pathways for low-income countries to access LEAF transactions and demonstrate ODA compliance.
In conclusion, LEAF is well-positioned to lead in the jurisdictional REDD+ space, but its slow progress and lack of transactions have raised concerns among stakeholders about its design and delivery. With 2025 seen as a pivotal year for disbursing funds to HJs via Benefit Sharing Plans, LEAF must adapt alongside evolving compliance markets and demonstrate transparency, legitimacy, and accountability - particularly in corporate engagement and safeguard implementation. As a first mover, LEAF’s stakeholders have shown commendable courage, and while challenges have happened, they offer critical learning opportunities. Swift improvements in transaction architecture, benefit sharing, and inclusive governance - alongside creative solutions like pooled corporate finance - are essential to building a fair, transparent, and effective carbon market. With declining Overseas Development Assistance (ODA), LEAF’s success in catalysing private climate finance will depend on strategic donor investment across the broader market ecosystem.
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	ART
	Architecture for REDD+ Standards

	BSP
	Benefit Sharing Plans

	BEIS
	Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy (UK)

	CAG
	Coalition Advisory Group 

	CDEL
	Capital Departmental Expenditure Limit

	CIFOR
	Center for International Forestry Research

	CLP
	Climate Law and Policy

	CORSIA
	Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation 

	CP
	Corporate Partner

	DESNZ
	Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (UK)

	DFID
	Department for International Development (UK)

	DRC
	Democratic Republic of Congo

	EQ
	Evaluation Question

	EQUALS
	Evaluation Quality Assurance and Learning Service 

	ERPA
	Emission Reductions Payment Agreements

	ESRC
	Economic and Social Research Council (UK)

	ET
	Evaluation Team

	FAO
	Food and Agriculture Organisation

	FCDO
	Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office (UK)

	FCLP
	Forest & Climate Leaders' Partnership 

	FCPF
	Forests Carbon Partnership Facility

	FGD
	Focus Group Discussion

	FGMC
	Forest Governance, Markets and Climate Programme

	FI
	Financial Intermediaries

	FLEGT
	Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade

	FPIC
	Free, Prior and Informed Consent

	GCF
	Green Climate Fund

	GDPR
	General Data Protection Regulation

	GEDSI
	Gender Equity, Disability and Social Inclusion

	GESI
	Gender Equality and Social Inclusion

	GIZ
	German Agency for International Cooperation

	GSR
	Government Social Research

	HJ
	Host Jurisdictions

	HMG
	His Majesty's Government (UK)

	HMT
	His Majesty's Treasury (UK)

	ICF
	International Climate Finance

	ICVCM
	Integrity Council for the Voluntary Carbon Market 

	ITMO
	Internationally Transferred Mitigation Outcome

	IPLC
	Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities*
*Note that whilst this is used in this document, we recognise that the needs, aspirations and legal position of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities are likely to be different in the diverse Host Jurisdictions.

	IP and LC
	Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (a separation of both terms is the preferred way of representing these groups)

	ISFL
	Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes

	ITT
	Invitation to Tender

	IUCN
	International Union for Conservation of Nature

	JREDD
	Jurisdictional REDD

	KII
	Key Informant Interview

	KPI
	Key Performance Indicator

	LEAF
	Lowering Emissions by Accelerating Forest finance

	LIC
	Low Income Country

	LMIC
	Lower Middle-Income Country

	LOI
	Letter of Intent 

	MEAL
	Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning

	MFF
	Mobilising Finance for Forests

	MOU
	Memorandum of Understanding

	NDC
	Nationally Determined Contribution

	NICFI
	Norway's International Climate and Forest Initiative

	ODA
	Overseas Development Assistance

	PACM
	Paris Agreement Crediting Mechanism 

	PGF
	Purchase Guarantee Fund

	PSEAH
	Protection from Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment

	RBF
	Results-Based Financing

	REDD
	Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation

	SBTi
	Science Based Targets initiative 

	SEG
	Stakeholder Engagement Group

	SIS
	Safeguards Information System

	TA
	Technical Assistance

	TBA
	To be announced

	TREES
	The REDD+ Environmental Excellence Standard

	ToC
	Theory of Change

	UKTAP
	UK Technical Assistance Programme

	UMIC
	Upper Middle-Income Country

	UNDP
	United Nations Development Programme

	UNEG
	United Nations Evaluation Group

	UNFCCC
	United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

	UN-REDD
	United Nations Programme on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation

	USAID
	United States Agency for International Development

	VCM
	Voluntary Carbon Market

	VfM
	Value for Money

	VVB
	Validation and Verification Bodies 

	WFR
	Warsaw Framework for REDD+
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Numbers in the Source list refer to the document number in the Evaluation Team library. 
	Term
	Definition
	Source

	Afforestation
	Planting of new forests on lands that historically have not contained forests. 
	https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/03/wg2TARannexB.pdf 

	Agroforestry
	A land-use system that involves the use of perennial woody species with agricultural crops or livestock in a given space over a given period. The three main types of agroforestry system are: (1) agrosilvicultural (trees combined with crops); (2) silvopastoral (trees combined with animals); and (3) agrosilvopastoral (trees, animals and crops)
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Bioeconomy
	The production, utilization, conservation and regeneration of biological resources, including related knowledge, science, technology and innovation, to provide sustainable solutions (information, products, processes and services) within and across all economic sectors and enable a transformation to a sustainable economy
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Cascading use
	The efficient utilization of resources by using residues and recycled materials to extend total biomass availability within a given system. One of the aims of the cascading use of woody biomass is the maximization of value added by optimizing wood processing and extending total biomass availability, thereby also creating more jobs.  The term can refer to a sequential use of woody biomass in which energy use is only considered after single or multiple material uses; that is, it excludes the direct energy use of harvested wood without prior material use (in wood products such as sawnwood, veneer and paper)
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Circular economy
	Refers to economic systems based on business models that reuse, recycle and recover (also known as the three Rs of sustainability or the 3R approach) materials in production, distribution and consumption processes for achieving sustainable development. The concept can also be characterized as an approach that can reduce resource consumption by slowing, closing or narrowing natural resource loops. The cascading use of woody biomass is one of the strategies for such economic models.
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Beneficiaries 
	Recipients of Monetary and Non-Monetary Benefits identified in the Benefit Sharing Plan. Beneficiaries may include sub-entities and other relevant stakeholders (including,
e.g., forest dependent indigenous peoples and other forest dwellers, affected communities or groups, local civil society organizations, etc.) and may have to be updated from time to time.
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	Benefit Sharing Plan
	A plan developed by the ER Program Entity in accordance with the ER Program Document and Methodological Framework and submitted to the World Bank on how the ER Program Entity will share the Monetary and Non-Monetary Benefits generated by the implementation and operation of the ER Program with Beneficiaries, as may be updated from time to time.
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	Forest and landscape restoration
	A planned process that aims to regain ecological integrity and enhance human well-being in deforested or degraded landscapes. It does not seek to recreate past ecosystems given the uncertainty concerning the past, the significantly altered conditions of the present as well as anticipated but uncertain future changes. However, it does seek to restore a forested ecosystem that is self-sustaining and that provides benefits both to people and to biodiversity. For this reason, the landscape scale is particularly important because it provides the opportunity to balance ecological, social and economic priorities
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Forest degradation
	The long-term reduction of the overall supply of benefits from forests, which includes wood, biodiversity and other products and services.  In the Global Forest Resources Assessment, countries are requested to indicate the definition of forest degradation they use in assessing the extent and severity of forest degradation
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Forest ecosystem services
	The benefits people obtain from ecosystems. These include provisioning services such as food, water, timber and fibre; regulating services that affect climate, floods, disease, wastes and water quality; cultural services that provide recreational, aesthetic and spiritual benefits; and supporting services such as soil formation, photosynthesis and nutrient cycling. Forest ecosystem services are the ecosystem services derived from forests – they include the production of ecosystem goods; climate and water regulation; soil formation and conservation; the generation and maintenance of biodiversity; pollination; pest control; seed dispersal; cultural values; and aesthetic beauty.
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Forest expansion
	Expansion of forest on land that, until then, was under a different land use, implying a transformation of land use from non-forest to forest
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Forest pathway
	A development approach involving forests, of which the following three are identified in SOFO 2022: (1) halting deforestation and forest degradation as a crucial element for reversing the drivers of climate change, biodiversity loss, land degradation, desertification and the emergence of zoonotic diseases (“halting deforestation and maintaining forests”, also “halting deforestation”); (2) restoring degraded forests and landscapes and putting more trees into agricultural settings as cost-effective means for improving natural assets and generating economic, social and environmental benefits (“restoring degraded lands and expanding agroforestry”, also “restoration”); and (3) increasing sustainable forest use and building green value chains to help meet future demand for materials and ecosystem services and support greener and circular economies, particularly at the local level (“sustainably using forests and building green value chains”, also “sustainable use”)
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Green
	Used in this report (e.g. green value chains, green jobs, green economy) to refer to approaches involving the pursuit of knowledge, technology, innovation and practices with the aim of creating more environmentally friendly and ecologically responsible production systems, producing more with less, minimizing impacts on the environment and sustaining natural resources for current and future generations.
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Green jobs
	Decent jobs that contribute to conserving or restoring the environment, be they in traditional sectors such as manufacturing and construction or in new, emerging green sectors such as renewable energy and energy efficiency
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Green recovery
	The process of revitalizing economies and reversing disruptions to trade and transport caused by the COVID-19 pandemic and associated containment measures by prioritizing investments that reduce the risks presented by climate change, biodiversity loss and other environmental challenges and promote sustainable development. A green recovery would enable countries to build back better, with investments driving economic growth, short-term job creation and significant longer-term economic, social and environmental benefits.
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Non-timber forest products
	All biological materials other than timber which are extracted from forests for human use. Note that this definition differs from that used in one paper cited in this report, which is as follows: Wild native or non-native biological organisms and materials, other than high-value timber, collected from landscapes and habitats.
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Non-wood forest products
	Goods of biological origin other than wood, derived from forests, other wooded land and trees outside forests
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Other land with tree cover
	Land not classified as forest but which has a tree-canopy cover of at least 10 percent and an area of more than 0.5 ha (e.g. orchards)
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Other wooded land
	Land not classified as “forest”, spanning more than 0.5 hectares; with trees higher than 5 metres and a canopy cover of 5–10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds in situ; or with a combined cover of shrubs, bushes and trees above 10 percent. It does not include land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use.
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Payment for ecosystem services
	A payment made by the beneficiaries or users of an ecosystem service to the providers of that service. In practice, this may take the form of a series of payments in return for receiving a flow of benefits or ecosystem services.
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Deforestation
	The conversion of forest to other land use independently of whether human-induced or not
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Regeneration
	The renewal of a stand of trees through either natural means (seeded onsite or adjacent stands or deposited by wind, birds, or animals) or artificial means (by planting seedlings or direct seeding).
	https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/03/wg2TARannexB.pdf 

	Silviculture
	Development and care of forests.
	https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/03/wg2TARannexB.pdf 

	Substitution factor
	Typically used to express the emissions that would be avoided if a wood-based product is used instead of a product made from another material providing the same function. Thus, a substitution factor of 1 would mean a reduction of 1 kg of carbon emissions for every 1 kg of wood used in place of non-wood materials. Substitution gains may be counterbalanced by a reduction in forest carbon stock and other leakage effects between regions and need to be further assessed and considered.
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Trees outside forests
	Trees growing in land uses not categorized as forest (e.g. other wooded land and other land with tree cover)
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Emission Reduction (ER)
	Means one metric tonne of carbon dioxide equivalent reduced, avoided, removed or sequestered within the Accounting Area under the ER Program below the Reference Level, as measured, reported and verified in accordance with the ER Monitoring Plan, the Methodological Framework and the Verification Guidelines.
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	Emission Reductions Payment Agreement (ERPA)
	The agreement governing the acquisition and transfer of Emission Reductions entered into between a buyer (e.g. the Trustee of the Carbon Fund) and a REDD Country Participant or an entity approved by a REDD Country Participant.
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	Feedback and Grievance Redress Mechanism (FGRM)
	A mechanism to accept, assess, and resolve stakeholder feedback or complaints related to the preparation and implementation of the ER Program
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	Forest
	Land spanning more than 0. 5 hectares with trees higher than 5 metres and a canopy cover of more than 10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds in situ.  It does not include land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use.
	https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/8f599970-661d-45f5-a598-2ea46ca1605f/content/src/html/glossary.html 

	Host jurisdiction
	A national or sub-national tropical forest region participating in the LEAF programme, responsible for implementing policies and actions to reduce deforestation and generate carbon credits.
	88. DESNZ, 2023, Invitation to tender LEAF TA Delivery Partner

	IPLC
	Communities with traditional ties to forests and natural resources, playing a key role in conservation and sustainable land management. LEAF emphasizes their rights, participation, and benefit-sharing in climate finance initiatives.
	88. DESNZ, 2023, Invitation to tender LEAF TA Delivery Partner

	Monetary and Non-Monetary Benefits
	Any (1) monetary or non-monetary goods, services or other benefits related to payments received under an ERPA by the ER Program Entity, or funded with such received payments, and (2) other monetary or non-monetary benefits which (i) are
directly related to the implementation and operation of the ER Program, (ii) provide a direct incentive to Beneficiaries to help implement the ER Program, and (iii) can be monitored in an objective manner. Such Benefits shall be specified in the ER Program Document, the Benefit-Sharing Plan and, as relevant, the Safeguards Plans
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	Non-Carbon Benefits
	Any benefits produced by or in relation to the implementation and operation of the ER Program, other than ERs and Monetary and Non-Monetary Benefits, as specified in the ER Program Document, and, as relevant, any Safeguards Plans. Such Non-Carbon Benefits may include, but not be limited to, the improvement of local livelihoods, building of transparent and effective forest governance structures, making progress on securing land tenure, and enhancing or maintaining biodiversity and/or other ecosystem services.
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	RBP
	A financing mechanism where payments are made based on verified achievements of predefined environmental or climate-related outcomes, such as reducing deforestation and emissions.
	88. DESNZ, 2023, Invitation to tender LEAF TA Delivery Partner

	REDD+ 
	Means REDD plus, i.e. reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks, as may be modified to be consistent with the UNFCCC Guidance on REDD.
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	Reforestation
	Planting of forests on lands that have previously contained forests but that have been converted to some other use.
	https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/03/wg2TARannexB.pdf 

	Safeguards Information System (SIS)
	A national system for providing information on how the Cancun safeguards are addressed and respected, as contained in UNFCCC Decision 12/CP.17 (http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2011/cop17/eng/09a02.pdf#page=16, page 16/17).
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	Safeguards Plan
	As applicable, the Environmental Management Plan, the Resettlement Plan, the Indigenous Peoples Plan and any other environmental or social related plan or document required under the World Bank Operational Policies and describing measures to be implemented by the Program Entity during the implementation and operation of the ER Program and the ER Program Measure(s) to eliminate, offset or reduce any adverse environmental and social impacts of the ER Program and ER Program Measure(s), in accordance with World Bank requirements.
	101. Forest Carbon Partnership, 2022, Glossary of Terms

	Sovereign Donor
	Funders of the LEAF Coalition (UK, Norway, USA and South Korea Governments)
	

	Technical Assistance
	Support provided to help implement, manage, or improve a program or project. In the context of LEAF, this may include capacity building, training, and advisory services to ensure compliance with carbon crediting and forest conservation requirements.
	88. DESNZ, 2023, Invitation to tender LEAF TA Delivery Partner

	Vintage
	The vintage of a forest carbon credit refers to the specific year in which the carbon sequestration or emission reduction associated with the credit occurred. It indicates when the underlying environmental benefit—such as carbon absorption by trees—was measured, verified, or generated. Vintage is important for evaluating the relevance, credibility, and market value of a credit, as older vintages may be subject to different standards, methodologies, or risks compared to more recent ones.
	https://goldstandard.org/sites/default/files/documents/voluntary_carbon_market_post-2020_part_2.pdf

	Voluntary Carbon Market
	A marketplace where organizations, governments, and individuals can buy and sell carbon credits voluntarily (outside of compliance markets) to offset their emissions or support climate mitigation projects.
	88. DESNZ, 2023, Invitation to tender LEAF TA Delivery Partner



Terminology: Whilst the Evaluation Team have utilised key terminology which is in common use in LEAF, DESNZ and wider public documents (specifically ‘Host Jurisdictions’ and ‘Sovereign’ donors), we would advise that DESNZ consider revising these terms to better reflect how development actors are shifting language to bring equality and respect to all development actors. The term ‘host’ implies a power relationship between actors, whilst ‘sovereign’ is a term which should be applied to all nations, ‘donor’ is also a term which is being phased out under localisation and ‘Shifting Power South’ agendas. For further guidance see:  Decolonising_language_in_international_development_in_Scotland_branded_draft_Jan_2021.pdf and Sum-Of-Us-Progressive-Style-Guide.pdf 



1. [bookmark: _Charts][bookmark: _Toc204091199][bookmark: _Toc209013274]Introduction
As part of the UK’s commitment to fostering a ‘nature positive’ economy, the UK has committed £175m to the LEAF Coalition, and £25m for Technical Assistance (TA), between 2021-2027 (now extended to 2030). The LEAF Coalition aims to advance efforts to reverse deforestation by scaling demand and supply for Results-Based Financing (RBF) and jurisdictional REDD+ carbon credits, with high-integrity carbon markets playing a key role in mobilising finance for forest protection. IOD PARC has been contracted by DESNZ, to undertake this process evaluation of the LEAF Coalition to further DESNZ’s understanding of the effectiveness of the UK fund’s contribution to the LEAF Coalition and its Technical Assistance (TA) package.
[bookmark: _Toc204091200][bookmark: _Toc209013275]1.1 LEAF Coalition Background
The LEAF Coalition is a voluntary public-private initiative aimed at addressing barriers in the Voluntary Carbon Market (VCM) and catalysing a self-sustaining global market for high-quality, verified emissions reductions. Its goal is to reduce deforestation and forest degradation while promoting sustainable development in forest jurisdictions by 2030. LEAF seeks to create a high-integrity supply of forest carbon credits, establish reliable demand from public and private buyers, and channel significant finance to forest-rich developing countries. Through related TA, LEAF supports jurisdictions in meeting the ART-TREES standard[footnoteRef:1], and enabling broader forest governance reforms. The initiative targets tropical and subtropical host jurisdictions (HJs) and private sector buyers committed to science-based net-zero goals. The primary delivery partner is Emergent, with funding from the UK, USA, Norway, and South Korea, with TA providers including the United Nations Programme on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (UN-REDD), Ricardo, Winrock, and Climate Law and Policy, with funding from the UK. [1:  TREES – The REDD+ Environmental Excellence Standard – is ART’s standard for the quantification, monitoring, reporting and verification of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reductions and removals from REDD+ activities at a jurisdictional and national scale. https://www.artredd.org/trees/] 

The UK’s contribution to the LEAF Coalition is funded using UK International Climate Finance (ICF) which is UK Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) for climate change. The LEAF Coalition builds on previous UK ICF initiatives like the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) and the Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes (ISFL), aiming to catalyse a self-sustaining global market for high-quality, verified emissions reductions. Although poverty reduction is not a primary objective, benefit-sharing from sustainable forest management is expected as a by-product, with early-stage attention to safeguards, gender, and power dynamics. LEAF is committed to Gender, Equality, Disability and Inclusion (GEDSI), recognising the marginalisation of women and girls in IP and LCs, and aligned with UK legal obligations to promote equality and reduce gender-based disparities. Environmental protections are guided by REDD+ Cancún Safeguards, ensuring biodiversity conservation and community participation, while human rights were embedded through respect for IP and LCs rights, with funding contingent on adherence to social safeguards. LEAF also promotes inclusion of low-income and high-forest, low-deforestation countries, and emphasises responsible data practices and transparency in its TA and governance reforms.
[bookmark: _Ref202345384]The LEAF Coalition operates within a complex and evolving international policy landscape, including developments under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, the expansion of ART-TREES credits under the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA) and global reductions in ODA. It works with diverse host jurisdictions at varying stages of REDD+ readiness, each with unique legal, social, and economic contexts. 
LEAF’s anticipated impact, outcomes and outputs 
The LEAF Coalition is a voluntary ‘ambitious new public-private initiative’ that is looking to examine the barriers and failures in VCM developments and ultimately to ‘catalyse a self-sustaining global market for high-quality verified emissions reductions, increasing finance flows to tropical forest protection’[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  BEIS, 2021. LEAF Business Case.] 

The anticipated impact of the LEAF Coalition and the related TA is reducing deforestation rates and forest degradation, while also strengthening sustainable development pathways across key identified jurisdictions in developing countries by 2030. The anticipated outcomes are threefold: 
to create a robust, high-integrity supply of forest carbon credits. 
to establish reliable demand from both public and private buyers; and 
to channel significant financial resources to forest-rich, developing countries.
Together, these outcomes intend to shift economic incentives towards preserving standing forests, and also enhance local governance and capacity, which in turn will ultimately catalyse private-sector investments in higher-value, low-deforestation industries and the development of a self-sustaining jurisdictional REDD+ carbon credit market. 
In terms of outputs, LEAF will support national and sub-national governments in meeting ART-TREES[footnoteRef:3], a rigorous carbon credit standard, by providing TA, which will also support carbon measurement and social safeguarding. Then, LEAF will award performance-based payments for verified emissions reductions and provide an enabling environment for broader forest governance reforms that also support IP and LC rights.  [3:  ART (Architecture for Redd+ Standards) is an independent organization that creates the rules under which carbon credits are issued. TREES is the first purely jurisdictional carbon credit standard, created by ART. It ensures that deforestation reductions are more likely to be permanent (https://emergentclimate.com/how-we-work/) ] 

LEAF’s Target Groups 
The LEAF Coalition targets two primary groups: HJs and private sector buyers. Host jurisdictions include tropical and subtropical forest governments, both national and subnational, that demonstrate strong commitments to reducing deforestation and implementing sustainable land-use policies. These jurisdictions receive financial support for verified emissions reductions under high-integrity carbon credit standards. Private sector buyers (of which there are 26 currently, of which 23 are listed publicly[footnoteRef:4]) consist of companies with ambitious climate commitments that seek to purchase high-quality carbon credits to compensate for their unavoidable emissions. These corporations must align with science-based net-zero pathways and adhere to environmental and social safeguards. [4:  Airbnb, Amazon, Bayer, Boston Consulting Group, Burberry, Capgemini, Delta Air Lines, E.ON, EY, GSK, H&M Group, Inditex, Intertek, Landsec, McKinsey & Company, Nestlé, PwC, Salesforce, SAP, Unilever, Volkswagen Group, Walmart and Zurich.] 

The Delivery Partners for LEAF are Emergent, who coordinate the Coalition; and UNREDD and Ricardo, who deliver TA to jurisdictions in the form of capacity building, policy support, and project and investment support. Ricardo lead a consortium to deliver this TA, alongside Winrock and Climate Law and Policy. TA is provided to countries requiring capacity building and technical support to meet LEAF’s requirements. There are currently four donor governments for the LEAF Coalition, the UK, USA, Norway and South Korea. 
LEAF’s Timeline
The LEAF Coalition was launched in April 2021 with the signing of the first ERPA anticipated for November 2022. DESNZ is committed to supporting the Coalition until 2027 and has subsequently extended its support until 2030. DESNZ signed an initial grant agreement with Emergent to fund operational costs until May 2025, with an extension granted until 2026. Figure 1 below shows the timeline of LEAF activities and events from 2021 to 2030. 
LEAF Geographical Coverage 
Independent evaluation of the UK's contribution to the LEAF Coalition
To date, 24 jurisdictions have submitted proposals to LEAF. This includes 12 national jurisdictions (Bolivia, Burkina Faso, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Ghana, Guyana, Kenya, Nepal, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Republic of Congo and Vietnam)  and 12 sub-national jurisdictions in a further four countries (Brazil: Acre, Amapá, Amazonas, Maranhão, Mato Grosso, Pará, Roraima, Tocantins; Colombia: Choco; DRC: Province de la Tshuapa; and Mexico: Jalisco and Quintana Roo). Out of these, 18 have progressed to signing a Letter of Intent (LoI) or a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), with three progressing to signing an ERPA (Costa Rica, Ghana and Pará (Brazil). A further five countries have signalled intent to submit proposals to LEAF (Cambodia, Ethiopia, Lao PDR, Uganda and Zambia). Figure 2 below highlights the geographical coverage of the LEAF Coalition and the progress of HJs towards signing ERPAs.
[bookmark: _Toc204158643][bookmark: _Toc209019068]Figure 1: Timeline of LEAF events 2021-2030
[image: A timeline for the LEAF Coalition from 2021 to 2030. This documents the progress of the programme and the involvement of the Department for Energy Security and Net Zero]

[bookmark: _Ref208583382][bookmark: _Toc209019069]Figure 2: Geographical Coverage of the LEAF Coalition[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Source – data was taken from https://emergentclimate.com/leaf-coalition/ [Accessed July 22nd, 2025]. Image was developed by IOD PARC.] 

[bookmark: _Ref202345538][bookmark: _Toc204158644][image: A map showing the geographic coverage of the LEAF Coalition including countries which have signed Emissions Reduction Payment Agreements, Letters of Intent or a Memorandum of Understanding.]
The LEAF Coalition transactions are carried out under 4 pathways as below:
Sovereign contributors will provide results-based payments (RBPs) and neither take title to the ERs nor use them towards their NDC targets. Supplier receiving RBPs will be required to retire the ERs on the ART registry, or Emergent may retire the ERs; in either event the Supplier Country may include the underlying mitigation in accounting for its NDC. 
Private sector buyers may replicate the sovereign approach (e.g., RBP without taking title). Supplier receiving RBPs will be required to retire the ERs on the ART registry, or Emergent may retire the ERs; in either event the Supplier Country may include the underlying mitigation in accounting for its NDC. 
Private sector buyers may provide results-based finance and take title to the ERs. If private sector buyers take title to the ERs under this option, the Supplier will transfer the ERs to Emergent on the ART registry, and Emergent will then transfer the ERs to private sector buyers, but the Supplier Country will include the underlying mitigation in accounting for its NDC. The private sector buyer will transparently communicate that the underlying mitigation counts towards the Supplier Country’s NDC implementation and achievement. 
Private sector buyers may take title to ERs, including for use towards compliance targets, for which the Supplier Country is willing to make a corresponding adjustment. Under this option the Supplier will transfer the ERs to Emergent on the ART registry, and Emergent will then transfer the ERs to private sector buyers, and the Supplier Country will apply corresponding adjustments for the underlying mitigation in accounting for its NDC.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Emergent, 2022, Call for Proposals Terms 3rd Window] 

The overall aim of this evaluation is to further the UK Government’s understanding of the effectiveness of the UK fund’s contribution to the LEAF Coalition and its TA package. The evaluation covers all aspects of LEAF and associated TA as set out in the business case. This evaluation and the findings on the availability of data and progress of the LEAF Coalition will also inform scoping of a future impact evaluation. The commissioner and main user of the evaluation is DESNZ who will use the findings to support future programme decisions. Findings will be disseminated through several webinars to wider LEAF stakeholders. Annex 8 provides further details of the evaluation use and influence plan. The evaluation was framed around the following overarching evaluation questions (EQs) aligned with the OECD's Development Assistance Committee (DAC) evaluation criteria (for detailed EQs see Annex 2):
Relevance: Is the intervention doing the right thing?
Coherence: How well does the intervention fit?
Effectiveness: Is the intervention achieving its objectives?
Efficiency: How well are resources being used?
Value for Money: To what extent does the intervention represent value for money?
GEDSI and Equity: To what extent does the intervention address GEDSI and equity?
Annex 2 presents the detailed evaluation framework, questions and sub-questions, a summary of the specific findings and evidence against each of these questions and sub-questions and a strength of evidence rating.
[bookmark: _Toc204091201][bookmark: _Toc209013276]1.2 Evaluation Approach, Design and Methods
This process evaluation used a theory-based approach to provide a comprehensive understanding of the mechanisms which underpin the LEAF Coalition. The Evaluation Team (ET) reviewed and refined the LEAF Coalition business case Theory of Change (ToC) to ensure that the revised ToC accurately reflects the evolving pathways to results and underlying assumptions (see Figure 3). The evaluation is utility-focused, with actionable recommendations developed alongside DESNZ and based on the analysis, findings and conclusions of the evaluation. The evaluation utilised mixed methods.
An extensive exercise was undertaken to review the evaluation questions (EQs) (as per the Terms of Reference). This involved internal team meetings and a workshop with DESNZ to finalise the EQ’s (Annex 2). As part of the EQ revisions, it was decided that the impact questions were not suitable to assess at this stage due to this being a process evaluation and very few countries had reached outcome and impact level change states.
In terms of primary evidence, the ET carried out 57 key informant interviews involving a total of 71 participants. The interviews were selected purposively to capture a broad set of stakeholders including the LEAF implementing partners, TA providers, HJs, corporate buyers HMG stakeholders and other civil society. The interviews took place between May 7th and June 23rd, 2025. These interviews included: 11 with Emergent as the primary delivery partner; 14 with stakeholders from 10 HJs selected based upon their status of engagement with the LEAF Coalition, whether they were engaging at the national or sub-national level, provision of TA to the HJ and economic status of country; 9 with in-post FCDO staff in the same countries as the HJs sampled; 4 with corporate buyers to represent a range of market sectors; 8 with all TA providers under UK TAP; 6 with representatives from other relevant UK Government departments; 2 with other LEAF donors; and 3 with relevant civil society stakeholders. As no LEAF transactions have occurred to date, there were no direct beneficiary groups consulted. The full list of consultees is available at Annex 4 and the key informant interview protocol is available at Annex 11 noting that this was adapted to specific stakeholders.
In terms of secondary evidence, the ET conducted a comprehensive document review of over 200 documents, encompassing internal LEAF documentation (including annual reviews and quarterly performance meeting records), UK Government reporting (notably the ICF annual reports), and broader academic and grey literature. A full list of documents reviewed is in Annex 10. As part of this process, the team developed literature reviews focused on external coherence, private sector trends, and Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (IP and LC) engagement, which are included in the annexes of the final report. The full list of consultees is available in Annex 10.
[bookmark: _Ref202348362]All evidence from the document review and key informant interviews was coded in MAXQDA. The evaluation team members reviewed the coded evidence to identify patterns and emerging findings. These findings were compared against the DESNZ LEAF business case and subsequent revisions to assess fidelity, test assumptions, and identify barriers and enablers. The data was triangulated and reviewed through a rapid and rigorous data quality analysis. The ET assessed the quality, timeliness and utility of the evidence available for the findings using the criteria in Table 1 below.
[bookmark: _Toc209019073]Table 1: Assessment criteria for the strength of evidence for decision making
	Criteria 
	Utility for decision making/ contribution 

	High - finding is supported by multiple data points, including written documents, key informant interviews from different stakeholder types/groups, and has been validated during further consultations; overall there is consistent and coherent evidence to support the finding. Data is timely and therefore easily aggregated.   
	Strong utility for decision making and clear understanding of DESNZ contribution to LEAF Coalition and results 

	Medium - finding is supported by more than one data point (documents, interviews, etc.) but there is not yet definitive evidence to support it and/or there is some degree of ambiguity/limited contradictions in the evidence base. Data is from various timeframes and aggregation is possible annually, but of variable quality.   
	Good utility for decision making, but limitations should be made clear and reasonable understanding of DESNZ contribution to LEAF Coalition and results 

	Low - finding is tentative, either because it is based on limited data (for example a single document, a single informant, etc.) or because there are major gaps/contradictions in the evidence base (e.g. differing experiences across countries or providers) or due to a high level of disagreement between various sources as to the finding’s validity. Data is from various timeframes that are too disparate to be aggregated annually.   
	It should be noted that low confidence-level findings are still presented as findings in the report and that they may be entirely valid; however, due to the limitations in the evidence base their interpretation should be taken with caution.  Limited evidence of DESNZ contribution to the LEAF Coalition.



The evaluation also involved a review and revision of DESNZ’s LEAF Coalition ToC. This process included a dedicated workshop with DESNZ and other UK Government stakeholders, followed by multiple rounds of discussion and iteration. 
Finally, the team conducted a Value for Money analysis using budget data provided by LEAF Coalition partners to assess programme costs and benefits. The analysis uses the standard 5Es framework, adapted to include relevance, coherence and sustainability (“5Es+” framework). Relevance is added into the framework because this addresses the point about sufficient resources being allocated according to market failures, needs and objectives identified up front. 
An overview of how the evaluation was managed is available at Annex 9. 
The evaluation is scheduled for completion in October 2025 to provide DESNZ with a timely, independent assessment of progress after four years of programme implementation. The evaluation outputs are to inform key decision-making and ongoing programme adjustments. The findings from this evaluation are also aimed at informing the design of a future impact evaluation. 
The evaluation scope includes the UK fund’s contribution to the LEAF Coalition and its TA package. The evaluation covers all aspects of LEAF and associated TA as set out in the business case. Since the UK is one of four donors who have all contributed to LEAF the evaluation will look broadly at the effectiveness of the work to date. Due to the lack of LEAF transactions to date, in agreement with DESNZ the ET removed the impact evaluation questions in the original terms of reference. 
[bookmark: _Toc204091202][bookmark: _Toc209013277]1.5 Ethics and Safeguarding
IOD PARC was committed to upholding international best practices and ethical standards throughout the evaluation process, drawing on key frameworks including those from UN Evaluation Group, FCDO, and the Economic and Social Research Council, and followed the Government Social Research Ethical Principles. The evaluation adhered to the principle of “do no harm,” ensuring that all activities were designed to protect participants’ safety, dignity, and autonomy. Ethical considerations were embedded throughout, with particular attention to gender balance, power dynamics, and the privacy and confidentiality of participants. Informed consent was obtained through clear, accessible materials, and participants were given the right to withdraw at any stage. No in-person data collection was conducted with vulnerable groups; however, the ET engaged HJs and LEAF IP and LC advisory groups, ensuring sensitivities were respected. The ET collaborated closely with DESNZ to tailor interview and discussion guides appropriately and to remain alert to contextual sensitivities. In terms of gender and social inclusion, the GEDSI expert on the team provided training to the ET on GEDSI considerations at the beginning of the evaluation process. The ET ensured that GEDSI was integrated into specific evaluation questions as well as considered in the overarching analysis, including a specific literature review on challenges and best practice regarding GEDSI in the VCM+ sector (See Annex 7). The ET looked to ensure a gender balance in the interviewees.
Safeguarding measures included secure data handling, anonymisation of responses, and strict adherence to data protection regulations. The ET also ensured that digital tools used for remote data collection complied with the Principles for Digital Development, including responsible data practices, privacy, and consent. No compensation was provided to participants, and the ET assessed and mitigated any potential burden to avoid bias in results. Finally, stakeholders affected by the intervention were and will be provided with access to evaluation findings in a published report, promoting transparency.
2. [bookmark: _Toc204091203][bookmark: _Toc209013278]Evaluation Findings
The following section summarises the evaluation findings by relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, value for money (VfM) and GEDSI, noting the strength of evidence (Table 1). Summaries of evidence by EQ can be found in Annex 2 which documents sources and evidence quality by EQ. 
[bookmark: _Toc204091204][bookmark: _Toc209013279]2.1 Relevance (responding to EQ1)
[bookmark: _Hlk203503023][bookmark: _Toc204091205]LEAF objectives and design were well-intentioned in meeting the needs of HJs, global stakeholders, sovereign donors and corporates. However, IP and LC inclusion was lacking in both the design and implementation to date, with weak and inconsistent engagement and inclusion (particularly in terms of benefit-sharing). In turn, this limited meaningful inclusion in terms of women, persons with disabilities and other marginalised/vulnerable groups. Progress overall to date has been slow and disappointing for many, with stakeholders pointing to the ambitious nature of the design as one reason. There are also concerns that there are significant risks of negative impacts if the focus on IP and LC inclusion and benefit sharing is not increased going forward, as well as increased attention to less advanced countries.
[bookmark: _Toc209013280]

2.1.1 Relevance of LEAF objectives and design relevance to wider stakeholders
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	LEAF objectives and design were not sufficiently explicit and directive in terms of IP and LC (and wider beneficiary) inclusion and therefore are viewed as less relevant to these stakeholders (there was a reliance on the TREES standard to provide this aspect, but this report outlines some areas for improvement concerning TREES in this regard). Inclusion of beneficiaries is also not well evidenced across all HJs and is inconsistent. The design/objectives met the needs of global stakeholders on the whole, particularly in terms of mitigation goals (providing significant additionality in terms of mobilisation of private sector finance), and also had the potential (if ‘sensitively’ implemented) of contribution to wider sustainable development goals (SDGs). Sovereign donors and corporate partners (CPs) indicate a strong mutuality in strategic fit. To date, LEAF is deemed to have progressed slowly and is not living up to its potential for many of the stakeholder groups.
	Medium


LEAF objectives and design met the needs of many global-level stakeholders. Overall, the design met many identified needs in the global climate action/REDD+ space, particularly in terms of the potential to meet mitigation goals. Potential development impact is also high – aligning with many SDGs – via the creation of ‘public goods’ in terms of sustainable forests and carbon sinks. The mobilisation of private finance was seen to provide significant additionality to the sector, building on learning from previous REDD+ investment in terms of more accessible and ‘ready’ finance being required. As one stakeholder put it: “LEAF jump-started a market which didn’t exist at the time.”
However, LEAF has so far not lived up to its potential, with the slow progress and inadequate oversight so far meaning that it may no longer hold a prime position in the sector and increasing the potential risk of adverse impacts. Many stakeholders (FCDO, Sovereign donors and TA partners) commented that the potential and additionality in LEAF in terms of learning is still strong, but that there are risks that these could be lost due to slow and ‘insensitive’ implementation. Some commented that the lack of oversight, attention to detail and following of due process - particularly around social safeguards and benefits - was raising the risks of negative impacts from the programme, particularly for vulnerable and marginalised groups. Attention and monitoring/reporting around these issues was found to be absent or limited on reviewing documentation and in interviews. When commenting on a lack of oversight stakeholders noted that a stronger directive line is required from donors via Emergent and through to HJs on these issues however 
LEAF aligns well with key partner (including donor) needs and priorities. LEAF aligns well with sovereign donor and fund priorities (e.g. UK[footnoteRef:7] and ICF – it also demonstrates good alignment with other UK climate programmes, and wider bilateral work led by Norway, particularly in terms of the strong mitigation focus and potential. This is reflected well in the objectives and programme Theory of Change. CPs indicate good mutuality in terms of strategic fit (e.g. funding landscape-based initiatives in critical regions/areas). [7:  including the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, BioCarbon Fund ISFL, Forest & Climate Leaders’ Partnership (FCLP), and others like AMDTF, AMCAT and FGMC. FGMC was most referenced by informants. LEAF complements other carbon market initiatives supported by the UK including VCMI and TSVCM. On Norway - Mobilizing large-scale climate finance for reduced deforestation has been a key priority for NICFI since 2008.] 

LEAF’s objectives and design were not sufficiently explicit and directive in terms of IP and LC (and wider beneficiary) inclusion, with an over-reliance on TREES and HJ enforcement. The design and objectives of LEAF relied too heavily on the quality of and robust implementation of the ART TREES standard to ensure IP and LC (and wider beneficiaries) engagement and inclusion (including in terms of receipt of benefits). Various studies[footnoteRef:8] indicate that TREES is weak in terms of social safeguards, with key mentions and details confined to annexes; and weak in terms of benefit sharing and other measures to meaningfully include IP and LC groups (and wider beneficiaries). Several stakeholders indicated lack of close engagement between Emergent and TREES and one TA stakeholder questioned the quality of the monitoring as regards IP and LCs and wider inclusion issues. Responsibility for inclusion of IP and LCs (and wider beneficiaries) relies heavily on HJs in the design, with insufficient oversight (e.g. self-reporting mainly, limited consequences for not delivering). This can be summed up as follows: where governments prioritise IP and LC engagement: LEAF supports inclusive design. Where they do not: engagement risks being minimal or symbolic. [8:  CIFOR, 2021, REDD+ Safeguards at a glance. Conservation International, 2021, Literature Review of Best Practices for REDD+ Social Safeguards. UNDP, 2024, Emerging Lessons from Social and Environmental Safeguards Assessments for ART TREES Certification in the States of the Brazilian Amazon.] 

[bookmark: _Toc204091206]Inclusion of beneficiaries is not well evidenced and is inconsistent across HJs. There is inconsistent and weak documentary evidence that LEAF design/objectives have led to robust inclusion/engagement of IP and LCs; with much of the evidence also being HJ proposals and therefore ‘intent’ rather than action at this early stage of implementation (it is important to note that there have been significant delays to implementation, so this aspect can only be assessed more fully as FGs progress further in the next phase). There are some stronger examples from countries/sub-nationals that have ‘progressed’ on their REDD+ journeys, e.g. Brazil states and Ghana demonstrating structured consultations, community-led planning and revenue allocation mechanisms that respect Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC). However, it could be argued that these achievements are not driven by LEAF: but rather by previous investment, support and engagement by the HJ, sub-national and donor parties (e.g. through previous FCPF work).
[bookmark: _Toc209013281]2.1.2 Relevance of LEAF objectives and design relevance to host jurisdictions
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	The intentionality of the design/objectives in emphasising the needs and priorities of HJs was strong and clear; but implementation to date has been insufficient (with significant delays) and inconsistent. There are concerns about countries less advanced in the REDD+ process being left behind, as the first phase of LEAF tended to focus efforts on countries ‘nearer the finish line’ in terms of credit generation. The design has received criticism for being overly ambitious, failing to fully grasp the complexity of the REDD+ sector and the considerable political economy barriers involved - ultimately leading to disappointment in terms of revenue and outcomes to date for HJs.
	Medium


LEAF objectives and design emphasised meeting HJ needs/priorities; but implementation to date has been inconsistent and insufficient (with significant delays)— with concerns over less advanced countries being left behind. The design/objectives specifically target national and sub-national country needs/priorities – seeking to reinforce national commitments and REDD+ strategies, and to promote country ownership (allowing tailoring to specific contexts and flexibility in funding allocation and contracting to adapt to differentiated legal contexts). The eligibility criteria in the design align well with country's needs. Flexibility to allow sub-national participation is recognised as a positive, as is the upfront finance available to accelerate ‘readiness’ milestones. Progress has been stronger under some regions/HJs such as the strong examples in Brazilian states and Costa Rica, demonstrating support to HJ Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs), REDD+ strategies and wider sustainable development priorities. This advancement tends to be seen where REDD+ infrastructure was already in place, with LEAF helping to fund and scale further (engagement with more advanced HJs in the initial phase was an intentional approach towards ‘proof of concept’ by the LEAF programme). In contrast, stakeholders including HJs, TA providers and sovereign donors raised concerns over less advanced countries/HJs being ‘left behind’. There is also evidence that LEAF intentionally (for valid reasons) targeted more advanced countries in this first phase. However, this requires some consideration and ‘rebalancing’ in later stages to ensure less advanced countries can participate and benefit.
LEAF design has been criticised as being overly ambitious - underestimating the complexity of the sector and related political economy barriers, leading to disappointment for HJs. Whilst the design was well-received in its intention to provide much-needed finance mobilisation in the REDD+ space (e.g. advance contracts, minimum price guarantees, guaranteed liquidity); there has been disappointment due to protracted timelines and delays for both achievement of the TREES standard, agreement of ERPAs and credit issuance, a lack of preparedness for the complexity of the process, high transaction costs (e.g. linked to high capacity-building costs to align with the relatively new TREES standard) and the LEAF floor price being set too low. Significant gaps identified are a lack of resources/capacity-building and oversight to ensure equitable benefit-sharing. Some stakeholders also mentioned that the design was poorly communicated to HJs, with many for example conflating ART TREES and LEAF.
[bookmark: _Toc204091207][bookmark: _Toc209013282]2.2 Coherence (responding to EQ2)
Overall, LEAF is coherent with REDD+ at the international UNFCCC level, and with HMG strategic priorities at the national UK level. However, since its launch in 2021, both contexts have evolved, and are continuing to evolve, meaning that LEAF will likely need to further adapt and be more flexible to ensure it continues to be aligned in the future. LEAF TA would benefit from further synergies with UN-REDD TA, while also holistically acknowledging the needs and capacities of HJs to tailor their TA provisions accordingly.
[bookmark: _Toc204091208][bookmark: _Toc209013283]2.2.1 Internal Coherence
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	LEAF's aims, objectives and ambitions align with HMG strategic priorities to accelerate global action on tackling climate change, with a forest sector focus. However, with respect to TA as well as lessons sharing/learning, there could be increased collaboration between different HMG programmes.
	Medium


By investing in LEAF as donors, the UK and Norway have contributed to fostering the development and early implementation of innovative approaches and investments towards potential market-scale transformations. The importance of mobilising private climate finance at scale has been recognised by both HMG and NICFI, but this often requires the public sector to step in first to provide seed funding and/or de-risk innovative approaches before the private sector is willing to contribute. To date, LEAF has exemplified this first step, while private climate finance flows have not yet started. The extent to which private climate finance will complement donors’ climate finance in the future will dictate the success of LEAF in terms of transitioning from ODA towards market-based mechanisms, e.g., compliance and voluntary carbon markets (VCM+).
LEAF has the potential to align with ODA, as well as other HMG strategies and programmes. LEAF has the potential to meet development assistance requirements (International Development Act 2002) as it contributes to sustainable development in developing countries. DESNZ is currently undertaking a review and a public consultation on Voluntary Carbon and Nature Markets (and their integrity), which could inform and/or shape future strategies. This may include an evolution of the current LEAF pathways (if necessary), and/or further cross-collaboration between different HMG programmes, e.g., in-country TA and/or topic-specific research in the context of UK PACT, Forest Governance Markets and Climate (FGMC2), etc., some examples of which have already been identified.
[bookmark: _Toc204091209][bookmark: _Toc209013284]2.2.2 External Coherence
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	LEAF is coherent with REDD+ and the Cancun safeguards and frequently benefitted from previous REDD+ readiness/implementation programmes and their TA provisions – e.g., FCPF, Green Climate Fund (GCF) and REDD Early Movers (REM), but also the Global Environment Fund (GEF) and Governors’ Climate and Forests Task Force (GCFTF). This implies a comparative disadvantage for countries that did not previously benefit from other climate finance readiness programmes and their capacity building TA provisions, since those countries will arguably need more time and resources to participate in the LEAF Coalition and achieve TREES compliance.
	Medium


LEAF was developed as an innovative jurisdictional REDD+ climate finance mechanism relying on a new standard – The REDD+ Environmental Excellence Standard (TREES) created by ART. It is coherent with REDD+ and the Cancun safeguards, but many stakeholders involved initially underestimated the differences between the TREES standard and previously used standards (e.g., FCPF), as well as between LEAF ERPAs and previously negotiated ERPAs (e.g., FCPF). Over time, this co-learning process has led to significant time lags compared to original plans and expectations (i.e., years), thus running the risk of political disengagement and/or policy changes in the interim.
The heterogeneity of countries in terms of progress made to date on LEAF seems to be largely dependent on their different “starting points” regarding previous REDD+ readiness programmes, or their lack thereof. Differences between national legal frameworks also mean that LEAF cannot be fully standardised and implemented in the same way across different countries/jurisdictions, for example, in terms of the pathways chosen (e.g., result-based payments versus market-based mechanisms, with or without corresponding adjustments). However, further alignment should be sought from an international law perspective, particularly on human rights and IP and LC rights (see Section 2.6 on GEDSI).  The current review and upcoming consultation on version 3.0 of the TREES standard is an opportunity with the potential to improve and strengthen several aspects including gender, IP and LC, safeguards, Validation and Verification Bodies (VVB) processes, etc. Such improvements, if implemented, could also indirectly increase alignment between LEAF and initiatives such as the Integrity Council for the Voluntary Carbon Market (ICVCM) and Voluntary Carbon Markets Integrity Initiative (VCMI), unless LEAF decides to start using/accepting other standards beyond TREES.
Some countries/jurisdictions have identified the opportunity of the interoperability of the TREES standard (including beyond LEAF – e.g., CORSIA, SCALE, etc.). TREES compliance, if/when achieved, can increasingly be seen as an end in itself due to the range of opportunities it offers, including LEAF, but also alternative options which may, for example, provide higher carbon prices – e.g., closer to what has been argued would be needed to incentivise action towards forest protection, namely $30-$50 per ton.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  UN-REDD Programme. 2024. “NDC Engagement and Forest Solutions: REDD+ Contributions to Nationally Determined Contributions.”] 

To date, LEAF has relied on the TREES standard to ensure high integrity. This dependency on one specific standard, as opposed to a standard agnostic approach, presents both reputational risks and opportunities since, although TREES is independent from LEAF, LEAF’s reputation globally depends on TREES and its reputation in terms of a high integrity standard, which is at least partially aligned with the ICVCM Core Carbon Principles (as the removals crediting approach and the High Forest Low Deforestation (HFLD) methodology are both currently under assessment).
LEAF TA is generally perceived as useful and coherent, but further synergy with UN-REDD TA would improve both its effectiveness and its efficiency (see Sections 2.3 and 2.4 below). Overall, TA has supported HJs in “bridging the gap” between their existing systems and compliance with both the TREES standard and ERPA-related requirements, including in terms of Monitoring, Reporting and Verification (MRV), nesting, safeguards, benefit sharing, etc. Still, LEAF TA (via Ricardo, Winrock and CLP) and UN-REDD TA, although broadly aligned, should be more strategically delivered to ensure they are complementary and better tailored to countries’ needs and capacities. For this to be achieved, further collaboration and synergy would be required by both parties to listen to and adapt to countries’ priorities and resource availability (including in terms of public sector personnel’s time). LEAF TA should be improved and clarified to match the premise of the design – e.g., timely and flexibly collaborating with UN-REDD longer-term TA, complementing rather than duplicating efforts, while also improving the tailoring of their TA provisions to in-country capacities and needs.
A wider analysis of external coherence is in Annex 5.
2.3 [bookmark: _Ref202960528][bookmark: _Toc204091210][bookmark: _Toc209013285]Effectiveness (responding to EQ3)
The Coalition has developed a pipeline in terms of supply and demand, bringing together public, private and non-governmental stakeholders in a forum and has shown adaptability in the use of the Purchase Guarantee Fund (PGF) and non-Green Climate Fund (GCF) accredited Financial Intermediaries (FIs). However, as noted there have been significant delays in the delivery of the LEAF programme, often caused by the novel and complicated requirements of the ART-TREES standard and the LEAF ERPAs. The evaluation team recognise the complexity of the programme but believes there was an underestimation of the complexity and challenges of negotiating public-private agreements. 2025 will be a critical year for the continued development of ERPAs and progress to financial payments to HJs.
[bookmark: _Toc204091211]

[bookmark: _Toc209013286]2.3.1 Internal Systems
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	The LEAF Coalition has a monitoring system (two logframes and a scorecard) that are used to monitor progress to date. There are issues around transparency of data (including ICF) where details of results, especially in relation to CPs, are not disclosed to Sovereign Donors due to non-disclosure agreements being in place between Emergent and the CP.
The LEAF Coalition is significantly off track and a DESNZ no-cost extension to the 2021 Business Case has been agreed – including additional operational financing for Emergent.
TA (Ricardo with Winrock, Climate Law and Policy (CLP) and UN-REDD) has been fundamental in achieving a number of host jurisdiction ERPAs and enabling the TREES standard to be achieved. They have also been critical in supporting the preparation of necessary policies for the implementation of carbon credit sales, safeguards and MRV approaches.
There is a need to ensure a balance of effort between monitoring the work of HJs (supply side) and monitoring CP commitments (demand side). This should be carefully linked with the effective use of appropriate technical support and joint learning to ensure that challenges within the market are understood by all key stakeholders.
The logframe and Theory of Change (ToC) need to be updated and realigned, with a deeper understanding of the ‘pathways to impact’ in diverse contexts for host jurisdictions, IP and LCs and for CPs. Clarity on monitoring, learning and adaptation to 2030 should be developed to ensure a shared understanding by all stakeholders.
	High


The LEAF Coalition has a monitoring system that is rooted in two logical frameworks (logframes) – within a single workbook - and Emergent’s ‘scorecard’, which is used for quarterly reporting and includes a range of organisational reporting beyond the agreed results framework. The primary logframe is focused on the LEAF coalition results that are managed through Emergent and also shared with Norway.  The second logframe is for TA, which covers the work of Ricardo (with Winrock and Climate Law and Policy (CLP)) and, separately, the work of UN-REDD. The LEAF Coalition logframe saw Outcome 4 related to ‘Corporate Ambition’ removed in August 2024. Specifically, indicators to measure how LEAF has increased the ambition of CP’s decarbonisation targets became unfeasible with the current monitoring system, as there is no easily verifiable methodology or practical way to monitor this in a systematic manner, in aggregate across all LEAF CPs. Instead, Emergent proposes a set of ‘framing questions’ which would be used to report on Corporate ambition instead of the original Outcome 4. This, combined with the lack of transparency on corporate engagement (due to non-disclosure agreements being in place between Emergent and the CPs) creates a perceived imbalance in the focus on the work of HJs and CPs in their commitments to carbon credit supply and purchase and building a high-integrity self-sustaining market. DESNZ have recently (June 2025) indicated that they are again working with Emergent to update the logframe.  Further work is also needed to address ongoing issues around baselines for ICF KPI reporting and the preparation of the LEAF Baseline itself against which future impacts can be measured. It is proposed from this process evaluation that the DESNZ review should address GEDSI reporting, including modification of Outcome Indicators 2.5 and 2.6, which lack recognition of the complexities of forest land tenure in diverse contexts. In total, there are 59 indicators across the two logframes, including those that are used for ICF reporting. 
There is currently no ‘fixed’ agreement on ICF indicators with, for example, KPI 8 being considered, but with no data currently available. Elements of ICF KPI 11 (public finance) were also not reported on due to a lack of data, while data for ICF KPI 12 was shared by Emergent and reported however the source data is not available due to confidentiality. The issue of data availability affects areas such as Output indicator 3.1.2 (CP-ERPAs signed (number, cumulative) where only numbers are available and no list of CPs with purchase agreements is available, even to the UK Government due to issues of corporate confidentiality. Stabilising the reporting of ICF KPI indicators, including expectations for KPI 15 (Transformational Change) would increase reporting certainty for the LEAF Coalition and wider stakeholders.  Phase 3 impact design may present options for strengthening this area to provide increased utility and understanding for management decision-making.  
There are opportunities to enhance learning with the LEAF Coalition (beyond the Annual Review) that could bring together HJs and other stakeholders in a collaborative learning approach. There is no explicit learning strategy for the LEAF Coalition and very limited ‘peer to peer’ learning is only fostered between HJs, by the UN-REDD TA work.  This supporting learning process could increase the interest in the LEAF Coalition ‘offer’ from forest-rich countries that are not yet actively engaged.
Risks and assumptions were included in the 2021 Business Case, but the operational context and opportunities for VCMs have evolved since then and need to be updated. Whilst there is an internal Risks Analysis process between donors and Emergent (which is fed into wider Portfolio Management Office review), there is no explicit process that would include all stakeholders in teasing out the risks and assumptions in the development of a self-sustaining market.  Whilst some activity is linked to the Annual Review, understanding the challenges and opportunities, from key market actors along with the potential high development impacts from avoided deforestation need to be monitored and the work of the Coalition adapted/agreed through the CAG with full documentation of reasons.
It is noted that Emergent are to develop a Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning (MEAL) approach in 2025/26. While welcomed, this will require effective resourcing linked to transparent reporting. This should also carefully address the risks in the operational context, and what it means to enable a ‘high integrity’ approach to a ‘self-sustaining’ market across diverse countries with different incentives to engage in forest land carbon markets.
The LEAF ToC does not include reference to sustainable development and engages with IP and LCs and GEDSI in a limited way. Note that there are two slightly different versions of the ToC. One is embedded in the logframe workbook, and one is from a December 2024 meeting to review the ToC. Note that there has been a ‘drift’ from the stated ToC levels, including intermediate outcomes and the logframe (see Annex 3 for further details). Further, the Business Case logframe and ToC do not include ‘sustainable development’ at impact level - with a sole focus on the mitigation of carbon emissions from forest land management. While the latter ToC does introduce sustainable development at the impact level, at present, there is no tracking of any claims regarding possible impacts (positive and negative) from ‘avoiding deforestation’ on Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 12, 13, 15. Initially, the ToC was considered useful but it is seen as ‘UK-centric’ and the assumptions are increasingly out of date. This includes critical issues around property rights for land and carbon and how this may affect the way IP and LCs engage with, and benefit from, the sale of carbon credits in areas where forests have multiple purposes. There is no clear attention to issues of GEDSI in diverse contexts including, for instance, countries emerging from conflict where incorporation of displaced people, disabled fighters and others would be affected by appropriate use of forest land resources.
The ToC should more carefully lay out the different pathways for the achievement of ICF KPI 15 ‘Transformational Change’. This could consider the necessary and sufficient conditions required to achieve this in diverse operational contexts (national, sub-national, regional and global). Any revision of the ToC should also now consider the DESNZ Principles for voluntary carbon and nature market integrity (15 Nov 2024) to enable alignment with cross-UK Government aspirations with the private sector, forest land management and transparent regulatory best practice for Net Zero.
As the LEAF Coalition Business Case has been extended to 2030 the ET have, based on the findings from the Process Evaluation, prepared the Annex 3 (Theory of Change Review).  This provides an opportunity to lay out a deeper understanding of the multi-layered process of ‘market creation’ and market making with HJs, CPs and standards organisations and verification bodies as well as diverse transaction routes. During Phase 3, this work will be deepened to examine further the ToC assumptions including the drivers for change of the various market actors which may result in different understandings of how a ‘self-sustaining’ market may operate.  
Figure 3 below lays out the formal proposed ToC around market creation and scale up and including the key market makers around the VCM+. The Annex includes details of operational principles for the LEAF Coalition which would include a focus on creating a high-integrity market using best practice around transparency, social inclusion for a market that is focused on a ‘global public good’ i.e. climate mitigation using a combination of public-private-partnership arrangements from Sovereign Donors and HJs. It also enables attention to the use of this novel financing approach to enable sustainable development for IP and LCs as they increasingly need to adapt to climate change through effective forest land management and sustainable investment in resilient infrastructure and service delivery.  Further work on the ToC for the LEAF Coalition itself and the creation of a ’self-sustaining market’ will be undertaken during Phase 3.   
[bookmark: _Ref204011596][bookmark: _Ref204013019]
[bookmark: _Ref208584921][bookmark: _Toc204158646][bookmark: _Toc209019070]Figure 3: Revised LEAF Coalition Theory of Change

[image: A Theory of Change model created for the LEAF programme as part of this evaluation. This includes inputs, outputs, outcomes and the impact as discussed above.]
It is important to note that the current focus for the impact of the LEAF Coalition is on the mitigation of carbon emissions from effective management of forest land. At this stage in the delivery of the LEAF Coalition, as there has been no fund flow to HJs, the current focus is on the achievement and verification of the TREES standard to agree the ERPA with Emergent. Sale of credits to Corporates or through the PGF will then enable the ‘testing’ of the Benefit Sharing approach in each country. Tracking the effects, e.g. on IPs and LCs, with attention on wider GEDSI effects will then become critical. However, so far limited attention has been given to this issue, with the general assumption that this will be the responsibility of the FIs (international or national). There are no plans to use ICF KPI 1, i.e. ‘people supported to better adapt to the effects of climate change’, even through the design and monitoring of effective Benefit Sharing Plans to track direct beneficiaries.
DESNZ and Norway’s contributions to the LEAF Coalition have allowed Emergent to scale up their operations considerably, although DESNZ is now highly dependent on Emergent for ongoing management of the Coalition.[footnoteRef:10] Since 2019, Emergent have expanded from five staff and consultants to 40. The growth has allowed them to bring numerous operational functions in-house and to expand their expertise and global presence. Support from DESNZ and Norway has also enabled them to successfully undertake a due diligence and audit process to deliver ODA. However, DESNZ are now highly dependent on Emergent for their relationships, networks and expertise as the sole delivery partner. As Emergent classify a lot of the ongoing work as commercially sensitive and/or confidential, DESNZ’s ability to monitor and offer support to the Coalition’s work is limited to an extent. Although HJs noted that communication with Emergent has been productive, there remains a lack of clarity on management and monitoring in the long term. [10:  The scope of this process evaluation covers the implementation period of the LEAF Coalition, not the pre business case/design stage – therefore no comments are made on how the model of delivery of the LEAF Coalition and associated UK TA was agreed. ] 

The LEAF Coalition’s internal governance systems are weighted towards corporate as opposed to HJ needs. There was consensus across stakeholder groups that the LEAF Coalition’s governance arrangements place greater focus on corporates as compared to HJs. For example, HJs are not part of the CAG, which stakeholders viewed as an 'exclusive buyers club'. Furthermore, the Coalition’s internal processes and strategies are largely focused on corporates, including the partnership strategy, corporate council meetings and quarterly demand strategy meetings with a counsel of CPs. Stakeholders also noted an imbalance in ongoing monitoring and reporting on climate commitments. A few CPs are not currently fully aligned with the Science Based Targets Initiative (SBTi), and there does not seem to be a LEAF system to check and track corporate carbon accounting submissions, nor their corporate emissions reporting (see also Annex 6 on private sector analysis). On the other hand, stakeholders noted a lack of clarity around what HJs can negotiate in ERPAs and extensive and ongoing validation and verification efforts for HJs. This extends to documents and guidance available to HJs. The language used in the Coalition’s documents is highly technical and guidance and other supporting documents are often not available in local languages to support wider engagement.
[bookmark: _Toc204091212][bookmark: _Toc209013287]2.3.2 LEAF Transaction Architecture
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	The LEAF transaction architecture has led to significant delays and high transaction costs, particularly for HJs due to its complexity and multi-layered requirements. HJs face a burdensome legal process, adherence to triple-layered standards (ART-TREES, standards in the ERPAs and validation and verification), the negotiation of lengthy, complex ERPAs, the requirement to select, work through and pay fees to a FI, and the development of benefit sharing plans based on unclear standards. Similarly, the buyer-jurisdiction pairing process has been resource-intensive, particularly for Emergent, and has disadvantaged less-advanced jurisdictions. There also remains unresolved issues around liability and insurance. These cumulative challenges have raised frustrations about the timelines involved, even in jurisdictions with prior REDD+ experience, and concerns about the adequacy of the $10 USD floor price, given the substantial transaction costs borne by HJs. Nevertheless, the LEAF Coalition have signed four ERPAs to date with Ghana, Costa Rica, Ecuador and Pará, Brazil.
	High


The LEAF Coalition’s transaction architecture is highly complex and difficult to navigate for HJs in particular. This finding was universal across stakeholder groups and evidenced in the 2023 and 2024 LEAF Annual Reviews and the 2024 DESNZ ICF KPI Results Reporting. For example, the signing of ERPAs involves a two- or in some cases, three-layered legal process (national, sub-national and New York-based legislation), which has added complexity, high legal costs and perceived risk for HJs. In addition, the triple-layered standards (ART-TREES, additional standards in the ERPAs and subsequent validation and verification) have created a lengthy process and huge learning curve for HJs, despite many having already participated in years of REDD+ readiness programmes. HJs noted that in several cases, additional standards had been included in the ERPA, e.g. on IP and LC engagement. The ERPAs are also complex documents, designed to align with New York legislation (as Emergent are registered in New York), and are far longer than other ERPAs that HJs have previously negotiated, such as for the World Bank FCPF. Nevertheless, the LEAF Coalition have signed four ERPAs to date with Ghana, Costa Rica, Ecuador and Pará, Brazil.
The pairing of HJs and corporate buyers has been a time and resource intensive process and allows corporates to 'cherry pick' jurisdictions. There was consensus across the stakeholder groups and documentary evidence on this finding, with Emergent in particular bearing the transaction costs of brokering bilateral agreements between HJs and corporates. The process has also led to several HJs (particularly those in less advanced contexts) receiving poor corporate demand. Some CPs noted a clear preference for HJs to align with their geographical footprints. Potential alternatives suggested include a portfolio approach or a managed fund whereby Emergent operates as a portfolio manager, ensuring more even demand across HJs and streamlining the corporate engagement process.
Although the benefits to HJs are yet to be shared due to the lack of issuance and subsequent transactions, the process for benefit sharing is vague. This is largely attributed to the lack of clear standards in ART TREES on transparency, third-party audit, civil society engagement, complaints procedures and intended percentages of proceeds for local community development and forest management (as similar forest protection programmes such as Tropical Forests Forever Facility are implementing). Therefore, LEAF’s requirements for a benefit sharing plan are open to interpretation. Although this does allow for HJs to adapt plans to existing systems and their context, it does leave open the possibility of groups such as IP and LCs being excluded from the process and proceeds.
The development of Benefit Sharing Plans is complex, time-consuming and requires early and significant investment on the part of HJs. The development of the plans has involved challenges including consultations in remote regions, translation into local languages and one-to-one consultation with private owners. HJs also have vastly different starting points. Several have well-established benefit sharing processes from previous ERPAs (mostly FCPF), e.g. Costa Rica and Ghana, whereas others have much more limited experience. Even existing benefit sharing plans have required revisions which has led to delays in several cases. Stakeholders pointed towards the importance of beginning the plan development process early on in LEAF engagement to avoid lengthy delays in the distribution of proceeds. HJs also note the need to manage expectations of communities following consultations, particularly given the lengthy timescale involved in completing transactions and the eventual sharing of benefits. HJs were also clear that project management capacity at community levels needs to be considered alongside the transfer of funds to IP and LCs. It is not clear exactly how the effectiveness of Benefit Sharing Plans’ will be monitored, and how this could affect the future integrity of the TREES standard and the ERPAs.
The requirement for a financial intermediary (FI) has been an area of contention due to the preference of many HJs to use their own established national systems - with concerns around the fees involved for international organisations. Initially, LEAF required that funds from credit sales were managed through GCF-accredited entities, due to concerns regarding corruption and other perceived risks. However, multiple HJs, particularly those considered more REDD+ 'ready', wish to use established national systems to maintain greater control of fund management. It should be noted that Emergent did create a policy in 2023 on the selection of non-GCF-accredited FIs. Nevertheless, it remains a key concern for HJs. The costs involved in using a GCF-accredited FI can be considerable, although the UK has offered active support in lowering these fees in several cases. Furthermore, the monitoring of the benefit sharing and associated risk management is tasked to FIs, which creates reliance on a system for which it may be hard to quantify/determine what 'good' looks like, e.g. the extent to which IP and LCs are meaningfully involved, particularly as ART TREES and LEAF do not define minimum standards for benefit sharing. 
Although internal stakeholders are confident in the due diligence, dispute settlement and liability clauses, the evaluation revealed that external stakeholders find these processes unclear, with notable gaps including insurance arrangements. Internal LEAF stakeholders consider buyer due diligence robust, with few instances of corporate withdrawal to date, and the existence of mechanisms to enforce rights and obligations to buy or remove corporates from the coalition, though these are not legally binding. Emergent highlighted that dispute resolution is embedded in contract terms, beginning with informal negotiation, followed by arbitration. However, some stakeholders noted the absence of a clear forum, formal or informal, for resolving disputes among HJs, FIs, Emergent and corporate buyers. Additionally, liability clauses remain ambiguous, for example, in scenarios involving deforestation, fires, or illegal mining. Concerns about corruption and reputational risks also remain key issues for corporate buyers.
The complexity of the architecture, as detailed above, has entailed numerous transaction costs, particularly for HJs. The costs include FI fees, New York legal fees, ART membership and transaction costs of numerous meetings and engagement in the lead up to signing of LEAF ERPAs. The UK and partners have been active in supporting HJs to remove and/or lower these fees, but the process remains resource intensive for HJs. Due to the transaction costs, stakeholders have questioned the suitability of the $10 USD base price and have noted that the original timeline was highly optimistic.
[bookmark: _Toc204091213][bookmark: _Toc209013288]2.3.3 LEAF Delivery
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	The UK and Norway’s roles have been critical to the LEAF Coalition, although their diplomatic networks and expertise could be utilised further. There are several examples of where UK-funded TA has supported improved capacity, but TA provision is fragmented and limited HJ capacity remains one of the key factors affecting LEAF’s performance. These capacity challenges include under-resourced ministries, staff turnover and difficulties in funding the upfront investments required for LEAF preparation. The VCM downturn, driven by political shifts, media scrutiny, and reduced corporate enthusiasm, has also impacted LEAF, though its communications and sovereign donor derisking have helped maintain credibility. While LEAF has not yet finalised transactions, causing reputational issues and continued reliance on ODA, stakeholders believe the first 2025 transactions could catalyse broader engagement and ensure sustainability of the model. If the LEAF Coalition can reach the stage of finalising transactions, it has achieved a pipeline of 26 corporate buyers and 16 host jurisdictions. However, the slow progress, lack of financing to date, and pricing concerns have led some jurisdictions to explore alternatives. Stakeholders call for differentiated routes to access LEAF for countries at varying readiness levels and better price discovery, though there are early signs of demand and willingness amongst corporates to pay higher prices.
	High


The UK government's role, alongside Norway and the US, has been critical to the LEAF Coalition’s functioning in terms of political and financial backing. The UK’s funding alongside Norway has covered more or less all operational costs, and the involvement of the UK and Norwegian governments has played a key role in securing corporate buyers. Examples include the UK's underwriting of the Ghana ERPA, which was seen as essential, and FCDO in-post staff have provided support on language and other requirements related to the negotiation of ERPAs to several HJs.
However, there is room for improvement on how the UK Government shares information and seeks support across the UK Government network - particularly FCDO and in-country posts. LEAF has not drawn on the UK’s diplomatic network to the extent possible. UK Government staff felt that Emergent could have been more proactive in seeking diplomatic support in preparation for the ERPA negotiation process. In addition, many FCDO staff were not aware of the latest LEAF developments and therefore couldn’t offer support on an ad-hoc basis. Stakeholders felt that Emergent could have been more proactive in seeking the UK and Norway’s diplomatic support when engaging with HJs. This finding was common across almost all FCDO in-country staff interviewed.
In terms of the UK-funded TA, there are several examples of where UK-funded TA has supported improved capacity, but the provision of TA is fragmented, and HJ capacity-building requirements are ongoing. TA (Ricardo with Winrock / CLP) and UN-REDD) has been fundamental in achieving a number of host jurisdiction ERPAs and enabling the TREES standard to be achieved. They have also been critical in supporting the preparation of necessary policies for the implementation of carbon credit sales, safeguards and MRV approaches. Examples of improved capacity include in Costa Rica, which was supported to improve safeguards, or in Vietnam, where implementation of a gender policy and guidelines was supported. 
However, there was consensus amongst interviewees that the provision of TA is fragmented. Despite the one-year scoping exercise (in a two-year contract) undertaken by the Ricardo consortium to map existing TA for HJs and their current needs, there was strong consensus that the TA, funded by the UK and managed by Ricardo, has actually been somewhat of a bottleneck for HJs, which often don't have the capacity to identify and manage multiple providers. In several cases, the coordination of TA has become a job in itself and HJs have requested external support in managing the range of providers. Stakeholders also noted that TA requirements are ongoing. TA has released specific bottlenecks but it does not serve to improve HJ capacity sustainably. TA is most effective where capacity is embedded and support offered over a longer timeframe, as opposed to the use of consultants over short periods of time, noting that there may still be requirements for very specific TA support related to LEAF. In contrast, UN-REDD TA was valued due to the relationships and trust developed owing to their in-country presence and focus on building long-term capacity.
Despite the TA provided, HJ capacity remains the most pressing contextual factor contributing to LEAF performance. This is especially the case given the number of standards HJs are required to meet, the need for state-private sector negotiation, and the shift to jurisdictional REDD and national-level safeguards for some HJs. Prior engagement with FCPF and REDD+ readiness programmes seems to be the single most important contextual factor in HJ's progress towards LEAF transactions. Prior knowledge of requirements and ERPA documents is a huge asset, although there has been some frustration that this prior work has not directly transferred to a fast or smooth experience with LEAF. FCPF deploys an ODA-style approach whereas LEAF adopts a commercial approach, and most stakeholders were unaware of what that different approach would mean in practice.  The HJs engaged in LEAF also have a range of unique capacity challenges including sub-national capacity, management of the negotiations by forest or environmental ministries or offices that have low resourcing and/or capacity, and government/ministry turnover worsened by the length of time required for agreements. In addition, HJs (and FIs) have had to make large investments prior to payments to meet the LEAF standards, which has been a challenge, particularly for those not supported by donors during this period. Stakeholders noted that in previous programmes e.g. FCPF, the World Bank had offered 'soft loans' to support HJs to fund their preparation costs. HJ procurement processes have added further complexity to the process e.g. for FI selection.
In terms of the wider context, the LEAF Coalition has also been impacted by a general downturn in the VCM, although it was noted that the impact has been minimal to date. Stakeholder interviews and key literature highlight that the VCM has taken a general downturn and political and corporate buy in has fallen due to political agendas (e.g. reduced US interest as a key donor), media and civil society scrutiny of carbon credits, and less corporate 'fanfare' around LEAF in response to reduced regulatory pressure (See Annexes 5 and 6 for further details). In addition, several HJs have turned to alternatives in response to concerns over benefit sharing and fragmentation of the market (including proliferation of standards) e.g. Indonesia’s moratorium. The lack of VVB bodies was also noted as a significant bottleneck, particularly for HJs that had moved to the ERPA stage earliest.
However, the coalition's external communications, corporate buy-in to LEAF and the sovereign donor derisking are seen to have borne a positive impact on the VCM, sending signals of intent to HJs. LEAF communications have been valuable in the VCM amidst negative media attention and corporates remain committed despite lessening regulatory pressure. The UK and Norway’s sovereign derisking through the PGF was seen as helpful in reducing scepticism around VCM and working towards proof of concept. In addition, Emergent’s openness to use other models, e.g. FCPF and CORSIA has brought efficiencies and supported engagement with HJs that may have otherwise pursued different options. LEAF payments also continue to be viewed as a valuable diversification of funding for HJs amidst declining ODA.
Stakeholders agreed that the ART TREES standard has added integrity to the process, and that alignment with the Cancun safeguards will be essential in generating confidence.[footnoteRef:11] It is noted, however, that there needs to be a careful balance between integrity and 'getting it done'. Some stakeholders felt that the pressure for proof of concept has led to attempts to move too quickly through the process. However, internal stakeholders were in wide agreement that integrity is the central tenet of the coalition. The ART TREES alignment may also support HJs to pursue other financing through initiatives such as CORSIA and the World Bank’s Scaling Climate Action by Lowering Emissions programme. [11:  Whilst noting earlier concerns over weak IP and LC elements. ] 

In terms of its objectives, LEAF has not met its initial and key objective in finalising transactions in the timescale envisioned. This has led to some reputational damage in the case of Costa Rica and to a lesser extent, for the Ghanaian government. However, the first credit issuances are anticipated for 2025, and there is a reasonable consensus amongst stakeholders that the first transaction can be a potential catalysing moment and proof of concept for the VCM. If the LEAF Coalition can reach the stage of finalising transactions, it has achieved a pipeline of 26 corporate buyers and 16 host jurisdictions. Several stakeholders noted that money starting to 'flow' could be a tipping point for sustainable financing for HJs, which may in turn lead governments to invest in greater capacity to manage the process. The cases in Costa Rica and Guyana of national investment in capacity following previous carbon credit transactions do provide some evidence of this. Several HJ stakeholders (e.g. Guyana, Vietnam and Mexico) also noted that they see LEAF ERPA transactions as a stepping stone towards wider engagement in the VCM and a potential future market under UNFCCC. The sale of TREES credits by Guyana (outside of LEAF) provides an important opportunity for learning around institutional and organisational capacity to manage finance flows independently. 
However, due to the lack of transactions to date, the Coalition is still dependent on ODA and the supply-demand matching envisioned has been less relevant. Owing to the delayed timeline on issuance and subsequent transactions, the LEAF Coalition model is still not self-sustaining. Emergent is still reliant on ODA and has required an extension to their grant agreement (time and funding) to cover operational costs. Despite success in bringing together a range of private and government actors in a single forum, the market share remains smaller than expected. In addition, a number of competitors are emerging in the space and several key jurisdictions are moving slowly and/or exploring alternatives e.g. Brazil and Indonesia.
HJs have received no financing to date and the decision to prioritise high readiness countries (whilst understandable) raises concerns about support to access LEAF for less advanced countries which are most in need of sustainable development funding. A number of stakeholders (internal and external) suggested that there is a need for different routes for countries at different levels of readiness and sub-national HJs which have their own unique capacity challenges and levels of development. HJs also require support to develop an analysis of pathways and corresponding outcomes. There are signs however, that the PGF (largely funded by the UK and Norway) can work as intended, e.g. PGF-backed credits have had strong demand in Ghana. There are also some signs that prices above the $10 base are achievable, although the $10 USD floor pricing is not judged high enough by many stakeholders and UN-REDD’s estimations, when considering what's being achieved in the market and the high transaction costs for HJs. HJs are watching developments in pricing models, and some are asking for increased prices, e.g. Para, Ghana. It is noted that a lack of transparency regarding carbon credit payments per tonne, high HJ transaction costs and the Emergent fee structure have meant that it has been difficult to develop monitoring of changes in pricing for carbon credits of different vintages over time.
2.4 [bookmark: _Ref202959283][bookmark: _Toc204091214][bookmark: _Toc209013289]Efficiency (responding to EQ4)
The efficiency of the TA implementation overall has fallen short. Issues include slow delivery together with insufficient skills, expertise and on-the-ground presence. There is also a lack of specific accommodation for less advanced HJs. Despite these overall issues, there are positive examples relating to the deployed staff and the consultancy style within LEAF. Public funds (ODA) have partially been able to successfully leverage private finance (commitments). However, the three main UK Government avenues of support (PGF, upfront finance and TA) remain vital to LEAF operations. CPs have not, as originally anticipated, entered forward purchase agreements early. Improved communications and continued (flexible) engagement with new market options could enable better operational adaptive management.
[bookmark: _Toc204091215][bookmark: _Toc209013290]2.4.1 Technical Assistance Implementation
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	Efficiency of the UK Technical Assistance Programme (UKTAP) implementation fell short; most likely due to expectations being set too high and insufficient time built in the project design for scoping. The UKTAP TA spent a year on inception activities instead of the expected four months. The delivery by the UKTAP consortium and UN-REDD was fragmented, overlapping, uncoordinated, and, following the project objectives, highly focused on tasks for LEAF delivery. Longer term capacity building could have been more effective and should be considered in future. Although there is a  QA process for the TA packages this was not shared to the evaluation team therefore we cannot comment on its usefulness. There was initially limited coordination between UKTAP and UN-REDD in individual countries. There was insufficient on-the-ground presence from UKTAP which, when combined with the 2-year contract, reduced the efficiency of delivery.  However, the UKTAP contract has an option for a 2-year costed extension. There were some positive comments about the staff deployed and the consultancy style leading to a wide coverage across countries.
	Medium


The profile on TA spend differed from expectations with more time spent on needs assessment, leaving proportionately less time for delivery. However, it is noted that TA was delivered to all priority HJs within the overall agreed budget.  UKTAP was slow at the beginning to move through the due diligence process with KPMG and agree on recommendations. Needs assessment took much longer than expected (one year versus planned four months). Within the UN-REDD TA there was some slow progress in Bolivia. Inefficiencies were underscored by a lack of binding contracts with HJs. 
The programme objective, as part of the original design, was to focus on more advanced countries and address specific blockers to reaching ERPA signing and issuance, as well as capitalising on bilateral work previously undertaken outside of LEAF. Going forward, it is recommended that, for less affluent countries, LEAF moves away from small support packages spread over multiple countries that focus on specific technical issues over more holistic, country-led support. Instead, a longer-term capacity building type support could potentially meet needs better in this context.
A TA coordination group with UN-REDD was set up and trialled but stopped as they found it was not adding value over more focused, jurisdiction-specific meetings. Better value could have been achieved by improved coordination on the ground. Each TA organisation follows its own systems for tracking impacts and results. Although there are some synergies between within the LEAF reporting in the TA Logframe, there is no visible meta-level coordination. Progress could be gauged by assessing how well a state advances through the different stages of the ART-TREES process e.g., developing concept notes, submitting registration documents, engaging the right stakeholders, and setting up institutions to manage funding. But that type of cross-cutting assessment doesn’t currently exist in any formal or centralised way. A country level progress tracker that collates TA from UKTAP and UN-REDD work using the stages noted may be a more practical approach.
The 2-year UKTAP led TA window was deemed insufficient in terms of length and budget by stakeholders. Discussions with HJs showed that their absorptive capacity is low, so extra funding would not necessarily be effective. The TA space is crowded with insufficient coordination and HJs are overwhelmed. In Nepal, stakeholders claimed it was difficult to understand what the Food and Agriculture Organization were doing to coordinate the various TA actors. In Ecuador, the HJ was provided with TA but commented that the work was ‘high-level’ and generic rather than the detailed support they required. Each TA actor uses their own processes, leading to high transaction costs for HJs.  A harmonised approach is recommended based on national demand against clear criteria for the achievement of TREES standard, ERPA requirements and verification processes.  
Some cost efficiency examples were given. For example, the VVB training methodology designed to help HJs navigate the complexities of the validation and verification process was considered highly efficient, with positive feedback from HJs. In Nepal UN-REDD and UKTAP are now part of the MRV working group – led by a FAO-embedded staff member in a Nepal ministry. This has been an efficient solution, but not necessarily low-cost. Similarly, with regards to safeguards, CLP are coordinating workshops to make sure timing makes sense, to avoid overwhelming the HJ. Another point made was that the TA is working with many jurisdictions simultaneously which could have enabled real-time transfer of knowledge and lessons learned between countries; but there was no evidence of this. Tailored and context specific TA is delivered with broader guidance and tools that can be repurposed or adapted elsewhere, which is efficient. However, contracting costs were high, and the lack of joint meetings with UKTAP/UN-REDD and HJs and donors increased transaction costs for HJs. UN-REDD's pre-existing presence in most countries was believed in the KIIs to have resulted in lower transactions costs.
Although this is a QA process for the TA packages, this was not shared with the ET so we cannot comment on its usefulness. UKTAP are accountable to DESNZ, and CLP and Winrock are accountable to Ricardo the contract holder. Although HJs can review quality, they are not paying for the TA directly, so the incentive is weak and capacity is limited. HJs did make some comments on quality, e.g. UKTAP has been helpful on safeguards work with national experts. UKTAP asserted that the diverse, multinational team structure enhanced project effectiveness across different jurisdictions. Despite a slow start to UKTAP, the sub-contractors indicated that the pace has increased, with 28 distinct activities implemented in five months across jurisdictions and technical themes. They have had positive feedback on quality, but also pace and speed of delivery, which are the main drivers for the positive comments.
There is a greater need for localisation. The UKTAP team, e.g. Winrock do not have an in-country presence, and while they argue that this keeps costs down ($200k per HJ versus $1m by Conservation International), efficiency and effectiveness is questionable. TA providers noted challenges getting local consultants and meeting their requirements. But local consultants are much cheaper, better for keeping capacity within the country and meeting UK Aid objectives around localisation. Local consultancy expenditure overall for the UKTAP comprises an estimated 13% of the consultancy expenditure. The KPI on the percentage of local consultants was met in the last performance review with Ricardo. 
Skills and expertise required have fallen short of the requirements. It was noted by HJs and donors that some UKTAP delivery partners had insufficient prior experience with REDD+ and were not embedded in country processes, and lacked established government contacts, e.g. within the ministry of environment. However, positive comments were made about the UKTAP team in Nepal and for CLP in Ecuador in relation to the approach taken in-country as it was context appropriate. UN-REDD teams are often already in country, which enables rapid and long-term engagement with government staff who may change regularly during these long-term processes.  
[bookmark: _Toc204091216][bookmark: _Toc209013291]2.4.2 Leveraging of Private Finance
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	Public funds (ODA) have, to some extent, been able to successfully leverage private finance. At this point, the 3 main HMG avenues of support (PGF, upfront finance and TA) remain vital to LEAF operations. CPs are not, as anticipated, entering forward purchase agreements early but it is widely assumed that once credits begin to be issued this may begin to shift. Improved communication and continued (flexible) engagement with new market options could enable better operational adaptive management. Where LEAF ERPAs are considered overly complex for the HJ context, they may choose to move forward in a different direction.
	Medium


LEAF has had some success in leveraging private finance, but several critical ToC assumptions have not held up in practice with regards to CPs entering forward purchase agreements early. Leveraging of private sector finance is evidenced by 15 binding commitments from CPs representing 3m tonnes and for JREDD+ credits: $400m mobilised in private sector advanced commitments ($40m in signed contracts). Emergent has predicted a further $230m in investments by the end of 2026. Private sector engagement is visible, but the three main HMG avenues of support (PGF, upfront finance and TA) remain vital to LEAF operations. Engagement of well-regarded sovereigns is an important draw for CPs. It is anticipated that once credits begin to be issued and supply becomes more tangible, CP behaviours may shift. Improved communication may assist to some extent as elaborated below.
There are some frustrations with the performance of early deals with issuance delays leading to a shortage of near-term credits and a desire to see proof of concept. The CPs that are most engaged appear to understand that LEAF is forging a new approach that will take time, but improved communication would be beneficial. There are constraints in relation to VCMs as CP priority is given to other decarbonisation activities such as improving efficiencies and transitioning to clean energy sources. Best practice is generally that where technical means are available, these should be prioritised while carbon offsets should be reserved to compensate for remaining hard-to-abate emissions.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  https://tsapps.nist.gov/publication/get_pdf.cfm?pub_id=957721] 

The current LEAF coalition transactional structures insufficiently support the process of ‘leveraging’ in an effective and efficient manner. Committed corporate demand is below target (demonstrated by limited CP ERPAs and Confirmations signed) with market integrity concerns and delays in credit issuance and the date of the credits. Constraints include concerns from corporates on market integrity, and particularly due to delays in credit issuance - which have meant some partners have needed to drop out of deals due to the need to retire credits within a certain time period corresponding to their financial years. According to the 2024 AR, outcome 4, which reported on CP’s decarbonisation ambition, was removed from quantitative reporting and is replaced by a narrative qualitative format. 
Improved communication and continued engagement with new market options could enable better operational adaptive management. Brief progress updates would prove useful for CPs but also increased transparency and communications around pricing and the wider market activity would be welcomed. The USD 10 price was a particular selling point for some CPs. While there is some indicative willingness for CPs to pay up to USD 15, concise information and communication on reasons for cost (such as higher-than-expected HJ costs, for example) could help convince CPs. 
Emergent is encouraged to continue with its engagement with new market (buying) options (e.g. CORSIA and retiring of FCPF credits). New market options could also include encouraging carbon platforms either through individual (very) large CPs or via an intermediary, such as a trade association.
There are two additional potential issues for some CPs, including SBTi net zero targets ('changing goalposts’) and the removals protocols from ART TREES in relation to HJs with existing lower deforestation levels (HFLD countries) and lower-paced resulting natural regeneration. This could be resolved when the current ICVCM working group reports on this issue. The CAG is currently in the process of updating the PGF operational guidelines and this is expected to be important in relation to the MTT (minimum transaction threshold) and the availability of PGF funds.
Where LEAF ERPAs are considered inappropriate for the HJ context they may choose to move forward without an ERPA. Some countries are bypassing the LEAF ERPA structure by using a different ERPA to use the ART TREES standard directly (Guyana) or via CORSIA. The LEAF ERPA template will be published on the LEAF website. Redacted transaction ERPAs (LEAF and HJ) are published on the LEAF website. Corporate/LEAF ERPAs are not published as they are treated as sensitive – creating an imbalance in the availability of data to the public.[footnoteRef:13] The operational default should be transparency – it is suggested by the evaluation team that confidentiality should be used only where there is a specific request for confidentiality rather than as a blanket policy with the CAG taking the ultimate decision based on clear criteria. A further issue is the difficulty and unfamiliarity of New York law (chosen by Emergent as they are registered in the US) for the HJ, especially the less advanced HJs. This also means that additional TA is likely to be required for this purpose.  [13:  It is worth noting that a foundational element of benefit sharing processes is access to the volumes of finance being transacted. ] 

See also Section 2.4.1 and Annex 6. 
2.5 [bookmark: _Toc204091217][bookmark: _Toc209013292]Value for Money (responding to EQ5)
A separate deliverable provides a confidential VfM analysis in detail. It goes through each of the VFM criteria, which are summarised below (Economy, Effectiveness, Efficiency, Relevance, Equity). The below analysis draws from the evidence presented in the other five EQs and detailed in Annex 2.


	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	Overall, there is evidence throughout that the VfM of the LEAF programme falls short of standards at this point in time. This can largely be explained by the high-risk nature of the programme and optimistic expectations, but also shortfalls in execution and management by Emergent. Overall, the costs of Emergent and TA have been high, efficiency of Emergent and TA has been low. The current LEAF transactional structures have made this conversion of inputs to outputs less efficient than expected in the preset targets (in particular, committed corporate demand, ERPAs agreed and self-financing standards bodies). Outputs are yet to be converted to outcomes (VCM and compliance market development, CERs flowing, stakeholder forest and land use management plans financed and implemented, including benefit sharing). While this process evaluation does not directly assess cost-effectiveness, the gaps in outcome realisation limit any current assessment of value relative to investment. Future evaluations, particularly in Phase 3, should build on this analysis to assess cost-effectiveness once clearer outcome data is available. There are some strong findings on relevance, but with some areas for improvement. The focus has been on higher income countries, thus to an extent failing the equity objective. VfM can improve if carbon credit flows start materialising (effectiveness), with a focus on lower income countries (equity) and performance improves (effectiveness).
	Medium


[bookmark: _Toc204091218]
[bookmark: _Toc209013293]2.5.1 Economy
Costs are generally high and off track against expectations and benchmarks. Emergent’s expenditure (a key cost driver) has overshot the DESNZ commitment so far, disbursing £5.4m against a budgeted £4m. 60% of their costs are to in house staff, with a further 15% on external consultancy, of which 82% is international consultancy. In terms of allocating the expenditure into activities, Emergent spends 40% of its budget on partnerships with HJs to generate credits in HJs, 25% on corporate engagements and 35% on legal, finance, strategic, HR and operations. The Partnerships team was scaled to generate a supply of credits. It relies partially on consultants located locally. Emergent salaries appear to be relatively high compared to some Non-Government Organisation CEO salaries. This reflects their legal, finance and private sector facing expertise. Operations include legal, marketing, strategy, finance, and HR. In the earlier years, many functions were outsourced to more expensive third parties and later brought in-house. Emergent has cited some narrative cost savings activities. DESNZ have commissioned Emergent to undertake an operating model review to assess costs and potential savings as part of their most recent Operational Funding Agreement. The review will be completed by October 2025. 
TA expenditure so far has amounted to £3.2m to UKTAP and £10m to UN-REDD, noting that there is no breakdown of the latter. For UKTAP, Ricardo has 40% of the UKTAP budget. Of their proportion of the budget, 27% goes to programme oversight, 5% to Ricardo fees[footnoteRef:14], 8% to country engagement and 43% to grant fees. The remaining 61% of the UK TAP budget is taken up by Winrock and CLP for TA grants. So the grant proportion of the total is UKTAP is 77%, and the remaining 33% is support costs. The Corporate Engagement team generates demand and manages relationships with corporates. [14:  These relate to fees on external supplier costs. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc209019074]Table 2: Summary of budget allocation for UKTAP
	Cost category 
	% of total UKTAP budget 

	Programme oversight BA1[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Part of BA1 costs relate to Winrock and CLP fees.] 

	14%

	Ricardo fee on TA
	2%

	Country Engagement BA2[footnoteRef:16] [16:  BA2 mainly relates to costs incurred by Winrock and CLP.] 

	7%

	TA grants - Winrock and CLP 
	61%

	TA grants Ricardo staff
	17%

	Total 
	100%


From a sample of 10 UK TAP activities that comprises roughly 50% of UK TAP expenditure, the average expenditure on national experts as a proportion of all experts is 13%. The daily international fee rates are higher than other international programme day rates. Using the weighted average international fee rate from the sample of 10 TA activities and comparing it with 5 FCDO programmes/frameworks' top international rates (not an average of all international rates so this overestimates the benchmark rate), the LEAF rate is 46% higher than the benchmark average top international rate.
In terms of benchmarking LEAF costs and performance to FCPF, REDD Early Movers (REM) and Mobilising Finance for Forests (MFF) programmes, these are not direct comparators, given their lack of private sector focus and lower ambition and risk. In terms of their administrative costs, for FCPF it is 10%. For REM management fees of KfW (the managing agent) are 2.5% for all jurisdictions. with an additional 1.5% for TA support. In this case, the UK pay lower fees for KfW (2.5%) than may otherwise be expected, due to BMZ (Germany) taking on a higher proportion of KfW’s management costs. Financial intermediary fees are also charged, which range from 7 to 11%.  For MFF, it is approximately 15%. For LEAF, the figure is a conservative 55%, but this is not accurate, because it reflects Emergent costs, which are not strictly administrative. Some of the TA costs not included in the 55% figure are also administration as defined by the business case. 
[bookmark: _Toc204091219][bookmark: _Toc209013294]2.5.2 Efficiency
Delivery efficiency of LEAF (generally by Emergent and the TA) has experienced inefficiencies (Section 2.4) and is off track compared to business case expectations. Some delays were out of the programme’s control (contextual complexities and high transaction costs with HJs, declining VCM expectations), but many have been within the programme’s control (Emergent expertise, use of FCDO diplomatic channels[footnoteRef:17], on the ground presence for the TA and a lack of overall MEAL systems). [17:  E.g. where Emergent or TA partners are entering into new government relationships or experiencing delays – where appropriate access could be speeded up by using UK Embassy staff to support Government connections.] 

Inputs (finance, influence, corporate engagement, MEAL, TA) have contributed to outputs of ERPA agreements, a pipeline of HJs to provide high integrity credits in the form of 15 binding commitments from corporates, the creation of standards bodies and reporting systems. But the current LEAF transactional structures have made this conversion of inputs to outputs less efficient than expected in the preset targets (in particular, committed corporate demand, ERPAs agreed and self-financing standards bodies). 
[bookmark: _Toc204091220][bookmark: _Toc209013295]2.5.3 Effectiveness
As discussed in Section 2.3, the effectiveness of LEAF falls short of business case expectations to date, mostly due to internal (within project control) factors and some external contextual factors (out of the project’s control). The programme is significantly off track from business case expectations with no transactions to date and a higher spend on Emergent support costs than expected. This is partly attributable to LEAF, due an underestimation of the complexity and challenges of negotiating public-private agreements (see Section 2.3 on Effectiveness details. But also some of the reasons are out of LEAF’s control, namely, a higher risk is borne by LEAF compared to other similar programmes such as REM, FCPF and MFF. These benchmark programmes do not mobilise corporate private finance, are not creating a new market and have lower ambition. The high returns from a high-risk scenario such as LEAF have yet to be reaped, and this is still feasible with indications in the right direction, with a forecast $230m worth of carbon credit flows by 2030. In terms of the conversion of outputs as described above to outcomes (VCM and compliance market development, CERs flowing, stakeholder forest and land use management plans financed and implemented including benefit sharing), this has not yet happened for various reasons – higher than expected risk and contextual difficulties, and also shortfalls in the efficacy of project activities.
[bookmark: _Toc204091221][bookmark: _Toc209013296]2.5.4 Relevance 
As discussed in Section 2.1, the design overall is relevant in terms of meeting objectives and filling in a gap for creating corporate sector finance flows to HJs, but some areas of design are less relevant. These are its underestimation of the complexities of the concept and design elements needed to meet the execution of the programmes. There has also been an excessive focus on corporates as Emergent’s corporate clients, rather than HJs. 
While LEAF appears additional in the current market context due to the high barriers to entry, the presence of emerging competitors raises important questions about how catalytic LEAF’s role truly is. These dynamics don’t deny additionality, but they do deserve further exploration in Phase 3 – particularly to assess whether LEAF is actively shaping market norms or simply evolving alongside broader trends.
[bookmark: _Toc209013297]2.5.5 VfM recommendations 
VfM is integrated throughout the main recommendations in Section 3.3 and Annex 12 (long version of recommendations), but here are some specific ones: 
VFM should be monitored more rigorously going forward through an independent body appointed by DESNZ. 
A benchmarking exercise for Emergent salary costs is advised.
Sovereign donors should streamline and enhance technical assistance for Host Jurisdictions and wider stakeholders, ensuring support is efficient, longer-term, cost effective with use of national experts and better aligned with programme needs. This should explore sustainable financing options. 
TA providers should develop a joint 5-year TA plan.
Emergent and Sovereign Donors should review the package of support for Host Jurisdictions (and other stakeholders including IP&LCs) with a view to streamlining support (reducing transaction costs and improving efficiency) in providing technical assistance.
2.6 [bookmark: _Toc204091222][bookmark: _Toc209013298]Gender, Equality, Disability, Social Inclusion and Equity (responding to EQ6)
[bookmark: _Toc204091223]GEDSI was found to be one of the key weak points of the LEAF Coalition. There is no GEDSI or PSEAH policy for LEAF. Future policies developed should be public, multilingual, and supported by a dissemination plan for stakeholders. Grievance mechanisms are inadequately disseminated and monitored. ART TREES safeguards are insufficient, with limited verification and monitoring. LEAF is disability blind and largely gender blind. IP and LC engagement has improved from a low base but needs more focus and resource allocation. While the Stakeholder Engagement Group (SEG) and IP and LC Advisory Panel are useful structures, they cannot currently manage or resolve risk. Without action, LEAF risks harming key intended beneficiaries. LEAF should cease to use the controversial conflated ‘IPLC’ term. 
[bookmark: _Toc209013299]2.6.1 Gender, Equality, Disability, Social Inclusion and Protection from Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment policy and analysis
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	There is no standalone GEDSI or Protection from Sexual Exploitation, Abuse, and Harassment (PSEAH) policy for LEAF. Emergent’s policy is not publicly available, and reporting/grievance mechanisms are hard to find on the website, English-only, and poorly shared with stakeholders. There is insufficient monitoring and follow-up regarding grievances passed to other parties (TREES and HJs). Whilst ART TREES incorporates the Cancun standards, these alone are insufficient. Line of sight to TREES verification/monitoring needs to be strengthened. LEAF (and TREES) is disability blind, with gender integration inconsistent and lacking oversight.
	Medium


No standalone GEDSI or PSEAH policy exists for LEAF. While gender is mentioned in the business case, this is not meaningfully translated into LEAF’s design, objectives, or reporting. Emergent has a policy on PSEAH (although no broader GEDSI policy), which is embedded in terms of staff induction and ongoing training, with some refresher sessions, but it is not publicly available. Though it states applicability to all activities, including IP and LC engagement, there are no clear oversight or monitoring mechanisms for this. PSEAH is included in annexes with HJs, but beyond contracts, it is not clear how this is monitored. There is a reporting ‘button’ and email address on the website, but awareness is limited, and mechanisms are online and English only, excluding much of the beneficiary population. ‘Grievances’ raised through these mechanisms lack follow-up to ensure resolution. 
ART TREES incorporates the Cancun Safeguards, which contain some GEDSI-related content; however, this is insufficient and needs to be developed further, made more explicit, and more directive. The social safeguard details of TREES are insufficiently detailed, explicit, and directive; and are relegated to annexes and ‘small print’. Stakeholders (TA providers and HMG departments) indicated that these are not a strong focus of monitoring/verification processes from TREES, and one stakeholder (TA provider) also questioned the expertise of TREES auditors in the verification of these types of issues. No routine and consistent disaggregated data is available for the programme or HJs. See Annex 7 for further analysis.
LEAF is disability ‘blind’ in its current design and implementation. Disability is not evident to any extent in terms of the design, objectives nor implementation of LEAF (bar an isolated clause in Emergent’s contract). Emergent stated that the issue of disability “had not come up” to date. TA providers indicated that getting better engagement and inclusion of IP and LC groups was a priority, before granularity on gender and disability could be given further attention. Some HJs had better inclusion of disability, gender, and other vulnerable or marginalised groups in their LEAF proposals (e.g., Ghana), but as previously stated, this is often due to previous REDD+ progress and support under other programmes (e.g., FCPF), and not driven by LEAF per se. The TREES Standard itself is disability blind and almost completely gender blind. There is thus no possibility of consideration of intersectionality across the programme.
[bookmark: _Toc204091224][bookmark: _Toc209013300]2.6.2 Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities Engagement
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	IP and LC engagement across LEAF has improved from a low base but needs greater focus and resource allocation. Safeguard robustness and monitoring (especially BSPs, FPIC, and TREES verification processes) require strengthening and clearer direction. The SEG and IP and LC Advisory Panel are useful but currently unable to support risk management or safeguard improvement. Consideration also needs to be given to building the capacity of communities to receive and manage funds. 
	Medium


IP and LC engagement was negligible at LEAF’s outset and, while improved, remains limited and inconsistent. Early grievances about exclusion led to revised proposal requirements mandating that HJs inform IP and LC groups at the start of engagement. Safeguard implementation is stronger in jurisdictions with prior REDD+ experience (e.g., Costa Rica, where participatory planning is integrated into benefit-sharing mechanisms), but oversight is minimal, with no penalties or accountability, resulting in wide inconsistencies. Safeguards are not routinely included in ERPAs. Verification involves Emergent (with one IP and LC Lead and limited local consultants) and two IP and LC advisors across LEAF geographies, resulting in high-level, superficial oversight. TREES verification is meant to cover these issues, but lacks clarity, reinforcing concerns about the adequacy of the TREES safeguard and verification. See earlier comments regarding concerns over the grievance/reporting mechanisms. 
The SEG and IP, and LC Advisory Panel provide discussion and information-sharing platforms but are not structured or equipped to tackle and resolve sensitive or structural issues. This finding is based on observance of both forums, but unfortunately, further direct engagement with members was not possible during the evaluation. The SEG and IP and LC Panel are useful concepts for LEAF - but they are relatively short sessions, where the emphasis is mainly on information-sharing and limited time for discussion. The SEG particularly does not seem to provide an open forum for raising and debating issues and concerns. Resource constraints limit in-person consultations; some are being delegated to local consultants which supports to some extent. IP and LC advisors noted that expectations to support safeguard implementation had not materialised.
LEAF overly relies on TREES and HJs to meaningfully engage IP and LC groups, with limited oversight and direction. As stated in Section 2.1, several studies have indicated key gaps in the safeguards and GEDSI considerations of the TREES standard, and the lack of mention of FPIC or clear specifications around Benefit Sharing Plans (these are not mandated nor verified). A benefit of LEAF is the flexibility to adapt according to country and sub-national contexts; however, this flexibility risks being extended too far, and presenting high risks for IP and LC groups being excluded.
Emergent has raised capacity constraints in advancing a safeguards and GEDSI system; relocating existing resources should be considered first. HJ and TA stakeholders highlight the resource-intensive nature of IP and LC engagement and Benefit Sharing Plans, which must be addressed in the next phase. Support for communities in managing and allocating funds is also needed, with early positive examples seen in Brazilian states.  
[bookmark: _Toc204091225][bookmark: _Toc209013301]2.6.3 Unintended effects on host jurisdictions and IP and LCs
	Overall finding
	Strength of Evidence

	There are early signs of some negative effects on IP and LC groups in terms of frustrations and disappointment with engagement levels and delayed payments. Concerns over insufficient safeguards and related monitoring must be addressed to avoid LEAF presenting harm to key intended beneficiaries. LEAF should cease to use the conflated and controversial acronym ‘IPLCs’. 
	Medium


Whilst it is too early to assess LEAF’s effects, including unintended ones, on IP and LCs, there are early signs that there are risks of marginalisation and exclusion should affirmative action not be taken soon. Early signs include payments that are yet to materialise and a gap between expectations and reality, leading to frustration, disappointment and mistrust from IP and LC groups. 
Conflation of IP and LCs. Throughout this report, we have intentionally ‘disaggregated’ IP and LC groups and stakeholders in our terminology (ceasing to use the conflated ‘IPLC’ acronym). This links to a specific request from the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues[footnoteRef:18]; as a lack of differentiation undermines distinct rights and governance structures.  [18:  UN, 2022, Report of the Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues on its 21st session (25 April–6 May 2022).] 

[bookmark: _Toc204091226]

3. [bookmark: _Toc209013302]Lessons, Conclusions & Recommendations
A policy summary is available at Annex 13. 
[bookmark: _Toc204091227][bookmark: _Toc209013303]3.1 Lessons
	
	Lesson

	A
	UK Government teams should create and retain clear boundaries on setting performance measures of programmes in order to objectively manage programmes. This should include “stop-go” points where performance is very clearly scrutinised and the strategy is reviewed. Acknowledging that LEAF is operating in an untested and innovative space, there remains a need for clear criteria and timelines for funding decisions on UK ICF.

	B
	UK Government teams should seek independent advice on standards that are later central to programmes. Understanding the strengths, weaknesses, and future trajectories of standards is critical, as well as building resilience in the market, where over dependence on one set of standards may create risk. 

	C
	LEAF and wider actors have underestimated the real costs of engaging in a high-integrity carbon market. HJs have struggled to finance the upfront costs involved in preparing for the ART TREES standard and negotiating ERPAs.

	D
	There is a perception that LEAF serves the corporate sector as the client, not HJs in equal measure. How new initiatives are introduced, communicated, and operationalised can reinforce ‘Global North’ dominant power dynamics. UK ICF-funded interventions should have clear pathways to delivering support to the most vulnerable countries and communities, but this does not appear to have been a primary message so far in LEAF.

	E
	Carbon markets are unpredictable, and a highly adaptive programme design is needed to maximise opportunities and reduce risks. Studies are underway on ‘who owns’ carbon rights and credits. Actors should be regularly conducting horizon scans of ‘external’ contexts and creating space for dialogue with all LEAF actors, and using independent advice.

	F
	The amount of time it takes to ‘create’ a forest-based carbon market is unpredictable, and the timeframes in the business case were vastly optimistic. Emergent has underestimated the complexity of the task and has also been overly optimistic on this. 

	G
	There is a need for clarity on definitions of what a self-sustaining market is and the role of ICF in supporting this (see also Figure 4 Revised Theory of Change) – currently, the progress appears to have favoured the establishment of Emergent instead of a focus on the market (almost as a private/not-for-profit sector start-up). The messaging and action should be around creating a functioning market ecosystem of standards, verification processes, and diverse and active market players. There are many other ‘market makers’ to invest in (see Annex 3). 

	H
	Creating new TA offers necessitates longer-term planning and integration with existing offers to ensure added value. Whilst the additional DESNZ-supported £5M TA has been welcomed, a more strategic, longer-term, and locally engaged approach to TA provision is needed.

	I
	A holistic approach to valuing forests is needed. Forests provide a wealth of benefits to a diverse set of stakeholders – often through complex rights, access, and cultural practices. Mitigating GHGs is one of many benefits, and deeper understanding of the suite of benefits would be useful.  Ensuring ‘no one is left behind’ is vital, including in post-conflict countries.  

	J
	Investing in novel ‘start-ups’, whether non-profit or for-profit requires significant tracking to ensure the ‘innovation’ is rooted in reality and the systems/processes / technical knowledge are in place. Without that, crafting a ‘self-sustaining market’ for the sale of forest carbon credits from diverse operational, regulatory, and capacity contexts will be more challenging. Clear criteria for decision-making on effectiveness are required to ensure VfM and effective investment.  
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The carbon market, whilst turbulent, has remained steady on messaging around quality and integrity. Forecast to grow rapidly, fuelled by net zero goals and regulatory changes – LEAF clearly has the potential to play a critical role and prove what is possible in the jurisdictional REDD space. LEAF stakeholders have shown resilience, patience, and optimism over the last four years as LEAF has evolved and continues to evolve. Slow progress and a lack of transactions have been a significant challenge. LEAF objectives and design were well-intentioned in meeting the needs of HJs, global stakeholders, sovereign donors, and corporates, but the slow progress to date on completing transactions has led many stakeholders to question the design. 2025 is seen as a pivotal moment when funds are likely to flow to HJs - through agreed Benefit Sharing Plans for IP and LCs, and ideally contributing to an improvement in market confidence.
Future shifts around Article 6 of the Paris Agreement and alignments with compliance markets mean LEAF will need to be nimble and be ahead of the game. Increased policy ambitions around the compliance carbon market and the rapid development of new market structures will require any market player to be highly adaptive. As more voluntary credits are designed to be eligible for compliance obligations in national and international systems, and discussions on ‘interoperability’ rise, it will be important for LEAF to make clear signals on how it might operate in the coming years as the markets continue to evolve. 
Adopting the revised ToC provides an opportunity to lay out a deeper understanding of the multi-layered process of ‘market creation’ and market making with HJs, CPs and standards organisations and verification bodies, as well as diverse transaction routes. 
With the demand for quality and integrity – comes a need for legitimacy, trust and transparency. LEAF could improve communications and information sharing across all stakeholder groups and take bolder moves towards greater transparency. Transparency across all stakeholders, including CPs, will increase accountability and thus reduce reputational risks associated with climate litigation and wider legal challenges around the application of agreed safeguards.
The UK Government has played an important role in kick starting the LEAF Coalition. In the medium to longer term, the UK Government should generate a plan to tail off support to Emergent and use time and resources to strengthen other market makers. They should be planning to level the playing field for HJs – assuming the first LEAF transactions take place in 2025 and prove the concept. Focus should shift to address the needs of high forest, less advanced jurisdictions (and High Forest Low Deforestation Jurisdictions), to ensure they aren’t left behind and valuable forests lost for climate change mitigation and local adaptation. The UK Government should work more closely with standard setting bodies that shape supply side practices – arguably influencing the standards and strengthening them will have the most lasting impact on the market, which has significant gaps on GEDSI, IP and LC issues. 
Being a first mover on jurisdictional REDD+ is something all LEAF stakeholders should be proud of, as it takes courage to create something new and take risks in public. No one knew what lay ahead and everyone took risks. This process evaluation has set out a range of successes and failures. Failures are bound to happen in an untested space and bring with it the opportunity to make changes based on effective learning. It is critical that learning and corrections happen fast. Core improvements around simplifying the transaction architecture, improving the process for benefit sharing - supporting JREDD players to plan for future funding, addressing standards weaknesses on IP and LC and GEDSI, strengthening the space for IP and LC issues within LEAF and including corporate accountability for their net zero pathways will all bring significant wins. 
Charting a path for countries with lower development and governance indicators is critical. Finding ways to bring them into the carbon market where corporate players may be less interested will require creative thinking, with a possible focus on ‘pooled corporate finance’ to reduce direct corporate risks but it is necessary to delivering a transparent and fair market. 
The UK, Norway, the USA and South Korea – through LEAF - have invested in the development and early implementation of innovative approaches and investments towards potential market-scale transformations. With declining ODA, the case for mobilising private climate finance at scale is even more important. LEAF has the potential to be a catalysing agent in the market and donors should ensure they keep their eye on all of the market makers – investing resources wisely to ensure public funds deliver the strongest mitigation and developmental impacts in diverse operational contexts. 
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The following recommendations are made based on evidence gathered in the process evaluation and the findings from the analysis. These recommendations refer to LEAF activity up to 2030 given the business case extension. A summary table of recommendations is noted below (Table 3) and a more detailed version is presented in Annex 12, alongside the ET’s rating of the risk if not adopted. 
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	Recommendations (Short version)
	Targeted audience

	1
	DESNZ should strengthen programme management by appointing an enhanced independent body to support work on accountability and learning. Scope would also include enhanced tracking of VfM metrics. DESNZ should agree with Emergent on a secure method to share sensitive LEAF documentation to improve transparency. 
DESNZ should adopt the recommended changes to the ToC and revise the logframe to create one overarching framework covering all programme activities.
	DESNZ

	2
	The UK Government should deepen coordinated action on forestry by leveraging the International Forest Unit and establishing country-level coordination platforms. Sovereign donors should adopt a more directive and explicit approach to the inclusion of Indigenous Peoples (IP) and Local Communities (LCs) in LEAF.
	DESNZ
FCDO
Sovereign donors

	3
	LEAF should improve communications with core stakeholders (CPs and HJs) and explore new market options, e.g. compliance markets. It should develop tailored strategies for different regions. It should enhance transparency in pricing and align more closely with national government priorities. LEAF should reform current practice on sensitive IP and LC issues and strengthen GEDSI aspects.
	LEAF
Emergent
DESNZ

	4
	Increasing the value proposition for HJs - LEAF should review its governance to enable greater involvement of HJs and increase transparency around advisory group membership and corporate commitments. Emergent should further simplify the transaction processes, clarify pricing and financial intermediary arrangements, and accelerate the establishment of clear insurance and dispute resolution mechanisms.
	LEAF
Emergent


	5
	Sovereign donors should streamline, scale up and enhance technical assistance for HJs and wider stakeholders, ensuring support is efficient, longer-term with conscious capacity building, cost effective including the use of local experts and better aligned with programme needs. Strengthened QA of TA and tracking costs would be advantageous. Donors should explore sustainable financing options, e.g. if Emergent becomes profitable - using a percentage profit to fund TA or allocating a percentage of fees paid to Emergent to a fund for TA. TA providers should develop a joint 5-year TA plan.
	Sovereign donors
TA providers

	6
	DESNZ, LEAF, the UK, and Norway should actively participate in the ART-TREES review, advocating for stronger verification, monitoring, and the inclusion of IP, LC, gender, and disability issues. LEAF and sovereign donors should also ensure better oversight of third-party verification to maintain high integrity and robust reporting.
	DESNZ (on behalf of UK Government)
Norway
LEAF

	7
	The UK Government should establish explicit pathways for less advanced countries in future LEAF investments to prevent these high-forest, high-poverty countries from being left behind. It should also transparently demonstrate how UK ICF spent through LEAF complies with legal requirements on poverty and gender.
	DESNZ (on behalf of UK Government)
Norway
LEAF
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