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A. SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW

A1. Description of programme

The Biodiverse Landscapes Fund (BLF) is a UK Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) programme focused on supporting people, nature and climate in globally critical landscapes. It aims to: 
1. Develop economic opportunities through investment in nature in support of climate adaptation and resilience and poverty reduction – people.
2. Slow, halt or reverse biodiversity loss in six globally significant regions for   biodiversity – nature. 
3. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and safeguard natural carbon sinks – climate. 
The BLF was launched to operate in six critical ecosystems, five of which are transboundary, and currently spans 18 countries in total. Madagascar is the only single-country landscape.

Table 1: BLF landscapes 
	Landscape 
	Countries Covered 

	Andes/Amazon (AA)
	Ecuador, Peru 

	Kavango Zambezi Transfrontier Conservation Area (KAZA) 
	Angola, Botswana, Namibia, Zambia, Zimbabwe 

	Lower Mekong (LM)
	Cambodia, Laos, Vietnam 

	Western Congo Basin (WCB)
	Cameroon, Gabon, Republic of Congo 

	Mesoamerica (MA)
	Belize, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras 

	Madagascar (MDG)
	Madagascar 



To deliver these aims, the BLF supports consortia predominantly led by international Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and comprising other international and local organisations. The consortia work with national and local governments, local and park authorities, and Indigenous People and local communities (IPLCs) to deliver activities tackling drivers of poverty, environmental degradation and climate change. The BLF is designed to generate and respond to evidence and learning, and test whether transboundary and landscape approaches lead to better outcomes.

The BLF Fund Manager (FM), PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), administers BLF funds and manages Lead Delivery Partners (LDPs) in each landscape, and an Independent Evaluator (known as the ‘IndEv’), Oxford Policy Management (OPM) and ITAD, has developed a portfolio-level Monitoring Evaluation and Learning (MEL) framework and conducts regular ‘learning cycles’. Defra, the FM, and the IndEv work together as a global ‘One Team’ and support LDPs to ensure the BLF is delivering on time and within budget, assess impact and value for money, and to share learning across landscapes and with the wider development and conservation communities so that, in time, effective interventions might be scaled and/or replicated, including by other development partners.

A2. Summary supporting narrative for the overall score in this review

This Annual Review (AR) covers the period from April 2024 to June 2025 and reflects on the overall performance of the BLF. It draws on annual reports from BLF delivery partners, including the FM, IndEv and LDPs, and Defra experience delivering and engaging on the BLF throughout the year. It has been reviewed by Defra’s ODA Annual Review Board and approved by Defra’s Senior Responsible Officer for the BLF, and Defra’s Deputy Director for ODA and International Biodiversity Funds.

The BLF is a complex programme with multiple delivery partners, which has taken time to set up. The previous BLF AR (2023–24) relied primarily on process-based milestones, as most landscapes were still in their inception phase. Madagascar began earlier in 2021 and was managed separately before being integrated into the BLF MEL framework in 2023. It’s most recent stand-alone Annual Review was delivered at the end of 2024.

During this reporting year, four additional landscapes – Andes Amazon, Mesoamerica, Western Congo Basin and Lower Mekong – moved out of the inception phase and entered implementation, although for the latter two, early delivery was focused primarily on individual countries (Cameroon and Cambodia) rather than across the entire landscape. This AR reflects the landscapes’ early progress, combining process-based indicators with initial results-based reporting where possible. Madagascar is included qualitatively but excluded in the scoring due to its recent separate AR. This landscape will next be scored in April 2026 and integrated fully into the next BLF AR.

The overall score for this AR is a borderline B (57 compared to the benchmark of 60 for an A). This score reflects good progress in transitioning out of the inception phase for the majority of the landscapes, as well as the relatively early implementation stage of the programme overall, and a number of challenges and delays encountered over the past year.

Although not formally included in the scoring, substantial work has been undertaken over the past year to develop gender, equity and social inclusion (GESI) self-assessments for each landscape. These required LDPs to rate each component of their programme on the scale of GESI unaware to GESI transformative, and the evidence provided by LDPs was reviewed and moderated by the FM. All components across the landscapes met the minimum requirement of GESI sensitive, with a number of components meeting GESI empowering. A BLF GESI Action Plan has been developed to build on this progress and guide further improvements.

In February 2025, the UK Government announced a reduction in the ODA budget from 0.5% to 0.3% of GNI to accommodate increased defence spending. HMG’s Spending Review and Defra’s business planning processes took place across Spring and Summer 2025 to assess changes to programme budgets from FY 2026/27 onwards. As a result, various BLF activities across landscapes were delayed during this period to ensure a cautious, value-for-money approach. For example, baseline evaluations were paused in several landscapes, and progress on the KAZA Grant Funding Agreement was halted, hence implementation has not started in this landscape. The implications of reduced budgets from April 2026 are expected to significantly affect the scope and delivery of the BLF. This AR has been written before those decisions have been made and reflects on the period until June 2025.


A3. Major lessons and recommendations for the year ahead

The major lessons for this AR have emerged through both formal and informal processes. This includes through lessons outlined in the IndEv’s portfolio inception report as well as more informal reflections from the FM, LDPs and Defra.

Lessons:
1. There has been strong, early progress in biodiversity conservation management. Conservation activities are delivering early results, with 76% of indicators under this theme scoring A or above. This reflects the existing expertise of many LDPs in this area and suggests that conservation-focused interventions have been more readily implementable and measurable for partners. Notable examples include the expansion of the Rio Negro Sopladora National Park in Ecuador which is a key step towards the official establishment of a bi-national transboundary conservation corridor between Ecuador and Peru in a critical area for biodiversity in the Andes Amazon. In Mesoamerica the signing of eight new conservation agreements will strengthen ecosystem protection and restoration.

2. Progress on livelihoods, governance and IPLC capacity building has been challenging. Themes such as livelihoods, governance, and IPLC capacity building showed significantly lower performance (42-56% of indicators scoring A or above).
These areas often require more complex, context-specific approaches and longer timeframes to show results. The programme should consider more tailored support, realistic milestone setting, and clearer theories of change for these themes.

3. GESI integration shows promise but needs depth. All programme components met the minimum GESI-sensitive standard, with some rated as empowering or transformative. However, evidence for higher ratings was often theoretical, and implementation is still in early stages. GESI ambitions are high, but delivery needs to catch up and could be constrained by the implementation model lacking GESI expertise within the LDPs and Fund Manager. 

4. More time should have been provided to LDPs to complete their inception phase. The original three-month inception timeline proved unrealistic. It was extended to six months and then further, requiring additional support from the FM and IndEv to finalise MEL frameworks, logframes, and baseline plans. This led to contract amendments and re-budgeting. A longer inception phase (e.g. nine months) would have been more appropriate from the outset.

5. The first annual learning cycles proved complicated in practice, limiting their impact on programme activities. The learning cycles were resource intensive for both the IndEv and the LDPs (often carried out over several sessions) and not all learnings resulted in actionable Adaptive Programming Recommendations (APRs) that were readily able to be incorporated into the workplans and budgets. While strategic reflections were useful, they proved more challenging to track and apply.

6. More emphasis should have been placed on assessing the capacity of LDPs to undertake the required monitoring at the point of evaluating potential grantees. Insufficient assessment of LDPs’ monitoring capacity during selection led to significant strain on the FM and IndEv. External support had to be brought in for baseline data collection, diverting resources from other priorities. The first round of annual results reporting has been varied, with some landscapes struggling to meet the BLF’s requirements, and there has also been a varied level of ambition in targets across landscapes, which has a knock-on impact on scores, thereby limiting comparability across landscapes. The FM will continue to work with all LDPs to improve the quality of log frames and the milestones within them over the next year.

7. In countries where LDPs did not already have established relationships, it was often slower to achieve strong government engagement and local buy-in, in some cases slowing delivery. For example, some LDP’s lack of presence across all countries in the landscape created challenges in engaging host governments to gain support for the programme and slowed coordination with local delivery partners to start implementation.

8. It is not clear that the use of “accelerated funds” had the desired impact on speeding up delivery in all landscapes. The use of accelerated funds involved providing LDPs with additional funds which could only be used for a limited and defined period (up to the end of FY 24/25). Whilst these were useful and generated good results in some landscapes, they also created an additional administrative burden and were often prioritised over broader workplan activities, with mixed results.

Recommendations: 
A. In the context of the UK’s reduction in ODA, careful decisions should be made to ensure good value for money (VfM) and long-term impact with a reduced budget. Defra must consider how to maintain the most impactful landscapes and ensure a proportionate and cost-effective approach with a smaller level of funding expected overall. For example, considering focusing on maintaining impact in fewer places, rather than spreading funding very thinly. Where cuts are required, Defra should provide partners with as much notice as possible and seek to make the most of the significant work that has already gone into the programme.

B. Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) should be streamlined and made more coherent to reduce complexity and improve efficiency. A simplified structure could assign one organisation full responsibility for monitoring – including indicators, targets, and data aggregation – as well as learning, while evaluation is kept separate. Consolidating monitoring and learning within a single organisation would enable a more comprehensive review of landscape workplans, budgets, and APRs, ensuring alignment with both landscape and portfolio logframes and theories of change. Technical support should be provided to test and strengthen these linkages. The portfolio theory of change should be revisited to clearly articulate the programme’s logic, demonstrate alignment with HMG’s climate and nature strategic priorities, and explicitly outline risks and assumptions. Where feasible, the number of outcome indicators should be streamlined. In response to feedback, the frequency of learning cycles should be reassessed to reflect capacity constraints and the needs of LDPs. These adjustments would preserve programme and landscape oversight and coherence, while easing the coordination and administrative demands currently placed on LDPs in relation to monitoring, learning, and reporting.

C. More support should be provided to LDPs to improve their monitoring and reporting. Along with the above MEL changes, more support should be provided to LDPs to improve their logframes so that they are comparable across landscapes, that evidence for outputs is clearly evidenced and verified, and that clear APRs can be incorporated into workplans with separate learning captured. We should also work with LDPs to improve processes and capacity around financial forecasting.

D. Building on the technical assistance (TA) work already delivered in some landscapes, Defra should consider expanding TA support to partner governments. Strengthening this offer could help to better develop the enabling conditions for BLF interventions and align with partner countries’ priorities. Where funding allows, this could include work outside of the current GFAs, and/or consider development of complimentary strategic partnerships in priority areas.

E. Defra should finalise and standardise its patrolling guidance across all landscapes. This should ensure rangers are equipped with appropriate personal security measures and carry out their duties safely and responsibly.

F. A greater focus on external comms as implementation grows and results are delivered. With results now emerging across the BLF portfolio, there is a growing opportunity to share compelling stories that resonate beyond the immediate programme. Regional and local communications have already begun to showcase achievements, and this momentum is building interest across LDPs and the wider sector. To capitalise on this, the coming year should see a stronger focus on external and HMG wide communications that bring the BLF narrative to life. Launching the BLF website will be a key step in creating a central platform for sharing progress, insights, and impact. Alongside this, Defra should work to develop a clear and engaging external narrative that articulates the BLF’s added value and connects it with other relevant programmes. Strengthening these links will help deepen understanding, foster collaboration, and ensure the BLF’s contribution is widely recognised.

G. Defra should continue to focus on gender, equity and social inclusion (GESI) and take forward the BLF GESI Action Plan. Significant work has been undertaken on developing GESI self-assessments for each landscape, which provide a strong baseline. Over the next year, the One Team should continue to support landscapes in delivering on the GESI Action Plan and moving towards GESI-empowering status across components, where possible.

Review of recommendations made in the Biodiverse Landscapes Annual Review for 2023 - 2024

Below we provide an update on the recommendations from the previous year’s Annual Review:

	2023-24 recommendations
	2025 update

	1. Defra, with the support of the One Team, should undertake a stocktake and lessons learned exercise before the next AR so that improvements can be made. LDPs should be part of this stocktake exercise to feedback on their experience so far and to help identify where they need more support, particularly on financial management and MEL. The One Team should also consider where it might be possible to increase flexibility on how outcomes are delivered and the associated MEL approach, within the framework of the BLF’s common outcomes, as well as review BLF budget lines to identify efficiencies, and reallocate funding to administrative areas where additional investment is needed during early implementation. This should help build a global BLF team which will be vital as implementation starts.

	A BLF stock-take took place in summer 2024, a MEL stock-take in December 2024, as well as an LDP feedback session in summer 2024 and an internal Defra session in July 2025.

Further sessions and plans were put on hold due to the recent ODA cut announcements but will commence later in 2025.

	2. The FM, with the support of the IndEv, should work with LDPs to develop appropriate logframe outputs which will help LDPs and programme managers to understand progress, performance, and pivot points across the portfolio, and which will improve coherence across the portfolio, building on the IndEv lead portfolio inception report due in October 2024.

	All landscape logframes, with the exception of KAZA, have been completed and approved by the FM. Work is ongoing to enhance coherence, particularly in relation to the varying levels of ambition reflected in the milestone targets across the different landscapes. 

	3. The One Team should improve internal coordination and streamline their engagement to ensure LDPs receive manageable volumes of information and targeted support which harnesses and builds on the expertise in their consortia. As part of this, they should continue to refine roles and responsibilities and ensure adequate resourcing and budget is agreed with Defra to support these, as the BLF enters implementation. 

	Progress has been made throughout this reporting period and will be further refined throughout 2025 with expected changes due to ODA reductions.

	4. Defra should plan and budget for more frequent engagement with partner governments and stakeholders in person. This will build relationships and ensure the BLF supports their priorities and help to communicate results. BLF partner governments would like to use the programme to help deepen our bilateral partnerships on nature, which provides good opportunities for the UK’s wider diplomatic engagement and strong foundations for future Defra programming. This requires more sustained and in person engagement, and strategic use of senior officials and ministers when appropriate and possible.

	Travel plans were implemented across multiple landscapes to support BLF activities and strengthen relationships with host governments and stakeholders. Key visits and outcomes include:

· Mesoamerica: BLF launch events were held in Belize, Trifinio, and La Moskitia; the Landscape Coordinator participated in technical committee meetings in Trifinio (Guatemala) and Belize; and in October 2024, a Defra delegation – including the Landscape Adviser, SRO, a Fund Manager representative, and the Landscape Coordinator – visited the Selva Maya (Guatemala) and the Trifinio sub-landscape.

· Western Congo Basin: Visits to Gabon in December 2024 and June 2025 facilitated government engagement through a stakeholder workshop and the King’s Birthday Party event. These efforts led to a letter of support from the government. Engagements in Congo Brazzaville in October 2024 and February 2025 helped build stronger relationships, ultimately securing a license to operate.

· Andes Amzon: In May and June, the Landscape Coordinator conducted extensive field visits in Peru and Ecuador, meeting a wide range of stakeholders. A key event in Quito showcased one year of BLF AA implementation and highlighted Practical Action’s role in Ecuador, with strong participation from the host government, local communities, and the UK Post.

· Lower Mekong: The Landscape Coordinator supported influencing the license-to-operate process through engagement with delivery partners and host government focal points, building on previous engagement that resulted in three government-to-government MoUs signed in 2023. The license to operate for Cambodia was secured in March 2025.

· Madagascar: Delivery partners engaged the host government through technical bilateral meetings and participation in various boards. The External Advisory Board (EAB), which includes the Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development, met last on March 11th to provide guidance for the consortium. The Extended Implementation Board (EIB) meets quarterly and includes diverse actors, including the host government, to support project implementation.

	5. Defra should explore providing TA to partner governments to better develop the enabling conditions for BLF interventions and respond better to partner countries’ demands. This would help improve the ‘enabling environment’ for the BLF’s interventions and make it a more demonstrably demand-led. This was a gap in the original design. Consideration of further funding for this could be part of a future spending review bid.

	The BLF team considered an option to provide further TA via the UK PACT platform; however, this was put on hold due to the Spending Review process. This remains as a recommendation in this AR.

However, TA is being provided the consortium partners in several landscapes, for example:

· Andes Amazon: TA is being provided to local governments and the Ministries of Environment and Foreign Affairs to support the establishment of conservation units in critical connectivity areas within the Andes Amazon Transboundary Corridor (CCTAA).

· Mesoamerica: Technical support is being provided to design the Fund for Conservation and Restoration of the Selva Maya in Petén, in close coordination with the Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Finance, and other key stakeholders in Guatemala.

· Madagascar: DEFRA considered hiring a consultant to be based within the Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development, however, this was reconsidered due to ODA budget cuts.

	6. Defra should work with FCDO Posts in BLF countries to adapt landscape governance structures and engagement plans to geopolitical realities, including separating by country or even area as needed, whilst maintaining transboundary approach to operations as far as possible. 

	Governance mechanisms have been established or adapted across landscapes to support coordination, stakeholder engagement, and decision-making. Key developments include:

· Mesoamerica: Four technical sub-landscape committees have been established (Selva Maya Guatemala, Selva Maya Belize, Trifinio and Moskitia) with attendance from government representatives, delivery partners, and Defra.

· Western Congo Basin: A quarterly governance committee was created for Gabon, comprising Government representatives (Minister and Focal Point); the UK (High Commissioner and Landscape Coordinator); and the LDP and downstream partners. The LDP also signed an MoU with the Central African Forest Commission (COMIFAC), to use as a platform for transboundary governance.

· Andes Amazon: A Stakeholder Coordination Framework has been developed to facilitate high-level coordination between: UK Government; host government Ministries of Environment; and the implementing consortium. The framework includes an Indigenous Coordination Committee, which ensures direct engagement and meaningful participation of Indigenous Peoples.

· Madagascar: As a single-country landscape, the governance requirements are different. The upcoming mid-term review is expected to help develop an adapted governance approach.

· Lower Mekong: Steering Committee and Advisory Committees have been developed with host governments in Lao PDR and Cambodia, expected to serve as a foundation for transboundary governance once finalised. Delivery partners have led on engagement efforts, with the role of Defra focused on diplomatic support to influence key decisions.

	7. LDPs should stagger implementation of activities, taking a risk-based approach. This means starting with low-risk interventions in locations familiar to consortiums and Posts, building out to higher risk interventions and more remote locations once we have assurance operations are delivering good VfM

	Implementation plans were reviewed by the FM and IndEv. The annual learning cycle was a testbed to understand which interventions are progressing well and which are not.

	8. Defra should assess the risk that workplans will not be fully implemented before the end of the programme in countries where implementation is stalled/slowed due to political challenges or because risks above appetite have emerged.

	This assessment will be completed as part of the spending review process.

	9. Defra and the FM, in consultation with the ODA Hub, should consider revising BLF ambition on GESI from ‘GESI transformative’ to ‘GESI empowering’, to reflect better the realities reflected in the GESI self-assessments produced so far, and update the BLF Grant Handbook accordingly. Defra should then develop a Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) strategy to set out how the BLF could move from ‘GESI sensitive’ to ‘GESI empowering’ during its lifetime, which could include working with LDPs to incorporate better tracking of GESI outcomes within logframes, or building capacity of LDPs on GESI where the approach could be strengthened.

	LDPs have now conducted and reported on GESI assessments. Defra will use this as part of adapting the programme as part of the spending review process and consider overall GESI ambition in continuing landscapes.





	

	10. The BLF Defra team should work with ODA Hub to finalise a Defra policy position on Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights (SRHR) interventions in relation to conservation and biodiversity programming; and use this to make an informed decision on whether to proceed with the health components of the Western Congo Basin programme
	An internal Defra policy position was developed on SRHR interventions, which has been used to help guide programme decision-making.





B: THEORY OF CHANGE AND PROGRESS TOWARDS OUTCOMES

B1. Summarise the programme’s Theory of Change, including any changes to outcome and impact indicators from the original business case.

[bookmark: _Hlk24972338]Theory of Change
	
The BLF supports developing countries to fight poverty, protect nature, and tackle climate change across critical landscapes. (Fig. 1). In order to deliver these outcomes, and consider relevant trade-offs, the BLF seeks to address proximate and underlying drivers of biodiversity and ecosystem loss, and local poverty. There are three levels of interventions which address these drivers. 

Level 1 includes interventions to improve landscape management for people and biodiversity, by improving the management and governance of new and existing protected areas as well as supporting communities to secure their rights and improve their management of natural resources. Interventions also support communities, the private sector and local government to improve management of areas surrounding Protected Areas to connect landscape areas for biodiversity. 

Level 2 interventions mainstream biodiversity, ecosystem and poverty considerations into legal and policy frameworks institutions and private sector companies operating in or affecting the landscape, to address the systemic underlying drivers.

Level 3 interventions develop long-term financing mechanisms and reform financial incentives to ensure results are sustained.
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	Figure 1. BLF portfolio Theory of Change



The IndEv has also identified five ‘design features’ from the BLF programme level business case (Fig 2 below). These are delivering multiple benefits for nature, people and climate (see above Fig. 1.1); a landscape focus (Fig. 1.2); a multi-level focus (Fig 1.3); a contribution to transformational change; and adaptive programming. The last two design features are not explicitly within the theory of change but can be found within the portfolio level business case and will be assessed whether to feature in the revision of the ToC following inception.  This portfolio ToC does not currently outline risks and assumptions hence these have not been reviewed during this annual review, but this is a recommendation to have in place for future reviews.
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	Figure 2. Five Key Portfolio-level design features of BLF



Initial landscape-level ToCs were developed in the individual business cases for each landscape and then proposed by LDPs during the grant competition. During the inception phase, the IndEv has supported the development of “systemic” ToCs (SToCs) for each landscape. Utilising system mapping, these are aimed to provide insights into the causal mechanisms and assumptions in each landscape and to help summarise complex systems of interest. This is aimed to support an iterative process of monitoring, feedback, learning and decision making as the landscapes move into delivery. For example, in the Andes Amazon landscape the use of SToCs helped to identify two distinct sub-landscapes which allowed them to better tailor activities to local drivers of biodiversity loss and poverty, and political and operational realities.


Changes to outcome and impact indicators from the Business Case

The BLF has the following impact statement and indicator:
BLF Impact Statement: To reduce poverty and create sustainable economic development for communities living in, and dependent upon, environmentally critical landscapes through delivering lasting landscape protection, sustainable management and restoration, safeguarding biodiversity, maintaining and improving ecosystem quality.
Impact Indicator: Likelihood that the intervention will achieve transformational change (ICF KPI 15).
The BLF plans that landscapes will report against a set of common outcome indicators, where possible. These were initially set out in the portfolio-level business case, and then further developed by the IndEv during the inception period (including defining methodologies). At this stage of implementation, it is too early for outcome-level reporting across landscapes other than Madagascar, however baseline outcome data has been collected in two landscapes. In landscapes where baseline outcome data collection had not yet commenced at the time of the ODA cut announcements, this was paused to ensure a cautious, value for money approach. Madagascar has reported against outcome-level indicators due to its more advanced stage of delivery. Further work is planned over the coming year to refine the number of outcome indicators and ensure landscapes are able to report at the outcome level effectively.
Outcome Indicators:
· People:
· 1.1 Aggregated number of adults with secure tenure rights to land, with (a) legally recognised documentation; and (b) who perceive their rights as land secure.
· 1.2 Aggregated number of communities with improved participation and power in natural resource management.
· 1.3 Aggregated number of households with improved welfare
· 1.4 Aggregated number of households with increasingly resilient and sustainable livelihoods
· 1.5 Percentage of landscapes indicating progress in policy reform, implementation, enforcement and protection.
· 1.6 Aggregated volume of finance (public or private) leveraged by the BLF portfolio / landscape for improved biodiversity and ecosystem management and/or sustainable and resilient local development to which the intervention has contributed.
· Nature:
· 2.1 Percentage of species that meet or exceed their target across landscapes
· 2.2 Aggregated Ecosystem Loss Avoided (hectares) - ICF KPI 8.
· 2.3 Aggregated area under Sustainable Management Practices as a result of International Climate Finance (hectares) - ICF KPI 17 .
· 2.4 Percentage of landscapes indicating a positive change in structural connectivity
· Climate
· 3.1 Aggregated tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions reduced or avoided (tCO2e) -ICF KPI 6

B2. Describe where the programme is on/off track to contribute to the expected outcomes and impact. What action is planned in the year ahead?

The One Team has continued to provide targeted support to LDPs and their consortia, strengthening relationships and ensuring MEL support to enable implementation and output reporting across all landscapes.

However, challenges were encountered in meeting Defra’s reporting requirements, and the first round of annual results reporting showed variability, necessitating additional support from the One Team. Over the coming year, the FM will work closely with LDPs to enhance the quality of their logframes and milestones, while also exploring opportunities for simplification and streamlining. We are also considering how qualitative reporting can complement quantitative data collection to provide a more holistic view of progress.

In addition, further work is planned over the coming year to develop both portfolio and landscape-level ToCs, as well as testing and making explicit the underlying assumptions. This will ensure clear alignment from activities into the overarching BLF portfolio ToC.

Due to the UK Government’s announcement of ODA budget reductions in February 2025, Defra requested that the Independent Evaluator (IndEv) pause all baseline data collection until further notice. As a result, the impact baseline evaluation has been delayed.

Landscape Progress Overview:
Andes Amazon
Baseline outcome data has been collected. Although it is too soon to report on progress against outcomes at this stage, output reporting illustrates that several tangible results have been achieved, including:
· The expansion of Río Negro Sopladora National Park (more than doubling its size) in Ecuador.
· The facilitation of Peru’s first export of deforestation-free coffee ahead of the EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR) coming to force.
· Support for over 1,500 local Peruvian coffee producers to access carbon credit opportunities through Rabobank’s ACORN platform.
· Foundational work on innovative climate and nature finance instruments, including the Amazonian Financial Trust for subnational governments in Ecuador’s Amazon region.
· This landscape also represents a shift in development cooperation models. Notably, it is the first UK-funded initiative in the region to provide direct support to a national Indigenous organisation: AIDESEP (Interethnic Association for the Development of the Peruvian Rainforest). This support enables AIDESEP to lead implementation in Peru and foster partnerships with peer organisations across the Amazon, including CONFENIAE (Confederation of Indigenous Nationalities of the Ecuadorian Amazon) in Ecuador, as well as other grassroots groups. This marks a significant step forward in empowering Indigenous communities to access and lead on climate and nature finance initiatives across the region.
Many of these early results are possible because delivery partners have existing initiatives established in the particular area and are trusted by local stakeholders. BLF funds have accelerated progress. NCI’s work helping to expand the Rio Negro Sopladora National Park and the foundational work on the Amazonian Financial Trust are examples of this. 

Lower Mekong:
Due to delays in achieving the full license to operate in Lao PDR and Vietnam, activities have primarily started only in Cambodia, with more limited or groundwork activities where possible in the other countries. Following the ODA cut announcement, Defra decided not to commence baseline data collection, as this had not yet begun at the time of the announcement. Early output results include:
· Support to IPLCs in securing rights and tenure over natural resources through forest patrolling, satellite mapping for historical land use, and approved management plans in two Community Protected Areas.
· Training and resources provided to farmers across the landscape to adopt climate-smart agriculture, improving resilience and productivity.
· Market and value-chain analysis conducted in all three countries, guiding improvements in sustainable production; cooperative capacity enhancement; business connectivity; and value-chain development.
· 466 camera traps and 118 Audio-moth recorders (for monitoring gibbons) deployed.
· Safeguarding training delivered to all relevant project staff and focal points across the three countries.
· Engagement begun with policy makers to promote sustainable investment approaches, including support for World Heritage nominations.

Madagascar:
Madagascar is the only landscape that has reported against outcome milestones this year, given its later stage of delivery. After scoring a B for 2 years, the latest Annual Review scored an A, contributing the expecting outcomes and impact of the BLF. Across the project, outcomes are broadly on track, notable achievements include:
· Above-target results in household welfare and resilience, driven by strong performance of Village Savings and Loans Associations (VSLAs) and climate-smart agriculture adoption.
· Finance leveraged and species conservation indicators also ahead of target.
· Ecosystem Loss avoided with 639 ha and avoided and/or reduced GHG emissions that are significantly over targets.
· However, policy influencing and area under sustainable management are slightly below target.

Mesoamerica:
Baseline outcome data has been collected. Although it is too soon to report on progress against outcomes at this stage, output reporting illustrates that several tangible results have been achieved, including:
· 22 climate-smart community development plans were implemented across 36 communities focusing on sustainable practices like poultry farming, agroforestry, and rainwater harvesting.
· 56 water tanks delivered in Petén, along with the establishment and support of 12 bio-factories in the Trifinio region, producing bio-inputs to improve soil health and reduce agrochemical dependency.
· Support to severe wildfires in 2024, including conducting arial assessments, enhancing local firefighting capabilities through training, equipment and technical support, and contributing to the update of the Trinational Strategy for Forest Fires Management.
· Strengthening economic resilience through value chain support, including a youth-driven Market Information System proposal developed to support differentiated value chains in Trifinio, and a centralised nursery with 8000 seedlings established to support reforestation across 10 Mayan communities.
· Biodiversity monitoring efforts supporting the protection of 10 key species (including scarlet macaws, jaguars, and tapirs), and production of 10 technical reports to establish a biological baseline. A major milestone was the first recorded presence of the giant anteater in Tilas Unta, La Moskitia, marking a significant advancement in regional conservation efforts.
· An additional £510,000 was allocated as part of Accelerated Spend to address funding gaps following the US Executive Order, resulting in increased targets across 18 indicators.
This demonstrates strong progress, particularly in relation to conservation activities, where the LDP has the most background and experience.

Western Congo Basin:
Due to delays in RoC and Gabon, activities have primarily started only in Cameroon, with more limited or groundwork activities where possible in the other countries. Following the ODA cut announcement, Defra to pause baseline data collection, as this had not yet begun at the time of the announcement. Early output results include:
· Identified 8 ecotourism sites across TRIDOM, engaging 9 communities in gorilla/chimpanzee viewing, elephant hides, and cultural centres to promote biodiversity and sustainable revenue.
· Delivered training on Good Agricultural Practices (GAP) and zero-deforestation techniques to local farmers, enhancing forest stewardship.
· Strengthened enforcement capacity through eco guard training in patrols, first aid, crime scene management, and wildlife monitoring using camera traps and GPS.
· Planted 10,000 trees across five municipalities in Cameroon, contributing to reforestation and climate resilience.
· Partnered with FAO to implement ecosystem-based approaches to agriculture and biodiversity conservation.
· Hosted a BLF-WCB stakeholder workshop in Brazzaville with 41 participants, resulting in the formation of a Management Committee supported by ZSL and the Ministry of Forest Economy.
· Conducted a GESI analysis with Plan International, revealing gender disparities and documenting impacts of climate change and illegal wildlife trade on women and Indigenous Peoples through 29 focus groups and interviews.
· Held 8 community consultation workshops in Cameroon and Gabon to address youth health service access, proposing strategies aligned with BLF goals
KAZA:
An MoU was signed by the KAZA host governments, but the signing of a Grant Funding Agreement (GFA) was put hold as a result of the ODA cut announcement, therefore there is no progress to report.


B3. Justify whether the programme should continue, based on its own merits and in the context of the wider portfolio.

Reflecting the strong early progress and results, the programme should continue. The BLF remains well aligned with UK priorities to address climate change and restore nature, reflecting both partner needs and national interests. However, in light of shifting global circumstances and the need to increase defence spending, the government has decided to reduce the Official Development Assistance (ODA) budget, which will affect the scale and nature of our work. We will need to prioritise impact and value for money. This AR also highlights uneven progress across landscapes, presenting an opportunity to concentrate limited resources on the most impactful areas. A detailed analysis – considering output scores, host government engagement, GESDI assessments, and other criteria – should guide any future BLF investment decisions.



C. OUTPUT SCORING

In the below Output Tables, the scoring represents four active landscapes. Results were reported in March 2025.

To note:
· For two of these landscapes, (Lower Mekong and West Congo Basin), due to delays and needing to secure full license to operate, activities have been predominantly focused in only one of the planned countries in each landscape (Cambodia and Cameroon, respectively).
· Output scoring excludes KAZA, where activities are yet to start.
· Mesoamerica is treated slightly differently due to issues with the results process during this first year of results reporting. Although the LDP provided extensive evidence of activities, there were issues with the FM reconciling the data entered on the platform with the figures presented in the annual report. As such, the FM has not formally verified these scores, and we have therefore applied an adjustment factor.
Portfolio Level

	Output Title 
	Progress towards the intended purpose

	Output number: 
	1
	Output Score: 
	B


	Impact weighting (%):  
	45%
	Weighting revised since last AR
	N/A



	Indicator(s)
	Milestone(s) for this review
	Score and progress 

	1.1 - Percentage of landscape output indicators related to "Strengthening livelihoods and markets in protected and unprotected areas (including agroforestry, ecotourism and sustainable revenue mechanisms)" that have met or exceeded their milestones
	80%
	52% - 12 out of 23 indicators scored A or above (excluding N/A).

Examples of interventions delivered under this theme:
Training in climate smart agriculture and/or alternative livelihoods
· Madagascar: 1,998 households trained, 1,007 adopting
· Lower Mekong: 112 farmers trained, and 50 farmers provided with equipment
· Mesoamerica: 466 trained in alternative livelihoods including home gardens, bee keeping and community tourism
Establishment of Village Savings and Loans Associations
· Madagascar: (2,543 members)​
Strengthening value chains 
· Andes Amazon: 606 people trained in accessing key value chains
· Mesoamerica: provision of technical support to improve market access in key value chains
· Lower Mekong: value chain assessments undertaken and 2 cooperatives working on malva nut and eco-tourism supported
· Madagascar: 109 households trained to better integrate into value chains
Support to creation of sustainable finance models​
· Western Congo Basin - feasibility studies into new sustainable finance models undertaken and 4 pilot zones identified; and 6 organisations engaged in the development of sustainable finance models
· Mesoamerica: 1 technical instrument developed on climate finance with the government of Belize

	1.2 - Percentage of landscape output indicators related to "Conservation Management (including tackling human wildlife conflict and illegal wildlife trade)" that have met or exceeded their milestones
	80%
	76% - 16 out of 21 indicators scored A or above (excluding N/A).

Examples of interventions delivered under this theme
Undertaking patrols​
· Madagascar: average of 3.441 km patrolled per month
· Lower Mekong: 13 patrollers covering 5,055 km over the year
· Mesoamerica: 31,643 km over the year
Training of rangers and community patrollers
· Lower Mekong - 119 trained on biodiversity survey/monitoring methodologies
· Mesoamerica - 360 people trained in control and surveillance activities; and 119 people trained in biological monitoring
· Western Congo Basin: 48 people trained in the use of camera traps
Support for fire management
· Madagascar: the production of fire management plans
· Mesoamerica: 308 people trained in wildfire prevention and response; and 113 people provided with equipment to fight forest fires
Establishing new protected areas
· Andes Amazon - completing the first stage of delivering a new protected area in Ecuador
Supporting the creation of new Conservation Agreements ​
· Mesoamerica - 7 agreements signed with BLF support
· Andes Amazon - signing 3 conservation agreements
Provision of assistance to protected area management authorities ​
· Mesoamerica: 4 conservation areas supported, including with technical assistance and infrastructure
· Lower Mekong two METT (Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool) assessments carried out

	1.3 - Percentage of landscapes indicators related to "Local and landscape level governance and policy making" that have met or exceeded their milestones
	80%
	42% - 10 out of 24 indicators (excluding N/A).

Examples of interventions delivered under this theme:
​Support to indigenous control and monitoring systems, including the provision of equipment
· Andes Amazon
The production of technical reports​
· Mesoamerica: 7 reports produced including early deforestation alerts and climate outlook bulletins)
Providing technical support to government to develop policy instruments on conservation
· Mesoamerica: 3 policy instruments supported related to restoration and conservation

	1.4 - Percentage of landscape indicators related to "Strengthening capacities of IPLCs and grassroots organisations" that have met or exceeded their milestones
	80%
	56% - 5 out of 9 indicators (including Mesoamerica and excluding N/A).

Examples of interventions delivered under this theme:
Increasing the capacity of local associations to undertake natural resource governance ​
· Madagascar: 72 associations reached with capacity development interventions, 11 with confirmed increased capacity
· Mesoamerica: 280 people trained to increase institutional capacity of IPLC organisations
Improving the physical infrastructure of IPLC organisations​
· Mesoamerica - including assembly building renovated, water purification system installed
Training and awareness raising related to land tenure and rights ​
· Mesoamerica - 209 people trained
· Lower Mekong: 617 IPLCs with improved awareness of their rights



C1. Briefly describe the output’s activities and provide supporting narrative for the score. 

This portfolio-level indicator is designed to provide a summary across the landscape-level outputs, grouped by key BLF themes.

The table illustrates that whilst there has been a wide range of activities, across three of the four high-level themes of the BLF, delivery performance fell short of the expected March 2025 milestones in many areas. The portfolio-level logframe set a target of 80%: meaning that for each theme, at least 80% of indicators should have met or exceeded their milestone. Actual performance was below this threshold for most themes.

Notably, the strongest performance was observed in the conservation management theme. This is perhaps unsurprising given the background of most LDPs, many of whom are international conservation organisations. Activities under this theme often build on existing work in the relevant geographies, making it easier to demonstrate early delivery. Additionally, LDPs may be more experienced in setting realistic targets for conservation-related interventions compared to other areas such as livelihoods, policy or capacity development, which may require different expertise and longer timeframes to show measurable progress.

While performance against the other themes was more mixed, there are strong examples of delivery within these – for example, supporting Peru’s first cooperative with deforestation-free coffee certification under the livelihoods theme. Falling short of the 80% target is in part a reflection of the programme’s early stage of delivery and staggered implementation across landscapes and is expected to improve as the programme matures.


C2. Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review. 

We recommend adjusting the milestone targets for next year to better reflect the implementation strategies now in place across landscapes following their first learning cycle. This should also account for indicators that are inherently longer-term in nature (such as related to governance and policymaking) where progress may take more time to materialise.

C3. Progress on recommendations from the previous AR (if completed), lessons learned this year and recommendations for the year ahead.

N/A


	Output Title 
	Well-functioning, effective and efficient BLF governance, management arrangements and processes

	Output number: 
	2
	Output Score: 
	A+

	Impact weighting (%):  
	5% (Equal weighting)
	Weighting revised since last AR
	N/A

	

	Indicator(s)
	Milestone(s) for this review
	Progress 

	2.1 - Average rated performance of the One-Team
	>2 stars
	Average score of 3.34 (±0.74) out of 4 stars is an indication of a well-functioning one-team. 



C1. Briefly describe the output’s activities and provide supporting narrative for the score. 
This output seeks to measure how the BLF is functioning in terms of governance and management. Currently, this output is measured based on the 2025 BLF Annual Survey, which had 38 responses from team members across Defra, the FM, and the IndEv assessing the performance of the organisations involved. Whilst this survey provides a rich set of feedback from across the One Team, including cross-feedback on performance from the different parties involves, this output does not currently incorporate external feedback from the LDPs, which is considered as a key draw-back. As such, we have applied a correction factor to the score and kept the weighting for this output low. We have recommended further developing the methodology for this indicator and increasing the target for future years to ensure this provides a robust and rigorous test of progress.

The One Team has worked collaboratively throughout the year, demonstrating a shared strategic commitment to finalising the extended inception period for LDPs and providing coordinated support where needed. This has included joint efforts across strategic workshops, learning cycles, review processes, and communications. The development and rollout of the MEL framework required significant collaboration, with the One Team frequently troubleshooting and offering technical guidance to ensure successful integration across delivery partners.

C2. Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review. 

We recommend significantly increasing the milestone target for this output to 3.5 stars next year, now that a baseline has been established. This adjustment acknowledges the challenges the One Team may face following the ODA Spending Review settlement and its implications for how the fund is governed and delivered. Despite these anticipated pressures, we believe the One Team should continue to strive for efficiency and effectiveness in navigating the evolving programme landscape.

We will also incorporate weighted views and scores from the LDPs in future years, as the current methodology is internally focused only.

C3. Progress on recommendations from the previous AR (if completed), lessons learned this year and recommendations for the year ahead.

The BLF Annual Survey highlighted that the One Team approach is both innovative and central to the effective functioning of the fund. It is broadly viewed as a positive mechanism for strengthening decision-making. However, looking ahead, several areas for improvement have been identified:
· Simplifying and clearly defining roles, particularly in the light of ODA reductions and expected reduced Defra staffing levels, as well as within the MEL framework, to reduce overlap
· Establishing clearer and more efficient decision-making processes
· Reducing the reporting and administrative burden on both the One Team and delivery partners


	Output Title 
	Learning improves programme delivery

	Output number: 
	3
	Output Score: 
	B

	Impact weighting (%):  
	10%
	Weighting revised since last AR? 
	N/A



	Indicator(s)
	Milestone(s) for this review
	Progress 

	[bookmark: _Hlk171610412]3.1 - Intentional adoption of strategies and actions to facilitate critical reflection and analysis of data, information and knowledge to inform decisions that optimise program implementation and effectiveness
	A) Inception period results in;
1) a defined learning cycle process to facilitate critical reflection, adaptive management, decision making and learning
2) revised landscape Theories of Change and logframes based on critical reflection and learning
B) 2025 (first) annual learning cycle:
1) Engagement of the grantees in the learning cycle process which results in informed decision making
2) a means to track and verify adaptive changes (i.e. APRs) is developed across the portfolio
	A.1) During inception, the One Team established two learning cycles:
· A six-monthly learning cycle focused on landscape-level progress and learning
· An annual cycle focused on portfolio-level outcomes, evaluation findings, and strategic learning
A.2) During the inception phase, 118 products were reviewed. All landscapes except KAZA and Madagascar had their logframes revised and approved, often after multiple rounds of feedback from the FM and IndEv. This process required more technical support than anticipated, including four logframe training workshops. There remains variation in the ambition of milestone targets across landscapes.

The IndEv also refined the portfolio Theory of Change (ToC) around five key design features and assessed all six landscape proposals against these. Systemic Theories of Change (SToCs) were developed for Madagascar, Mesoamerica, Lower Mekong, Andes Amazon, and Western Congo Basin (WCB), though uptake of the approach varied across landscapes and the One Team. 

ToC assessments for Madagascar and Mesoamerica were completed and included in their inception reports. Due to an IndEv rebudgeting exercise, assessments for Lower Mekong, Andes Amazon, and WCB have been postponed to the baseline evaluations (dates to be confirmed following the Spending Review process).

B.1) The first full annual learning cycle (April–July 2025) saw IndEv Hub Leads adopt flexible approaches tailored to each LDP’s needs. While all landscapes participated and 16 APRs were approved by the Fund Manager, the link between logframe milestone scores, learning insights, and proposed APRs was unclear in some cases.

B.2) During the inception phase, the One Team worked closely to support LDPs with capacity building and technical assistance to finalise their inception products. Recommendations were tracked throughout, and a similar system is now being used to monitor approved APRs, primarily led by the Fund Manager.

	3.2 - Number of BLF knowledge, learning, and communications products disseminated
	No milestone was given for this year. The 2025 figure shall be used as a baseline on which to base future milestones.
	A range of products have been disseminated across the landscapes to communicate impact, raise awareness of the programme and share learning, including: 

· External products incorporating a review of relevant literature and lessons from consortium members in Madagascar
· Social media and written communication efforts in Mesoamerica, reaching over 200,000 people
· Information flyers and social media engagement in Western Congo Basin
· Social media efforts and ~70 news articles disseminated in digital and institutional media in Andes Amazon



C1. Briefly describe the output’s activities and provide supporting narrative for the score. 

This output involves developing learning cycles, which involve coordinated annual meetings between LDPs, the IndEv, and the FM, with input from Defra’s MEL leads and Landscape Coordinators. Learning cycles are intended to support adaptive learning through developmental evaluation, data analysis, and the formulation of adaptive programming recommendations (APRs). The process developed requires the FM and Defra approve to APRs, while IndEv leads on learning.

The IndEv also refined the portfolio Theory of Change (ToC) around five key design features and assessed all six landscape proposals against these. SToCs help visualise how interventions are expected to work together to achieve outcomes and will be used to assess whether change pathways and assumptions hold during implementation. The One Team has made progress in developing models and frameworks to support context-specific approaches, particularly through work on the five KDFs, SToCs, intervention clusters, and sub-landscape categorisation. These emerging insights are expected to have broader relevance beyond the BLF.

However, although the milestones were met, in some cases the first annual learning cycle produced APRs that were general reflections rather than concrete programme adaptations. Approved APRs often largely focused on correcting milestone targets, either due to calculation errors or because initial targets proved unrealistic. Survey feedback suggests that while adaptive learning is being integrated, it remains partial, and that trust, time, and enabling conditions are still developing. The learning cycles themselves may also be too rigid, time-constrained, and overly focused on output reporting, where data quality is variable, limiting their effectiveness. There is ongoing work to strengthen learning capture through APRs and other mechanisms, and to ensure future cycles take on board feedback to better support adaptive programming.

A significant number and range of learning products and communications have been generated at the landscape level. However, the development of portfolio level communications and learning products has not progressed as planned. For example, the BLF website remains under development and portfolio level communication on the programme has not been completed.


C2. Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review. 

Establishing systems that support both accountability and learning within the BLF has taken longer than expected. Early efforts focused on monitoring and reporting frameworks, which delayed the development of more robust learning processes. As a result, learning at the landscape level has emerged informally – through trial, error, and reflection – with the April–May 2025 annual learning cycle serving as a key milestone. Locally embedded team members (IndEv Hub Leads and Defra Landscape Coordinators) have played a vital role in supporting LDPs, helping them navigate the complexity of the BLF and respond to specific contextual challenges.

We will reassess our approach to learning in the BLF. This will involve setting up processes to capture APR’s that have direct adjustments to workplans and budgets but equally ensure we capture and track more strategic learning reflections which may not involve immediate adjustments to workplans or budgets. We will also seek to simplify the learning process, work more collaboratively and directly with LDPs and capture and support more of their own learning processes. Defra will also be more directly involved in the learning to ensure it is relevant to the wider Defra ODA portfolio.


C3. Progress on recommendations from the previous AR (if completed), lessons learned this year and recommendations for the year ahead.

In a programme as complex as the BLF, separating the reporting of learning and accountability would be beneficial. Extended negotiations between LDPs and One Team members during the inception phase highlighted tensions in balancing these functions, particularly between innovative and traditional MEL tools, and between top-down frameworks and bottom-up responsiveness.
While the strategic stocktake helped address some of these challenges, others remain. The upcoming adaptation phase following the Spending Review offers an opportunity to apply lessons learned – though progress will depend on available budget and resourcing.


Landscape Level
	Output Title 
	Landscape Delivery 


	Output number: 
	N/A
	Output Score: 
	A

	Impact weighting (%):  
	40%
	Weighting revised since last AR? 
	N/A



	Indicator(s)
	Milestone(s) for this review
	Progress 

	Landscape Delivery
	Landscape Output scoring
	Madagascar = N/A
Madagascar followed a separate reporting cycle and therefore did not submit scored output data in April 2025. After its October 2024 annual report, it aligned with the broader BLF cycle, but Defra decided in January that scoring would not be required for this round. In its last report, Madagascar received an A.

Lower Mekong = B
In March 2025, the LDP reported against its first set of output milestones and was assigned an overall delivery score of B, which was verified by the Fund Manager. The landscape faced several challenges, including delays in securing host government licences and requests from Defra and the FM to pause certain activities until Memoranda of Understanding were resolved. Consequently, implementation was limited to a few locations, restricting progress against milestones. Despite slower-than-expected delivery, the LDP spent a total of £2.7 million over the year, amounting to 67% of the approved budget.

Mesoamerica = A
The LDP self-assessed its performance against 2025 output milestones as A+, having met or exceeded most targets. However, whilst the LDP provided good evidence of delivery, the Fund Manager was unable to verify the some of the reported data. Several issues were identified, including:
· Some milestones were potentially set too low
· Discrepancies between data in the annual report and entries on the BLF e-platform
· Lack of supporting narrative and inconsistencies across indicators
Due to this, the Fund Manager reported insufficient confidence to provide external verification of the reported data. The FM has agreed with the LDP to address these issues over the coming months, with the aim of producing a more robust and verifiable dataset by October 2025 and March 2026. Although difficult to verify externally, we do not have concerns that the activities were delivered, or milestones have not been achieved. Therefore, for the purpose of this AR, we have utilised a correction factor and scored Mesoamerica a borderline A, given the significant progress undertaken. The LDP spent a total of £4.36m over the year, amounting to 84% of the approved budget.

Western Congo Basin = B
Overall, the LDP assigned an overall score of B, which was verified by the Fund Manager. The landscape faced several challenges, which slowed delivery. Although the LDP has reported significant preparatory work undertaken, some of these activities have not yet translated into measurable results against the agreed log frame milestones; however, for those results that were able to be reported against logframe targets, the average score was B. The LDP spent a total of £2.2 million over the year, amounting to 54% of the approved budget.

Andes Amazon = A
The Andes Amazon landscape has performed relatively well against its delivery milestones this year, with the LDP assigning an overall score of A, which has been verified by the Fund Manager. However, it should be noted that a relatively high number of indicators (5 out of 14) were not scored, as milestones had not been set for them. Additionally, the log frame for this landscape is heavily weighted towards process indicators, some of which required further detail, and there were some issues in providing the required evidence for all reported activities. Due to ongoing challenges in verifying process indicator data, the Fund Manager has agreed that the LDP will continue refining its approach over the coming months. The aim is to have a more objectively verifiable dataset available by October 2025 and March 2026. The LDP spent a total of £2.6m over the year, amounting to 52% of its approved budget.

KAZA = N/A
The KAZA landscape has not been scored because delivery has not commenced, although an LDP was selected and good progress was made with agreeing the GFA prior to the ODA cuts announcement in February.




C1. Briefly describe the output’s activities and provide supporting narrative for the score. 
This output considers the delivery progress across the landscapes, as measured against log-frames and reviewed/verified by the Fund Manager.
Two of the four active landscapes have scored an A, including Mesoamerica (correction factor places it as a borderline A), whilst the other two have scored a B. Madagascar was not scored for this output.
More detailed case studies are provided for three landscapes below:
In Mesoamerica, the programme demonstrated solid and well-balanced progress during the FY, with the LDP assessing its overall performance across outputs with A+. This reflected progress on strengthening of IPLC governance, sustainable livelihoods, protected area management, multisectoral coordination, biodiversity monitoring and adaptive learning. Output 6 (Finance) remains the primary area for reinforcement, rated B. While foundational elements are in place, including the design of a forest conservation fund and development of technical tools, additional effort is needed to strengthen institutional coordination and increase leverage around sustainable finance instruments. Further details are in the table below.
	Summary of Overall Progress Towards Outcomes: People, Nature and Climate in Mesoamerica FY 24-25
 

	People 
	Substantial progress was made in improving governance, organizational capacity, tenure, and rights awareness among Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (IPLCs). A total of 39 individuals from consortium organizations were trained in environmental and social safeguards. This knowledge is expected to be replicated throughout the various phases of project implementation. A total of 36 communities were supported with planning instruments, and 27 organizations received technical assistance to implement sustainable livelihood activities such as apiculture, agroforestry, and community tourism. The inclusion of social safeguards training applied participatory methodologies, and infrastructure support (e.g., biofertilizer facilities) collectively strengthened local resilience and agency. These outcomes indicate the program is on track for achieving inclusive governance and community empowerment objectives. 

	Nature 
	Conservation-related outcomes also showed considerable progress. Eight conservation agreements were signed; three key protected areas were strengthened (Biosphere Reserve Río Platano, the Laguna del Tigre National Park, and Chiquibul); and over 31,643 km of aerial and terrestrial patrols were conducted. Fire prevention capacity increased notably, with 239 individuals trained and equipped. The use of SMART tools, coordination with institutions like the National Council for Protected Areas in Guatemala (CONAP) the Institute for Forest Conservation in Honduras (ICF), and the integration of biological monitoring with community engagement have enhanced biodiversity protection. This component reflects innovation in field-based co-management and is moderately exceeding expectations.

	Climate 
	During this reporting period, the programme continued to support the participatory development of climate-smart development plans in several communities. While these efforts primarily align with “People” outcomes (Outcome 1.4: “number of households with increasingly resilient sustainable livelihoods”), the programme also advanced interventions that contribute more directly to climate change mitigation. Notably, several actions were implemented to reduce the risk of forest fires, which significantly contributes to avoiding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. These actions include: 
· Establishment of firebreaks in strategic areas
· Logistical and financial support for aerial surveillance flights in high-risk zones
· Provision of equipment and local capacity-building for fire prevention, monitoring, and response Such efforts not only protect ecosystems but also help prevent the release of large amounts of carbon stored in forest biomass. Efforts such as the “Reverdeciendo Petén” initiative exemplify innovative cross-sector coordination. Financial mechanisms are under development (e.g., Forest Conservation and Recovery Fund of Petén), and two technical instruments on climate finance were produced. While some financial targets remain in progress, the component is on track, with relevant foundations laid for scale-up.



In Andes Amazon, the programme has delivered several strategic milestones with over 80% of planned activities delivered in the last quarter. These aim to improve the livelihoods of more than 7,500 families – 26% of whom are indigenous – through sustainable and inclusive growth. The programme’s collaborative, landscape-level approach has fostered exciting synergies between productivity and conservation, while strengthening relationships with national and subnational governments. The programme is coordinating with the UK Embassies in both countries, aligning with their strategic priorities, harnessing their theories of change and linked HMG funds (e.g. support to IPLCs, bioeconomy, green finance, clean power, Principles for Inclusive Nature Action) to ensure transformative impact and funding efficiency. Further details are in the table below.
	Summary of Overall Progress Towards Outcomes: People, Nature and Climate in the Andes Amazon FY 24-25
 

	People 
	BLF has supported the professionalisation of nine Indigenous organisations, including training 81 young people (47% women) in climate change, governance, finance, and climate action. It also helped the Peruvian government develop a pedagogical tool for mass training of IPLCs.
Indigenous women in both countries received direct support, with programmes defined within the nine organisations and an agenda prioritised for future implementation.
Over 1,600 families received technical assistance to develop agroforestry systems for coffee, banana, and cocoa.
BLF also developed Peru’s first deforestation-free coffee accreditation system, enabling successful exports by La Prosperidad de Chirinos. The system has now been completed for a second cooperative (APPROCASSI) and technical assistance has been initiated for a third (CENFROCAFÉ), which will safeguard the livelihoods of 50% of coffee producers in the landscape, which produces 20% of Peruvian coffee.

	Nature 
	The expansion of the Rio Negro Sopladora National Park in Ecuador.
The promotion of the creation of two new protected areas in Peru and the work with both National Governments for the official establishment of a transboundary connectivity corridor in critical areas for the loss of biological connectivity.
The establishment of 10 permanent sampling plots in montane forests and moorlands for biodiversity monitoring.

	Climate 
	2,104 small coffee producers to receive payments for carbon sequestration through Rabobank's ACORN platform as a result of their agroforestry systems. 
The exchange of experiences of climate participation between Indigenous leaders from both countries.
7 forest nurseries have been strengthened to produce more than 200,000 trees to restore deforested areas of the landscape each year, and support is being provided to the Peruvian State to activate a public investment of GBP 1 million to restore the Yungas and Páramos ecosystems in the landscape.



In Madagascar, the programme followed a different reporting cycle but in future will form part of the formal annual review scores. After scoring a B for 2 years, the landscape scored an A with although achievement on some indicators remains mixed. Key successes are related to Ecosystem Loss avoided with 639 ha and avoided and/or reduced GHG emissions that are significantly over targets.
	Summary of Overall Progress Towards Outcomes: People, Nature and Climate in Madagascar FY 24-25
 

	People 
	Targets were met on the Village Savings Loan Association (VSLA) – the milestone is 1,414 people, but results show 1,773 people effectively benefitting from VSLA under the BLF programme.

	Nature 
	Nature-related results include monthly patrols meeting their target with 2,591 km covered, and 309 people using fuel-efficient cookstoves – more than double the target of 142. Targets were also exceeded for knowledge products on fire, biodiversity, and land management, and 24 communities benefited from nature connectivity activities, surpassing the target of 19.

	Climate 
	The consortium has finalized DDR plans to complement CMPs across Madagascar’s nine intervention sites. Climate-smart agriculture adoption is growing, with 1,702 households now implementing these practices.



C2. Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review.

There were no changes to this output during the past year, and this is the first time this output has been reported on. Next year’s score for Madagascar will be included as part of this output scoring, and we expect that no correction factor will be required for Mesoamerica following further support with data reporting.

C3. Progress on recommendations from the previous AR (if completed), lessons learned this year and recommendations for the year ahead.

Following decisions around budgets for the remainder of the programme due to ODA reductions, it is likely that landscapes will need to go through of period of revising logframes in line with adaptations made to the programme.



D: RISK

Overview of risk management

BLF risks are monitored through landscape and portfolio risk registers, with regular discussions at monthly landscape working groups and the BLF Management Board. Risks above appetite are escalated immediately to the programme’s Senior Responsible Officer and discussed at the BLF Quarterly Programme Board. 

Launching all BLF landscapes together meant that the team has needed to manage a high volume of complicated and sometimes sensitive risks, requests, and new requirements at once, including safeguarding and security incidents. This has stress tested and improved BLF risk management and ensured programme management systems are in line with latest Defra standards and guidance.

Risk appetite:
The programme maintains a risk appetite in line with Defra’s wider ODA portfolio. It is more open to risk in some areas (such as strategic and contextual risk) and cautious in others (such as safeguarding and financial/fiduciary).

Across all of the landscapes, a diverse set of risks have been navigated over the past year, reflecting the complexity of working with multiple stakeholders across dynamic and complex regions. Overall, LDPs demonstrate adaptability and commitment to risk management. By working closely with delivery partners and the Fund Manager to maintain strong oversight, the programme is taking proactive steps to ensure that risks are identified early and addressed effectively across the landscapes.

The main trends in BLF risks above appetite and mitigation strategies are:

· Strategic and contextual: Challenging and sometimes volatile environments, compounded in some countries by increasing political and civil unrest and / or limited HMG/delivery partner presence and networks, have delayed or even prevented programme delivery. These kinds of risks have been mitigated through local engagement, undertaking Overseas Security and Justice Assessments (OSJAs), and pausing or adapting delivery where necessary. Delivery partners have also been affected by external funding risks, particularly in relation to reductions in support from the United States Agency for International Development (USAID.

· Programme: Bureaucratic delays and evolving ODA/MEL requirements have both created friction. A new risk has also been identified around GEDSI integration, as data disaggregation is not yet occurring and, whilst components are GEDSI sensitive/empowering by design, implementation has not yet begun in earnest across all components.

· Safeguarding: BLF delivery partners work directly with communities, Indigenous People and Local Communities (IPLCs) and vulnerable groups. Activities such as patrols have the potential to increase safeguarding risks if not closely monitored and well managed. We mitigate this risk by ensuring robust safeguarding systems are in place throughout the whole BLF delivery chain, providing downstream partners access to expert support on safeguarding, and facilitating cross-landscape exchange of safeguarding best practice. We also mitigate this risk by working closely with Posts through BLF Landscape Coordinators to monitor and quickly respond to emerging safeguarding risks. There is specific UK guidance on Sexual Exploitation Abuse and Harassment (SEAH) risks, and this has been explicitly considered with delivery partners including through SEAH risk self-assessments One recommendation of this AR is the development of more specific guidance relating to potentially higher-risk activities such as patrolling, often undertaken across BLF landscapes.

· Financial and Fiduciary: We have seen some potential fraud cases reported through BLF’s systems. However, it is likely that cases are being under-reported given complex operating contexts. Preventative controls to help identify and tackle fraud risk include regular financial monitoring, strict VfM requirements, and regular clear communications on HMG’s zero tolerance for improper use or management of funds or assets. Detective controls include partner training, anonymous reporting mechanisms, and spot checks.
Recommendations:
1. The One Team should frequently communicate Defra’s position and expectations on fraud and safeguarding to delivery partners to encourage them to pick up and promptly report any cases.
2. Defra should review the BLF’s risk appetite and risk management processes annually at a minimum, and more often when risks are regularly being escalated above appetite.

· 
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Summarise the performance of partners and Defra, notably on commercial and financial issues.

The Independent Evaluator (IndEv)

Over the past year, the IndEv has supported the programme’s MEL functions. Their work has included the delivery of multiple landscape inception reports – most of which were rated as good – and a portfolio-level inception report, which received a fair to good rating. These outputs were mainly delivered in line with timelines agreed with Defra, with some delays noted. As a result, from FY2526 new KPIs were agreed with new service level agreements and service credits.

Feedback gathered through the annual survey reflects a number of clear strengths in the IndEv’s contribution. Their team is consistently recognised for its strong technical expertise, particularly in MEL best practices and the development of portfolio indicators. Stakeholders value their professionalism, responsiveness, and willingness to adapt processes to meet evolving programme needs.

The survey also identified some areas where further development would be beneficial. These include improving the timeliness of feedback and deliverables, as delays have occasionally impacted programme planning. Communication and coordination could also be strengthened, with some stakeholders finding reports difficult to interpret, and feedback not always clearly prioritised or actionable. In terms of collaboration, there is an opportunity for IndEv to engage more openly and pragmatically with delivery partners, recognising and building on their existing expertise.

Over the past year a number of contract change notes (CCN2, 3 & 4) were required due to changes of scope, such as additional support provided to LDPs during extended inception periods in many landscapes and ongoing technical support provided in landscapes that underwent baseline data collection surveys that was not anticipated. These additional pieces of work were delivered within budget and on time. 


The Fund Manager (FM)

Over the past year, the FM has continued to deliver effectively across the core components of its role, including the drafting and management of Grant Funding Agreements, oversight of quarterly reporting and payment cycles, technical support to LDPs, risk management, and regular reporting to Defra, including servicing the quarterly Programme Board.

Performance has remained strong, with 54 reports rated green, and only two receiving amber or red ratings. This reflects a consistent and reliable approach to programme administration and oversight.

Feedback from the annual survey highlighted several key strengths. The FM team is widely recognised for its deep programme knowledge and technical expertise, with individual team members praised for their contributions to MEL and fund management. Stakeholders noted the team’s professionalism, responsiveness, and collaborative spirit, particularly in its engagement with Defra and LDPs. The FM’s role in supporting programme delivery through clear communication, timely responses, and high-quality reporting was consistently valued.

The survey also identified areas for continued development. Staff turnover has occasionally affected continuity and coordination, and there is a perceived reliance on a small number of key individuals. As the programme evolves, ensuring sufficient team capacity and resilience will be important. Some stakeholders also noted a need for deeper technical engagement in specific areas, including learning processes and strategic decision-making. There were also suggestions to improve communication and integration of feedback, particularly in relation to aligning with other programme partners and clarifying guidance on ineligible activities. A more balanced approach between reporting and learning was encouraged, with a view to strengthening the programme’s ability to reflect, adapt, and improve over time.

The FM, along with Defra, has benefitted from in-country visits, such as to the Mesoamerica landscape in late 2024, which helped strengthen relationships and build trust with local delivery partners. Regular FM technical and financial monitoring visits have now commenced across most landscapes, offering important insights into project implementation and performance.

Overall, the Fund Manager remains a central and valued part of the programme’s delivery architecture with vital contributions to fund oversight, technical support, and strategic coordination.


Financial Performance
The programme has underspent to date due to delays in reaching implementation across landscapes. However, the level of underspend has reduced significantly from 23/24. The final landscapes outturn for FY 24/25 was £13.8m, which resulted in a variance of £692k (5%) from the FM’s forecast reported in March 2025.  The 5% variance marks a significant improvement on the 38% variance reported against the FY 23/24 final outturn.

All landscapes were focusing on the implementation of accelerated spend activities in the final quarters of the year as the accelerated spend fund phase was drawing to a close. This resulted in a higher level of spend reported in Quarter 3 and a significant increase in Quarter 4 expenditure with 50% of the total accelerated spend fund expenditures reported in that quarter alone.


E2. Assess the VfM of this output compared to the proposition in the Business Case, based on performance over the past year
Value for Money has been assessed in this Annual Review using the 4Es framework:
 
· Economy - Are we (or our agents) buying inputs of the appropriate quality at the right price?
· Efficiency - How well are we (or our agents) converting inputs into outputs? (‘Spending well’)
· Effectiveness - How well are the outputs produced by an intervention having the intended effect? (‘Spending wisely’) 
· Equity - How fairly are the benefits distributed? To what extent will we reach marginalised groups? (“spending fairly”)

Overall, a qualitative assessment suggests that BLF continues to offer reasonable value for money. The programme has broadly delivered against its contractual obligations and output targets and remains aligned with the strategic objectives set out in the original portfolio Business Case around biodiversity protection, climate resilience, and poverty reduction. Further analysis provided below against the 4Es demonstrates good progress but also highlights areas where close monitoring and further improvements are needed as the programme moves fully into implementation and begins to mature. The BLF has demonstrated adaptability through learning cycles and adaptive programming recommendations. Provided that planned improvements (including MEL systems and delivery coordination) are implemented effectively, we remain cautiously confident that BLF will continue to deliver VfM in line with the Business Case.

At the landscape level, LDPs were asked to report on the VfM indicators outlined in their MEL frameworks for the first time. Reporting was varied, however we anticipate improvements in future reporting cycles, as LDPs become more familiar with VfM requirements and incorporate stronger benchmarks and comparative data into their submissions. We therefore expect to be able to report at the landscape level in future ARs.

Economy
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Comparative analysis of economy indicators reveals significant variation across landscapes. Notably, Lower Mekong’s percentage of staffing costs to total programme delivery costs was higher than other landscapes (91% versus an average of 39%). This is largely due to the landscape’s early-stage of implementation, which has included licensing delays, contextual challenges, and upfront investments in equipment and training. The proportion of delivery spending has already increased in Cambodia since license to operate was granted there, and these costs are expected to fall as full permissions are secured across delivery areas. In contrast, Madagascar shows the lowest staff costs as a percentage of total programme delivery costs (31%), which is likely at least in part explained by its more mature delivery implementation stage. This means that delivery (and so delivery costs) is in full swing, thereby decreasing the ratio of the (relatively fixed) staff costs to delivery costs ratio.

The FM will also work with LDPs to accurately measure and report on overall admin costs as a % of delivery spend, and to ensure consistency in how this is defined across the landscapes. Combined spend on the FM and IndEv in FY24/25 represented around 8% of the programme delivery costs, which falls within the market average range set out in the business case (8-15% for MEL and fund management). We will also consider overall admin costs (including the FM and IndEv) in light of the reductions in ODA to ensure these remain proportionate and cost effective.

Procurement procedures are clearly defined for all landscapes in the Grant Handbook to ensure strong VfM and cost effectiveness, and the FM has rated all landscapes as ‘green’ in this area, other than WCB where further work is required to establish the appropriate evidence data. The FM’s regular in-country financial and technical monitoring also provides the opportunity to test and verify this information. 

As VfM reporting capacity increases over the next reporting period as landscape delivery matures, a more in-depth analysis of economy indicators should be completed, both on an individual programme level and across the portfolio. This will help uncover the drivers behind cost variations and identify opportunities to enhance VfM performance.

Efficiency
The FM and IndEv were selected through a competitive procurement process that prioritised VfM using the Most Economically Advantageous Tender (MEAT) model, with a 60/40 split between technical and commercial envelopes. Technical competence was assessed through 16 evaluation questions, with bid success determined by cost-effectiveness, ability to meet deliverables, and quality of responses

Throughout the reporting period, both the FM and the IndEv have delivered on the core contractual elements as expected. However, performance should continue to be closely monitored, including through KPI and Service Credits, to ensure strong VfM. A review of learning cycle processes is recommended in the next reporting period to minimise timeline disruptions and improve coordination, thereby safeguarding VfM.

At the portfolio level, the programme has broadly met its output targets. However, certain milestones may require upwards revision. In the next reporting period, these outputs should be re-evaluated, with VfM implications considered in light of any updated milestones.

The acceleration of funds during the 24/25 reporting year did not show a clear impact on delivery across all landscapes. Some landscapes saw good results from the funds, for example in Mesoamerica, where these helped to mitigate against falls in funds from other donors and to exceed targets. However, in some circumstances, there were diminishing returns on accelerating funds spending due to additional administrative burdens in ensuring the funds were used within the limited timeframe.

Effectiveness 
To ensure effectiveness in procurement, landscapes were selected using an evidence-based assessment of their importance to global biodiversity, potential to act as carbon sinks, and the economic livelihood needs of their resilient populations, all landscapes had to meet the following criteria: 
· Internationally recognized as being rich in biodiversity
· Offering the opportunity for Defra to deliver against its strategic objectives. 
· Vulnerable to climate change
As highlighted in Section B, most landscapes have not yet reported on outcome progress. This is largely due to the timing of baseline data collection in Andes Amazon and Mesoamerica, which makes value comparisons premature. In addition, extended inception periods and instructed pauses in data collection (resulting from ODA cuts) have affected progress in Lower Mekong and Western Congo Basin, while implementation in KAZA has yet to begin. Madagascar is broadly on track in terms of outcomes, although indicators related to policy influence and area under sustainable management remain below target.

Andes Amazon and Mesoamerica should utilise this newly established baseline data in the coming reporting period to make more conclusive evaluations of their effectiveness in achieving outcomes. Furthermore, as the impacts of ODA cuts on BLF become clearer, outcome tracking and subsequent VfM analysis should be adjusted accordingly. 

Equity
All LDPs were required to update their Gender, Equity and Social Inclusion (GESI) self-assessments as part of the 2025 annual reporting process. These assessments rate programme components on a scale from “GESI unaware” to “GESI transformative”. As of April 2025, all components across the BLF portfolio meet the minimum requirement of being GESI sensitive, with several progressing to GESI empowering. One component (livelihoods in the Western Congo Basin) was self-assessed as GESI transformative in theory, although implementation has been limited to date.
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Across the portfolio, several strategies are being used to promote equitable benefit distribution. For example, participatory planning processes to identify and prioritise the needs of marginalised groups (particularly IPLCs and women); tailored gender-responsive livelihood activities that aim to create income-generating opportunities; and capacity building to strengthen the institutional capacity of IPLC organisations, particularly in the Andes Amazon landscape. Village Savings and Loans Associations (VSLAs) in Madagascar have exceeded targets and are linked to improved household resilience. These examples suggest good potential for equitable impact, but further evidence is needed to assess consistency across the portfolio.

With implementation still in early stages for many components, in many cases it is too early to assess whether these design intentions will translate into equitable outcomes. Programmes have also not yet adopted equity indicators outlined in VfM guidance, such as % of women and IPLC beneficiaries. Promoting these would strengthen understanding of who benefits and how and help assess whether the programme is delivering poverty reduction – an essential requirement for ODA funding.

To support the programme-level ambition of achieving GESI empowering outcomes, a GESI Action Plan was developed last year, and we will continue to consider how to drive equity improvements across the portfolio as landscapes move into implementation.





List of Acronyms:
AA = Andes Amazon
APR = Adaptive Programming Recommendations
BLF = Biodiverse Landscapes Fund
FM = Fund Manager
GESI = Gender Equality and Social Inclusion
HMG = His Majesty’s Government 
ICF = International Climate Finance 
IndEv = Independent Evaluator
IPLCs = Indigenous People and Local Communities
KAZA = Kavango-Zambezi
KPI = Key Performance Indicator
LDP = Lead Delivery Partner
LM = Lower Mekong
MEL = Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning
MA = Mesoamerica
MOU = Memorandum of Understanding 
ODA = Official Development Assistance
SEAH = Sexual Exploitation Abuse and Harassment
SRHR = Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights
ToC = Theory of Change
WCB = Western Congo Basin
VfM = Value for Money
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Five key portfolio-level design features of BLF

1. Delivering
multiple benefits for
nature, people and
climate

Recognition that
effective conservation of
nature delivers livelihood
benefits to people
(indigenous peoples and
local communities
(IPLCs)) living in and
around BLF
ecosystems, and vice
versa, and that both are
part of an effective
response to climate
change.

2. Alandscape
focus

Recognition that
landscapes provide an
appropriate
geographical focus
around which to
develop strategies that
can q,ehver these
multiple and
complementary
benefits

The landscape may
include both protected
and unprotected areas
and consider areas
surrounding and
connecting protected
areas that are vital to the
ranging patterns of key
species as well as
ecosystem integrity.

3. A multi-level
focus

Recognition that while a
focus on landscapes
can help address the
proximate drivers of
biodiversity and
ecosystem loss and
local poverty (level 1 in
the portfolio ToC), a
focus is also needed on
other levels to address
the underlying drivers
(levels 2, 3 in the
portfolio ToC).

4. Contribution to
transformational
change

This is vital if the
biodiversity crisis is to
be addressed effectively
over the next decade.

Contributionto
transformational change
is flagged in BLF's
impact indicator (ICF
key performance
indicator (KPI) 15)

5. Adaptive
programming

Recognition of the need
for an adaptive learning
and programming
approach in response to
complexity, uncertainty
and emergence.

Thisiis a vital area of
innovation across the
portfolio and potentially
a key strength.
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