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Summary of Programme Performance 
	Year
	AR1
	AR2
	AR3
	AR4
	AR5
	
	
	

	Overall Output Score
	B
	B
	A
	A
	A+
	
	
	

	Risk Rating 
	Moderate
	Moderate
	Low
	Low
	Low
	
	
	



	DevTracker Link to Business Case: 
	The Business Case is on DevTracker here.

	DevTracker Link to results framework: 
	Logframes for projects can be found on DevTracker 



A. SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW 

A1. Description of programme 
The International Climate Finance Research and Development (ICF R&D) Programme aims to deliver an integrated package of projects to strengthen global knowledge and understanding of the interrelationship between climate change, biodiversity loss and poverty.  
 
The ICF R&D Programme comprises of three components: 
· Component 1 (£805,156): Evidence to inform policy and design of international climate finance programmes concluded in FY22/23.
· Component 2 (£5,975,525): Evidence to strengthen operational delivery of NbS (Nature Based Solutions) policies and programmes concluded in FY22/23. Driving innovation in forest protection and enforcement monitoring will conclude in FY25/26 (June 2025). 
· Component 3 (£37.2m spend to date): The Global Centre on Biodiversity for Climate (GCBC) is delivered in partnership with DAI Global as the Fund Management Lead (supported by Cadmus) and the Royal Botanic Gardens Kew as the Strategic Science Lead (until the end of March 2025). Through annual research grant competitions (RGCs), the GCBC supports the Global Biodiversity Framework Targets 8, 11, 14 and 21[footnoteRef:2] by establishing a global network of research institutions and experts to address critical research gaps in how the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity can address climate change and improve livelihoods. Prior to the establishment of annual RGCs, the GCBC also funded a series of pilot projects known as Phase 1. Under the current business case, the GCBC is due to run until December 2027.   [2:  2030 Targets (with Guidance Notes)] 



A2. Summary supporting narrative for the overall score in this review 
The reporting period for this annual review (AR) is April 2024 - March 2025, which differs from the previous review period of August 2023 – July 2024. This change was made to better align with projects and delivery partners’ reporting cycles that run on a financial year basis, with some metrics only reported annually. The data in this AR has been carefully reviewed to ensure there is no duplication with AR4.
This Annual Review was completed by the GCBC Programme Team at Defra with inputs from GCBC Projects, Cadmus on Section C and the Defra Evidence Team on Section E.

Programme scoring  
The overall score for the ICF R&D Programme in this review period is A+. This was derived from the detailed output scores shown in Appendix A, with each component and sub-component being assigned a weighted score based on its proportional funding, and the overall score representing the weighted average. This score also reflects progress made on programme management since the GCBC was established. As Component 1 concluded in FY22/23, it is not in scope of this AR.  

Component 2 Progress
The Driving innovation in forest protection and enforcement monitoring projects run by Kew and World Forest ID (WFID) are progressing well against their output indicators and in some cases, achieved and went above and beyond original intended outputs. The projects were originally due to conclude in March 2025, however, a costed extension of £89,132 was granted to extend the projects by three months, to complete final deliverables, allowing for publications and reporting such as a manuscript to compare and evaluate the role of Direct Analysis in Real Time (DART) alone versus DART combined with Trace Element Analysis (TEA) and Stable Isotope Ratio Analysis (SIRA) data for timber traceability, delivering the final element of the Timber project Logframe output indicator 2.2.  

Component 3 Progress (GCBC)
1. Research portfolio
· Phase 1 projects: One Food and Environmental Pollution projects concluded in March 2025 after three years of funding. The Nature Transition Support Programme (NTSP) is being funded until November 2025, after which all Phase 1 projects will have concluded.   
· 14 Competition 1 projects are in full implementation, totalling £9.8m in funding across 16 countries. 18 Competition 2 projects were selected and signed Grant Funding Agreements, totalling £13.5m in funding to be spent by FY 27/28. The projects span 12 countries in Africa, Asia, and South America and have now begun implementation.
· Research Grant Competition 3 (RGC3) was launched in February 2025, inviting applicants to submit Project Concept Notes (CNs) against the following themes: 1) Using biodiversity to improve the climate resilience of agricultural, food and bioeconomy value chains, 2) Biodiversity hotspots in Small Island Developing States (SIDS). Concept note submission closed in March 2025.
· A total of 895 CN applications were received with 82% led by organisations from the Global South. This is considerably more than the previous 2 competitions, demonstrating a rising level of interest in the programme globally. CNs were received from 14 new countries for the GCBC, and 18 SIDS countries. 35 applications will be invited to develop and submit Full Project Proposals. 

2. Sharing innovative research and building an international network
· In September 2024 the GCBC programme team collaborated with FCDO and UKRI-NERC to deliver a joint research symposium in Nairobi, engaging over 100 researchers from across three programmes: the GCBC, Reducing Environmental Degradation in Africa and Asia (FCDO’s); Equitable nature-based climate resilience in Sub-Saharan Africa (UKRI-NERC). 
· The third GCBC research symposium was held at RBG Kew in March 2025. The hybrid event brought together 50 in-person participants from Phase 1, RGC1 and RGC2 and dozens online. The first day was an Open Day for the wider GCBC community and included panel sessions on private sector finance and evidence for policy. The event had a high attendance rate, with enthusiastic participation and positive feedback from the projects involved. 
· The GCBC delivered a series of online events to facilitate collaboration and learning between grantees, covering topics including marine resources and conservation, ecosystem services assessment and restoration, and participatory forest management.
· 285 new research partnerships/collaborations were formed or strengthened between 1 April 2024 to 31 March 2025. The Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS) were the biggest driver of the result, with about one-third of the said partnerships (95), covering the full year.  It should be noted that grantees might naturally form a number of partnerships and collaborations at the outset of their research work so the rate of increase for RGC 1 and RGC 2 grantees could slow over time. 
· RGB Kew facilitated 25 regional and thematic workshops engaging 370 participants from 43 countries and 192 organisations to explore stakeholder perspectives on cross cutting topics and priority research areas for GCBC. The outputs were compiled in a series of reports.
· 192 organisations were engaged in the ‘International Network’ via the work of RBG Kew as Strategic Science Lead (SSL).
· Building on this, RBG Kew developed a series of evidence products. These include:
· A Biodiversity for One Health report that explored the trade-offs between conserving biodiversity, livelihoods andhealth.
· A Private Sector report focussed how to narrow the gap between current and required investment for biodiversity solutions to reach IPLCs.
· A special edition of the Ag4Dev Journal on ‘Biodiversity and Food Systems’[footnoteRef:3] with 16 articles from 32 researchers based around the world. [3:  Ag4Dev_49_final.pdf.pagespeed.ce.82mgdZ-2ab.pdf] 


3. Communications 
· Continued growth in online presence – number of followers on LinkedIn have doubled over the last year to 4,560 followers.
· The GCBC website underwent significant enhancements over the year, including the successful rollout of AI-powered language translation and improved site functionality. These upgrades contributed to a notable increase in traffic, with approximately 22,000 active users[footnoteRef:4] recorded over the year and a peak of 5,300 in March 2025.  [4:  Due to website cookie preferences, the actual number of visitors may be higher than reported, as some users opt out of tracking.] 


4. Gender Equality, Disability, and Social Inclusion (GEDSI)
· Defra has an ambition for ODA programmes to be sensitive to gender equality, disability and social inclusion as a minimum standard. Programmes are assessed and classified as either GEDSI ‘unaware’, ‘sensitive’, ‘empowering’ or ‘transformative’ [UK International Climate Finance (ICF) gender equality, disability and social inclusion guidance].
· Many GCBC projects work with people at the intersection of marginalised communities (e.g., IPLCs and women).
· Overall, the programme achieved GEDSI Sensitive scoring in December 2024 – one year ahead of expectations. 
· Following a comprehensive analysis of the programme’s GEDSI impacts last year, the Defra and DAI teams have developed a GEDSI action plan to implement the recommendations from the review. New grantees will be required to complete a GEDSI Action Plan in the first quarter of project implementation.   
· The GCBC offered a capacity strengthening pilot initiative to support with the submission process and encourage Global South applications. Capacity strengthening webinars for applicants were presented on: a) Research for Impact - Systems Approach, and b) Research Priorities - Delivery Principles. These were attended by 99 participants.

A3. Progress on recommendations from the previous AR (if completed), lessons learned this year and recommendations for the year ahead 

Table 2. Recommendations and progress
	Recommendations from AR4
	Progress

	Recommendation 1: Lack of evidence collation.
From [REDACTED] GESI analysis, it became apparent that original outputs are not collated and available anywhere. To utilise the GCBC website, to allow people to have access to all research products.
	Consolidation of evidence products has been achieved with a repository of products successfully developed and shared internally. Further work is needed to both classify the distinctive qualitative types of evidence, including for their intended audience, and to work on making it available externally.

	Recommendation 2: SEAH
A SEAH action plan, similar to the GESI action plan, is recommended to separate the two areas, although they are inherently linked.  
	A SEAH risk assessment was conducted in the summer of 2024. The programme team is currently working on turning the outputs from the risk assessment into a SEAH action plan, which will be finished by Autumn 2025. 

	Recommendation 3: Theory of Change
The theory of change needs completing as a specific recommendation to action by the next AR. It should include a short narrative, causal chains showing the links between the different elements, assumptions on which the theory is based, and evidence underpinning those assumptions. 
	The ToC is being refreshed at the time of writing. More details on progress can be found in Section B.

	Recommendation 4: Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) 
There is a need to define methods for some indicators. In some cases, it is unclear how you are determining the attribution of results to direct GCBC work. There is a risk of over-inflation of results without this clear attribution in methods. This applies to indicators like “participation in GCBC led research activities” that may assume all attendees were actively involved based on attendance (depends on roles etc).  
	The logframe indicators have been revised in October 2024 for RGC2 grantees and the changes will be rolled out to RGC1 grantees in October 2025. This harmonisation will allow for setting programme-level targets for all indicators.

	Recommendation 5: Value for Money
To develop cost-effectiveness metrics, to quantify costs per output/outcome/impact.
	VfM metrics are being developed for the new BC and will be incorporated in future ARs.



A4. Major lessons and recommendations for the year ahead 

	Item
	Lesson
	Recommendation
	Timeframe

	Programme Strategy and Development 
	Administrative Burden. Some grantees had difficulty navigating multiple versions of reporting templates and short turnaround times. Furthermore, grantees have expressed that our reporting requirements are too burdensome in comparison to similar programmes. 
	
A review of onboarding guidance and more manageable scheduling of onboarding webinars will be completed by DAI. 

The programme team will also review administrative activities and reduce unnecessary meetings and reporting for both grantees and delivery partners, and undertake an efficiency review to consider potential use of technology such as AI to streamline processes.

Once the process evaluation is finalised, the programme will reexamine project reporting requirements in light of its findings.
	By December 2025

	Implementation of Grant Competitions 
	The third grant competition further highlighted the challenges faced by Global South-led applicants, as a high number of them were not successful at the technical sift stage. The final shortlist of 35 applications was invited to the second stage, within which 28% are from the global south.  
	An analysis of the potential barriers will be carried out by DAI. This will include a review of application requirements and scoring as well as competition guidance. The aim is to explore more accessible formats, such as translated materials or pre-application clinics, to strengthen South-led representation. 
	By March 2026

	Financial Management
	Grantees have underspent against forecasts to date. It has been found that start dates that coincide with holiday periods and lack of early-phase planning increase the chance of contracting and team mobilisation, resulting in underspend. 
	DAI will continue to support grantees through regular forecasting checks and guidance and consider optimism bias when providing forecasts to Defra.
DAI will allow grantees to accrue payments to improve forecasting and reduce underspend. This approach has been confirmed with ODA Finance.
	Ongoing.

	Gender Equality, Disability, and Social Inclusion (GEDSI)
	The GEDSI action plan should be used as a central mechanism to drive progress and ensure seamless GEDSI integration throughout the programme.


	Ensure progress against the programme’s GEDSI Action Plan is systematically tracked and reported in future Annual Reviews, with clear milestones, responsibilities, and integration across key sections including MEL, VfM, and output scoring and with a strong focus on GEDSI expertise & capability.

	From Autumn 2025

	Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL)
	
There is a need to strengthen the integration of GEDSI within the Logframe by clarifying indicator definitions, intentions, and the role of local populations


	The team will work with DAI to apply a GEDSI lens to key indicators to promote respectful community engagement and participatory research practices. 
The independent evaluation will examine the programme’s MEL framework holistically and will advise on future logframe updates.
	From Summer 2025

	Annual Review
	The AR reporting period was changed to better align with projects and delivery partners’ reporting cycles, but some discrepancy remains with Component 2 projects that are due to finish in June 2025.
	The final 3 months of component 2 will covered by their Project Completion Reports to allow for a more focused GCBC AR next year. This is because it covers 3 months of work and less than 10% of overall programme spend.
	By next AR

	Field visits
	Other ODA programmes have found field visits to be very insightful to get a better understanding of the work we are funding on the ground; the GCBC Defra team has yet to visit any projects and there is underspend on travel for ODA programmes.
	The programme team should undertake programme site visits to help inform next year’s AR and to inform programme strategy.
	By March 2026



B: THEORY OF CHANGE AND PROGRESS TOWARDS OUTCOMES

B1. Summarise the programme’s theory of change (ToC), including any changes to outcome and impact indicators from the original business case. [1/2 page]

Originally, the ICF R&D programme had an overarching ToC (Appendix D) which articulated that by tackling some of the key evidence gaps and learning around the application of nature-based solutions (NbS) we can unlock the potential to deliver more effective policy and programmes with stronger outcomes for people, nature, and climate. Given the GCBC comprises the majority of the ICF R&D programme, it has a dedicated ToC (Appendix E) that reflects its aims to deliver informed, effective, and inclusive climate-resilient interventions and investments to improve livelihoods and reduce poverty through the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity.

From June 2025, the GCBC will be the only component of the ICF R&D programme. As such, the programme team will report against the GCBC ToC going forward.

GCBC (Component 3 of ICF R&D Programme) Theory of Change

The GCBC programme is designed to address the following problem statement: There is a lack of a) evidence on how the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity contributes to inclusive climate resilient development and poverty reduction; and b) processes, resource, and co-ordination mechanisms to use this evidence to bring about the transformational change is needed.
 
The ToC was revised in January 2024 and the Logframe indicators and Key Performance Indicator (KPI) methodologies were updated in August 2024, incorporating a new impact indicator on scaling GCBC solutions and updates to outcome indicators. Section C provides more information on the revised Logframe, which aims to reduce the reporting burden on grantees through its increased simplicity. 

In response to AR4 recommendations to amend some causal chains and assumptions, and as part of the programme-wide independent evaluation, Itad were commissioned in February 2025 to refresh the programme’s ToC and conduct a review[footnoteRef:5] of the evidence supporting the main implied impact pathways: systems approaches, policy influence, integration of indigenous and local knowledge, capacity building, changes in practice and markets and enterprise. The revised ToC will be evaluable and will better represent the systemic nature of impacts. It will have two distinct pathways to impact – a programme-level pathway and a project-level pathway. It will be accompanied by a short narrative and revised assumptions, as well as explicit casual links and feedback loops between its components.  [5:  GCBC Impact Pathway Evidence Review_Itad.docx] 


Furthermore, in 2024, Research Fellow [REDACTED] GESI analysis[footnoteRef:6] of the GCBC to assess how the programme addresses existing inequalities and to identify opportunities to strengthen GEDSI. The resulting report, delivered in November 2024, outlined key recommendations, including ensuring GEDSI featured strongly in the ToC, ensuring consistence in terminology, and strengthening grantee guidance.  [6:  ICF R&D Programme - GESI analysis of GCBC, December 2024.pdf - All Documents] 


The ToC evidence review found strong evidence supporting the relevance of the problem statement, and of the explicit GCBC ToC elements (activities, outputs and outcomes). It emphasised that the impact pathways are non-linear, context specific and often function synergistically rather than in isolation. The review highlighted that a central enabler of impact is the use of Research into Use (RiU) strategies, such as co-design, stakeholder dialogue and knowledge brokering; that foster collaborative research processes. Cross-cutting challenges mentioned include power asymmetries, discursive dominance and the marginalisation of indigenous perspectives. The review concludes that the GCBC can play a pivotal role by supporting integrated, participatory research that bridges science, policy and practice to address the biodiversity-climate-livelihoods nexus. Findings from this review are feeding into the programme’s ToC update, and the review will be published later this year.

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? 

Component 2: The remaining two Kew/WFID projects under this component are on-track and progressing well towards their respective indicators; meeting some of their end of project targets ahead of time (Section C). Both projects will conclude in June 2025 and research will be published via Open Access.

Component 3: The GCBC is progressing on delivering effective climate-resilient interventions, investments, and development that improve livelihoods and reduce poverty through the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity. 

Table 1 presents the progress on GCBC outcomes. It includes results from the 32 live GCBC projects, 18 of which started towards the end of the reporting period. Results from the remaining three Phase 1 projects are presented in Appendix C. 

Table 1. GCBC outcome-level results
	Indicator
	Progress during the review period
	Overall progress

	Outcome 1. ‘system transformation through local community natural resource management is informed and enabled by the demonstration of the interconnectedness of biodiversity, climate and livelihoods’

	1.1
	Evidence of policy makers and practitioners starting to adopt viable and relevant GCBC-funded solutions (as evidenced through case studies)
	0
	0

	Outcome 2 ‘Widespread implementation of policies, practices and investment strategies that deliver inclusive climate resilient poverty reduction through conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity.’

	2.1 
	Number of actionable GCBC-funded research papers that have been published in peer-reviewed journals 
	1[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Yahya, N., Poong, S-W, Brodie, J., Cottier-Cook, E.J., Wilbraham, J., Mallinson, S., Kassim, A., Mansor, K., Lim, P-E. (2024). Domesticating wild red algal eucheumatoids for cultivation in the seaweed industry. J Appl. Phycol. 36, 3525-3536. DOI: 10.1007/s10811-024-03325-8  
] 

	1

	2.2 
	Number of strategically relevant policymakers and practitioners engaged in GCBC-funded research 
	197 
	340 

	2.3 
	ICF KPI 11 – Volume of public finance leveraged 
	£1,772,325
	£2,504,849 

	2.4 
	ICF KPI 12 – Volume of private finance leveraged 
	£102,945 
	£422,132 

	Outcome 3 ‘Research partners have stronger capacity, capability, and networks to identify, fund, implement and disseminate research (with or without GCBC funding).’

	3.1 
	ICF TA KPI 2 - Number of organisations informed by International Climate Finance technical assistance 
	3 
	 3

	3.2 
	Number of organisations engaged in the International Network with improved access to information and/or capacity 
	133 
	133 



Progress on indicators includes the following: 
· Outcome 2.1: this indicator captures only the peer-reviewed articles published by GCBC projects from RGC1 onwards. It excludes Phase 1 projects (indicators presented in Annex C) and publications by the Hub, such as the special issue on biodiversity and food systems[footnoteRef:8] published by RBG Kew as SSL. This result was in line with expectations for the early stage of the programme considering the time lag for peer review journal articles. We expect the number to increase significantly in coming years. [8:  Ag4Dev_49_final.pdf.pagespeed.ce.82mgdZ-2ab.pdf] 

· Outcome 2.2: this indicator pertains to stakeholders engaged by projects. The results comprised of 45 stakeholders from the private sector, 32 from national governments / public sectors, and 98 stakeholders from national or international research communities.
· Outcomes 2.3 and 2.4: includes:
· For SAMS, a new grant from UKRI SE Asia Sustainable Aquaculture (2025-28) with value of £2.9 million (50% attributable). 
· Lancaster (RGC2) secured an estimated £200,000 per year (50% attributable) from the Brazilian Government for further biodiversity research in the Amazon region. 
· In addition, WWT (RGC1) secured over £100,000 of private finance from donors following the collapse of the dam of the Sofia Lake in 2023,  to design and build a replacement artificial dam to restore the lake. By January 2025, Sofia Lake had already refilled to cover around 50 to 60% of its original maximum volume. 
· Outcome 3.1: 3 research organisations were supported through through the programme’s Technical Assistance Facility (TAF) pilot phase, to develop capacity in GEDSI and MEL.
· Outcome 3.2: this includes participants in two external learning events led and hosted by RBG Kew on GCBC research with presentations from projects: 
1) Sustainable use of marine resources, conservation, climate mitigation and adaptation – SAMS and Natural History Museum (NHM) (46 attendees) where three marine habitat projects shared learnings on deep-sea regions, wild seaweeds and mangrove conservation.
2) ‘Forest landscape restoration project: Understanding Cherangany links to human wellbeing’ (87 attendees), where Nature Kenya and their partners talked about their project, and the importance of equitable partnerships  
· Impact indicators: Currently, it is not possible to assess progress against the two impact indicators for the GCBC programme. Only the methodology for KPI 15 (ICF KPI on transformational change)[footnoteRef:9] has been developed so far, combining project-level reporting and drawing on this information to make a separate assessment of portfolio-level change. [9:  International Climate Finance KPI 15 Methodology Note: Extent to which ICF intervention is likely to lead to transformational change] 

Significant progress at the project level is not captured by Logframe indicators, including important activities that underpin research, for example: 
· Construction of Andean and Amazonian nurseries was successfully completed by the community of the Gran Tescual Reserve with administrative and financial support from the CIASE team (RGC1 grantee). 
· In alignment with ethical and legal standards, in Ecuador, UTPL (RGC 2) signed Acts of free, prior and informed consent for access to traditional knowledge associated with biodiversity (Biological and Genetic Resources) with 7 communities. 
· University of Lincoln (RGC2), in Colombia’s Tomarrazon river, installed five sensors to measure the water level to monitor floods and installed devices to estimate the transport of sediments. 
· University of Aberdeen (RGC2) successfully installed a rainfall simulator at Hawassa University, using this to evaluate how biodiverse plants and different types of land management can combat soil erosion. 

Similarly, some progress at the programme level is not captured by the logframe indicators, including the publication of a special edition of the Ag4Devl journal on biodiversity and food systems[footnoteRef:10], with 16 articles from 32 authors partly funded by the GCBC (articles 1, 8, 14 and 15) and coordinated by RGB Kew in their role as the programme’s Strategic Science Lead. [10:  Ag4Dev_49_final.pdf.pagespeed.ce.82mgdZ-2ab.pdf] 


The overall programme score provided for KPI 15 – the impact indicator for transformational change - this reporting period was 3 (out of 5)[footnoteRef:11],with not enough evidence yet to assess accurately reflect the real progress, given the early stage of the programme. The nature of multi-year research grants is that the research is the core focus for the initial phase, with publications, dissemination and policy influence to follow. However, the average of scores provided across grantee RGC1 templates is 3.45, indicating improvements at this early stage of project implementation. Furthermore, the three remaining Phase 1 projects have obtained an average result of 4.5 for this indicator (4, 4.5 and 5 respectively) for their final year.  [11:  International Climate Finance KPI 15 Methodology Note: Extent to which ICF intervention is likely to lead to transformational change] 

Actions planned for the year ahead
· Business case extension: Submit refreshed, costed FBC to extend GCBC to Mar 2032 with staged decision gateways and delivery refinements to enhance VFM and enable RGC3 launch.
· Theory of Change: Revise ToC incorporating AR4 feedback and GEDSI analysis.
· Logframe: Roll out revised indicators to Competition 1; harmonise with Competition 2 and confirm outcome-level targets; reduce grantee reporting burden.
· GEDSI: Standardise definitions and messaging; require GEDSI expertise in applications/assessment; embed GEDSI across the ToC and delivery principles.
· Independent evaluation: Itad’s 2025–2028 evaluation is underway, including ToC refresh, process review and an evaluability assessment, leading to an updated impact evaluation design.
· Evidence Advisory Group: Use contracted days more flexibly (write-rounds/workshops); co-define long-term themes and convene a priorities workshop.
· Capacity strengthening: Scale the initiative drawing on RGC2 pilot learning and feedback.
· Governance & delivery model: Following Kew’s exit, scientific leadership will be undertaken in-house by Defra. We will establish a central research hub/virtual centre and develop better coordination between the components of the programme (science function, networking and engagement, reporting and MEL, etc). DAI (with Cadmus) to run competitions, MEL, networking and annual reporting. 
· Research priorities: Defra will set themes via an inclusive, evidence-led process, including engagement with EAG and programme stakeholders.
· Efficiency programme: Benchmark costs against other ODA R&D programmes; streamline processes and reporting; refine the operating model and pursue co-funding/partnerships across government and beyond.
· Engagement & communities of practice (CoPs): Stand up thematic CoPs (first on Inclusive Nature Action); conduct site visits in LATAM, SEAP, SSA; refresh communications plan for research-policy uptake, events, networking and alumni.

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

The recent rapid evidence review by the GCBC’s independent evaluator considered evidence from the literature and other programmes and showed that there is strong evidence for the GCBC’s problem statement: that there is limited evidence on and understanding of how the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity contributes to climate resilient development and poverty reduction; there are also limited processes, agency and coordination mechanisms to use this evidence to bring about the transformational change needed. Itad wrote that “Multiple recent systematic reviews found that although there is a clear emerging consensus that biodiversity, climate change and human well-being are interconnected, significant evidence gaps remain in our understanding of how the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity contributes to climate resilient development and poverty reduction.” Thus, the original case for establishing the GCBC still remains. 

Demand for the GCBC’s research remains strong, evidenced by an IDS survey, workshops delivered by RBG Kew on pressing research gaps, and rising applications to GCBC grant calls (155 in 2023; 507 in 2024; 895 in 2025). Even within an ODA-constrained environment that has reduced the annual budget from ~£12m to ~£10m, value for money has improved by moving from two delivery partners to one (DAI) and bringing science leadership in-house at Defra, reducing overheads and tightening alignment with departmental priorities. Continuing the programme protects momentum and the cumulative benefits of a growing grantee cohort, which is deepening evidence on the trade-offs and benefits of nature-based solutions. Sustained support is essential — good research takes time — and will accelerate the systems understanding needed to achieve transformational change for climate and people.

C. DETAILED OUTPUT SCORING 

Please see Appendix A for the detailed output scoring table. The table below shows the overall score per component of the programme with weightings being calculated from total funding per component.   
	Component  
	Overall score 
	Weighting for overall AR score 

	2.1: Kew Timber 
	A
	4%

	2.2: Kew Non-Timber Forest Risk Commodity (FRC) 
	A
	6% 

	3: Global Centre for Biodiversity and Climate (GCBC) 
	A+
	90% 



Component 2

Component 2 projects constitute 10% of the ICF R+D programme and are both close to completion, with project closure reports due to be submitted before the next AR. As such, we have provided a summary table below showing the overall score per output of each project, accompanied by paragraphs highlighting main achievements. Detailed output scoring tables and narrative is set out in Appendix B and will also be covered in depth through the PCRs.

	Project   
	Output no.   
	Output weighting   
	Score   
	Project weighted score   

	Kew Timber    
	1- Reference collection   
	30%   
	A+
	A (3.25)

	
	2- Scientific data acquired   
	30%   
	A
	

	
	3- Collaborations with OPSS   
	20%   
	A
	

	
	4- Leveraging of matched funding   
	20%   
	A
	

	Kew FRC    
	1- Soybean and cocoa reference collections  
	60%   
	A++
	A (3.8)   

	
	2- Scientific data acquired   
	40%   
	B
	



2.1 Kew Timber – Driving innovation in forest protection and enforcement monitoring. Tackling illegal logging: creating a timber reference library to support enforcement (World Forest ID/WFID at Kew). 
 
The project, delivered in partnership with World Forest ID (WFID), set to tackle illegally logged timber in legitimate supply chains by providing scientific means of identifying wood species and its providence, and by creating a comprehensive georeferenced reference collection of timbers in trade. The project’s main contribution has been the realisation of impact through the engagement of Peru, Gabon, Indonesia, Brazil and Cameroon under the wider WFID consortium, and the signing of a WFID/WWF Charter, evidencing resolve among the 19 signing timber trade organisations to improve transparency and legality in global timber supply chains, and to integrate scientific testing into their compliance practices.

2.2 Kew Non-Timber Forest Risk Commodity (FRC) 

The project aimed to develop and optimise a traceability system for Non-Timber Forest Risk Commodities (NTFRCs), specifically targeting soy and cocoa, but also testing other commodities including coffee, palm oil, and rubber to predict with high accuracy the harvest origin of the commodities. In this way, these tools would support supply chain actors and regulators in the compliance and enforcement of future regulations. 

The three main achievements of this project were: 1) the creation of provenance-verified (geolocated) physical sample reference collections for both field-harvested soybean and cacao; 2) generation of a database linked to the reference samples, containing the reference sample metadata, as well as stable isotope and trace element data sets obtained from analysis of these commodities to assess national and sub-national origin of commodities; and 3) the development of Gaussian process-driven machine learning-based models to predict the harvest origin of soy and cacao samples with supply-chain-relevant precision and accuracy. Together, these represent a unified pipeline with a clear chain of custody for future compliance and enforcement.

Component 3 – GCBC

Note on data limitations: RGC1 and RGC 2 grantees are currently reporting to slightly different Logframes, which is why milestones have not been set for all reported indicators. Logframes will be harmonised in October 2025 and programme-level targets will be set for all indicators.

	Output Title 
	New (or consolidation of existing) innovative and transformative research, evidence and scalable solutions on the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity for climate resilient inclusive development and poverty reduction

	Output number: 
	1
	Output Score: 
	 A++

	Impact weighting (%):  
	33%
	Weighting revised since last AR? 
	Yes (up - shift from 4 to 3 Outputs)

	
	
	
	
	

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

	1.1 Number of evidence products (research papers, case studies, tools, frameworks) produced demonstrating the effectiveness of research activities  
	Milestone: 90
[of which: 
RGC1 = 45; RGC2 = 1;
Phase 1 = 44]
	Total: 152
[of which: RGC1 = 63; RGC2 = 4; Phase 1 = 85]
 

	1.2 Proportion of people in research teams that are women, indigenous peoples, or individuals from under-represented groups
	N/A
	Women = 45% [RGC1 = 48%, RGC2 = 43%]
Indigenous people = 13% (RGC 2)
Under-represented = 7% (RGC2)


 
Briefly describe the output’s activities, and provide supporting narrative for the score. 
A total of 152 new knowledge/evidence products were produced in the reporting period, compared to 150 in the previous year. This brings the cumulative total to 378 knowledge/evidence products since the start of GCBC (including in previous reporting periods). With a joint target of 90 knowledge/evidence products for the reporting period, grantees overachieved the indicator under Output A by 69% (Appendix C, Table 1 and 2).
 
Some examples of evidence products during the reporting period include a paper submitted to a peer-reviewed journal by SAMS (RGC 1), University of Lancaster (RGC 2) evaluating the co-benefits of forest restoration, and the University of Oxford (RGC 1) on communicating socio-ecological benefits of cocoa agroforestry management practices. In Indonesia, Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh (RGC 2) supported a pipeline project in Pematang Gadung to finalise a concept note for biodiversity crediting. While in Colombia, CIASE (RGC 1) produced an illustrated botanical guide for the Gran Tescual Indigenous Reservation, which has been published and widely disseminated among local communities, partners, and stakeholders.
 
Indicator 1.2 is not in RGC 1 grantee Logframes (and therefore there is no programme-level milestone, but it will be added later this year). As a result, the data submitted was more complete for RGC 2 grantees. Despite this, it can be seen that the average across the portfolio is 45% of teams that are women, and 13% that are ‘indigenous people’ (RGC 2 only). Several grantees reported that this ‘Indigenous’ category, as well as ‘under-represented groups’ were complex and/or (occasionally) controversial in their context. Other complexities included how grantees defined ‘research teams’ in terms of participation and involvement of communities.
 
Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review.
There were formerly three indicators on evidence products, two at output level, which were consolidated into one indicator in the Logframe changes approved in October 2024. Cadmus is working to align past achievements to the new indicator and have built a repository of evidence products. This work will enable greater delineation of types of evidence products produced, including with the higher-level Outcome indicator on peer reviewed journal articles published.
 
	Output Title 
	New or strengthened diverse and equitable inter- and trans- disciplinary research networks and partnerships

	Output number: 
	2
	Output Score: 
	 A++

	Impact weighting (%):  
	33%
	Weighting revised since last AR? 
	Yes (up - shift from 4 to 3 Outputs)

	
	
	
	
	



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

	2.1 Number of research partnerships/collaborations formed or strengthened as a result of GCBC input
	Milestone: 105
[of which: RGC 1 = 54 RGC2 = 18; Phase 1 = 33]
	Total: 285 [Exceeded]
[of which: RGC 1 = 196; RGC2 = 40; Phase 1 = 49]

	2.2 Number of organisations engaged in the International Network who are interested and active in the sustainable use of biodiversity for climate and livelihoods (disaggregated by type and geography) (Kew indicator)
	N/A
	192 


 
Briefly describe the output’s activities, and provide supporting narrative for the score. 
Under Output indicator 2.1, a total of 285 new research partnerships/collaborations were formed or strengthened in the reporting period (compared to 103 for the previous year), of which 196 were from RGC 1 grantees, 40 for RGC 2 grantees, and 49 for Phase 1 grantees. This brings the cumulative total to 521 partnerships/collaborations since the start of GCBC (including in previous reporting periods). With a joint target of 105 partnerships/collaborations for the reporting period, grantees overachieved the indicator under Output B by 171% (Appendix C, Table 4). It should be noted that grantees might naturally form a number of partnerships and collaborations at the outset of their research work so the rate of increase for RGC 1 and RGC 2 grantees could slow over time.
 
Examples of partnerships/collaborations formed or strengthened across predominantly include partnerships formed with national research institutions and partners to conduct research. Outliers include SAMS (RGC 1), who were prolific in establishing partnerships (95), which included organisations such as the Natural History Museum (NHM, London), the Global Seaweed Coalition, Cargill, Yunus Foundation Thailand, Xiamen University – China, the Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle, Paris, France, and the FAO Aquaculture Division, among many others.
 
In addition, 192 organisations were engaged in the ‘International Network’ via the work of Kew as SSL (Output indicator 2.2). The result represents attendees of 25 workshops undertaken from August 2024 to March 2025, and range from research institutes, national governments, multi-national organisations and other stakeholders across 43 countries (see Appendix C).
 
Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review.
The research partnerships/collaborations indicator (2.1) is one of the indicators that have not changed over the past years, and will remain the same next year. Indicator 2.2 on engagement with the International Network will be revised following the restructuring of the programme. This will be part of a Logframe review in coming months and be informed by the ‘communities of practice’ work that is now under development.
 
	Output Title 
	Research is actively disseminated to policymakers, investors, practitioners and communities through audience-appropriate knowledge products and channels

	Output number: 
	3
	Output Score: 
	 A

	Impact weighting (%):  
	33%
	Weighting revised since last AR? 
	Yes (up - shift from 4 to 3 Outputs)

	
	
	
	
	



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

	3.1 Number of project research products submitted to peer-reviewed journals or other relevant platforms (including industry magazine, tool kits, etc.) 
	1
	1

	3.2 Number of stakeholder, learning and capacity building events organised by the Hub (disaggregated by type of event)
	N/A
	64 
 


 
Briefly describe the output’s activities, and provide supporting narrative for the score.  
The result for the number of project research products submitted to peer-reviewed journals or other relevant platforms (3.1) is an indicator for RGC 2 Logframes, and data was requested for RGC 1 projects.  26 submissions have been recorded for this year, predominated by the 17 conference abstracts produced and submitted by the SAMS (RGC1) project, and also including two journal submissions by the University of Oxford (RGC 1). One result has been registered from RGC2 grantees only (Lancaster), which is to be expected considering that they only very recently started their projects. In addition to this (for 3.2) the Hub held a total of 64 learning and capacity building events (see Table 6 in Appendix C).

For the purpose of this annual review, only RGC2 results were considered for Output Indicator 3.1. (which is one result compared to a target of 1). RGC1 results are not considered because targets for this indicator are not available yet for these grantees due to the misalignment issues that affect Logframe reporting this year. To ensure consistent target setting, only RGC2 results are considered since target have been set for these grantees. For the next annual review, a target will be formulated that allows to consider results across all research grant competition rounds.
 
As Output 3 is about research being “actively disseminated”, there are other indicators which can inform programme performance on this. Notably, other (legacy) dissemination indicators including the RGC 1 and Phase 1 Output indicator (and former programme indicator): “Number of people and/or teams participating in GCBC led research activities (workshops, communication events, stakeholder engagements, project meetings and other group events)”. For this indicator to April 2025, RGC 1 projects estimated a reach of 7,018 (2,855 of whom were women), and Phase 1 projects reported 8,108 (not gender disaggregated). The total for this indicator was therefore 15,126 for the year (compared to 11,865 for the previous year).
 
Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review.
The Output 3.1 indicator was a new indicator for the revised Logframe. In part, the indicator was included to reflect the potential time-lag for journal article publications. The indicator will now be integrated into the RGC 1 grantee Logframes in the upcoming Logframe revision. The Output 3.2 indicator will also revised to reflect the recent restructure of the GCBC. 
	Recommendations from AR4
	Progress

	Recommendation 1: Lack of evidence collation.
From [REDACTED] GESI analysis, it became apparent that original outputs are not collated and available anywhere. To utilise the GCBC website, to allow people to have access to all research products.
	Consolidation of evidence products has been achieved with a repository of products successfully developed and shared internally. Further work is needed to both classify the distinctive qualitative types of evidence, including for their intended audience, and to work on making it available externally.

	Recommendation 2: SEAH
A SEAH action plan, similar to the GEDSI action plan, is recommended to separate the two areas, although they are inherently linked.  
	A SEAH risk assessment was conducted in the summer of 2024. The programme team is currently working on turning the outputs from the risk assessment into a SEAH action plan, which will be finished by Autumn 2025. 

	Recommendation 3: Theory of Change
The theory of change needs completing as a specific recommendation to action by the next AR. It should include a short narrative, causal chains showing the links between the different elements, assumptions on which the theory is based, and evidence underpinning those assumptions. 
	The ToC is being refreshed at the time of writing. More details on progress can be found in Section B.

	Recommendation 4: Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) 
There is a need to define methods for some indicators. In some cases, it is unclear how you are determining the attribution of results to direct GCBC work. There is a risk of over-inflation of results without this clear attribution in methods. This applies to indicators like “participation in GCBC led research activities” that may assume all attendees were actively involved based on attendance (depends on roles etc).  
	The logframe indicators have been revised in October 2024 for RGC2 grantees and the changes will be rolled out to RGC1 grantees in October 2025. This harmonisation will allow for setting programme-level targets for all indicators.

	Recommendation 5: Value for Money
To develop cost-effectiveness metrics, to quantify costs per output/outcome/impact.
	VfM metrics are being developed for the new BC and will be incorporated in future ARs.



D: RISK 

Overview of risk appetite 
The risk appetite of the GCBC (Appendix G) has been updated during the reporting period to better reflect its nature as an R&D programme where uncertainty and risk are often necessary for innovation and progress. The SRO and Deputy Director has approved the risk appetite at project level for Strategic and Context, and Project/Programme as ‘eager’, one level higher than the ODA portfolio appetite in February 2025. Increasing the risk appetite here will allow the GCBC to fund some projects where there is uncertainty about their success but high potential for benefits due to high innovation. The programme’s risk appetite for the other categories is in line with ODA’s portfolio risk appetite.

The programme’s overall risk rating is currently ‘low’. This reflects mitigations already in place (filling key capacity gaps, robust fiduciary controls with no incidents this period, active safeguarding and clear escalation) and routine monthly monitoring and escalation across partners. The programme team has completed a SEAH risk self-assessment, identifying specific risks along with corresponding mitigation measures which have been integrated into the programme’s SEAH action plan.

The overall risk rating is well within the programme’s updated risk appetite. This is due to a higher level of caution that was prudent in the set up and early implementation stages of the programme (2022-present). However, now that the GCBC is well established, we anticipate that the overall risk trajectory will increase - for example, by agreeing to fund a higher number of ‘high risk’ projects, introducing complementary instruments and reviewing and streamlining reporting and PMO processes.

Key risks and mitigations
· Project & programme: As an R&D programme, risks include strong applicants not receiving awards, findings not being adequately disseminated, and theme selection not leading to an innovative portfolio. Mitigations include applicant capacity building seminars, a communication strategy to disseminate findings and convey programme value, and work to establish long- and short-term research priorities and future themes. Residual risks in this category are low and within appetite.
· Delivery & operational: The main risk this year was insufficient capacity and capability (including on Social Development, GEDSI and MEL) due to financial constraints and headcount restrictions. The programme secured additional headcount, bolstering its science capacity through the recruitment of a dedicated Senior Scientific Officer with social science expertise and a research fellow, lowering the residual risk from medium to low.
· Financial & fiduciary. Key risk is misuse of funds by grant recipients. Controls require fully traceable expenditures, appropriate authorisations and use strictly for designated purposes. There were no fiduciary incidents during the period, and the residual risk is within a ‘cautious’ appetite. Detective and preventative measures are in place to reduce the risk of fiduciary incidents, including monthly performance meeting with delivery partners, close oversight of grantee spend from the Fund Management Lead, reports to Defra, and due diligence processes.
· Strategy & context. Risk that selected themes do not address evidence gaps as set out in the ToC. The team is working with DAI and the EAG to refine the theme-selection process, incorporating bottom-up demand from researchers and top-down insights from policy and literature. Residual risks are low.
· Safeguarding. Delivery partners and subcontractors must ensure safe environments, supportive culture, accessible policies and clear escalation paths. GCBC has zero tolerance for inaction on SEAH, set out in the Grant Management Guidelines and a mandatory “Ethics and Safeguarding” webinar for grantees during inception; obligations are reiterated in regular meetings. One safeguarding incident occurred (Madagascar): it was reviewed by a local safeguarding professional, recommendations were implemented, and the incident was reported to the Defra ODA hub per escalation procedures.
Risk Management Approach
Our Management Lead, DAI, actively monitors project-level risks associated with RGC1 and RGC2 projects, through monthly meetings with grantees. The Defra programme team monitor Component 2 and Phase 1 project-level risks via monthly project reporting, as well as the overarching programme risks. Each delivery partner also maintains their own risk registers, and these risks are shared with the Defra during their respective monthly performance meetings. Any risks that have high severity, significant impact on project milestones, or require resources beyond the hub's control to mitigate are escalated to the Senior Management Team (SMT) in the monthly SRO meetings. The process of escalating and recording risks in the programme level risk register allows for a coordinated response to significant risks. This ensures that key risks are dealt with at the appropriate level and contributes to the overall resilience of the programme.
 
[bookmark: _Hlk21353049]E: PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT: DELIVERY, COMMERCIAL & FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

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

The Defra programme team has undergone significant changes during the reporting period, namely the move to a new DD-led team and the transition to a new SRO. Governance arrangements were also updated with the Programme Board’s expansion in January 2025, accompanied by an update it its ToR.

The GCBC was restructured at the end of March 2025 as Royal Botanical Gardens, Kew’s (RBG Kew) Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) came to an end, with the science leadership of the programme being brought in-house to Defra. The science capacity of the team will be strengthened with the recruitment of a research fellow and a Senior Scientific Officer, and priority-setting work through a systematic and transparent approach has started. 

In the last year, the GCBC also improved its performance and delivery on GEDSI, through the following.
· Research capacity building: 
· All active grantees (RGC1 and 2) have been trained in GEDSI. 
· A dedicated session was held during the Symposium, to re-emphasise the ODA GEDSI framework and encourage peer to peer learning on project specifics.
· Current RGC3 applicants have received training as part of the second stage of application, and the importance of GEDSI has been emphasised. 
· Many grantees have received targeted additional training on GEDSI through the TAF, on subjects most essential for their research, such as research ethics and data gathering. 
· GEDSI guidance document has been updated with Defra’s feedback.
· GEDSI Deliverables for grantees: 
· RGC1 have all submitted GEDSI self-assessments and RGC2 GEDSI Action Plans. 
· They have been provided with tailored feedback and requests for follow-up actions to improve specific parts of their GEDSI inclusion (e.g. monitoring, team capacity, etc…), with the goal of empowering all GEDSI projects to progress on the unaware to transformative pipeline. [REDACTED] 2024 analysis of RGC1 project has been included in the assessment feedback. 
· Pathways for progress for each grantee are being monitored by DAI’s GEDSI Lead and the Grants Managers.
· Regular reporting: 
· GEDSI progress is being reported on a Quarterly and Annual basis through the grantees’ narrative reports and during quarterly meetings, with special attention paid to pathways of progress identifies during the deliverable analysis. 
· DAI’s GEDSI Lead also joins the Grantees’ Quarterly meetings on an ad-hoc basis to provide feedback and guidance and offer further options for capacity building.

Performance of the Management Lead:

Over the review period the team at the Management Lead has undergone some changes – notably the change of grants director, and the appointment of a full-time biodiversity lead and a full-time communications manager. These changes reflect the willingness of DAI as a partner to adapt their approach in response to learnings about the programme and performance. Despite these changes, DAI have shown stable and consistently good performance throughout the reporting period.  

DAI’s performance is tracked using the following KPIs which are scored once a month in agreement with Defra. For this review period, KPIs were largely scored successfully, with only KPI 3 on disbursement forecasting off track.

· KPI 1: Reporting & Meeting Requirements: timeliness and quality	
· KPI 2: Competition Delivery: timeliness and quality
· KPI 3: Disbursement: accuracy and timeliness
· KPI 4: Communications with the Authority: responsiveness.
The programme risks and finances are also reviewed during the monthly performance monitoring meetings.  Credit is due to the DAI finance manager for working hard with the grantees to support them to improve their financial forecasts, such that there has been minimal variance between forecasts and actual spend over the last financial year. The DAI contract saw underspend of £150k largely due to less engagement than expected by grantees with the TAF. Risks are well documented and well communicated. The current priority risk for DAI is the inability to sign new grant agreements with grantees until the new Business Case for the GCBC is approved. 

Performance of Strategic Science Lead (SSL): 
During the last few months of their MoU the SSL team worked flexibly to deliver with a smaller team. Highlights include a successful research symposium held at Kew in March 2025, and the delivery of a series of regional workshops undertaken by PhD students. Credit is due to the team for their work during this time.
Strategies implemented by the programme team to manage the exit process include:
· Early communication of changes, to allow the SSL team as much time as possible to plan accordingly.
· Co-development of the exit planning process, reaching mutual agreement of deliverables.
· Increased flexibility regarding timelines in recognition of the reduced team capacity. 
E2. Assess the VfM of this output compared to the proposition in the Business Case, based on performance over the past year 

A VfM assessment identifies whether the costs of the programme are proportional to the benefits achieved in terms of reaching the programme’s desired outcomes and objectives derived from the business case. The assessment uses the 4 Es approach

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 to 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 marginalized groups? (“spending fairly”)
Cost-effectiveness – What is the intervention’s ultimate impact on the long-term transformational change, relative to the inputs that our agents or we invest in?

Economy

Table 3: Allocated and actual spend 2021-2025 (£ million)

	Spend line
	Financial year

	
	20/21
	21/22
	22/23
	23/24
	24/25

	Budget 
	1.02
	2.59
	16.00
	11.70
	12.00

	Actual Spend
	0.66
	1.88
	11.58
	11.27
	11.81

	Difference
	-0.36
	-0.71
	-4.42
	-0.43
	-0.19



In FY24/25, total expenditure amounted to £11.8m, which was £0.2m (1.6%) under the allocated budget of £12m. Of this, £1.2m was spent on Component 2 and £10.6m on Component 3. Component 2 included Timber (£466,913) and Soy (£712,897) projects delivered by Kew. Component 3 included Phase 1 project delivery (£4.5m), Hub costs for strategic science and management leads (£1.4m), RGC1 (£3.5m), and RGC2 (£1.2m).  Administrative costs were at 11.7%.

Table 3 compares the FY allocation approved in the business case with actual spend. So far, grantees have slightly underspent against allocations to date, however in 2024/25 funding disbursed has been significantly closer to the allocated budget. Processes have been implemented to address funding mobilisation and contracting, with monthly forecasting routines and clearer induction timelines helping mitigate these risks. 

The programme team follows strict and transparent processes to ensure that it spends economically. Across the programme, all delivery partners undertake monthly risk reporting via performance meetings to monitor delivery, financial, strategic, safeguarding, and fraud risks. The Defra programme team also conducted a Fraud Risk Assessment in May 2024, as commissioned by ODA. Moving from two delivery partners to one has improved economies of scale, tightened scientific direction through in-house leadership, reduced contract-management burden and improved coordination.

For Component 2, delivery partner RBG Kew is paid through the Risk & Opportunities process: any deviation in agreed spend is flagged to Defra Finance Business Partners quarterly and any money not spent as agreed is returned to Defra at the end of the financial year, minimising unnecessary spend.

For Component 3, DAI Global are the management lead procured to administer the disbursements to grantees. DAI are paid quarterly in arrears based on fixed core deliverables set out in the specification, and on agreed variable costs that reflect the size and complexity of each grant competition. The inclusion of variable costs ensures that DAI only bills for resource used and that the programme team can review spend and adjust in monthly performance management meetings. RBG Kew were the strategic science lead for Component 3 until March 2025 and were paid through the Risk & Opportunities process, where any deviation in agreed spend was flagged to Defra Finance Business Partners quarterly and any money not spent as agreed was returned to Defra at the end of the financial year. Close monitoring of DAI and Kew deliverables and KPI’s through the monthly performance management meetings helps to ensure that money is being spent economically.

Component 3 projects fall into two categories: Phase 1 projects, and research grant competition projects (RGC). Phase 1 projects under Component 3 are paid in arrears based on pre-agreed outputs. DAI Global are contracted to ensure that: no grantee payments are made in advance of need; claims for payment must include evidence of spend and evidence of agreed outputs; any money clawed back from a project is returned to Defra in 10 working days; and all GCBC work is managed in line with HMG’s Managing Public Money guidelines. DAI also conduct due diligence on all potential grant recipients from the GCBC’s research calls to ensure that funds are allocated to projects that align with the programme’s Theory of Change and that have the capacity and resources to deliver on their objectives, whilst ensuring that money is spent economically.

Efficiency

The scoring of projects and comparisons of the target outputs and actual outputs of the log frame are used to assess the efficiency of the programme in converting inputs to outputs.  In 24/25 all output indicators met or exceeded their annual target, achieving scores of at least A, with output 1 and 2 scoring A++, indicating high efficiency of the programme at converting resources into outputs.  

Table 4. Summary of output indicators and targets.
	Indicator
	Target
	Progress during AR5
	Score

	Output 1
	New (or consolidation of existing) innovative and transformative research, evidence and scalable solutions on the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity for climate resilient inclusive development and poverty reduction
	A++

	1.1
	Number of evidence products (research papers, case studies, tools, frameworks) produced demonstrating the effectiveness of research activities  
	90
	152
	 

	1.2
	Proportion of people in research teams that are women, indigenous peoples, or individuals from under-represented groups
	N/A
	Women = 45%
Indigenous people = 13% 
Under-represented = 7% 
	 

	Output 2
	New or strengthened diverse and equitable inter- and trans- disciplinary research networks and partnerships
	A++

	2.1
	Number of research partnerships/collaborations formed or strengthened as a result of GCBC input
	105
	285
	 

	2.2
	Number of organisations engaged in the International Network who are interested and active in the sustainable use of biodiversity for climate and livelihoods 
	N/A
	192
	 

	Output 3
	Research is actively disseminated to policymakers, investors, practitioners and communities through audience-appropriate knowledge products and channels
	A

	3.1
	Number of project research products submitted to peer-reviewed journals or other relevant platforms
	1
	1
	 

	3.2
	2 Number of stakeholder, learning and capacity building events organised by the Hub 
	N/A
	64
	 



Effectiveness

Whilst the programme continues to demonstrate strong performance in delivering outputs, it is difficult to demonstrate progress towards its intended outcomes as discussed in section B2. While progress is being made against the output indicators, a lack of outcome targets make it difficult to assess the programmes effectiveness at outputs driving the intended outcomes. 

A recent rapid evidence review conducted by the independent evaluator, Itad, highlighted ongoing gaps in the evidence base regarding the contribution of biodiversity conservation to climate-resilient development and poverty reduction, which highlights the ongoing need for the research projects. 
The sustained increase in applications to the GCBC (from 155 in 2023 to 895 in 2025) reflects growing global demand for research in this area. 

The relevance and quality of GCBC research are assured in several ways. Themes for research calls are informed by consultation with expert stakeholders in the programme’s target regions. As Strategic Science lead during the AR5 reporting period, Kew ran online workshops with actors in four regions to identify evidence gaps and research priorities. A survey on research needs was also undertaken in partnership with FCDO and UKRI to inform future research calls.

The GCBC Expert Advisory Group was strengthened during AR4, bringing in wider expertise from GCBC regions across relevant disciplines. This group has had an active role in shaping programme strategy. Project concept notes and proposals for RGCs were peer reviewed and ranked by experts to ensure that successful new projects were of the highest quality, relevant to programme aims and innovative in nature. 

The independent evaluation currently underway will provide further insight into the programme’s effectiveness in achieving its outcomes.


Equity

The original business case integrates equity considerations into each of the programme components. However, the lack of disaggregated data available during this annual review period limits the ability to assess the equity of the ICF R&D programme at this stage. Component 2 projects were not able to provide data with disaggregation for any of the four main ICF categories (sex, age, disability, or geography), as their output indicators do not pertain to people.

GCBC is tracking and delivering GEDSI outcomes in three main ways:

i. Tracking GEDSI in programme participation
Equity monitoring is integrated into GCBC project reporting as projects are required to disaggregate by gender. Data on the composition of research teams provides an indication on progress of equity and inclusion objectives. Gender disaggregation was not available for all Phase 1 projects. For output 1.2 (Proportion of people in research teams that are women, Indigenous Peoples, or individuals from under-represented groups), data from RGC1 projects indicates that 48 percent of research team members were women. Only four grantees reported on the proportion of Indigenous Peoples, which limits the ability to draw conclusions from these figures. For RGC2, 42 percent of research team members were women, 17 percent were Indigenous Peoples, and 7 percent were from under-represented groups. 14 grantees from RGC1 and 16 from RGC2 reported on this output, representing 94% of grantees. This represents a small proportion of the total number of individuals participating in GCBC research activities. 61% of total RGC spend was spent in the Global South. A review of grant application requirements is planned by March 2026 to improve accessibility and strengthen equity and inclusion.

ii. Researching approaches to build GEDSI into nature-based solutions
In many regions, GCBC projects are already actively advancing GEDSI through meaningful community engagement, gender-responsive capacity building, and the amplification of Indigenous and local knowledge systems. In Ethiopia, for example, agroforestry research led by the International Centre for Research in Agroforestry are empowering women farmer leaders through the creation of safe spaces and the delivery of women-only training. In Colombia, CIASE is researching ways to nurture intergenerational, gender-focused climate education through the Escuela Viva (Living School) and supporting women-led bio-collective enterprises. Similarly, in Peru and Ecuador, the International Potato Centre is promoting the leadership of women and youth by recognising ‘seed guardians’ and using photovoice storytelling to strengthen cultural identity and community ties.
iii. Codesign of research
A strong emphasis on inclusive research design and knowledge co-creation runs across many GCBC initiatives. In Cambodia, Indigenous women are receiving ethics training from the Wildlife Conservation Society to lead biodiversity conservation efforts, while in Ghana and Tanzania, institutions like the University of Education, Winneba and the International Institute of Environment and Development are applying participatory mapping and locally tailored co-creation practices that elevate community voices and agency.

The GCBC transitioned from GEDSI ‘unaware’ to GEDSI ‘sensitive’ over the course of one year (October 2023 to December 2024). This was achieved a year ahead of the expectation set by the ODA Board for all Defra programmes to be GEDSI Sensitive by December 2025. Defra and DAI have also developed GEDSI implementation plans to address the recommendations of the recent review by [REDACTED]. These included responding to observations regarding inconsistent use of terminology and a lack of clear guidance for grantees. A total of 99 participants attended a capacity strengthening pilot designed to support the submission process and encourage increased participation from Global South applicants.

Cost Effectiveness

The intended long-term impact of the scheme is to drive transformational change by generating and applying research on the interconnections between biodiversity, climate, and livelihoods, enabling communities and policymakers to adopt more sustainable approaches to natural resource management. In line with this, there are three overarching desired impacts the programme: firstly, that system transformation through local community natural resource management is informed and enabled by GCBC research (Outcome 1); secondly, that GCBC research informs the design and widespread implementation of policies, practices and investment strategies that deliver inclusive climate resilient poverty reduction through conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity (Outcome 2); and thirdly that GCBC projects build stronger capacity, capability, and networks to identify, fund, implement and disseminate research (with or without GCBC funding) (Outcome 3).

It is difficult to assess transformational change at this point, as the impacts of long-term research projects can take time to materialise. As noted in Section B.2, no system transformation has yet been observed under Outcome 1; however, progress under Outcomes 2 and 3 is encouraging. The programme has published one actionable peer-reviewed research paper and engaged 340 strategically relevant stakeholders, including policymakers, practitioners, and researchers. It has also mobilised £1.7 million in public finance and £102,945 in private finance within this review period. While a full cost-benefit analysis has not been conducted, outputs have substantially exceeded key targets, particularly in evidence products and research partnerships. For example, 152 evidence products were produced against a target of 90, and 285 research partnerships were formed or strengthened against a target of 105. These results indicate that the programme is delivering outputs at a reasonable cost. It is recommended that the programme explores whether more can be done to mobilise finance and improve cost-effectiveness. 

Value for money summary

There is no evidence that the economic rationale for funding the programme has changed since the original business case, which assessed the programme to be high value for money. Current results continue to demonstrate value for money, with delivery remaining cost-effective and consistent with the programme’s intended purpose. Near-budget delivery in 24/25, strengthened financial controls, and a streamlined delivery model support economy and efficiency; outputs substantially exceeded key targets (evidence products, partnerships) while maintaining prudent spend. Effectiveness is being built through an expanding evidence base and an ongoing independent evaluation, though final outcomes and impacts, including those related to poverty alleviation, are not yet demonstrable – presenting a risk to overall VfM which should be monitored through MEL and future annual reviews. Equity practices are embedded and being strengthened, with data limitations acknowledged and specific actions underway.

Alignment to Paris Agreement
The programme is closely aligned to the Paris Agreement, with its core objectives focused on generating and mobilising actionable evidence that can support governments and international partners in implementing climate frameworks by identifying solutions that are effective, inclusive, and scalable. It also highlights the enabling conditions and potential risks that influence whether these solutions can be scaled - providing national systems and funders with the critical information they need to take action. Additionally, the GCBC helps developing countries enhance their capacity to access and utilise finance for nature and climate resilience, contributing to the global target of mobilising $100 billion annually in climate finance. The programme also remains 100% International Climate Finance (ICF) eligible and contributes to Defra’s ICF KPI reporting.    

A Climate and Environmental Risk Assessment (CERA) has been carried out, whereby it has been determined that the programme has low risk level for environmental concerns, and moderate risk level for climate concerns. Mitigation measures are being established with delivery partners which are proportionate to the moderate risk level on climate, including due consideration of potential disbenefits of delivering the programme.


	Date of last narrative financial report
	
	Date of last audited annual statement
	





Appendix A: Annual Review 5 Detailed Output Scoring   
The overall programme score, A+, was calculated through the method shown below (weighted scores were calculated using C=1, B=2, A=3, A+=4, A++=5, with weightings being calculated from total funding per component and with final scores being the weighted score rounded to the nearest whole score).   
	Project   
	Output no.   
	Output weighting   
	Score   
	Project weighted score   

	Kew Timber  (component 2.1)  
	1- Reference collection   
	30%   
	A+
	A (3.25)

	
	2- Scientific data acquired   
	30%   
	A
	

	
	3- Collaborations with OPSS   
	20%   
	A
	

	
	4- Leveraging of matched funding   
	20%   
	A
	

	Kew FRC  (component 2.2)   
	1- Soybean and cocoa reference collections  
	60%   
	A++
	A (3.8)
  
  

	
	2- Scientific data acquired   
	40%   
	B
	

	GCBC  (component 3) 
	1- New (or consolidation of existing) innovative and transformative research, evidence and scalable solutions on the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity for climate resilient inclusive development and poverty reduction
	33.3%   
	A++
	A+ (4.3)

	
	2- New or strengthened diverse and equitable inter- and trans- disciplinary research networks and partnerships
	33.3%   
	A++
	

	
	3- Research is actively disseminated to policymakers, investors, practitioners and communities through audience-appropriate knowledge products and channels
	33.3%   
	A
	


   
	Project    
	Funding FY24/25 (£)  
	Weighting   
	Score   
	Overall programme weighted score   

	Kew Timber    
	466,913.94
	 4% 
	A
	A (3.25)

	Kew FRC   
	712,879
	 6% 
	A
	A (3.8)


	GCBC    
	10,625,657.20
	 90% 
	A+
	 A+ (4.3)


 



Appendix B – Component 2 outputs
2.2 Kew Non-Timber Forest Risk Commodity (FRC) 

	Output Title   
	Reference collection built to required standards, coverage, and size to enable expansion and innovation of authentication technologies and reference database construction 

	Output number:  
	1 
	Output Score:  
	A+

	Impact weighting (%):   
	30 
	Weighting revised since last AR?  
	No 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	1.1 Size of the reference collection at Kew 
	5,200 samples acquired, accessioned, processed, and curated to international standards by Y5 (1200/year) by March 2025  
	Exceeded. Cumulative total of 5,303 DAC-listed country reference samples acquired. Project end target met in Q1 FY 24/25. 

	1.2 Total number of subsamples supplied 
	4,000 subsamples supplied to WFID consortium laboratories by March 2025  
	Exceeded. Cumulative total of 4,084.
Project end target met in Q1 FY24/25. 



  
Briefly describe the output’s activities and provide supporting narrative for the score.  
Both project end targets were exceeded. Output indicator 1.1 achieved a cumulative total of 5,303 DAC-listed country reference samples in the collection. Output indicator 1.2 achieved a cumulative total of 4,084 DAC-listed country subsamples supplied to WFID consortium laboratories.
Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review.  
No changes made or planned.
   
	Output Title  
	Scientific data acquired using the WFID at Kew collection to drive scientific progress and innovation in authentication, with reduction of sampling costs 

	Output number:  
	2 
	Output Score:  
	A 

	Impact weighting (%):   
	30 
	Weighting revised since last AR?  
	No 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	2.1 Number of academic publications by WFID at Kew advancing direct analysis in real-time (DART) time-of-flight mass spectrometry (TOFMS), Stable Isotope Ratio Analysis (SIRA) and wood anatomy as techniques for timber authentication 
	4 Academic publications by March 2025 
	Exceeded. Scientific publications published to date against this indicator total 12. Listed in Appendix F with URLs.

	2.2 Number of academic publications by WFID at Kew developing or enhancing methods for timber species and origin authentication publications integrating trace elements, genomics with the techniques above via models. 
	4 Academic publications by March 2025 
	Moderately did not meet expectation. Scientific publications published to date against this indicator total 3. Listed in Appendix F with URLs. 


  
Briefly describe the output’s activities and provide supporting narrative for the score.  
The overall output milestones are met via the balance between the two indicators. 
Indicator 2.1 project target already greatly exceeded. Two further publications are in development: a) “Impact of heat treatment on database recall and metabolomic fingerprints used for timber identification employing Direct Analysis in Real Time Time-of-Flight Mass Spectrometry” was recently submitted to Wood Science and Technology, b) Intralaboratory validation and applied multidisciplinary wood identification” is in development and likely to be submitted to Rapid Communications in Mass Spectrometry. 

Indicator 2.2 Currently there are three publications, and a fourth, “Combining Forces: Multi-Genus Modeling for Stable Isotope-Based Timber Traceability” is in review in the journal Environmental Research Letters and we hope will be accepted by June 30.  
Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review.  
No changes made or planned.
  
	Output Title  
	Generation of collaborations with the Office for Product Safety & Standards Environmental Enforcement & Compliance Team (OPSS) resulting in enhanced UK Timber Regulations (UKTR) enforcement expertise and scientific engagement 

	Output number:  
	3 
	Output Score:  
	A

	Impact weighting (%):   
	20 
	Weighting revised since last AR?  
	No 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	3.1.1 Number of country-based collaborations with OPSS per year 
	6 collaboration years recorded by March 2025 
	Under Target – one delivered: Identification of wood products leaflet[footnoteRef:12] in partnership with Department for Business and Trade - Office for Product Safety and Standards (DBT-OPSS). Distributed to 131 people (57 people at Timber Expert Panel in January, including 20 trade bodies at their Timber Expert Panels and the Telford Furniture Show in March 2025). The QR code has been scanned >60 times.  [12:  https://www.kew.org/science/our-science/projects/world-forest-id:] 


	3.1.2 Number of training events with OPSS per year 
	3 training sessions by March 2025 
	Exceeded – cumulative total 4 training sessions in 2021, 2022 and two in 2023.

	3.1.3 Number of international country-based collaborations outside of OPSS 
	Use by 5 DAC list country governments or organisations by March 2025 
	Exceeded – the wider WFID Global consortium comprised 8 organisations at project close, of which the 5 in Peru, Gabon, Indonesia, Brazil and Cameroon are in DAC list countries[footnoteRef:13].  [13:  https://worldforestid.org/.] 


	3.2 Number of interactions based on implementation of Direct analysis in real-time DART-TOFMS, SIRA, wood anatomy or other research methods delivered to OPSS and international governmental stakeholders per year via WFID geared to their needs. Interactions can include reports, presentations, and meetings. 
	10 reports and 1 output like Chinese plywood enforcement project report by March 2025 
	Exceeded. Output: Trade-facing document disseminated as described under 3.1.1.  Interactions 5 in 2025 via 3 bodies from Korea and technical training in DART-TOFMS-based wood identification to NORAD-funded researchers from BRIN and IPB (Indonesia). Previous interactions in 2024 with Rio Tinto in November, at a European Union Wildlife Forensics Conference in September and via the Partnership for Action Against Wildlife Crimes United Kingdom (PAW-UK), UK DBT and Border Force in Summer 2024, partnership with ENFORCE, a newly established Belgian centre of expertise for forensic wood research linked to the Royal Museum for Central Africa (RMCA) in Tervuren in Spring 2024 thus indicator target exceeded during the project as a whole.



  
Briefly describe the output’s activities and provide supporting narrative for the score.  
DBT-OPSS have an annual plan and the aim was collaboration with them on a specific component of that plan each year, which would usually be imports of timber from a specific country (e.g. Vietnam) or for a specific aspect of trade (e.g. yacht decking) to deliver a specific joint academic/user-focussed output on that topic. 
Despite a significant level of activities with DBT-OPSS via regular online and in-person meetings, training and other visits to Kew, the delivery of specific user-oriented, multidisciplinary outputs was challenging due to primarily external reasons[footnoteRef:14]. Overall, the project team enjoyed and learnt a great deal from the partnership at project output during the duration of the project and were able to deliver the 24-25 “collaboration year” output in the form of the leaflet described under indicator 3.1.1.  [14:  Since 2020, collaboration with OPSS has been impacted sequentially throughout the project by Covid-19, staff transfer to DExEU (both causing OPSS team churn), other uncontrollable factors and OPSS switch of focus especially in 2022-2023 away from DAC list countries to conflict timber from Russia following the Ukraine Invasion.] 


Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review. 
No changes made or planned.
  
	Output Title  
	Leveraging of matched funding via philanthropic and statutory finance during the Defra funded period of WFID at Kew and developing a roadmap towards being self-sustaining at the end of the five-year Defra ICF-funded period via development of a business model based on private sector investment and/or fee for service provision 

	Output number:  
	4 
	Output Score:  
	A 

	Impact weighting (%):   
	20 
	Weighting revised since last AR?  
	No 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

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

	4.1 Finance leveraged (£) for WFID at Kew through statutory or philanthropic funding 
	£2.5M to be raised by March 2025 
	Met via project funding to wider World Forest ID under the following grants: Conflict Timber grant, 
FRC grant, the FRC bolt on grant, and the IWT grant. Total grant value awarded for timber research as co- or matched funding to wider WFID during the project was £3.8M. 

	4.2 % of wider WFID funding from external sources 
	Key private sector investment and (e.g.) fee for service clients identified by December 2024 
	Met. All wider WFID funding from external sources. Subscription model currently being explored for private sector bodies by wider WFID.

	4.3 Number of staff members recruited per year (based on approved project proposals) 
	Target 2 per year.
	Met: 11 people in 5 project years. 


  
Briefly describe the output’s activities and provide supporting narrative for the score.  
The project has met all milestones under output indicator 4. All 4 grants have contributed together to the achievement of WFID at Kew (timber grant) goals, in particular the academic papers delivered under Indicator 2.2.
Output indicator 4.2. % of wider WFID funding from external sources. All wider WFID funding from external sources. Subscription model currently being explored for private sector bodies by wider WFID.
Output indicator 4.3 Number of staff members recruited per year (based on approved project proposals) The target of 2 per year was surpassed with 11 people over 5 years.
  
Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review. 
No changes made or planned.

2.2 Kew Non-Timber Forest Risk Commodity (FRC) 

	Output Title  
	Cocoa, soybean, and other Forest Risk Commodity (FRC) reference collections built to required standards, coverage, and size to support reference database development and enable innovation of traceability and authentication technologies and UK regulatory framework 

	Output number:  
	1 
	Output Score:  
	A++

	Impact weighting (%):   
	60 
	Weighting revised since last AR?  
	No 

	 
	 
	
	 
	 

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

	1.1 Collection and subsample size




	Milestone 1: 250 samples + and associated subsamples (to analytical labs etc) per year 

Milestone 2: Cocoa and soy obtained from each of the partner countries (4-6) 


	Exceeded 
Cocoa: 911 total
Thailand I (16) II (16) III (75, with 15 pending)[footnoteRef:15] Ivory Coast I (80) Cameroon I (40) II (200) III (in Belgium) Ecuador I (271), II (60 collected) Nigeria I (87) Colombia I (samples collected, export admin underway) Bolivia I (36) Brazil (30) [15:  I, II, III refers to the number of expeditions] 


Soy: 791 total
Brazil I (75) II (150) III (100) Bolivia I (25) II (56) Argentina I (40) II (planning for Q3, 2024-25) Paraguay I (225) II (120) 

Oil palm: Thailand (20) 

Rubber: Thailand (33)


 
Briefly describe the output’s activities, and provide supporting narrative for the score. 
The project achieved and exceeded its original milestones of more than 250 samples per year and obtaining cocoa and soy from 4-6 partner countries. In addition to cocoa and soy, the team has expanded its collection to oil palm and rubber samples.

Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review.
Two issues arose in the development of the reference collection that were not surmountable during the project. Firstly, there were some areas of Brazil where collectors were unable to obtain samples as they encountered fierce opposition to their enquiries. Secondly, despite multiple attempts over several years to request permissions to collect in Ghana, through COCOBOD, and via FCDO channels, this authorisation did not materialise. Alternative sampling areas and countries were instead selected to mitigate the effects of their absence on the respective traceability models.

No planned changes as the project will conclude in June 2025.

	Output Title  
	Scientific data acquired using the WFID at Kew collection to drive scientific progress and innovation in authentication, with reduction of sampling costs. 

	Output number:  
	2 
	Output Score:  
	B

	Impact weighting (%):   
	40 
	Weighting revised since last AR?  
	No 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 



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

	2.1 Consolidate machine learning approaches by Kew and collaborator partnerships to enhance the power of sampling protocols for future supply chain sample analyses to determine soybean, cocoa, and other FRC traceability. 
	Milestone 1: Model development for soybean, cocoa, and integration with timber datasets. 

Milestone 2: Article drafts for publication (1-2 per year).
	Moderately did not meet expectation. West African and South American cocoa SIRA and TEA model improved and final cocoa report underway. Working groups near first draft of manuscripts on 1) cocoa SIRA/TEA; 2) cocoa/soy DART, and 3) soy SNPs.

	2.2 Development of a targeted and optimized sampling strategy for SIRA and trace elements based on the identification, through machine learning modelling of specific focus areas to effectively reduce sampling cost per unit area. 
	Milestone 1: New publication for soybean and cocoa traceability methodologies (1-2 article drafts by 2023). 

Milestone 2: Model can learn to identify priority sampling locations
	Moderately did not meet expectation. See above. Progress made on cocoa predictions. Soy SIRA/TEA manuscript now submitted to a high impact factor journal. Working groups close to first draft-completion of all other manuscripts.



Briefly describe the output’s activities, and provide supporting narrative for the score. 
Both indicators under Output 2 have not been met by Q4 due to the ongoing issues with the cacao traceability model that required multi-data layer (TEA/SIRA/DART approach) to finally crack during the impact extension. The team has requested a 3-month impact extension to meet these milestones. The team have also begun to turn their attention of the pipeline to other FRCs, including coffee, palm oil, and rubber, to determine the utility of the approach beyond soybean and cacao. 

Describe any changes to this output during the past year, and any planned changes as a result of this review.
No planned changes as the project will conclude in June 2025.

Appendix C - GCBC results
Phase 1 projects retained a separate reporting process from the RGC 1 and RGC 2 grantees with a different logframe, so they have not been aggregated with Component 3 results. 
	Table 1: Phase 1 annual results for 1 April 2024 – 31 March 2025Indicator(s)
	One Food
	NTSP
	EPP 
	Phase 1 totals (2024-25)

	Indicator [6] Number of knowledge products produced to support “operational implementation of sustainable biodiversity activities”
	25
	5
	44
	74

	Indicators [9] Number of knowledge products produced to support “policy implementation/production supporting and mainstreaming the use sustainable biodiversity activities”.
	9
	5
[of which 3 products overlap with [6]
	Same as above
	11 (additional target to indicator [6])

	Indicators [6]+[9] combined result
	34
	7
	44
	85

	Indicators [6]+[9] combined target
	13
	10
	18
	41

	Indicator [7] Number of research partnerships/collaborations either formed or strengthened because of GCBC input
	18
	1
	30 
	49

	Indicator 7 Targets
	2
	9
	22
	33

	Indicator [8] Number of people and/or teams participating in GCBC led research activities (workshops, communication events, stakeholder engagements, project meetings and other group events). 
	699
	413 (105 Female and 159 Male)
	6,996 
	8,108



Table 2 - Output 1.1: Number of evidence products (research papers, case studies, tools, frameworks) produced demonstrating the effectiveness of research activities[1]
	RGC1 Grantee for Output 1.1
	To April 25

	The Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust (WWT)
	6

	International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED)
	2

	International Centre for Research in Agroforestry (ICRAF)
	8

	Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew (Madagascar project)
	3

	University of Birmingham
	5

	Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS)
	4

	Nature Kenya
	14

	CIASE
	2

	Bangor University
	2

	Birdlife International
	2

	International Potato Center (CIP)
	5

	University of Durham
	0

	Oxford University
	2

	Bioversity International
	8

	RGC 1 Total
	63

	RGC 2 Grantees
	 

	Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew (peatlands project)
	3

	Lancaster University
	1

	RGC 2 Total 
	4


 
Table 3 - Output 1.2: Proportion of people in research teams that are women, indigenous peoples, or individuals from under-represented groups  
	RGC 1 Grantee averages for Output 1.2
	Proportion of women
	Indigenous peoples

	The Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust (WWT)
	36%
	 

	International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED)
	56%
	30%

	International Centre for Research in Agroforestry (ICRAF)
	45%
	 

	Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew (Madagascar project)
	77%
	 

	University of Birmingham
	36%
	 

	Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS)
	75%
	 

	Nature Kenya
	24%
	 

	CIASE
	60%
	40%

	Bangor University
	50%
	78%

	Birdlife International
	47%
	 

	International Potato Center (CIP)
	38%
	24%

	University of Durham
	25%
	 

	Oxford University
	50%
	 

	Bioversity International
	27%
	 

	Overall averages for RGC 1
	48%
	 


 
	RGC 2 Grantee averages for Output 1.2 
	Proportion of women
	Indigenous peoples
	Individuals from under-represented groups

	University of Lincoln Higher Education Corporation 
	42%
	10%
	16%

	Missouri Botanical Garden
	81%
	18%
	0%

	Council for Scientific and Industrial Research-Crops Research Institute (CSIR-CRI)
	30%
	2%
	0%

	Empresa Publica De Servicios ESPOL-TECH E.P. (ESPOL)
	75%
	0%
	0%

	University Court of the University of Aberdeen
	21%
	0%
	0%

	University of Greenwich, Natural Resources Institute
	50%
	17%
	0%

	University of Education, Winneba
	26%
	0%
	0%

	Smithsonian Tropical Research Institute (STRI)
	40%
	15%
	15%

	University of Sussex
	27%
	18%
	0%

	Sokoine University of Agriculture
	20%
	80%
	0%

	Universidad Tecnica Particular de Loja (UTPL)
	53%
	62%
	0%

	Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew (peatlands project)
	28%
	0%
	0%

	University of Leeds
	33%
	11%
	0%

	Lancaster University
	31%
	0%
	31%

	Wildlife Conservation Society
	56%
	44%
	44%

	Fundación Tropenbos Colombia
	54%
	0%
	0%

	Overall averages for RGC2
	42%
	17%
	7%


 Note: No figures were provided by WWF or Edinburgh.

Table 4 - Output 2.1: Number of research partnerships/collaborations formed or strengthened as a result of GCBC input 
	RGC 1 Grantee for Output 2.1
	To April 25

	The Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust (WWT)
	7

	International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED)
	18

	International Centre for Research in Agroforestry (ICRAF)
	1

	Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew (Madagascar project)
	18

	University of Birmingham
	0

	Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS)
	95

	Nature Kenya
	0

	CIASE
	4

	Bangor University
	2

	Birdlife International
	3

	International Potato Center (CIP)
	3

	University of Durham
	3

	Oxford University
	8

	Bioversity International
	34

	RGC 1 Total
	196

	RGC 2 grantees…
	 

	Missouri Botanical Garden
	5

	Council for Scientific and Industrial Research-Crops Research Institute (CSIR-CRI)
	3

	Empresa Publica De Servicios ESPOL-TECH E.P. (ESPOL)
	5

	University of Greenwich, Natural Resources Institute
	1

	Smithsonian Tropical Research Institute (STRI)
	7

	Sokoine University of Agriculture
	2

	Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew (peatlands project)
	5

	Lancaster University
	4

	Wildlife Conservation Society
	8

	RGC 2 Total
	40


 
Reporting on Output 2.2: Number of organisations engaged in the International Network who are interested and active in the sustainable use of biodiversity for climate and livelihoods (disaggregated by type and geography)*:
- 192 different stakeholders (FCDO (32), Research Institutes (51), Universities (20), NGOs (47), National Government Officials (10), Multi-National Organisations (10), Business Consultants (2) plus unknown others (20) from 43 countries: 14 Latam countries (Argentina, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, Peru); 8 Sub-Saharan Africa countries (Botswana, Cameroon, Ghana, Kenya, Nigeria, South Africa, Tanzania, Zambia); 8 SE Asia countries (Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Philippines, Thailand, Vietnam); 4 SIDS Pacific countries (New Caledonia, Fiji, Solomon Islands, Vanuatu); 9 SIDS Caribbean countries (Belize, Jamaica, Guyana, Galapagos Islands (Ecuador), Dominica, Barbados, Jamaica, St. Lucia, Trinidad and Tobago)) took part in 25 workshops hosted by RBG Kew from August 2024 to March 2025 (6 Aug; 4, 5 Sep; 8 Oct; 28 Nov; 18 Dec; 14, 15, 22, 28 Jan; 3, 4, 6, 10, 11, 26, 27 Feb; 7, 12, 13 Mar).
 
*Please note that Kew has not differentiated between organisations for this indicator, and the total of 192 stakeholders recorded refers to individuals, not organisations.
Table 5 - Output 3.1: Number of project research products submitted to peer-reviewed journals or other relevant platforms (including industry magazine, tool kits, etc.)  
	Grantee
	Number

	Total
	26

	SAMS (RGC 1)
	20

	Bangor (RGC 1)
	2

	Oxford University (RGC 1)
	2

	Bioversity (RGC 1)
	1

	Lancaster (RGC 2)
	1


 Table 6 - Output 3.2: Number of stakeholder, learning and capacity building events organised by the Hub (disaggregated by type of event)  
	Type
	Number

	Led by the FML

	- Symposium (co-led by Kew)
	1

	- RGC3 webinars (January 2025)
	9

	- RGC2 webinars at applicant stage, capacity strengthening (May 2024)
	28

	- Webinars in inception for RGC2 + RGC 1 (October - December 2024)
	10

	Led by Kew

	- Capacity building webinars for RGC1s via TAF covering delivery principles, research for impact and evidence for policy (May 2024 and Feb 2025)
	6

	- Stakeholder events on RGC3 themes at UNCCD COP16 in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia (Dec 2024)
	2

	- Learning and capacity building webinars for RGC3 applicants (Jan 2025)
	8

	Total
	64


Note: this only includes events organised by DAI as fund manager and Kew, and therefore not those by Defra (although Defra is still potentially count as coming under “organised by the Hub” definition).

[1] For evidence products, there are two other indicators reported upon each quarter. This includes for RGC 1 grantees the indicators: Indicator 7 - Number of evidence products produced to support operational implementation of sustainable biodiversity activities (disaggregated by type e.g., models, frameworks, research products); Indicator 10 - Number of evidence products produced that capture new, policy-relevant GCBC-funded research on the sustainable use of biodiversity for climate resilience and improved livelihoods. Data is combined in the revised evidence products number based on detailed analysis of grantee data.
OFFICIAL

OFFICIAL

OFFICIAL


OFFICIAL

OFFICIAL

1


Appendix D: ICF R&D Theory of Change
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Appendix E - GCBC Theory of Change  
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Appendix F - Component 2 Timber Publications
[image: ]







Appendix G – Risk appetite
Table 7. Programme’s risk appetite.
	Risk Category
	Defra’s ODA Portfolio Risk Appetite
	Risk Appetite at the GCBC Programme Level
	Risk Appetite at the GCBC project level

	Strategic and context
	Open
	Open
	Eager

	Reputational
	Cautious
	Cautious
	Cautious

	Financial and Fiduciary
	Cautious
	Cautious
	Cautious

	Project and Programme
	Open
	Open
	Eager

	Safeguarding
	Cautious
	Cautious
	Cautious

	Delivery and Operational
	Cautious
	Cautious
	Cautious




image1.jpg
‘The strong evidence base for NbS including forests to tackle climate change, biodiversity loss and poverty reduction proposals and catalyses the prioritisation of nature and biodiversity in effective policy making
and scalable impactful programming.

L)

low-middle income countries

Governments, IPLCs & those designing and delivering have
access to high quality evidence & data on the potential
value of Nature, increasing their application in low and

[Kew]

Increased access to high quality data supports efforts to protect and
restore forest cover, by supporting enforcement of commodity
regulations and improving verification of forest restoration efforts

Practitioners responsible for the design and delivery of Naturein low
and middle income countries have betterinformation about ‘what
works, increasing the cost effectiveness of programming (Global
Centre for Biodiversity & Climate, INCC]

T

Iy

F

Continuous peer reviewed
evidence products & primary data
on Nature are produced which

An extensive timber reference ibrary i established; an online
platform to allow for veriication of tree planting activities; a report
summarising the analysis of what works, in what circumstances and

Document presenting options for the UK to
implement a commitment to ‘nature-proof
the UK's ODA portfolio and a document of

Exhaustive and qualty assured case studies
of Nature and best buys for programming
are produced, and robust and applicable

include detailed research into
specific Natureinterventions in

gains.

how for forest restoration, carbon sequestration and biodiversity

scope options for investment. biodiversity indicators are produced.

specific geographies

f

t

P3: Establish a global centre of expertise on

nature based solutions

« Develop *hub and spoke’ model to deliver a
coordinated and consolidated approach into
the evidence outputs of Nature.

« Challenging the dearth of evidence
regarding Nature effectiveness across
widespread spatial and temporal scales.

P2: Drivinginnovation n forest protection and enforcement P1: Laying the groundworkfor ICF 3.0~ helping to scopethe £3bn for nature.

monitoring « Develop robust and quality assured biodiversity indicators
« Support the delivery of innovative and strategicapproach totackiing | | = Conduct exhaustive review of best buys and case studies for Nature
illegal logging. « Assess options for the UK commitment to ‘nature-proofthe UK's ODA
portfolio
+ Compressive scoping and intervention analysis for private finance linked ICF
investments

I
p

N

Lack of understanding of the quality and
comprehensiveness of research into forests,
marine and land use

Unsustainable degradation of
forests, agriculture and marine
ecosystems

Dearthof evidence regarding Nature
effectiveness across widespread
spatial and temporal scales

Lack of prioritisation of ‘naturein policy and programming

Poor evidence / lack of information

Lack of consolidated research on
forests, land use and marines

Lack of investment in
technologies to tackle
degradation of nature

Lack of transparency in evidence

‘Weak institutions/ governance [institutional or sectorial silos, regulatory support]
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Act

Outputs

Outcomes

Run themed research grant
competitions to Gevelop portfolios o
inter_giscipiiary research projects,
with a strong poverty reduction focus.

Support mplamentation of
resesen projct i » s on
Scienc. eaming (ncuding fom

Ioclniganous communites) snd
Moritr,evaluate and leam fom
projects nd themes to refesh
evidence gaps and priries on
lnkages between bociversty, cmate,
‘and poverty recuction.
Synthesise a new and widely
accessiol,high qualty evidence
base across themes ang
geographies.

Sroaden accessto evience
and knowecige deveioped scross
tre programme trougn
aferent communication
channelsevents ncuding
for new, civerse and nar o resch
dences,

Develop a dverse and inclusive.
international netvork o share
information and buid capacity of
research, policy and practice
supporting the sustainable use of

biodiversty for climate 2nd
livelinoods.

New (or consolidation of existing)
innovative and transformative research,
evidence and scalable solutions on the
conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity for climate resilient inclusive:
development and poverty reduction.

New or strengthened diverse and
equitable inter - and trans-
ciplinary research networks and

partnerships.

Research i actively disseminated to

policymakers, investors, practitioners

and communities through audience-

appropriate knowledge products and
channels

System transformation through local
community natural resource management
is informed and enabled by the
demonstration of the interconnectedness
of biodiversity, cimate and lvelihoods.

Evidence uptake leads to widespread
implementation of policies, practices and
investment strategies that deliver
inclusive climate resilient poverty reduction
through consevation and sustainable use.
‘o biodiverst.

Research partners have stronger capacity,

capability, and networks to identiy, fund,

implemen and disseminate research (with
or without GCBC funding).

Impact

Informed, effective, and inclusive
climate resilient interventions and
investments improve livelihoods and

reduce poverty through the
conservation and sustainable use of

biodiversity.

The Global Centre on Biodiversity for Climate s an international research and development
programme that funds research into natural solutions to climate change and poverty. ftwas
announced at UNFCCC COP26 with £40m of UK Official Development Assistance funding. The
‘GCBC's three targeted regions are Latin America and the Caribbean; sub-Saharan Afica; and
South-East Asia and the Pacifc

Fast track research projects began in 2022. The annual grant competition cycle began in 2023.

“This Theory of Change is designed to
address the GCBC problem statement:

There is limited evidence and
understanding on how the conservation
and sustainable use of biodiversity
contributes to inclusive climate resilient
development and poverty reduction.
There are also limited processes, agency
and coordination mechanisms to use this
evidence to bring about the
transformational change needed.

GLOBAL CENTRE %%

\ BIODIVERSITY
\ FOR CLIMATE

Version Jan24

“Relevant organisations and researchers in regions are willng _+ External funding opportunites for biodiversity
to: form networks and partnerships; and apply for GCBC. research continue to exist

funding. « Identifed approaches to conservation &
~Policymakers, investors, practitioners, and communities are sustainable use of biodiversty can provide.
willing and bl to: use an improved evidence base on the income opportunities that are sufficient to
sustainable use of biodiversity; and change their approaches replace business as usual.

based on new research and evidence.

= Uptake of evidence (incuding interventions and
investments) adopts a systems approach and
follows GCBC delivery principles, notably gender

‘equality and social inclusion (GES]). Assumptions
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Provide any detail on communications relating to the project

Publications (cumulative across the project years):
Fourteen manuscripts have been published or accepted:

(1) Gasson etal. (2020). WorldForestiD: Addressing the need for standardized wood reference
collections to support authentication analysis technologies; a way forward for checking the
origin and identity of traded timber. Plants People Planet 3: 130—141.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ppp3.10164

(2) Deklerck etal. (2021). Timber identification of Autranella, Baillonella and Tieghemella in the
taxonomically challenging Sapotaceae family. Plant Methods 17, 64 (2021).
https://doi.org/10.1186/513007-021-00766-x

(3) Price, E.R., Miles-Bunch, |. A., Gasson, . E., & Lancaster, C. A. (2021). Pterocarpus wood
identification by independent and complementary analysis of DART-TOFMS, microscopic
anatomy, and fluorescence spectrometry. IAWA Journal, 42(4), 397-

418, https://doi.org/10.1163/22941932-bja10064

(4) Watkinson et al. (2022). A Case Study to Establish  Basis for Evaluating Geographic Origin
Claims of Timber From the Solomon Islands Using Stable Isotope Ratio Analysis. Frontiersin
Forests and Global Change 4. https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/forests-and-globak
change/articles/10.3389/ffgc. 2021645222

(5) Watkinson et al. (2022). Stable Isotope Ratio Analysis for the Comparison of Timber From Two
Forest Concessions in Gabon. Frontiers in Forests and Global Change 4.
https://www frontiersin.org/journals/forests-and-global-
change/articles/10.3389/ffgc. 2021650257

(6) Price etal. (2022). Reliability of wood identification using DART-TOFMS and the ForeST®
database: A validation study. Forensic Science International: Animals and Environments 2.
https://doi.org/10.1016/.fsiae.2022.100045

(7) Dasiva etal. (2022). Improved wood speciesidentification based on multi-view imagery of the
three anatomical planes. Plant Methods 18, 79. https://doi.org/10.1186/513007-022-00910-1

(8) Low et al. (2022). Tracing the world’s timber: the status of scientific verification technologies
for species and origin identification in AWA Journal, 44, 63-

doi.org/10.1163/22941932-bja10097

(9) Deklerck (2023). Timber origin verification using mass spectrometry: Challenges, opportunites,
and way forward. Forensic Science International: Animals and Environment 3.
https://doi.org/10.1016/.fsiae.2022.100057

(10) Richardson et l. (2023). The global wood species priority list: a living database of tree species
most at risk for illegal logging, unsustainable deforestation, and high rates of trade globally.
Wood and Fiber Science 55: 31-42. https://wfs.swst.org/index.php/wfs/article/view/3215

(11) De Blaere et al. (2023): SmartwoodID — An image collection of large end-grain surfaces to
support wood identification systems. Database, 2023:
b2ad034. https://doi.org/10.1093/database/baad034

(12) Mortier et al. (2024): A framework for tracing timber following the Ukraine invasion. Nature
Plants 10, 390-401. https://doi.org/10.1038/541477-024-01648-5 and
https://ecoevoriv.org/repository/view/505%

(13) Esteban et al. (2024). Hardwoods: Anatomy and Functionality of Their Elements—A Short
Review. Forests 2024, 15(7), 1162; https://doi.org/10.3390/f15071162

(14) Lancaster etal. (2024). Interiaboratory and cross-platform accessibility of time-of-flight wood
identification database." Forensic Science International 363: 112201.
https://doi.org/10.1016/.forsciint. 2024.112201

(15) Truszkowski et al. (2025). A probabilstic approach to estimating timber harvest location.
Ecological Applications 35(1): 3077.
https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/eap. 3077

Further publications are in preparation or have been submitted as described under Output 2 and
Section A.




