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(a) To assist Eligible REDD Countries in their efforts to achieve 
Emission Reductions from deforestation and/or forest 
degradation by providing them with financial and technical 
assistance in building their capacity to benefit from possible 
future systems of positive incentives for REDD;

(b) To pilot a performance-based payment system for Emission 
Reductions generated from REDD activities, with a view to 
ensuring equitable benefit sharing and promoting future 
large scale positive incentives for REDD; 

(c) Within the approach to REDD, to test ways to sustain or 
enhance livelihoods of local communities and to conserve 
biodiversity; 

(d) d) To disseminate broadly the knowledge gained in the 
development of the Facility and implementation of 
Readiness Preparation Proposals and Emission Reductions 
Programs

The objectives of the FCPF
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Evaluation: Readiness effectiveness

“The FCPF has been partially effective in achieving its intended outcomes 
and results.”

Good: 
• “most useful” = Readiness Assessment Framework

• instituting REDD+ at the national level 

• Number of countries preparing R-PPs exceeded the target.

Bad 
• Struggled to meet target number of countries for delivery of Readiness 

Packages. 

• slow signing of readiness grants and disbursements >>> ” under-
performance in reaching disbursement targets”
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Evaluation: Payments for Results effectiveness

Good
• Framework and guidelines for piloting results-based payments have been 

established 

Bad
• Not achieving objective of piloting performance-based emission reduction 

programs. 

• Targets and timelines failed to account for the time needed and complexity of 
designing all the elements of the results-based system. 

• No ERPAs have been signed to date.

• The Methodological Framework (MF) requires REDD Countries to develop 
their MRV systems beyond the minimum requirements.

• Countries concerned about the tech expertise required to implement the MF.
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Evaluation: Safeguards and Stakeholder Engagement effectiveness

Good
• Created a level playing field and a global standard for REDD  safeguards

• Broad and participatory consultation processes, particularly advocated at the 
country level during readiness

• Stakeholder engagement has been exceptional

Bad
• Lack of clarity in the role of IPs and CSOs in the FCPF >>> misaligned 

expectations. 

• Budget and time allocated to consultations is limited

• No meaningful engagement with the private sector
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Evaluation: Overall efficiency

Good
• Created an extensive network of collaborators

Bad
• Inefficiency of the Readiness Fund has affected the 

implementation of readiness with unintended impacts on 
leveraging additional finance

• The long process of designing the Carbon Fund >>> challenges 
in attracting financing from public and private sectors 

• No meaningful leveraging of the private sector
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Evaluation: Overall Impact and Sustainability

Good
• Has put some important rudimentary processes in motion

Bad
• Still unclear to what extent these processes and their outputs 

will lead to long-term impacts

• Predominantly built around piloting emission reductions, for 
which the FCPF has yet to start demonstrating results 



rainforestfoundationuk.org

Evaluation: Overall Outlook

• Will need to overcome new challenges: 

• How it will move a sizeable number of REDD Countries from 
readiness to performance, leapfrogging the investment 
required that will eventually yield REDD+ results

• Few REDD Countries are interested in elevating their debt 
burden for REDD+ 

• Estimates needed investment  in sustaining world’s forests = USD 
70–160 billion a year  >>>> “persistent gap”
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“One of the most poorly designed forest and land 
use programs in existence, possibly in history, with 
chronic inefficiencies and a focus on developing 
unnecessarily complicated procedures instead of on 
what needs to be done on the ground. ”
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“Comments and feedback on the draft report received from REDD 
countries, other donor governments, and the World Bank were 
remarkably similar; all questioned the credibility and reliability of the 
findings. 

This led the FCPF Evaluation Oversight Committee (which comprises of 
representatives of the FCPF’s donors, REDD countries and Observers - 
It’s function is to ensure the evaluation’s independence and quality) to 
write to recipients of the draft report, highlighting that it has not been 
endorsed by the Bank nor OC, and advised against the use of any 
findings until a final report has been endorsed”.

UK Government official, July 2016
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Good Bad

• The structure and common readiness 
framework

• FCPF has responded to countries’ strategic 
priorities

• Relevant to most of the donors
• Key role in intl. REDD processes strengthened
• Effective in kick-starting REDD readiness 

processes
• Has generated valuable lessons
• Provided a number of useful tools
• Common framework for SESA contributed 

positively
• High levels of stakeholder engagement
• Provided useful information for readiness
• 1st evaluation findings helped improve things
• Investment in results-based framework helped 

operationalise the Carbon Fund
• Financing gaps filled by FIP, UNREDD
• Technical assistance to countries helped

• Some weaknesses in the alignment of  country’s 
engagement with REDD agenda

• Challenges in reaching the advanced stages of 
readiness and securing investment

• MF is technically challenging
• Reporting system did not function to full 

potential
• Lack of clarity around safeguards
• Not achieving gender mainstreaming
• No private investment
• Absence of communications strategy
• Lack of implementation of 1st evaluation 

recommendations
• Monitoring system  doesn’t correspond to 

programme implementation
• Challenges in disbursement at country level

The evaluation as it was published
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World Bank FCPF/Carbon Fund

Creation of ‘carbon 
credits’

‘Investors’ 
(Norway, 
Germany, UK 
etc)

Implementing 
country (e.g DRC)

Implementatio
n of 
‘Emissions 
Reductions’ 
(ER) project 
(reducing 
deforestation)

$$$$
$$$ Readiness, 
project prep 
funds

‘Emissions Reductions’ 
activities, management, 
 monitoring

Transfer of C 
credits

Transfer of C credits
$$$$$$$$$$$$
$$$$$$$$$$$$ 
Payment for C 
credits

7
Years

$$$

$$$$

Intermediaries, eg 
FIP, CAFI, CBFF
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The case of Mai Ndombe ER ‘programme’, DRC 
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Contributions and commitments to the Carbon Fund ($'000)
(Total: ~$700m)
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• Comparison of the FCPF’s objectives with 
actual results and direction of travelAssist REDD Countries in their 

efforts to achieve Emission 
Reductions from deforestation 
and/or forest degradation

“Assistance” given, but no 
reductions achieved. Due to 
baseline manipulations and leakage 
etc, will be hard to know if it ever 
does.

Test ways to sustain or enhance 
livelihoods of local communities

Benefit-sharing is a major obstacle 
in early Carbon Fund proposals

Pilot a performance-based 
payment system for Emission 
Reductions 

None started, arguably not possible 
in current timescale or anything like 
it 

Disseminate broadly the knowledge 
gained 

Very few lessons being learned, 
none disseminated; evidence of 
FCPF failures being suppressed
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•

  From: "Simon 
Counsell" 
[SimonC@rainforest
uk.com]
  Sent: 12/08/2007 
02:06 PM GMT
  To: Joelle Chassard
  Cc: Eliza B. Winters; 
Werner L. Kornexl; 
Xueman Wang; 
Haddy Jatou Sey; 
Kenneth Joseph 
Andrasko; Benoit 
Bosquet
  Subject: RE: FCPF-
Next Steps

•  
• Dear Joelle, Benoit
•  
•I wonder if you would 
be so good as to 
share with me the 
analytical or 
modelling work that 
the Bank has no 
doubt done in the 
process of design of 
the FCPF, concerning 
the expected 
relationship between 
the supply of forest-
based carbon credits 
(which the FCPF is 
intended to kick-
start), the demand in 
the market, carbon 
credit pricing, and 
hence the 
'affordability' of 
emissions-reductions 
measures.
•  
• I thank you very 
much and look 
forward to hearing 
from you.

•  
• Yours sincerely
•  
• Simon Counsell
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• From: 
bbosquet@worl
dbank.org 
[mailto:bbosque
t@worldbank.or
g] 
Sent: 08 
December 2007 
15:55
To: Simon 
Counsell; 
Jchassard@worl
dbank.org
Cc: 
Ewinters@world
bank.org; 
wkornexl@worl
dbank.org; 
xwang5@world
bank.org; 
hsey@worldban
k.org; 
kandrasko@wor
ldbank.org
Subject: Re: 
FCPF-Next Steps

• Dear Simon,

•We haven't 
carried out this 
type of analysis, 
but you will find 
interesting data 
on opportunity 
costs in the 
recent reports by 
Woods Hole 
Research Center 
(Brazil and DRC) 
and ICRAF's 
Alternatives to 
Slash and Burn 
program (several 
countries).

• Best regards,

• Benoit
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Carbon emissions, t/person/yr (2013)
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• Thank you for listening!
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