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ACRONYMS
BAU: Business as usual
BPDLH: Environmental Fund Management Agency (Indonesia)
BSM: Benefit-sharing mechanism
BSP: Benefit-sharing plan
CARB: California Air Resources Board
CCBS: Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards
CDM: Clean Development Mechanism
CEDAW: Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women
CLSs: Customary Land Secretariats (Ghana)
CONAFOR: National Forestry Commission of Mexico
COP: Conference of the Parties
CORSIA: Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation
DRC: Democratic Republic of the Congo
ER: Emission reduction
ERPA: Emission Reduction Purchase Agreement
ERPD: Emission Reduction Program Document
ETS: Emission trading scheme
FCPF: Forest Carbon Partnership Facility
FONAFIFO: National Forestry Financing Fund (Costa Rica)
FPIC: Free, prior, and informed consent
FREL: Forest reference emission levels
FUNBIO: Brazilian Biodiversity Fund (Brazil)
GCF: Green Climate Fund
GCF Task Force: Governors’ Climate and Forests Task Force
GEF: Global Environment Facility
GHG: Greenhouse gas
GIZ: German Corporation for International Cooperation
GRM: Grievance redress mechanism
IBRD: International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
IPLCs: Indigenous peoples and local communities
IUCN: International Union for Conservation of Nature
KfW: German state-owned development bank
MCNP: Mount Cameroon National Park
MoF: Ministry of Finance
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MRV: Monitoring, reporting, and verification
NDCs: Nationally determined contributions
NGO: Nongovernmental organization
NORAD: Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation
ODA: Official development aid
PES: Payments for ecosystem services
PFES: Payments for forest environmental services
PINPEP: Forest Incentives Program for Smallholders of Land with a Vocation of Forest and Agroforestry (Guatemala)
PNG: Papua New Guinea
PPP: Public-private partnership
PROFONANPE: Fund for the Promotion of the Natural Protected Areas of Peru
UNDP: United Nations Development Programme
UNEP: United Nations Environment Programme
UNFCCC: United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
UN-REDD: United Nations REDD Programme
USA: United States of America
USAID: United States Agency for International Development
USD: United States dollar
RBP: Results-based payments
REDD+: Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation
REM: REDD+ Early Movers
RIC: REDD Implementation Centre (Nepal)
R-PP: Readiness Preparation Package (Forest Carbon Partnership Facility)
SC: Steering committee
SIS: Safeguards information system
SISA Law: Law 2308, of October 22, 2010, which created the State System of Incentives for Environmental Services (Brazil)
SWC: Soil and water conservation
TAs: Traditional authorities (Ghana)
tCO2e: One ton of carbon dioxide equivalent
TNC: The Nature Conservancy
VCS: Voluntary Carbon Standard
WB: World Bank
WWF: World Wildlife Fund
3E: Effectiveness, efficiency, and equity
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The present document has been developed to shed some light on factors that
shape and condition benefit-sharing mechanisms (BSMs) associated with
programs to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation
(REDD+). To do so, the consultancy Natural Strategies gathered information
from a literature review and interviews conducted with donors, governments,
experts, NGOs, and community representatives. The analysis identified a
number of key thematic areas and elements in the design and implementation
of REDD+ BSMs that are believed to determine much of the success or failure
of BSMs and have proven critical for BSMs’ effectiveness, efficiency, and equity
in practice.
The dynamics of REDD+ BSMs were found to be highly context specific. Much of the individual BSM success or failure was found to
depend on a sound understanding and consideration of the social dynamics and land use governance in each targeted area, on the
meaningful engagement of local stakeholders in line with their specific needs and priorities, and on the accountability, transparency,
and financial management capacity of the involved administrations. In other words, there is no one-size-fits-all approach. To be
successful, each BSM needs to be carefully tailored to the specific local context. Despite this need for contextual specificity, however,
certain characteristics, listed below, should always be considered in BSM design and implementation.
Institutional arrangements: The appropriate mix of actors and the institutional arrangements among them tend to be very context
specific. While the adequate structure will vary, there can be merit in building on well-performing existing institutions. In addition,
so that the key design elements of a BSM are defined in an equitable way, taking participatory approaches is recommended to give a
voice to all concerned stakeholders. In doing so, one should invest sufficient time and resources at the outset to fully understand and
map out social dynamics and interests, to identify stakeholders who might be at risk of being sidelined in BSM consultations, and to
provide them with targeted support to enable their meaningful engagement.
Often, due to limitations in local capacity, intermediaries are important to bridge a gap in understanding and communication between
IPLCs and project developers. However, in the employment of these intermediaries, care should be taken to avoid increased hierarchical
complexity and transaction costs. As far as possible, direct exchange between communities and project proponents should be fostered.
Legal considerations: Legal aspects of REDD+ BSMs tend to center on the allocation and distribution of benefits. When regulating
REDD+ benefit-sharing schemes, one may find efficiency gains in doing so within the framework of already existing legal structures,
as far as these are perceived as well functioning. Importantly, strengthened land ownership and land use rights deserve special
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consideration in any country seeking to design a successful REDD+ BSM, and they can also serve as a key means to effectively address
deforestation.
Financial frameworks: For a BSM to function well, the actors contributing funds and the actors receiving benefits need to feel
that the system is clear, legitimate, and fair. Similar to other elements of BSM design and implementation, there is no one-size-fits-all
modality for the complex problem of how best to organize vertical and horizontal distribution of benefits or for what type of benefit—
monetary or nonmonetary—is most appropriate in each case.
However, there are a number of key elements to consider when choosing between monetary and nonmonetary benefits. These
include employing modalities of local consultation that go beyond simple surveys that often disregard the needs of minorities; fully
understanding the local social structure, as factors such as social marginalization tend to influence the expressed preferences of actors;
and taking into account local capacity and experience, given that communities with experience in conservation projects and with
sufficient capacity to develop business plans or investment strategies are often better placed to manage cash benefits. Simultaneously,
one must consider the potential downsides of monetary benefits. Several observers noted that when flows of funding eventually stop,
often without the drivers of deforestation having been comprehensively addressed, the incentive to conserve the forest disappears if
communities might lose part of their incomes. The likely result is that pressure on forests returns, and deforestation and degradation
increase. In other cases where communities received nonmonetary benefits—in particular, stronger land rights or support to
strengthen their forest management capacity—there was a higher level of long-term sustainability. Finally, if nonmonetary benefits
are chosen, ensuring the public administration does not in turn reduce other infrastructure spending in the same communities is key.
Nonmonetary benefits should be in addition to national development efforts.
Equity and the role of IPLCs in REDD+ benefit sharing: Participation of IPLCs in BSM design and implementation needs to
be “meaningful.” Experience in several countries shows that the mere attendance of stakeholders at participatory forums does not
necessarily influence decision-making processes. Capacity building must be reinforced as part of the enabling environment to ensure
inclusive BSM engagement can actually take place. Finally, while it may be difficult to pin down what is considered “fair” and “unfair”
in different local contexts, social safeguards are key to increasing the perception of REDD+ trust and fairness.
Adaptive management: Benefit sharing should aim to balance, on the one hand, stakeholders’ justified interests in the long-term
vision and stable design arrangements of a REDD+ initiative and, on the other hand, the ability to react to emerging challenges and
lessons learned by adjusting BSM structures and processes where required. Through continuous monitoring from the outset, changes
in community needs can be identified (e.g., changing market forces may impact the economics underlying a REDD+ initiative). In this
context, potential changes in the price for carbon need to be taken into account. This also concerns the question of how to deal with an
expected increase in carbon prices in REDD+, which none of the current benefit-sharing mechanisms seem to factor in. How should
the additional funds be spent? Should the previously identified beneficiaries simply receive a corresponding increase in funds? Would
it be more appropriate to use additional funds to expand the targeted areas? Which measures have sufficient absorptive capacity?
Given the expected strengthening of the international community’s climate change commitments over time, perhaps within the
lifetime of many REDD+ initiatives, the actors designing benefit-sharing mechanisms could consider developing scenarios that factor
in increased carbon prices.
Scaling: While there is still limited experience with the factors that might influence the success or failure of scaling REDD+ to the
national level, a number of opportunities were identified. They include an increased demand for REDD+ verified emission reductions
and carbon offsets as a result of the update of the nationally determined contributions (NDCs) ambition in 2020; the gradual
consolidation of REDD+ under UNFCCC and the advances in project nesting; increased social pressure in many countries to step up
levels of ambition with respect to sustainable land use; and the opportunity to learn from BSMs’ current over-dependency on carbon
ownership rights when designing solutions at a larger scale.
However, there will also be obstacles to scaling BSMs, including the complexity of scaling highly context-specific stakeholder
management from the project level to the national level. In some cases, a lack of political consensus and an inability to find workable
solutions at scale in countries with limited political stability are also concerns.
Because most BSMs are at an early stage, lessons on implementation are scarce, but understanding of opportunities and challenges
will evolve as more results-based transactions take place. By considering early lessons in BSM design and implementation while
investing sufficient time and resources to tailor each BSM to the local context, actors can maximize chances to develop effective,
efficient, and equitable BSMs that facilitate the success of the underlying REDD+ initiatives while more broadly contributing to lowcarbon and climate-resilient development pathways.
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1. INTRODUCTION
As countries prepare to access REDD+ results-based payments (RBP), they
have to develop a number of “instruments” needed in order to respond to
international requirements and ensure sustainability of REDD+ activities.
Among the requirements from UNFCCC’s Warsaw Framework are (a) a
national REDD+ strategy; (b) a forest reference (emissions) level; (c) a
monitoring, reporting, and verification (MRV) system; and a safeguards
information system (SIS). In addition, countries are faced with the question
of how benefits from REDD+ will be distributed horizontally and vertically
between rights holders and stakeholders.
The concept of REDD+ was included in UNFCCC negotiations for the first time in 2005 in COP 11. The experience with processes of
payments linked to REDD+ results is still limited and heterogeneous. However, it is possible to extract key lessons from the existing
initiatives. The benefits distributed through different REDD+ initiatives vary and have reached different stakeholders through
different channels. Hence, the extent of uptake and the impacts of shared benefits in each case are also different. In addition, as the
implementation of REDD+ is scaled up, the challenges to share benefits become more sophisticated. Due to this, it is worth exploring
how benefits are shared in existing REDD+ programs to identify which key aspects may condition or jeopardize upscaling activities.
Benefits from REDD+ are categorized as follows:
1.

Direct cash payments

2.

Direct provision of entitlements, goods, or services, such as conditional tenure, improved infrastructure, or social
services

3.

Indirect benefits (Davis, Nogueron & Javelle, 2012)
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Box 1: Definition of “benefit sharing”
For the purpose of the present study, the term “benefit sharing” will be defined as follows:
“Benefit sharing is the intentional transfer of monetary and nonmonetary incentives (goods, services or other benefits) to
stakeholders for the generation of environmental results (such as greenhouse gas emission reductions) funded by revenues
derived from those results” (Durbin et al., 2019).
In line with this definition, we understand the term “transfer of … incentives” to include allocation, administration, and provision
of benefits to multiple actors (Chandrasekharan Behr et al., 2012; Hite, 2015).
Developing BSMs in a way that ensures REDD+ benefits are shared in an equitable, effective, and efficient way among rights holders
and stakeholders is one of the most challenging tasks in countries’ processes to prepare for REDD+ (FCPF, 2012). At the same time,
when a BSM fails to meet stakeholder expectations, implementation of REDD+ activities may be impossible or inadvisable in the long
run.
Design options for REDD+ BSMs are diverse. Among others, they depend on the overarching objectives of a REDD+ initiative, which
might in turn influence the priorities of how to use benefits. In some cases, these benefits may be used to produce maximum emission
reductions. In other cases, stakeholders might wish to use part of the benefits to further socioeconomic objectives or community
rights. In addition, beneficiaries can be rewarded based on their inputs (i.e., activities carried out or planned on the assumption that
they will deliver certain predefined outputs) or instead, on the actual results (i.e., the outputs themselves). Beneficiaries can also be
rewarded through a mixture of input- and output-based benefits in the different phases of REDD+ (readiness, implementation, and
results-based payments).1 Potential models for REDD+ benefit sharing include contract-based payments for services, managed funds,
and collaborative resource management, among others (Hite, 2015).2
For the past 10 years, WWF Forest and Climate has been supporting REDD+ readiness initiatives, including the development of REDD+
BSMs. The work placed special emphasis on the participation of Indigenous peoples and local communities (IPLCs) in all of WWF’s
contributions to REDD+ readiness. During this engagement, the knowledge, science, political and institutional arrangements, and
general understanding of what BSMs are and how they relate to social safeguards and performance have evolved considerably. With
an increasing number of countries approaching the end of their REDD+ readiness phases, it will be important to better understand
the success and failure factors of BSMs, as these will be key to ensuring REDD+ activities are successfully implemented over time and
thus form part of countries’ efforts to reduce GHG emissions.
In response to this, WWF hired the consultancy Natural Strategies to conduct an analysis of success factors, challenges, and lessons
learned in the design and implementation of BSMs and plans, including in the context of scaling BSMs to the national level. The
present paper, as the key output of the consultancy, seeks to capture the above elements and thereby contribute to the international
discourse around successful and fair BSMs.

1 However, the above provided definition explicitly refers to benefits obtained during the results-based payments phase of REDD+, not to the readiness or implementation phase.
2 It should be noted that a distinction is being made between benefit sharing mechanisms (BSMs) and benefit-sharing plans (BSPs). Poudyal et al. (2020) refer to FCPF (2019) in defining a
BSP as “a document that elaborates the implementation and monitoring processes of benefit sharing mechanisms/arrangements proposed by the REDD+ countries in their Emission Reduction
Program Document (ERPD).”
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2. AIMS AND SCOPE
The present report starts with an overview of the status of countries in
preparing and implementing BSMs under REDD+ as a baseline for subsequent
sections. It then presents a number of key thematic areas and elements in the
design and implementation of REDD+ BSMs that determine, to a great extent,
the success or failure of BSMs in practice.
These elements were selected and assessed based on literature and insights gained from interviews with practitioners. The lessons
learned are illustrated through country case studies in the respective sections. Finally, chapter 5 presents opportunities, challenges,
and lessons learned for the upscaling of BSMs as a contribution to implementing countries’ NDCs.
Considering the breadth and complexity of REDD+ BSMs, which are interlinked with most elements of REDD+ and even touch
on a multitude of aspects related to land use governance in developing countries generally, it is beyond the scope of this paper
to explain and compare every detail of BSM design and implementation. In other words, the present paper is not meant to be a
comprehensive guidebook from A to Z on REDD+ BSMs. Instead, the authors identified a number of key thematic areas in the design
and implementation of REDD+ BSMs and, within these, focused on a limited number of selected elements that have proven critical
for BSMs’ effectiveness, efficiency, and equity in practice. These elements are then discussed in more detail.
It should be noted that the information about the development status of REDD+ programs has been historically disaggregated.
Initiatives such as the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) and the UN REDD+ Web Platform have created an extremely useful
knowledge repository. Sometimes, however, for some of the initiatives, the publicly accessible information is incomplete. In other
cases, the documentation available has been developed using a language the consultancy team is not familiar with, and the information
could not be retrieved. Finally, while many countries are in the process of designing BSMs, and corresponding lessons were analyzed
and included in the paper, few countries to date have actually distributed benefits in practice, which somewhat limits the amount of
lessons that can be drawn from implementation.
Finally, it should be noted that this report focuses on what stakeholders and observers in REDD+ tend to call “carbon benefits”—
the monetary and nonmonetary benefits allocated and distributed as a direct result of REDD+ efforts (reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation, conservation of existing forest carbon stocks, sustainable forest management, and enhancement
of forest carbon stocks). These carbon benefits need to be distinguished from so-called noncarbon benefits of REDD+ initiatives,
which include revenues and other benefits deriving from economic activities that might underlie a REDD+ initiative—for example,
revenues that smallholder farmers generate by selling fruit from trees they planted within the scope of a REDD+ initiative but that are
not directly linked to incentivizing emission reductions or conservation/enhancement of forest carbon stocks.
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3. CURRENT STATUS OF BSM PREPARATION
AND IMPLEMENTATION IN REDD+ COUNTRIES
Understanding the status of countries in developing and implementing their
BSMs for REDD+ puts the subsequent sections into perspective and makes
possible a more systematic review of BSM experiences and lessons learned.
To do so, the consultancy team reviewed progress at the country level, based
on documentation generated by third-party organizations such as the World
Bank’s FCPF, UN-REDD, and other major actors.
Due to the brevity of this assignment, the chapter below is based on a quick scan of public information and does not attempt to provide
an in-depth, precise assessment of BSM progress. The review included a preliminary screening of REDD+ initiatives in more than
54 countries as reported through information platforms such as the UN-REDD database, FCPF, and the Verra project search engine.
In addition, the consultancy team undertook a literature review and conducted interviews to identify any gaps and information not
provided through the mentioned platforms. More details can be found in Annex I.
Figure 1, a global map colored by BSM development stage, and Figure 2, a pie chart on the same topic, seek to provide a global
approximation indicating how advanced different countries are in the design and implementation of REDD+ BSMs. Most countries
are still in the early stages of BSM design, and few countries have advanced to the stage where REDD+ benefits have been distributed.
In some countries, some early lessons can be drawn from smaller benefit-sharing pilots in implementation at the local level, even
though the country’s larger-scale BSM is classified as still being in an advanced stage of design.
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Figure 1. Stage of development of BSM under REDD+ in countries supported by UN-REDD, FCPF, and other initiatives (based on information in Annex I).

No BS
BS design in development
BS design advanced
BS in implementation

Source: Oliver Canosa, Natural Strategies

Figure 2. Stage of development of BSM under REDD+ in the 54 countries screened in Annex I.

STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT OF BSM UNDER REDD+ (N=54)

9%

In Implementation

43%
No BS

16%

Design advanced

32%

Design in development
Source: Oliver Canosa, Natural Strategies
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4. KEY TOPICS IN THE CONTEXT OF REDD+ BSMS
Establishing a REDD+ BSM is a complex and multidisciplinary task. Thus,
assessing a REDD+ BSM’s performance can be a delicate and challenging
exercise.
The consultancy team found relevant peer review publications that have assessed the necessary principles of good governance to
establish a REDD+ BSM. The information extracted in this bibliography review was corroborated through interviews with key
informants. The following principles of good governance were found by Dunlop and Corbera (2016) and Durbin et al. (2019) to be the
most relevant for the establishment of REDD+ BSM:
●

Meaningful participation: When stakeholder engagement in BSM decision-making, project implementation, and
monitoring is inclusive and participation is meaningful, it is more likely that the resulting mechanism will be considered
legitimate and equitable by all involved.

●

Transparent and accountable systems: Transparency includes the availability of information, especially for
marginalized and vulnerable groups, in line with principles of free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC) where applicable.
Systematic monitoring of sector operations and processes by independent bodies can strengthen accountability.

●

Respect of local traditions and culture: Respect is key to building a trusting relationship between partners aiming to
achieve the full project objectives.

●

Fairness, impartiality, and nondiscrimination, especially with regard to women and vulnerable and/or marginalized
individuals and groups: The perception of BSMs as fair and inclusive can promote long-term support of REDD+ activities by
all stakeholders.

●

A dispute-resolution mechanism that is known and easily accessible to stakeholders: This is an important aspect of
legitimacy and ownership because it empowers stakeholders to voice concerns and have them addressed. Here, communication
about how the mechanism can be accessed and how complaints will be dealt with is crucial.

●

Institutional capacity, skills, and technical knowledge required to implement BSMs: These include financial
management; law; and monitoring, reporting, and verification (MRV) systems. Coordination between institutions across
scales is a central aspect of institutional capacity, as are coordination and capacity-building cooperation between different
actors on the same project.

Once the REDD+ BSM has been established, performance evaluation is necessary. The peer-reviewed publications of Pham et al.
(2013), Luttrell and Fripp (2015), Sherpa and Brower (2016), and Wong et al. (2017) coincide in the identification of three criteria that
are useful—i.e., the so-called 3E criteria. The 3E criteria were described by Davis et al. (2012) as follows:
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●

Effectiveness: Ensuring that REDD+ benefits reach those who contribute to reduced or sequestered emissions and creating
the right incentives for them to continue doing so in the long term. The BSM must help address risks of leakage and ensure
additionality.

●

Efficiency: Ensuring that the BSM maximizes returns on each unit of investment by minimizing transaction and
implementation costs and delivering benefits in a reasonable amount of time.

●

Equity: Ensuring that benefits are distributed among all legitimate actors that have contributed to results in a manner that
is widely perceived as fair. This process may involve adherence to distributional principles and objectives such as poverty
alleviation, respect for Indigenous peoples’ rights, and consistency with social and economic development objectives.

According to Pham et al. (2013), the 3Es of benefit sharing rely on the accountability, transparency, and financial management capacity
of the state as a whole, which are rather weak in many of the countries participating in REDD+. It is possible, and even likely, that
there are trade-offs between the 3Es. In other words, it may not be possible to maximize all of the three Es together, but maximizing
one may lead to suboptimal results in one or both of the other Es (Loft et al., 2017).
The investigation conducted by the consultancy team focused on how to identify when a REDD+ BSM is successfully implemented
and who benefits from it. Out of the broad range of contexts and BSM elements, the authors identified elements that apply to various
REDD+ initiatives. The result of this initial screening suggests that to determine when a REDD+ BSM is successfully implemented,
and to identify whether IPLCs benefit from it, one should conduct a detailed analysis of the following three topics:
1.

Institutional, legal, and financial arrangements for REDD+ benefit sharing

2.

Equity and the role of IPLCs in REDD+ benefit sharing

3.

Adaptation of BSMs over time

In the following sections, we have conducted a detailed analysis of these three topics. Importantly, instead of covering every aspect of
these topics, we focused on a limited number of specific elements within the topics that were identified as critical for BSM effectiveness,
efficiency, and equity in practice. The analysis includes case studies that are relevant to the topics and, at the same time, relate to the
3E criteria and make reference to the above-mentioned attributes of good governance. It should be noted that despite having carefully
defined an approach for looking at “success and failure factors” of REDD+ BSMs, there can always be factors outside the control of
REDD+ that contribute to determining the overall performance and sustainability of REDD+ BSMs.

4.1 Institutional, legal, and financial frameworks
The effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of REDD+ projects in delivering benefits depends on the ability to design institutional, legal,
and financial arrangements that fulfill the needs and capacities of all stakeholders while at the same time furthering the overarching
objectives of REDD+. The institutional aspects typically include identifying actors (including beneficiaries) and their roles, building
decision-making mechanisms, and agreeing on the arrangements for receiving and managing funds. Legal aspects of benefit sharing
include questions around the legal claim to benefit allocation, which can derive from the ownership of carbon rights among others, as
well as other legal aspects that underpin the implementation of REDD+ programs. The financial framework often defines the types
of benefits, sources of funding, and the vertical and horizontal distribution of funds. These elements, among others, are presented in
the following subsections.

4.1.1 Institutional arrangements
Simply put, the institutional arrangements refer to the different actors in benefit sharing, their functions, and their relations with
each other. In a mechanism as complex as REDD+, the appropriate institutional arrangements will always tend to be very context
specific. The mix of actors and the arrangements between them will differ depending on the existing institutions, stakeholders’
capacity and experience, and the level (national, subnational) of REDD+ implementation—to name just a few factors. Due to this, it
is inadvisable to follow a one-size-fits-all blueprint. However, based on lessons learned from previous and ongoing REDD+ efforts
and interviewees’ perspectives, a number of institutional elements that actors might consider in the design of a BSM are presented
below.

4.1.1.1 Actors in REDD+ benefit sharing
REDD+ benefit sharing is one sub-element of a broader REDD+ initiative or program, so the institutional arrangements
on benefit sharing are influenced by actors’ roles and functions in the broader initiative. The section below presents a brief
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overview of typical actors, functions, and relations in REDD+ benefit sharing at the national and subnational levels, together
with some references to the actors and roles in the overarching REDD+ initiative.
Table 1: Actors in REDD+ BSM at the international, national, and subnational levels

ACTOR
International
Donor

FUNCTION
The entity/entities providing the funds to set up the project or to incentivize emission
reductions. In many cases, international.

National
Government departments
(e.g.,environment, forestry,
agriculture, finance);
REDD+ trust fund working
groups

Establishing allocation criteria and making decisions on allocation. Case specific; more
functions are sometimes attributed to them.

National financial
institutions (e.g., treasury)

Managing funds associated with REDD+, allocation vertically at the subnational level, and/
or transfer funds to the fund’s manager. In other cases, a private entity receives these funds.

Fund manager

The body that transfers the funds to the established intermediate or final beneficiaries. The
manager must typically follow the BSM regulation on how, when, and to whom the benefits
are delivered.

Governance body

Based on the institutional and governance arrangement, there is a body responsible for
making decisions about principles, rules, allocation, etc. Its role also includes checking the
eligibility and/or conditionality of potential beneficiaries. In some cases, this function is
filled by the above-mentioned government departments.

Regulators

Establishing legal frameworks that govern benefit sharing (for more info, see section 4.1.2,
Legal considerations).

National audit offices/
REDD+ registries

Auditing financial flows from REDD+ and verifying financial performance.

Intermediaries

May act as aggregators or brokers for local-level participants. They often receive some of the
benefits from REDD+ (i.e., are part of the value chain).

Subnational
Local government

May be involved in REDD+ implementation and receive financial benefits. May also be
involved in designing where and how REDD+ will be implemented, defining eligible activities
and criteria for how benefits are shared between participating communities or individuals,
and managing funds.

Community groups

Community groups may be key structures through which REDD+ activities are managed,
including the sharing of financial benefits. Poor and vulnerable groups may be part of
community groups.

Individuals

Individuals (usually owning or with access to land/forest) may directly manage REDD+
activities and receive benefits in some schemes.

Wider community

REDD+ projects and programs will likely affect a wide constituency beyond those formally
involved in activities or benefit sharing. Members of this constituency may benefit through
multipliers or may face increased costs.

Project developers and
implementers

Designing, establishing, and often funding projects (they could be local NGOs, companies, or
government, or they could include community groups/individuals themselves).

MRV entity

Entity responsible for the monitoring and evaluation of benefit sharing, which is important
for adaptive management. Responsibility taken by other players occasionally.

Source: Adapted from Peskett (2011)

The above serves only as a general orientation—not all actors are always present. Roles often vary, and some functions might be
conducted at a different level than indicated (particularly in cases of subnational REDD+ initiatives).
The above public roles are sometimes carried out by existing government departments, or new institutions are created by the
administration to deliver REDD+ initiatives. The question of employing new versus existing institutions is discussed in more detail
below.
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4.1.1.2 Institutional structures and entities
As mentioned, various methods and forms can be employed to create an operational structure, depending on the specific context.
While in some cases, actors decide to build on already existing structures or institutions, in other cases, new systems or institutions
are built. While a new institution can maximize effectiveness if it is tailored specifically to the needs of REDD+ benefit sharing,
observers contend that this should be done carefully to ensure that well-functioning institutions that already exist on the ground are
not discarded and replaced by new, untested ones that could come with unforeseen challenges (e.g., be more amenable to elite capture
or corruption [Ravikumar, et al., 2015]).
An example of the establishment of a new institution could be the creation of a semi-independent REDD+ national trust fund.
These are often perceived as a solution that combines the advantages of a public institution (e.g., institutionalized accountability
mechanisms, national coherence in terms of financing procedures, carbon accounting methods, possible reliance on existing local
government institutions) with a relatively high level of efficiency. However, adding such elements to the institutional structure can
also increase transaction costs by creating an additional institutional layer that needs time to acquire technical capacity and needs
to learn to coordinate with existing institutional structures. In countries with a history of corruption, some observers also doubt that
such trust funds would be sufficiently protected from a pervasive culture of public finance mismanagement (see further details on
fund-based approaches and other models for distribution of funds in section 4.1.3, Financial frameworks). Experience shows that it
can take time for stakeholders to effectively use BSMs operationalized through a new institution.
In addition, interviewees pointed out that in some cases, project developers established new entities to carry out key responsibilities of
benefit sharing (e.g., accrediting beneficiaries or transferring the funds) but failed to communicate this adequately, thereby confusing
and misleading local stakeholders and authorities who used to work with a previous entity.
In other cases, using existing institutions might be more appropriate. However, given the complexity of REDD+, it might require time
and funding to strengthen their governance (USAID, 2012). Interviewees pointed to a lack of capacity, and sometimes willingness, to
improve processes in some preexisting public entities that had been tasked with distributing benefits other than REDD+ (e.g., other
forms of PES) for a long time. Changing the historic ways of distributing benefits in a country, even more if those ways have been
practiced for many years or even decades, can take considerable effort.
The appropriate type of structure will vary considerably according to each context. Building on well-performing existing institutions,
possibly reinforced through capacity building, has merit. Where new structures of institutions are more appropriate, lessons learned
point to the need to raise awareness of their creation and their functions.

4.1.1.2.1 Participatory decision-making
Regardless of the exact types of institutional setup, a key element in the institutional structure concerns decision-making. In very
general terms, BSM decision-making often starts with consulting and agreeing on overall objectives for benefit sharing, in line with
the main goals of the underlying REDD+ initiative. This is followed by identifying the appropriate groups of beneficiaries in light of
the agreed-upon objectives (details on this can be found in the next section) and then deciding what kinds of benefits should flow to
which individual beneficiaries (details on this can be found in section 4.1.3, Financial frameworks).
To define these key design elements in an equitable way, it is good practice to follow participatory approaches, ideally from the
start of the BSM design process, to give a voice to all concerned stakeholders. In establishing these approaches, it is important to
invest required time and resources to identify and map out all relevant stakeholders and understand their respective interests. In
addition, interviewees pointed out that it is critical to build the capacity of vulnerable, marginalized, or less educated
stakeholders to participate in a meaningful way. If this is overlooked, there is a significant risk that some stakeholder groups,
while participating “on paper,” cannot influence the design process in practice or will not dare to speak up during critical discussions,
as they might fear reprisals by more powerful actors with differing interests.
To provide an example of a participatory institutional structure and its related challenges, the following paragraph introduces the
Nepal REDD+ governance framework (Satyal et al., 2019). Nepal’s formal involvement in REDD+ began in 2008, when the country
formalized an agreement with the World Bank’s FCPF. Since that time, Nepal started the REDD+ readiness phase and is developing
its own institutions specific to REDD+, such as the REDD Unit in 2008 (recently renamed the REDD Implementation Centre [RIC]).
Among other functions, the RIC published key policy documents, for example the REDD+ national strategy finalized in 2016. Since
September 2016, after Nepal’s Readiness Package was approved by the World Bank’s FCPF, the country obtained additional funding
for a second phase of REDD+ preparedness.
As shown below, Nepal’s REDD+ institutional structure as envisioned under its national REDD+ strategy attempted to incorporate
multiple actors and provide for the participation of key stakeholders in policy-making. However, the author emphasizes the following
challenges:
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“[T]he nature of representation of different non-state actors, their degree of
participation, quality of information, understanding and interpretation, and power
relations in deliberations vary, most particularly among the user networks of
Indigenous peoples, forest user groups, Dalits and women. We also observe that some
actors bring more weight into deliberations, drawing upon their organized networks
and constituencies to bear upon decisions (e.g., FECOFUN on community rights and
NEFIN on Indigenous rights) while other actors (notably Dalits and women) feel
marginalized.”
Interviewees pointed to several cases where the institutional structure for benefit sharing seemed to allow for a high level of
participation in theory. In practice, existing power relations and capacity constraints meant that only a small fraction of the actors
that were reported to have participated had a meaningful voice in the design process. In view of this, it is important to invest sufficient
time and resources at the beginning of the design process to understand social dynamics and interests, identify stakeholders who
could be at risk of being sidelined in consultations, and support them in engaging. Paying attention to this is critical in order to identify
adequate elements of BSM design, including types of benefits and modalities of benefit sharing (and how these can be used) that
correctly reflect stakeholders’ needs, including the needs of the most vulnerable local stakeholders (USAID, 2012). In other words, it
is critical for equity, effectiveness, and efficiency in benefit sharing as well as in the broader REDD+ process.

4.1.1.2.2 Intermediaries
As mentioned above, the institutional structure of benefit sharing often includes intermediaries who act as aggregators or brokers
for local-level participants. Intermediaries are often nongovernmental organizations or companies (with a focus on conservation or
development) but can also be local government agencies or other entities. Isolated communities typically engage in benefit sharing
through such intermediaries, as the latter often have more technical skills and more direct connections with other actors in the
institutional structure (e.g., government agencies, donors, project developers).3
Due to this, research shows that in many community-based conservation programs, intermediaries play a key role in enabling
participation of local stakeholders. For example (USAID, 2012), “communities often rely on intermediaries to go through required
administrative procedures to obtain statutory rights (e.g., registration as a community, creation of community-based institutions
required, elaboration of a resource management plan, etc.).”
In some cases, brokering can be the only way to ensure community participation. However, it is important to recognize that the
intermediaries’ stronger capacities and connections can lead to a power imbalance vis-à-vis the represented communities, which is
even more problematic when the interests of intermediaries are substantively different from the interests of communities.
In addition, interviewees from various stakeholder groups indicated that intermediaries can increase hierarchical complexity and
transaction costs as well as hamper direct exchange between communities and project proponents. Some interviewed experts went
as far as characterizing the communication between communities and intermediaries as typically weak, reaching levels where
intermediaries negotiate with the BSM on behalf of the community without the community even knowing about it.
Various factors determine the extent to which communities depend on intermediaries. A prominent one tends to be the level of
organization within a community (see Box 2 below). Another one seems to be land rights. Research suggests that when communities
have clear statutory or customary claims to the land or natural resources at stake in a project, and their rights have been recognized
in law or program regulation, they are more likely to mediate directly with the project proponent (e.g., an NGO or state entity) to
establish benefit-sharing arrangements. Although external support provided by intermediaries might still be necessary or useful to
ensure that communities are familiar with their rights and have sufficient capacity to negotiate agreements, the negotiating party often
tends to be the community itself, with less need for an intermediate entity (USAID, 2012).

3 It is perhaps important to mention at this point the role that IPLC-based standalone REDD+ activities implemented at the project scale, usually to supply carbon credits for the voluntary carbon
market, sometimes have had in improving the understanding of REDD+ for IPLCs. In these cases, the project promoter acted as the intermediary for the IPLCs, sometimes following a less
theoretical and a more hands-on approach.
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Box 2: Communities’ internal structure level influences the design phase
Based on interviews with several carbon market actors and based on their own experience developing BSPs in jurisdictional REDD+
projects, the level of organization within a community has a correlation with the level of difficulties in the design phase of the BSP.
Usually, communities with clear and strong governance structures have easier consultation and approval processes. On the other
hand, communities with no or weak governance structures have slow and inefficient decision-making processes, and agreements
can sometimes be seen as inequitable even after communal debates.

In conclusion, in some cases, the use of intermediaries can help narrow the gap in understanding and communication between the
actors that drive much of the design of a REDD+ initiative (including multilateral organizations, governments, and private actors)
and the stakeholder groups driving much of the on-the-ground success of the REDD+ initiative, which often are IPLCs. However,
there might be other options to narrow or close this gap in understanding and communication. The apparent challenges the current
brokerage model poses in many cases suggest it is important to continue debating alternative solutions in the international discourse
on REDD+.

4.1.1.3 Selection of beneficiaries
One of the central questions related to institutional arrangements centers on who should be eligible to receive REDD+ benefits (Wong
et al., 2017). Some argue that benefits should go to the legal owners of the forest land. Others claim that those who are managing
forests should be the beneficiaries. Then again, there are stakeholders incurring costs as part of REDD+ implementation, facilitators
of REDD+ implementation, and low-emitting forest stewards, all of whom could arguably be considered beneficiaries. Last but not
least, there are the poor (Luttrell et al., 2013; Wong et al., 2019). This section will introduce the discussion around this question.
Generally, six different rationales are used to allocate and distribute REDD+ benefits. Each of these rationales is based on a different
justification (Luttrell, 2013):
●

Benefits should go to those actors with legal rights (“legal rights” rationale).

●

Benefits should go to those actors achieving emission reductions (“emission reductions” rationale).

●

Benefits should go to low-emitting forest stewards (“stewardship” rationale).

●

Actors incurring costs should be compensated (“cost-compensation” rationale).

●

Benefits should go to effective facilitators of REDD+ implementation (“facilitation” rationale).

●

Benefits should go to the poorest (“pro-poor” rationale).

Legal rights rationale
This rationale is prevalent in debates around benefit-sharing schemes in all countries involved in REDD+. It argues that benefits
should be distributed to those with a legal claim or right (whether statutory or customary) to benefits associated with carbon emission
reductions.
Critics argue that building a BSM on the legal rights rationale might further disadvantage the poor. Poor forest users often do not
possess legally recognized rights to land and/or forest resources because of the high costs of claiming and documenting legal rights.
Therefore, they use the forest illegally. In these cases, directing benefits to entities with legal rights would favor large-scale land users
(large palm oil plantations, large timber exploitations, etc.) and not compensate the poor for the loss of their livelihood activities
(Luttrell, 2013). Further, few countries have clarified legal rights to carbon storage and sequestration at the national level, creating an
additional source of uncertainty.
Emission reductions rationale
REDD+ is focused on the goal of reducing emissions, and the benefits derived from these initiatives are meant to incentivize further
reductions. Following this approach, proponents of this rationale argue that actors should benefit from their performance in supporting
the goals of reducing emissions and increasing carbon stocks compared to the reference level. Thus, this rationale relates to resultsbased rewards linked to how much stakeholders manage to effectively reduce deforestation and forest degradation (Luttrell, 2013).
Concerns voiced against this rationale are similar to the one presented previously. If benefits are entirely linked to performance, then
large-scale contributors will benefit most. This way, actors historically responsible for the larger amount of deforestation (typically
large-scale private companies) will receive most REDD+ benefits, even if they might not have complied with forestry laws and land
rights (Luttrell, 2013).
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Stewardship rationale
Emerging debates argue that allocation of benefits should not be based on actors reducing emissions now but rather on forest users
with a proven record of responsibly managing forests. The stewardship rationale also emphasizes the principle of equity: Benefits
should be distributed equally among the providers of a service, regardless of the level of service provision, to support marginalized
groups. Based on this rationale, IPLCs that have historically protected the surrounding forests would have a strong claim to the
benefits of REDD+. This way, past and current efforts are incentivized. The challenge here is the fact that there is no baseline for past
emissions and additionality might not be clear (Luttrell, 2013).
Cost-compensation rationale
Designing BSMs based on the compensation of opportunity costs is in the early stages. The idea behind this model is to compensate
actors’ support in the implementation of the project regardless of the emission reductions directly derived from their activities. Within
the merit-based theories, there is a tension between the view that rewards should be based on performance and the view that any effort
made toward REDD+ implementation should be rewarded. The issue arises not only because efforts are easier to define and measure
than emission reductions and their associated opportunity costs, but also because most REDD+ projects are in the early stages of
implementation and recognize the need for incentives that promote involvement. Many argue that actors that incurred the highest
costs of getting involved in the project should be the ones who benefit most from REDD+ revenues (Luttrell, 2013).
Observers have pointed out that among the drawbacks to this approach are that it does not necessarily create a direct link between
payments and emission reductions, and incentives are weak if payments are made regardless of forest outcomes (TFWG, 2010).
Facilitation rationale
Debates on benefit sharing considered that a proportion of REDD+ benefits should be channeled to actors that are essential for
the implementation of the project, regardless of whether they are forest-based, including private-sector actors, NGOs, local or
national governments, and other intermediaries. This is because the majority of intermediaries incur costs to achieve REDD+ results:
Monitoring, verification, technical support, and reporting could be reimbursed via the BSM.
Challenges here include the difficulty of setting the right proportion of benefits as well as legality concerns on the right of public
entities to retain revenue from privately or publicly owned goods.
Pro-poor rationale
This rationale is based on the concern that an exclusive focus on emission reductions and costs might lead to an unfair distribution of
benefits. Rewarding large-scale contributors (wealthy actors) can increase inequality, with poor contributors receiving fewer benefits.
This rationale is backed up by the Cancun Safeguards that considered the pro-poor rationale in establishing that REDD+ should be
implemented in the context of sustainable development and poverty reduction to enhance other social and environmental benefits
(UNFCCC, 2010). The idea behind this rationale is to benefit stakeholders based on their needs and reward marginalized groups such
as women, IPLCs, ethnic minorities, etc.
Concerns with this approach include the fact that drivers of deforestation are not always tackled, and therefore, REDD+ efforts might
be less effective.

4.1.1.4 Nesting
In recent years, another important element in the institutional framework for benefit sharing of many REDD+ initiatives proves to
be the so-called nesting of REDD+ projects into subnational or national programs. Designing this correctly can condition much of
the success of a jurisdictional REDD+ program and its benefit-sharing arrangements. Discussing the details and methodologies on
nesting would go beyond the thematic scope of this assessment. However, we provide a few introductory remarks on it below and
recommend that actors that design REDD+ BSMs consider relevant relations between subnational and national programs in their
country. Given the continuous challenges that this question is expected to generate in the coming years, further research and exchange
is recommended.
Under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), REDD+ is defined as a national program. Since 2007,
the concept of REDD+ evolved, and some organizations began to promote REDD+ at the project scale. The resulting methodological
and even conceptual aspects did not completely align with the concept of REDD+ as later defined in the Warsaw Framework for
REDD+ during the 19th Conference of the Parties (COP 19) of the UNFCCC in 2013.
Illustrating this, there are jurisdictions where REDD+ activities are being implemented at different levels and are using different
accounting procedures. Such is the case of the state of Acre in Brazil. In these situations, the actors implementing REDD+ activities at
the project level tend to prioritize action in areas where reducing deforestation rates has the lowest cost possible. This way, they can
generate carbon certificates tradable in the voluntary market with the lowest possible origination cost. However, the areas in which
communities have settled often do not present the lowest possible carbon certificate origination cost.
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Box 3: The institutional framework of the state of Acre, Brazil

This case study is a practice example for some of the elements introduced in this chapter, including the role of some actors
(government, donors, etc.) in the institutional setup and the selection of beneficiaries.
The state of Acre in Brazil created law 2308, on October 22, 2010, which created the State System of Incentives for Environmental
Services (the SISA Law). The SISA Law included in its design a BSM, ensuring that the jurisdictional REDD+ program is successful
and politically sustainable. The state recognizes benefit sharing as the key element causing the reluctance of some social movements
and representatives of the civil sector (IPEA, UNO, GIZ, 2014) to accept REDD+ as a valid mechanism.4 Critics focused on issues
like the failure to achieve free, prior, and informed consent or benefit sharing’s focusing on individuals being a detriment to the
common good, as this was a form of sharing not aligned with land use practices commonly applied by IPLCs.
The official development aid received by the state of Acre
The program REDD+ Early Movers (REM) from the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development has
supported SISA since 2012 through payments of up to €25 million that are linked to performance. These payments are not linked
to a transaction of carbon credits but are instead part of a bilateral results-based payment agreement in the context of an official
development aid (ODA) program. In other words, the state of Acre did not receive funding from the REM program in exchange
for climate change mitigation certificates representing the abatement of one ton of carbon dioxide equivalent (tCO2e), i.e., carbon
credits, but rather against actual results in the form of reduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradation.
The participation of the state of Acre in carbon markets
Only REDD+ activities implemented at the project scale in Acre have been able to generate carbon credits and sell them in the
international voluntary market. In 2010, the state of Acre signed a memorandum of understanding (MoU)5 with the state of
California, USA, to “cooperate in search of joint actions that improve environmental quality and improve the quality of life” in the
context of the development that Acre had achieved in REDD+ activities and the interest of the state of California to contribute to
it. On September 19, 2019, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) voted to adopt the Tropical Forest Standard, which allows
tropical forest protection initiatives to be included in California’s initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and includes a
cap-and-trade system.

4 Examples of movements showing reluctance to accept REDD+ as a valid mechanism can be found in the links below:
http://no-redd.com/
http://www.redd-monitor.org/2011/09/22/no-redd-platform-issues-wakeup-call-to-funders/
http://terradedireitos.org.br/biblioteca/carta-de-belem-os-efeitos-das-mudancas-climaticas-e-a-politica-de-redds/
http://terradedireitos.org.br/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/encarte_publica%C3%A7%C3%A3o-final-1.pdf
5 The memorandum of understanding document is available at the following link: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//cc/capandtrade/sectorbasedoffsets/row-final-recommendations.
pdf
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The stock-flow approach
The collaboration between the state of Acre and the German KfW’s REDD for Early Movers program resulted in the creation of the
stock-and-flow concept, which was an innovation in REDD+ benefit sharing. The objective of the proposed approach is to balance
the distribution of benefits between those who reduce greenhouse gas emissions (flow) and those who have historically conserved
their forests, thus ensuring the permanence of forest carbon stocks. To identify beneficiaries and remunerate them in a fair manner,
the government of Acre created four subprograms of incentives, which focused on (i) Indigenous people, (ii) extractive activities,
(iii) productive activities and supply chains, and (iv) sustainable cattle. Programs (i) and (ii) focused on the “stock” part, and
programs (iii) and (iv) on the “flow” component. However, the government acknowledged that the different subprograms could
include activities implemented in areas with either stock or flow vocation.

				
Results based payments

State forests fund

(jurisdictional reduced emissions)

State Policies Program Implementers

BENEFIT SHARING STRUCTURE

Indigenous
Subprogram

Extractivist
Subprogram

Production and Sustainable
Value Chains Subprogram

Conservation Units

Indigenous Lands

Sustainable Cattle
Ranching Subprogram

Private lands

Settling Projects

Beneficiaries – Environmental Services Proiders
Stock

Flow

Main challenges identified
According to the government of Acre and KfW, the major challenges in implementing the stock-flow approach are the following:
1.

Operationalization of the criteria previously defined

2.

Monitoring of benefit sharing

3.

Prioritization of the stock component or the flow component

4.

Linking the stock flow included in the SISA Law to the national system

4.1.2 Legal considerations
From a legal perspective, two aspects are considered to be of particular importance for REDD+ benefit sharing:
1.

How the legal basis—i.e., legislative instrument or contract—for a benefits claim is established. This can be defined as
the allocation of benefits.

2.

The choice of the legal vehicle for the distribution of benefits.
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4.1.2.1 Legal aspects of allocation of benefits
The subchapter on allocation will first introduce typical instruments that can lay the basis for a legal claim to REDD+ benefits, ranging
all the way from a country’s constitution down to individual contracts. In this context, when it comes to determining the actors that
can legally claim REDD+ benefits, factors such as land ownership and carbon rights tend to play prominent roles. This subchapter will
therefore briefly summarize the respective status of each.
Nonlegal elements are equally important for the identification of beneficiaries, particularly from an equity point of view. To avoid
duplication, these elements are discussed in section 4.1.1 (Institutional arrangements) and section 4.2 (Equity and the role of IPLCs
in REDD+ benefit sharing).

4.1.2.1.1 Actors with potential legal claims of benefits
Actors with potential legal claims of benefit allocation in the implementation of REDD+ include:
●

Governments, landowners, individuals, or third parties claiming emission reductions generated from REDD+

●

National, subnational, and local-level administrations receiving REDD+ payments, potentially as taxation revenue (in the
case of private-sector projects)

●

Communities and project developers incentivized or rewarded for their involvement in REDD+ implementation

4.1.2.1.2 Legal instruments that can underpin a claim to REDD+ benefits
In many countries, REDD+ benefits, and carbon rights more broadly, are not yet legally recognized. In cases without specific contractual
agreements on REDD+ benefits, actors often derive carbon rights and rights to REDD+ benefits rather indirectly—meaning from the
legal provisions that govern a country’s broader, overarching programs and policy interventions used for REDD+ implementation.
These include interventions such as forestry concessions, PES schemes, and community forestry programs (Chapman, 2014).
Key instruments providing the legal basis, directly or indirectly, to benefit from REDD+ initiatives include the following (Chapman,
2014):
●

International legal frameworks and guidance: International legal requirements and guidance on allocation of
REDD+ benefits tend to be broad and rather general. From the UNFCCC’s Cancun Safeguards, a requirement can be inferred
to build fair and equitable BSMs, but no further specific guidelines are provided. The World Bank FCPF and the voluntary
carbon markets co-benefit standards (e.g., CCBA standard) provide certain guidance and requirements for the development
of BSMs, with varying degrees of detail. Additionally, actors such as CIFOR, UN-REDD, and IUCN publish literature around
lessons learned and best practices on developing BSMs, but these do not generally go into great detail about legal aspects.

●

National constitutions: As constitutions sit at the top of national legal hierarchies, BSMs need to be consistent with
them. Constitutions might contain broad aspirations to provide environmental protection and/or benefit sharing. Some
constitutions specify the allocation of forestry revenues to different beneficiaries. Where carbon is considered to be a forest
resource, the financial benefits resulting from REDD+ could theoretically be allocated according to existing constitutional
models. For example, in Ghana, the allocation of forestry revenues is set in Article 267, so REDD+ benefit allocation could be
construed to follow this existing provision. Additional provisions in constitutions relevant to benefit sharing (and to REDD+
more broadly) include the ownership of land, natural resources, and carbon.

●

Statutes or other legislative instruments: These can be used to implement policy choices regarding the type of REDD+
intervention (PES, community forest management, taxation regime, etc.). In addition, they are used to establish new fund
structures or the redistribution of taxes to strengthen BSMs. This way, statutes and legislation can determine beneficiaries
and allocation of REDD+ benefits. An example is Costa Rica’s Forestry Act 7575, which established the FONAFIFO fund to
administer environmental payments.

●

Land and resource rights: For example, private land titles in Kenya are the basis for claiming carbon ownership, which
in turn gives legal grounds to claim revenue from carbon credits generated on that land.

●

Contractual arrangements: In the absence of the above legal frameworks, contractual arrangements are often used to
establish benefit-sharing arrangements at the project level. In particular, REDD+ projects in the voluntary carbon market,
like the Kasigau Corridor REDD+ Project, used negotiated benefit-sharing agreements between participants.

Regardless of the concrete legal instrument that a country chooses to use, a key lesson pointed out in the literature and by interviewees
concerns the advantages of embedding such legal instruments in systems the country is already familiar with. In one form or another,
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many countries gained experience with benefit sharing through existing structures they built, albeit not, strictly speaking, tailored
to REDD+. One example is seen in some countries’ PES systems. When these are well-functioning, countries should consider
regulating benefit sharing within the framework of these existing structures. Interviewed stakeholders noted that the efficiency and
effectiveness gains this approach (using familiar structures, possibly adapted to include REDD+) can generate sometimes make it
easier for concerned actors to participate in REDD+ than to build an entirely new structure. For example, Brazil and Viet Nam gained
extensive experience with BSMs as part of their PES programs (Pham et al., 2013). Consequently, their regulatory approaches to
benefit sharing for REDD+ are informed by these government-financed PES schemes, in which government agencies, international
financing institutions, or conservation nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) act on behalf of the environmental services users
(Engel et al., 2008).

4.1.2.1.3 The role of land rights in REDD+ benefit sharing
Independent from the question of which specific legal instrument is used, there are a number of key transversal factors that often
seem to determine who has a legal claim to REDD+ benefits. As mentioned above, land ownership is prominent among these factors.6
Interviewees pointed out that where there is clear land tenure, the allocation of benefits from REDD+ tends to be easier. Also, according
to USAID (2012), cited in Chapman (2014), communities with clear and secure property rights are often more likely to benefit from
REDD+ (and to access natural resources generally) than those with unrecognized or highly limited land rights.
Further, land/forest tenure provides an example of how equitable rights can simultaneously generate significant benefits beyond mere
legal aspects. In many ways, it can be considered a prerequisite for the effective implementation of REDD+ benefit sharing, and even
for the success of REDD+ efforts in the broadest sense. Unclear land rights have been shown to lead to confusion regarding the entity
or individual who is responsible for the conservation of forest and who is entitled to REDD+ benefits.
In contrast, people who have the right of use but are not officially recognized landowners often have little incentive to conserve forest
in the long term. In the worst case, this can derail benefit-sharing schemes, reinforce drivers of land use change, and thereby pose
significant risks to the overall effectiveness of REDD+ initiatives. Clear and equitable land rights, on the other hand, can incentivize
sustainable forest management and land use, thereby increasing the probability of long-term emission reductions while generating
additional environmental benefits.
In light of this, some interviewees considered that strengthening land rights was, by far, the measure with the highest degree of
effectiveness to reduce deforestation. This is especially the case when IPLCs have shown their capacity to manage lands sustainably
over decades or centuries but cannot present ownership evidence. Strengthening their use rights is considered an excellent way to
reinforce this already existing sustainable land stewardship, thereby benefiting communities and forests alike.
In addition, agreed-upon land rights arrangements can lower the potential for conflicts over benefits linked to forest resources and can
enable a smoother allocation of benefits among stakeholders (Chapman, 2014).
In view of the above, it can be concluded that strengthened land rights deserve special consideration in any country seeking to design
a successful REDD+ BSM.

4.1.2.1.4 The role of carbon rights in REDD+ benefit sharing
In addition to questions of land rights, the rights to carbon tend to play a prominent role in the allocation of REDD+ benefits.7 From
a legal point of view, carbon has only very recently emerged as a recognized asset, and many details around carbon rights are not yet
clear. However, given their importance in providing certainty on the rights and responsibilities of various stakeholders in REDD+
and benefit sharing, notably those of Indigenous peoples, advancing their codification and legal interpretation is key. The regulatory
options to do so will vary according to each country and are under discussion. They may include vesting rights in the state, landowners,
forest owners, and forest users, or creating a different form of property right (Chapman, 2014). The following paragraphs aim to shed
some light on key elements of this discussion.
REDD+ is constantly evolving, and the concept of “carbon rights” is following the same process. It is used and understood in a number
of different ways. These include referring to a sequestered ton of carbon, the legal ownership of that sequestered carbon, or even
the moral claim to benefit from carbon payments. However, many sources of literature (Takacs, 2009; Peskett and Brodning, 2011;
USAID, 2012; Chapman, 2015; etc.) use similar definitions. They define carbon rights as:

6 It should be noted that the selection of beneficiaries is a separate question and can but does not have to be based on legal claims (see the discussion on selection of beneficiaries in section
4.1.1, Institutional arrangements).
7 Of course, national programs can be designed to distribute carbon-based payments between stakeholders using criteria other than carbon rights (Chapman, 2015). Also see the section on
selection of beneficiaries.
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“The legal right to benefit from reduced greenhouse gas emissions and/or increased
carbon dioxide sequestration,” adding, in some cases, “the rights to benefits that arise
from the transfer of these rights, for example, in emissions trading schemes” (Peskett
and Brodning, 2011; USAID, 2012).
Beyond carbon rights in the narrow sense, rights to REDD+ benefits can be based on related concepts. Without going into too much
detail, the following two are introduced here (Chapman, 2015):

“The carbon benefit resulting from the preservation of terrestrial carbon, (...) in the context of a carbon
transaction, is the legal form given to the sequestered carbon. This could be called a ‘carbon unit’, ‘carbon
credit’ or an ‘emission reduction’ depending on the legal framework or contract used to provide the legal
form (and each of these legal forms might be referred to as a carbon right). In the context of REDD+, these
units/credits/emission reductions/rights usually represent the equivalent of one ton of carbon or carbon
dioxide (CO2) avoided or sequestered” (Chapman, 2015).
“The legal ownership of the carbon stored in forested land as opposed to the legal ownership of the
carbon benefits (i.e., units/credits/emission reductions/rights) created from protecting that carbon, which
might not be the same. For example, the legal owner of the forested land in which the carbon is stored
might be different from the entity that develops a project for the purposes of creating carbon credits (it
is worth noting that the issue regarding ownership of carbon is one source of controversy regarding
whether REDD+ is an appropriate policy option for some countries)” (Chapman, 2015).

As can be seen, legal framing and interpretations are diverse and in flux. However, one of the elements regarding the claim to carbon
rights tends to stick out: It is, once again, the element of land rights. While in theory there is a clear distinction between land/forest
ownership rights and emission reduction units created under REDD+ ownership, unless a country’s law states otherwise, it is often
assumed that the landowner or legally recognized user is also the person who owns the carbon and noncarbon benefits attached to his/
her forest, especially when carbon is considered to be just another type of forest resource.
This means, as stated in the section above, that the complexity of benefit allocation increases when people living in and/or from the
forest lack recognition under the law. When land tenure rights are unclear and multiple stakeholders are involved, decisions regarding
the division of carbon rights between stakeholders tend to become increasingly complex.
In conclusion, clear and equitable recognition of land rights covering all relevant jurisdictions can greatly benefit the design and
implementation of REDD+ schemes, regardless of whether it is seen as an enabling factor for successful benefit sharing or as a
nonmonetary benefit itself. When national, subnational, and municipal regulators manage to strengthen and clarify land tenure and
use rights, they can facilitate inclusive, fair, and holistic benefit-sharing arrangements.

4.1.2.2 Legal aspects of distribution of benefits
Independent from the legal basis for the benefits claim is the question of the legal vehicle that is used to distribute the benefits.
Similar to other elements discussed in this report, there is no one-size-fits-all model on the legal arrangements for the distribution of
benefits. In the absence of explicit guidelines and requirements on legal vehicles for benefit distribution within the UNFCCC or other
frameworks, countries need to decide what legal framework will be most appropriate for their particular REDD+ programs.

4.1.2.3 Other legal aspects with an impact on REDD+ benefit sharing
The legal factors described in the above sections are considered of particular importance. However, beyond these, there are a number
of legal aspects that can determine much of the success or failure of REDD+ benefit sharing and of the underlying efforts to reduce
deforestation. Some of them are more related to REDD+ in a broader sense than to REDD+ benefit sharing as such (so an in-depth
discussion of these factors is beyond the scope of this report), but they deserve to receive increased attention in the international
discourse on REDD+ and in related research. They include the problem of conflicting legal provisions in the land use sector; overlapping
legal mandates among government agencies, sometimes leading to inconsistent REDD+ implementation; and weak forest and land
use-related law enforcement.8
8 These are common issues affecting the effectiveness of REDD+ implementation and benefit distribution in most of the countries studied by Pham et al., 2013.
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Box 4: The challenge of adapting Ghana’s legal framework

Land ownership in Ghana is often based on customary principles rather than land property title deeds. The majority of the land is
owned by traditional authorities (TAs), which are families or clans that act on behalf of the community they represent and inherit
these titles generation after generation. Local chiefs—always men—are allodial owners (i.e., owners of land held “in allodium”) or
maintain land ownership by occupancy and defense. The allodial consideration relies on the fact that the communities the TAs
represent settled in areas that previously were forests or where it is not possible to trace when the settlement started. TAs allocate
lands within the members of their communities following a variety of customary and, almost always, verbal arrangements.
According to Appiah (2011), about 80% of the lands in Ghana are under the management of TAs. The state is involved in the
remaining 20% in one way or another. That is, either the land has been purchased from TAs (state lands) or the land is coowned in a partnership between the state and the TAs (vested lands). The Customary Land Secretariats (CLSs) are specialized
offices established by local landowning communities with support from the central government under the auspices of the Land
Administration Project of the Ministry of Lands and Natural Resources and are responsible for land dispute resolution in Ghana.
For farmers and other members of the communities, the right to land occupancy is inherited through maternal lines. The ownership
of the land, however, is not considered. Once the land lease period is terminated or it terminates the activity for which the land was
leased, the ownership goes back to the titleholder—i.e., the respective TA. All of these processes are governed by the oral tradition.
All trees growing in Ghana, regardless of the land type where they grow, are by default property of the Forestry Commission.
The only way a private owner might be able to claim ownership of a tree is to register it under the Forestry Commission after
having planted it. Naturally occurring trees are almost always owned by the state. Although the government of Ghana, in a study
promoted by the World Bank and published in 2016, acknowledged the need to undertake a legal reform to update its land and
tree owning policies, it also warned that “changing the current tree tenure regime requires revisions at many levels, including the
Constitution.” At present and on the ground, the advances in this regard have not been perceived by Ghanaian citizens.
REDD+ has developed in Ghana mainly in response to the incentive provided by the FCPF. According to Ghana’s latest Country
Progress Report toward FCPF, the country has received a total of US$5,199,666 from FCPF’s Readiness Fund. On June 11, 2019, the
Ghana Cocoa Forest REDD+ Program by and between the Republic of Ghana and the IBRD acting as trustee of the FCPF’s Carbon
Fund signed an Emission Reduction Purchase Agreement (ERPA). The agreement is valid until December 31, 2024, and considers
the acquisition by the IBRD of the first 10 million ERs generated through the Ghana Cocoa Forest REDD+ Program at a price of
US$5 per ton of carbon dioxide equivalent (tCO2e).
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As a prerequisite for the signature of the ERPA, Ghana had to present an advanced draft benefit-sharing plan, which was delivered
on September 14, 2018. This draft explains how the country has undertaken an effort to adapt the country’s legal framework to
conditions allowing for a fair share of benefits. It also identified the Ministry of Finance (MoF) as the institution responsible for
formally transferring ERs from the program area to the carbon fund (CF) and in return receive performance-based payments. MoF
is the institution responsible for the distribution of the benefits due to the carbon beneficiaries identified by the Ghana Cocoa Forest
REDD+ Program.
The benefit-sharing plan identifies cocoa farmers as potential beneficiaries, as well as non-timber forest product (NTFP) harvesters
and food crop farmers, among other stakeholders. The plan specifies that “the program will not operate via individual farmers but
rather through farmer groups registered under active Hotspot Intervention Areas (HIA), sub-HIA or similar community-based
natural resource management (CBNRM) structures. These groups are willing participants who know their responsibilities and
rights in the program.”
Ghana has a history of conflicts related to the administration of financial resources from TAs. When speaking in private, local
farmers identified local TAs as the end of the benefit-sharing chain, with benefits not reaching those who need them most. But in
public, this position is rarely maintained, and fear prevails. This is, among other reasons, because local TAs are currently responsible
for approving all transactions linked to land occupancy, and farmers are generally more afraid of losing their land access than of not
receiving a financial payment from a specific program.
At the same time, farmers prefer to get access to benefits in the form of financial resources than in any other form. They try to solve
land-related disputes without referring to the local TA. This leads to situations in which the absence of a legal framework prevails.
Because of this, trees are harvested illegally, the equity component of BSM is not respected, and land conflicts are often resolved
violently between contenders.

4.1.3 Financial frameworks
Building well-structured and transparent financial frameworks is key for the effectiveness and efficiency of REDD+ projects. In addition,
it helps build trust and support among beneficiaries, public administrations, and donors. For a BSM to work, the entities contributing
funds to the program and those receiving benefits need to feel that the system is clear, legitimate, and fair in the distribution of benefits
(Durbin et al., 2019).
This chapter will introduce typical program funding sources. It will then discuss modalities for vertical and horizontal distribution
of benefits and lessons learned related to the question of monetary versus nonmonetary benefits. These last two elements are often
considered the key determining factors for achieving an effective, efficient, and equitable financial structure of benefit sharing.

4.1.3.1 Program funding sources
While this paper focuses on carbon benefits—i.e., the monetary and nonmonetary benefits allocated and distributed as a direct result
of REDD+ efforts—the below overview of funding sources includes sources for results-based payments and up-front funding to kickstart REDD+ initiatives. This is because experience shows that starting a REDD+ initiative requires up-front funding to establish the
structure, enable wider participation—including of marginalized social groups—and help actors mitigate some of the costs and risks
involved in participating in the project. In addition, in many cases, investments in the wider enabling environment (e.g., strengthening
land use governance in the target jurisdiction) are critically important in land use projects. These investments often lay the foundation
for successful REDD+ implementation and related results-based payments later on. In addition, up-front funding is sometimes used to
develop multi-stakeholder coordination platforms to discuss the initiative’s design and build capacity in earlier phases of the project.
Generally, the entities providing these initial investments are public institutions, international donors, philanthropies, or NGOs.
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Table 2: Types of funding sources in REDD+ projects

TYPE

EXAMPLE

Intergovernmental organizations

UN-REDD (e.g., community-based REDD+ initiative grants)

International organizations

World Bank (FCPF/carbon fund support)

Bilateral cooperation

NORAD, UKaid, USAID, etc.

Multilateral climate or
environment funds

Green Climate Fund (Ecuador RBP project), Global Environment Facility (small
grants)

State budgets

Ecuador (Socio Bosque program)

Tax/fee revenue

Viet Nam (PFES program, fee applied on water consumption)

Private banks and financial
institutions

Kasigau Corridor REDD+ project, Kenya (PNB Paribas, Nedbank group, and more)

Carbon developers

Mai Ndombe REDD+ Project (Wildlife Works, VCS and CCB registered)

Philanthropic funds

Kariba REDD+ Project, Zimbabwe

Beyond differences in timing, the exact objectives and priorities tend to differ from one funding source to another. UN sources and
the GCF, to mention just two examples, tend to place more attention on safeguards than some private-sector developers do. The
exact characteristics of each source is beyond the thematic focus of this paper; however, generally speaking, their differences in terms
of timing, investable activities, and risk tolerance, among others, can complement each other (e.g., in the form of blended finance
structures where more risk-tolerant public funding can be used to mobilize more risk-averse private funding). Interviewees noted that
development of such public-private partnerships (PPPs) in the land-use sector can help by providing REDD+ initiatives with more
regular streams of funding through different project stages—from the design stage to the moment when results-based payments start
to flow.

4.1.3.2 Vertical and horizontal distribution
Once a funding source for REDD+ benefits has been accessed, a critical element of the financial framework concerns the question of how
to organize the vertical and horizontal funds transfers. The following section introduces a number of options. REDD+ funds coming
from international donors will typically need to be channeled “vertically” through national, subnational, and local administrations.
CIFOR experts (Pham et al., 2014) analyzed the most commonly used ways to deliver such vertical benefits. They identified four types
of mechanisms:
●

Fund-based approaches: In the context of REDD+, this mechanism tends to operate in two main ways. In some cases, if
combined with a PES system, for example, a fund can be one element of a broader benefit-sharing structure. In other cases,
particularly if a fund is large enough, it might work as a standalone fund receiver and manager, possibly also establishing
the criteria to access and deliver funding. Luttrell et al. (2012) distinguish fund-based approaches according to their
organizational structure:
○

Independent: These funds are separate from the national administration, sometimes because of insufficient
confidence in national accountability and transparency. Examples are FUNBIO (Brazil) and PROFONANPE (Peru).

○

Managed by state: These funds receive direct funding from the national budget but are also open to external donors.
In countries with a history of corruption, some stakeholders perceive these with skepticism because close links with
the government might expose the funds to public finance mismanagement.

○

Within the state budget: This depends heavily on the capacity of the administration. Key decisions are typically
made by an independent committee.
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●

Delivery based on existing channels for forest concessions and land fees: In some cases, laws governing forest
management may in the future lay the basis for a REDD+ BSM (Costenbader, 2011). When forest exploitation is subject to
fees and royalties, there might not be a need for a separate BSM agreement between parties. In Cameroon, for example, of
the total tax revenues on industrial exploitation of forests, 40% is distributed to rural councils and 10% to adjacent villages.
While this may not be a REDD+ results-based payment mechanism as such, there are relevant lessons for REDD+ BSMs.
The fact, for example, that the same rules apply to any forest revenue in the country can make scaling up easier. On the other
hand, delivery systems based on a country’s existing tax channels might trigger questions related to equity, accountability,
transparency, and risk of corruption. Another issue with such schemes can be that uniformity in the distribution of benefits
may not do sufficient justice to differences among communities. In addition, participation and engagement of IPLCs may be
low, decreasing the schemes’ legitimacy (Pham et al., 2014).

●

Market-based instruments: These include PES (national-level mechanisms in Brazil and Viet Nam; projects implemented
in many countries in Latin America) and CDM/voluntary carbon markets. There are currently more than 30 national/
subnational schemes that allow generating and using carbon certificates to offset GHG emissions. However, each of them is
governed by different rules; in some schemes, land use-based offsets can be transacted, but in others, this form of offset is
not allowed.

●

Project-based approaches: Subnational, jurisdictional, or project-level initiatives can access funds, whether through
donor-funded projects or private-sector investments. The national government might play a regulatory role, but not a financial
one. However, the central government may collect a levy or tax on revenues generated. Decentralized approaches can go from
individual projects to public-private partnerships, appropriate for smaller-scale programs. Examples include donor-funded
projects, sale of certified goods into niche markets (e.g., fair trade cocoa or Forest Stewardship Council-certified timber), and
monetizing emissions reductions (Madeira et al., 2012).

Based on the interviews held with different stakeholder groups and similar to other elements of BSM design and implementation,
there is no one-size-fits-all modality to the complex topic of vertical distribution. One option to consider is building a mechanism for
vertical distribution upon existing public mechanisms, in case the latter are supported by a large part of the population and adaptable
to REDD+ projects. However, the effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of these models rely on the level of accountability, transparency,
and financial management capacity of the state, which are considered rather weak in many of the countries studied. On the other
hand, building new structures to channel funds can be useful, especially if the country expects to manage a high volume of funds and
a large pipeline of REDD+ initiatives in the short to medium term. If this is not the case, building a new structure can be relatively
costly and inefficient.
The distribution of benefits is “horizontal” when it happens at the lowest level within or between communities. At this stage, there is
limited experience in most countries with distribution of benefits due to the early stages of REDD+ readiness. Lessons learned from
initiatives in the land use sector more broadly point to the fact that BSM-relevant conditions will usually vary a lot from community
to community. So actors at this level will need to find individual arrangements tailored to their specific context. Therefore, developing
national-level policies to be widely applied across local areas or mandating generically applied household-level arrangements for
distribution of benefits is likely inappropriate (TFD, 2014). In other words, one of the key lessons learned regarding horizontal
distribution of benefits is that it is highly context specific. Trying to establish a fixed structure to follow throughout a large jurisdiction
risks failure due to differences in local conditions.
However, there are a number of common factors that appear to play important roles in how the horizontal distribution of benefits
takes place in practice, and in particular, what kinds of benefits are distributed horizontally. Among these, a prominent factor appears
to be trust. Research concluded that when there is little trust in local authorities, villagers tend to perceive direct cash payments,
divided equally across all participants, to be the most equitable solution even if the payments are comparably small for the participants
supporting the project the most. Where there are higher levels of trust, villagers appear more likely to express preferences for cobeneﬁts such as local infrastructure and social services (Wong et al., 2019). This seems to be mirrored by research suggesting beneﬁts
are inﬂuenced by social and political relationships rather than by economic motivation alone (Haas, Loft, Pham, 2019).
The type of benefit, monetary or nonmonetary, is typically among the main areas of discussion between IPLCs and project developers.
The following section will provide a few more details on this.

4.1.3.3 Monetary and nonmonetary benefits
Monetary benefits typically involve monetary transactions to a determined group of beneficiaries compensating for the efforts and
contributions of selected stakeholders involved in the implementation of the REDD+ initiative.9 Monetary benefits are sometimes
also referred to as cash payments, which can be based on performance or not. On the other hand, REDD+ BSMs can also distribute
nonmonetary benefits, including benefits related to local livelihoods, infrastructure, tenure security, biodiversity, or ecosystem
services (often labeled co-benefits or noncarbon benefits). Such nonmonetary benefits often seek to contribute to the individual or

9 Beneficiaries might also include other stakeholders. For details, please refer to section 4.1.1, Selection of beneficiaries.
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collective socioeconomic development, within the overall objective of meeting the carbon goals of the project.10 Most of the benefits
generated and distributed by REDD+ so far have been nonmonetary (CIFOR, 2014).
The following paragraphs do not intend to elaborate on each detail discussed in the literature around the differences between monetary
and nonmonetary benefits. Instead, they will focus on a number of considerations related to this choice that, experience shows, may
impact BSM objectives. The section will start by introducing examples for how the type of benefit is chosen. Secondly, it will discuss
the impact of communities’ capacity in this context. In addition, observations will be made on potential advantages and disadvantages
of a “cash on delivery” model before discussing the importance of timing and of long-term sustainability. These elements were selected
because of their importance to the success or failure of BSMs and the fact that comparably little attention has been paid to them in the
literature. All of the topics discussed in this section were informed by the firsthand experience of interviewees.
In the choice of the appropriate option between monetary and nonmonetary benefits, strong communication with IPLCs is considered
a key factor, as highlighted throughout the literature. However, compared to this, the concrete modality of how project developers
consult with communities in practice has received relatively little attention. Often, project developers and other stakeholders used
surveys to try to determine the type of benefits (monetary/nonmonetary) preferred by local communities. This approach was questioned
by various experts during the interviews. Different groups may provide different answers to the same question depending on where
they stand in the social hierarchy. The socially dominant group, which is often in the majority, seems to prefer nonmonetary benefits
distributed to the community as a whole, while marginalized groups tend to choose monetary benefits distributed individually. This
is because historically marginalized social groups perceive a risk of being restricted from receiving or using nonmonetary benefits
provided to the community. Due to this, many would choose the distribution of individual and direct cash payments rather than
expose themselves to marginalization. However, this concern might not be visible through a simple survey. Instead, often only the
survey choice of the socially dominant group is observed, as it represents the majority. Projects attempting to respect the majority
preference while still balancing minority interests have a delicate balance to maintain. One possible solution would be to deliver
benefits in more than one way, to take into account social risks and preferences.
As we have seen, it is important to consider forms of IPLC consultation that go beyond simple majority surveys and take into account
social dynamics in interpreting IPLC responses. In addition, in consulting on the choice between monetary and nonmonetary benefits,
BSM developers should remember that the capacity and experience of local communities can influence how well each option might
work in practice. Research shows that communities with experience in conservation or similar projects, as well as sufficient capacity
to develop business plans or investment strategies, are often relatively well placed to manage cash benefits. On the other hand,
communities with low capacity or weak governance structures that receive monetary benefits tend to be more exposed to elite capture
and corruption (TNC, 2012). Interviewees also emphasized that in communities with little or no experience in managing funds,
there is a higher risk of financial misconduct. Intermediaries could help in these cases by serving as a bridging element between
fund managers and beneficiaries (e.g., nonprofit organizations with strong safeguards against fraudulent management/financial
misconduct). In other cases, the use of nonmonetary benefits could be more appropriate to avoid the mentioned risks associated with
monetary benefits.
Depending on the circumstances, different arguments favor monetary or nonmonetary benefits. Savedoff (2016) states that monetary
benefits for REDD+ projects can provide higher autonomy for the beneficiary as well as simplicity and transparency, as governments
can incentivize behavior to achieve results if those results are well defined, agreed upon, and adequately rewarded. In several
programs (e.g., the Visión Amazonia in Colombia), IPLCs are required to develop investment plans to present the way they plan to
spend the funds. This requirement is usually established to avoid channeling funds to activities with a negative impact with respect
to degradation and deforestation. Nevertheless, constraining local freedom to spend monetary benefits as the community sees fit is
questioned by observers, as the ability to veto community decisions awards a potentially inappropriate power position to the donor/
project developer.
If a REDD+ initiative decides to deliver monetary benefits, the timing of the delivery of those payments is key. In
some cases, monetary transactions do not match local investment needs related to agricultural seasons or schooling periods (Pham,
Wong, et al., 2016). This results in missed opportunities for generating useful development co-beneﬁts. There is evidence that a
pattern of ﬁxed, regular, and predictable transfers can help strengthen household productivity (Wong, 2014). To agree on, and strictly
follow, a transfer calendar can therefore be beneficial—this is even more true in cases where local actors rely on monetary flows to
cover their opportunity costs.
Notwithstanding the above, several interviewees were heavily critical of monetary benefits. They point out that when political and
legal contexts are weak, there is a risk that projects will be interrupted or aborted before the expected end date, which can stop the flow
of revenues to IPLCs. When monetary flows stop without the drivers of deforestation having been comprehensively addressed, the
incentive to conserve the forest disappears, and IPLCs lose part of their incomes. The likely result is that pressure on forests returns
and deforestation and degradation increase—in other words, the underlying dynamics of unsustainable land use remain unchanged. If,
on the other hand, IPLCs receive nonmonetary benefits such as stronger land rights or support to strengthen their forest management
capacity, there is a higher likelihood of long-term sustainability. Communities with more secure rights over their lands and stronger

10 The participatory processes where different design options are assessed, including monetary and nonmonetary benefits, are explained in more detail in section 4.1.1.2.1, Participatory
decision-making.
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capacities to manage them sustainably will sometimes have a stronger incentive and ability to conserve their forests in the long term,
ideally leading to a measurable change in land use dynamics, beyond the duration of the related REDD+ initiative.
However, when opting for nonmonetary benefits, some stakeholders point to negative experiences. In some cases, administrations
can essentially replace required public investments with nonmonetary REDD+ benefits. They pointed out that due to the expected
benefits, the local, subnational, and national governments no longer felt the pressure to invest in these communities to maintain and
improve public goods such as education and health facilities, trusting that these would now partially be covered by REDD+ funds.
In conclusion, nonmonetary benefits should be additional. In other words, even if a REDD+ BSM leads to the building of a
health facility, the government should continue providing other essential infrastructure investments as planned. REDD+ funds should
not crowd out other essential public investments for IPLCs.
As with many of the elements discussed in this paper, the appropriate choice between monetary and nonmonetary benefits will
depend mainly on the local context. Ideally, the right choice (or combination) of monetary and nonmonetary benefits should help
address the drivers of deforestation, improve local livelihoods, and sustain conservation efforts in the long term.
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Box 5: In-kind benefit sharing in Indonesia

REDD+ in Indonesia
Indonesia presented its REDD+ National Strategy in 2012, in alignment with Forestry Law No. 41/1999, which regulates the
utilization, protection, and conservation of forest resources. The REDD+ strategy was formulated to cover all of Indonesia’s high
diversity of forests and territories in which assorted native ethnic and linguistic groups can be found. The following 11 subnational
jurisdictions have been the most active in the development and implementation of REDD+ frameworks, including BSMs: Aceh,
Central Kalimantan, East Kalimantan, North Kalimantan, South Kalimantan, West Kalimantan, Papua, Papua West, Sulawesi
Central, Sumatera South, and Sumatera West.
REDD+ benefit sharing
REDD+ BSMs in the country were developed formally as a response to the requirements of the FCPF Methodological Framework.
The Environmental Fund Management Agency (BPDLH) was launched on October 9, 2019, with the objective of having “one pool
for funds needed for environment recovery.” According to Reuters, BPDLH started its operation on January 1, 2020, with an initial
fund of around 2 trillion rupiah (US$141 million). The sharing of benefits includes vertical and horizontal approaches implemented
on the national and subnational levels through fiscal transfers, trust funds, National Community Empowerment Programs (PNPM),
and general service agencies (Badan Layanan Umum/BLU).
Indonesia’s latest progress report to the FCPF provides an explanation of how benefit sharing works under this program. The
authors foresee that the government of Indonesia will make use of the administrative structure established to share the benefits
under the FCPF in case other sources of funding are available. The following is a direct citation from Indonesia’s latest progress
report to FCPF:
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“The ER Program’s benefit sharing plan was designed to reach a diverse group of beneficiaries, which includes
four levels of government (national, provincial, district and village), a wide range of private sectors (palm oil, forest and
mining) and local communities often located in remote villages that may not have official titles to the land.
The eligibility criteria for beneficiaries have been designed to ensure that all relevant contributors to emission reductions
can receive benefit from the program, with the village governments playing a central role in channeling benefits to
[the] local community. To further ensure that the benefits flow to these beneficiaries in a way that avoids bureaucratic
delays, while fulfilling principles of good financial governance, ERPA funding at the central level will be managed by
the Environmental Fund Management Agency (BLU-BPDLH) while key decisions for disbursement at the sub-national
level will be made by the provincial government. Furthermore, benefits will not be allocated merely on the amount of
reduced emissions but also on the past-sustainable practices by local communities (especially Adat communities) who have
managed their forests sustainably for centuries.”

Financial versus in-kind REDD+ benefits
REDD+ benefits in Indonesia can be financial and in-kind. Financial benefits are often linked to the commercialization of carbon
certificates (i.e., carbon credits) or to the demonstration of satisfactory performance under framework agreements that can present
a variety of conditions and are established between jurisdictional entities and donors. According to Shintia Arbida, cited in a 2017
press article from Nabiha Shahab, in-kind benefits have been implemented in pilot REDD+ projects and consist of development
assistance implemented at the community level, such as building health centers, schools, roads, or bridges.
The Ministry of Forestry Decree No. P.36/Menhut-II/2009 (Decree 36/2009) regarding “Procedures for Licensing of Commercial
Utilization of Carbon Sequestration and/or Storage in Production and Protected Forests” regulates, among other aspects, who
can be beneficiaries and the proportions that are applicable for the benefit distribution coming from the commercialization of
carbon credits. An unofficial translation to English of Decree 36/2009 can be accessed here. This legal document reflects, however,
standards and carbon prices that were in effect in 2009 and that are now outdated, considering the different approaches that exist
currently to implement and receive performance-based payments associated with the implementation of REDD+ activities.
According to Decree 36/2009, the government of Indonesia, the local communities, and the project developer can be the beneficiaries
of financial returns from the commercialization of carbon credits. Financial returns are shared depending on what sort of license
is being used and for what forest. The government shares are to be divided proportionately, with the central government receiving
40%, the provincial government 20%, and the district government 40%. At the same time, the financial returns allocated to the
community have to be managed by a trust fund, according to good governance principles, by the local community together with the
village government.
On the other hand, in-kind benefits provide an incentive for the communities to join and implement REDD+ activities. They act
as an up-front payment and allow for the use of economies of scale—i.e., they can generate infrastructures and services that have
the same financial cost as the sum of the financial payments that would have been delivered to each REDD+ beneficiary, but they
deliver much higher value for the community.
In-kind benefit sharing is not, however, exempt from controversy. When delivering in-kind incentives, all community members
have access to the same value, regardless of their level of implication in the REDD+ activity. This is not perceived as a fair sharing
by those people who have made more effort than others. In other cases, the implementation of infrastructures and services in the
communities has taken a lot of time to materialize and in some cases has not been delivered.

4.2 Equity and the role of IPLCs in REDD+ benefit sharing
Indigenous peoples have tenure over 36% of the world’s remaining intact forests (Fa et al., 2020), and their historic contributions
to sustainably managing and conserving the forest are invaluable. Engaging them in REDD+ is therefore paramount. This section
provides additional details on engagement of IPLCs in REDD+ BSM design and implementation, fairness, and the perception of
fairness in the context of REDD+ benefits and capacity building for REDD+ BSM implementation.
REDD+ implementation aims to reduce deforestation and change the way forest land is managed and used in the long term. Forestdependent IPLCs are thus obvious REDD+ stakeholders, and their role in the setup and implementation of REDD+, including the
setup and implementation of REDD+ BSMs, is uniformly considered of great importance.
One of the central questions around benefit sharing is who should be eligible to receive these benefits (Wong et al., 2017). As discussed
in section 4.1.2.1 (Legal aspects of allocation of benefits), some argue that benefits should go to the legal owners of the forest land,
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while others claim that those who are managing forests should be the beneficiaries. Then again, there are stakeholders incurring costs
as part of REDD+ implementation, facilitators of REDD+ implementation, and low-emitting forest stewards, which arguably could
be considered beneficiaries, and last but not least, there are the poor (Luttrell et al., 2013; Wong et al., 2019). This is where the term
“equity” comes in.
In many REDD+ countries, populations living in or near forests have historically been treated inequitably, explaining the strong
emphasis on reversing and redressing historical patterns of marginalization under REDD+ (RECOFTC, 2015). The term “equity” in the
specific REDD+ context is understood to refer to “distributional aspects of the associated costs and benefits, procedural aspects
of participatory decision‑making, and the specific contexts that shape stakeholders’ perceptions of equity” (Pham et al., 2013, after
Angelsen et al., 2009). Wong et al. (2017) further define that a benefit-sharing instrument is “equitable if (i) relevant beneficiaries or
stakeholders are represented, recognized and able to participate in decisions on criteria for how beneficiaries are identified, as well as
the size, timing and type of benefits to be delivered, (ii) the share of incentives distributed among stakeholders adheres to an agreed
fairness criterion and (iii) all potential stakeholders have the capacity to engage in the BSM.”
The following subsections provide deeper insights into the three aspects covered by the above definition of equitable REDD+ BSMs
with a specific focus on IPLCs, starting with their engagement in BSM design and implementation, continuing with fairness criteria
and IPLCs’ perception of fairness, and finally at capacity building in the context of REDD+ BSMs.

4.2.1 Engagement of IPLCs in BSM design and implementation
The importance of engaging IPLCs and marginalized groups in BSM design and implementation processes is undisputed. Experience
has shown that a lack of participation of these stakeholders, in the worst case, can further aggravate historical marginalization,
including that of forest minorities and women (USAID, 2011; Wong et al., 2017). Intense engagement, on the other hand, can create a
feeling of ownership and contribute to sustainability of REDD+ over time.
However, the term “engagement” includes a whole spectrum of activities, with the mere provision of information at one extreme and
the transfer of resources and decision-making responsibilities at the other (Dialogue by Design, 2012). Capacity building and training,
workshops, and consultations, as well as obtaining free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC) are also forms of engagement.
The general assumption is that greater participation of stakeholders in the design and management of BSMs leads to a greater sense
of ownership and a resulting mechanism that is based on trust and considered legitimate. In fact, for some time, there has existed
evidence showing an association between higher carbon storage and greater livelihood benefits on the one hand and the size of
forest commons and the community’s degree of rule-making autonomy over the forest on the other (e.g., Chhatre and Agrawal,
2009). Individual perceptions of benefits, fairness, and legitimacy are paramount in this context (Špirić, 2015; Wong et al., 2016).
The perception that a design process and the resulting BSM are fair and legitimate can positively impact implementation and thus the
outcomes of REDD+ interventions, thereby outweighing the additional time and resources required to ensure a highly participatory
process in the first place (Hite, 2015; Wong et al., 2017).
However, the mere attendance at stakeholder events by different stakeholders and rights holders does not necessarily influence
decision-making processes. Whether all actors have a voice, and the extent to which their issues and choices are reflected in decisions,
depends on how they are represented in the policy forums, their sociopolitical hierarchy, the institution that defines the rules of
participation in the policy process, and the functioning of power relations with other stakeholder representatives, both state and
nonstate (Arts & Buizer, 2009; Peskett & Brockhaus, 2009). It is for this reason that the term “meaningful participation” is increasingly
used in the context of social safeguards (e.g., UNDP, 2016; UNEP, 2015; Martone et al., 2017).
Insights from existing systems led to the identification of a number of criteria for REDD+ access and benefit sharing with Indigenous
peoples (IP) (Table 3; Gebara et al., 2014; adapted from Nery et al., 2013).
Table 3: Criteria for REDD+ access and benefit sharing with IP

Distribution of benefits

Internal distribution of benefits is to be determined by each IP group, respecting their specifities; Formal
discussions and decision-making processes should be performed by one or more local IP bodies, and promote
clear communication, and effective participation and consent of those involved, as well as a fair distribution of
benefits.
Benfits should strengthen the collective thus rejecting any mechanisms that exclusively benefit individuals or
elites.
Benefits must reach all IP, even those without forest cover in their territories or those less threatened.

Use of benefits

Institutional strengthening of organizations contemplating structuring and formalization in order to ensure
autonomy.
Support the implementation of environmental and territorial management plans.
Strengthen IP resource uses, customs and traditions, with special attention to the guarantee of territorial
rights.
Technical training of IP leaders and organizations to support their participation in discussion on policies
focused on REDD+ and the management of natural resources.
Invest in priority areas, like health and education.

Access to benefits

Benefit sharing schemes, should consider indigenous-specific policies and culture to promote the autonomy
and governance of IP, through direct access to resources, without intermediaries.

Source: Gebara et al. (2014); adapted from Nery et al. (2013)
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The below discussion touches on several of these criteria and provides case studies with additional details on select aspects. One
important point of engagement that the above table does not include is the identification of appropriate benefits at the outset. At
this point in the design phase of a REDD+ BSM, listening to stakeholder perspectives on benefits is crucial. Obtained benefits must
represent incentives to conduct the REDD+ activities and maintain them over time; otherwise, there is a high risk of non-permanence.
This point is tied to the current trend toward a pro-poor approach to REDD+, as can be seen from many pilot projects targeting local
communities and including forest conservation activities rather than targeting the powerful large-scale drivers of deforestation. This
notion stresses the need to identify and design the benefits as incentives for actual behavioral change that will lead to decreasing
pressure on forests. This point was also emphasized by interviewees.
Therefore, it makes sense to identify differentiated benefits, incentives, or compensation for different actors, including IPLCs. Potential
trade-offs should be as clearly communicated to beneficiaries as the envisioned benefits are in order to help manage expectations
among stakeholders with regard to the potential range and “amount” of REDD+ benefits (i.e., including monetary and nonmonetary
benefits).

© Paulo Behar / WWF-Brazil

Box 6: Brazil’s Kayapó Fund

Aim: To channel donations into supporting projects by Indigenous organizations from this region with a focus on biodiversity
conservation, territorial protection, sustainable agriculture, and stronger political representation by Kayapó leaders.11
Total fund endowment: Approx. US$15 million (Amazon Fund with matching support from Conservation International).
The Kayapó Fund, set up in 2011, was the first Indigenous REDD+ fund to be evaluated and approved by the Amazon Fund. The
creation process, however, was not participatory, and no FPIC was obtained. IP involvement in defining the fund’s governance
structure was limited, prompting questions about its legitimacy. Kayapó representatives were allowed to attend a technical
committee that forms part of the fund’s governance structure as observers; however, their rights at the meetings were limited to
speaking, not voting, and the cost to attend was not subsidized.
As a consequence of the limited involvement in its design, its governance structure’s being dominated by external experts, and
limited up-front information regarding the kinds of benefits to be expected and how decisions would be made, expectations from
Brazil’s Kayapó Fund were unclear, and the conflict potential was high (Gebara et al., 2014).
Since then, the situation may have improved, but available information provides a mixed picture. Wong et al. (2019) report that the
design principles in the analytical framework of the Kayapó Fund included “recognition of indigenous rights in decision-making
processes and participation” with the perceived or expected outcomes relative to the 3Es of equity and legitimacy. However, the
same source states that FPIC procedures within the implementation of the fund’s activities followed a top-down process, again
calling into question the level of local ownership and legitimacy.
For more information on the fund, please visit:
•

http://www.amazonfund.gov.br/en/projeto/Kayapo-Fund/

•

https://www.conservation.org/projects/brazils-kayapo-stewards-of-the-forest

•

https://www.funbio.org.br/programas_e_projetos/fundo-kayapo/

11 Source: https://www.funbio.org.br/en/programas_e_projetos/kayapo-fund/.
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The above table makes the point that decision-making processes should be executed by local IP bodies. Other studies of REDD+
BSMs state that multi-stakeholder engagement platforms, involving local stakeholders as well as higher-level ones, can be helpful to
maintain conversation between key actors over time (The Forests Dialogue, 2014) if they are perceived as important by all involved
and are financially sustainable (pers. ref.). The importance of continuity was also emphasized by interviewees not just to enable
continued dialogue but also to provide a procedure and monitor the ongoing exchange. At best, such platforms are independent from
the government (i.e., an independent body with no governmental constraints) and include stakeholders that are impacted by and
beneficiaries of REDD+, as well as those that promote and fund REDD+ activities (pers. ref.).
However, there were also calls for caution in considering multi-stakeholder platforms as the silver bullet for developing and
successfully maintaining BSMs over time. According to some interviewees, several cases are known where such platforms are mostly
run by powerful (external) actors, or where many of the stakeholder groups, while invited as participants to the platform, do not
actually engage. Reasons may vary; however, culture and habits as well as lack of capacity to actually engage in negotiations can play
an important role (pers. ref.; also see section 4.1.1.2.1, Participatory decision-making).
The following case study provides an example of participation that is granted on paper only, not empowering local communities, as
the voices of different participants are not considered of equal importance.

© Jaap van der Waarde / WWF-Netherlands

Box 7: The Mount Cameroon National Park REDD+ project

The importance of engaging local communities in REDD+ activities was recognized in Cameroon’s FCPF-funded REDD+ readiness
process. However, there was no detail regarding the possibility of local community members to engage in revenue management or
benefit sharing (Awung and Marchant, 2020).
In the Mount Cameroon National Park (MCNP) REDD+ project, community delegates are granted access to the MCNP decisionmaking forum, “but their opinions do not count nor influence the planning, implementation and management of the REDD+
project; therefore, their inclusion is just a means to legitimize REDD+ rather than an empowering process to address issues of
social justice” (Awung and Marchant, 2017).
The consequence of this top-down REDD+ project management approach is that voluntary engagement is low and mostly depends
on expected project benefits, including the generation of income. However, a series of interviews and consultations revealed that
only 15% of respondents were aware of local developmental projects carried out from forest revenue, and up to 53% of respondents
did not know how forest revenues are distributed (Awung and Marchant, 2020). There is thus a lack of transparency, questioning
equity of the current way in which forest revenues are distributed in the MCNP REDD+ project. In fact, the authors of this study
conclude that there is not yet a clear benefit-sharing mechanism in place for the MCNP REDD+ project.
The example shows a lack of several of the attributes that were introduced as related to good governance, including meaningful
participation, transparency, and nondiscrimination. The following case study presents a very different scenario. Here, in-depth
engagement has led to a high level of ownership, confirmed even by the formalization of benefit-sharing plans in local law. Although
such extensive consultation processes can be time-consuming and require up-front resources, the effort pays off through continued
participation in and support of REDD+ implementation at the local level.
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Box 8: Development of REDD+ benefit-sharing mechanisms in Tanzania

An independent midterm review of nine pilot REDD+ projects in Tanzania concluded that local communities and district
governments have taken a very active role in developing benefit-sharing agreements through extensive NGO-led consultations.
Communities have provided input and helped with the design of plans through democratic voting and decision-making as well as
data collected from extensive surveys. The benefit-sharing plans were formalized in community bylaws.
Village committees and, in some cases, inter-village committees have been organized and trained on financial management and
payment distribution processes. Overall, local communities are becoming well prepared to create and implement benefit distribution
mechanisms (Deloitte, 2012).
The topic of engagement and meaningful participation is closely linked with people’s perception of fairness, which will be discussed
in the following subsection.

4.2.2 Fairness and IPLCs’ perception of fairness
As stated previously, fairness and especially the perception of fairness regarding REDD+ BSMs matter. A study looking at policy
discourses on REDD+ equity in the media found that the main justification for equity put forward in the media by a selection of
countries was a general call for fairness (De Gregorie et al., 2013). Evidence for the importance of fairness and its perception also exists
from experience with payments for ecosystem services (PES) (Pascual et al., 2014; see Box 9).
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Box 9: Experimental PES intervention around the Nyungwe National Park in Rwanda

Gross-Camp et al. (2012) investigated the potential for PES to reconcile conservation and development goals around Nyungwe
National Park in Rwanda. The experimental scheme involved the purchase of biodiversity conservation services from local
communities in four selected locations. A portion of the payment was awarded at the household level; however, the actual level of
the payment was determined by the collective action of the community. One of the aspects that was specifically investigated was
community members’ perception of fairness, what shaped this perception of fairness, and what trade-offs can be found.
Overall, community members agreed that the PES scheme was fair; key reasons included that all households would be rewarded,
that all would receive the same amount, that people would be able to obtain things they could not otherwise afford (e.g., medical
insurance), and the notion that forest conservation is good for the entire community. Only four respondents raised concerns about
fairness—two complained that the level of payments was not high enough, and the other said that some might benefit more than
others.
Gross-Camp et al. (2012) conclude that:
●

Perceptions of fairness arise more from the equity of distribution of payments than from the level of the payments.

●

Perceptions of fairness appear to be strongly linked to views about the legitimacy of the commissioned service—a belief
that the payment is for doing something intrinsically good, such as protecting the forest.

●

Effectiveness in a development sense is positively related to perceptions of legitimacy and fairness.

●

A possible tradeoff may be that the single payment level offsets neither opportunity costs nor unforeseen transaction costs
(in this case, from the opening of local bank accounts).

These conclusions are highly relevant for REDD+ BSMs. However, it should be considered that the concept of fairness in climate
change and REDD+ is highly variable in different situations and cultures (Le et al., 2016). Consequently, in order to promote equity, the
sociocultural and biophysical context and which factors determine what is considered fair or unjust must be understood (RECOFTC,
2014).
Here again, there is a direct link between a high level of engagement of stakeholders, including IPLCs, and the perception of fairness.
One way to explore what factors determine what is considered fair or unjust is by engaging IPLCs up front in the development of the
REDD+ BSMs, presenting different options of benefit sharing and listening to their line of argument for why a specific option may be
preferred over another (see Box 10).
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Box 10: Payments for Forest Environmental Services (PFES) in Dien Bien, Viet Nam

The Vietnamese PFES program is a government-initiated program that was piloted in two provinces between 2008 and 2010 and
then scaled up to a nationwide program in 2010 with the issuance of Decree 99/2010/NDCP (Pham et al., 2013). Participation is
mandatory, as “environmental service buyers” and “environmental service sellers” are identified by law and have to engage. Equity
as a core principle of PFES design and implementation is equally legally embedded.
Specific research on what influences local communities’ different conceptions of equity or fairness with regard to (i) the type of
benefit-sharing option used and (ii) the basis for payment distribution was conducted in four communes of the Dien Bien province,
where PFES had been implemented since 2011 (Ngoc Dung et al., 2016).
Regarding the type of benefit-sharing option, the study found that 70% of all surveyed preferred an egalitarian-based approach (i.e.,
giving an equal share of the benefits to all households), followed by 23% of all surveyed preferring a merit-based approach (i.e.,
those who carry out more forest conservation efforts getting a larger share of the benefits) and only 3% voting for a needs-based
approach (i.e., priority being given to the poor and marginalized people in the community).
Regarding the basis for payment distribution, the study found that 82% of all surveyed considered the input-based basis to be fair,
arguing that this way, higher payments would be distributed to actors who work harder on forest protection activities.
At first sight, the findings of (i) and (ii) seem contradictory; however, an examination of the reasons for the strong preference of
the egalitarian-based approach in (i) makes clear that this is not the case. Apart from historical factors (long history of applying
egalitarian-based approaches in distributing public benefits), simplicity (equal share is the easiest way to distribute), and the
notion that an egalitarian scheme would avert conflicts between farmers, people believe that all households do contribute equally
to forest protection.
The study concludes that it is important to understand the underlying rationale behind the local perspective of equity, as egalitarian
distribution has a long history at the local level, but what is perceived as “fair” is distribution based on work efforts, which shows
that what is considered equitable may not always be fair after all (Ngoc Dung et al., 2016).
While it may be extremely difficult to pin down what is considered fair in different contexts, the same can be said about the contextual
specificity of what may be considered unfair. For example, a major effort might be made to come up with a complex formula to
calculate the amount of cash payments to be distributed to individuals in order for the distribution to be fair. However, individuals
with no capacity to understand highly technical indicators regarding forest cover, biodiversity values, and other indicators
may not understand why two individuals with similar areas receive completely different payments (see the following section on
capacity building). This is why some REDD+ pilot projects in Viet Nam, for example, ended up linking payments mainly to land area,
as communities perceived this to be more fair (pers. comm.). This would suggest that great complexity in the formula for sharing
REDD+ benefits can lead to a perception of unfairness, grounded in the fact that a scheme that cannot be understood by all involved
cannot be agreed to, or rejected, and stakeholders may feel suspicious that the plan has potential pitfalls they don’t understand.
The concept of fairness entails further challenges. Where a concept can vary much from one context to another, it is more difficult to
provide a policy solution—or a way forward to scale a benefit-sharing mechanism up to the national level that is considered fair locally
(see also chapter 5). In addition, the perception of fairness can vary between men and women of the same cultural context. In fact,
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gender equality in REDD+ benefit sharing is crucial, considering the important role women play in managing forest resources (e.g.,
USAID, 2011; AIPP and IWGIA, 2014).
On paper, this importance is confirmed. There are national laws and international conventions promoting equity (e.g., the
Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women, CEDAW); there are best practice guidelines for gender
mainstreaming throughout REDD+; and gender equality is also critical under REDD+ safeguards (Burns et al., 2017; Quesada-Aguilar
et al., 2013; RECOFTC, 2014; UN-REDD Programme, 2011; UN-REDD Programme, 2017). In practice, however, there are cultural
barriers that are hard to overcome. Women’s ability to engage in REDD+ readiness, capacity building, consultations, or decisionmaking processes can be restricted for several reasons, including household duties and cultural norms (see Box 11). When women can
take part in engagement processes but BSMs are linked to land tenure, their access to benefits may be limited due to patriarchal land
ownership schemes (e.g., RECOFTC, 2015).
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Box 11: The influence of culture and social norms on women’s ability to engage in REDD+
and access benefits in Cambodia

There are several national laws existing in Cambodia that promote gender equality, including the Constitution, the Land Law, and
the Family Law. In addition, the country is a signatory to the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against
Women (CEDAW), and a number of institutions are actively working in the country to address gender issues.
Apart from the facts that existing laws are poorly enforced and that many Cambodian women have limited knowledge of the rights
they could claim in line with national and international law (Licadho, 2004; cited in Bradley et al., 2013), culture and social norms
play an important role in gender inequities in Cambodia. Such norms restrict women at the local level from benefiting from the
established laws that should be empowering them. Society in Cambodia is structured hierarchically, and there are strong traditional
views on what the “proper roles” for men and women look like (USAID, 2010; cited in Bradley et al., 2013). This leads to important
differences in how women and men self-identify and how they perceive their responsibilities.
A gender study was conducted in the Oddar Meanchey Community Forestry REDD+ site in Cambodia. Gender equity plays an
important role in Cambodia’s REDD+ readiness activities and has been promoted throughout. Still, the study found that “men
are taking a primary role in community forestry and REDD+ activities, while women are ‘partly involved’ in almost all activities.
Women participate less actively in meetings, trainings, forest patrolling and forest assessment work due to a number of constraints
such as lower membership on elected committees (with approximately 80% of seats held by men), lack of confidence in speaking,
lower literacy levels, childcare and household duties, security issues and a perceived lower level of knowledge” (Bradley et al., 2013).
The mentioned constraints reflect the consequences of existing social norms on women’s engagement in REDD+ readiness,
despite best efforts toward gender equity made by actors involved in supporting countries preparing for REDD+. Where women’s
participation in REDD+ readiness is hampered in such a way, it is likely that REDD+ design fails to address the specific needs of
women. It is also likely that women’s engagement in REDD+ implementation will be hampered in a similar way. Overall, this may
lead to a perception of unfairness of REDD+ in general and/or REDD+ benefit sharing in particular among women.
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Several “instruments” are suggested through social safeguard funding agencies to promote trust in REDD+ and achieve a perception
of fairness by IPLCs. Two of the very common ones are (i) free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC) and (ii) a grievance redress
mechanism (GRM) specific to REDD+.
FPIC is a legal principle enshrined in the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP, 2008). In REDD+, and in
line with social safeguards, the principle of FPIC applies as soon as a project may affect Indigenous peoples. The purpose of FPIC is to
ensure not only that IPs receive all relevant information about planned activities and their potential implications (including benefits
and risks) in a way that is understandable and well in advance of implementation, but also that they have the option to reject the
activities after thorough consideration of this information (e.g., Springer and Retana, 2014; UN-REDD Programme, 2014).
In this way, a carefully conducted FPIC process can empower Indigenous peoples to take ownership and decide in a well-informed
manner whether or not they agree with suggested REDD+ activities that might affect them. When there is agreement and FPIC is
obtained, it is more likely that activities will be supported and the process considered fair and legitimate. However, again, there are
challenges in getting FPIC right. For example, several interviewees voiced concerns that they have never heard of an FPIC
process that actually led to the rejection of proposed activities. Where IPs begin to feel that the FPIC process exists more
on paper than in practice or is flawed, the result may be counterproductive, as it may mean that REDD+ will be perceived as unfair
from the start.
GRMs specific to REDD+ serve as channels through which stakeholder concerns can be voiced about the implementation of suggested
REDD+ activities. This means that, even if FPIC has been obtained at the beginning, IPLCs can raise complaints at any point in time
if it turns out that REDD+ implementation leads to unforeseeable negative impacts or does not meet expectations, including with
regard to expected benefits. Apart from providing a channel to voice such concerns, GRMs also set out the procedure used to deal
with complaints, including a timeline for their processing. In sum, having a REDD+ GRM in place is considered important, as it can:
●

Help identify and resolve REDD+ implementation problems in a timely and cost-effective manner

●

Help reveal trends in recurring, increasingly frequent, or escalating issues

●

Help improve project outcomes, where issues get resolved

●

Increase the accountability of REDD+ activities (FCPF and UN-REDD Programme, 2015)
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Based on this justification for the importance of a GRM specific to REDD+, it can be derived that absence of such a GRM can lead to
increased discontent based on the perceived shortcomings and unfairness of REDD+. In the worst case, this can lead to escalating
conflict, resulting in weaker institutions and additional environmental degradation (Patel et al., 2013). The following case study from
Papua New Guinea links aspects of gender equity, FPIC, and REDD+ benefit sharing.
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Box 12: Putting gender at the heart of FPIC under REDD+ in Papua New Guinea (PNG)

Social and cultural systems in PNG are characterized by considerable complexity and variety. Although this variety includes
matrilineal systems of land ownership, women have very limited rights or ability to control income and other resources.
As a consequence, special efforts were made during REDD+ readiness to incorporate a gender perspective into PNG’s approach to
FPIC in order to ensure that women could engage in decision-making about the management of forest areas and the distribution of
benefits from REDD+. These efforts included the following steps:
1.

National FPIC guidelines for REDD+ were developed with gender considerations integrated into the operational
framework, recognizing both women and men as possible landowners and/or primary users of land and resources.
The guidelines also provided advice on how to maintain a gender balance in the local facilitation teams and on how to
disaggregate stakeholders by gender throughout the FPIC process. The guidance also sets out that REDD+ GRMs must
be specifically accessible to women.

2.

Detailed stakeholder studies were conducted, including focus workshops in six rural communities across the three
REDD+ pilot sites.

3.

Based on the findings, the national FPIC guidelines were tailored to different local contexts and needs and resulted in
local strategies for consulting with communities and integrating FPIC protocols into those that would include women.

The resulting inclusion of village women in decision-making as part of REDD+ land-use planning approaches revealed striking
differences in women’s perspectives and priorities (UNDP, 2019).
Not only can such information serve as valuable input into further steps in the REDD+ process, but also the example shows how
women can be brought on board despite social barriers, which can enhance their perception of the processes’ fairness and help
ensure their long-term support of REDD+.
Last but not least, achieving fairness at all levels, including the local level, must be placed high on a country’s REDD+ policy agenda
in order for it to be taken seriously. Increased emphasis on safeguards and the role of IPLCs in REDD+ implementation over time
indicate that this tendency is right; however, evidence exists that decision-makers in some countries less than 10 years ago were
clearly more concerned about being treated fairly in international negotiations on REDD+ than about addressing equity concerns
domestically (Di Gregorio et al., 2013).

4.2.3 Capacity building
There is no one-size-fits-all formula for capacity-development interventions as part of REDD+ benefit sharing. In each country
scenario, the need for capacity building in the context of benefit sharing will depend on what other capacity building has already taken
place as part of REDD+ readiness, whether IPLCs are already familiar with a benefit-sharing system in a different context, and benefit
expectations and willingness to engage.
In order for IPLCs to be engaged in a meaningful way in decision-making around REDD+ benefits, they must have the capacity to be
so engaged. This is true in terms of knowledge as well as in terms of availability and courage to speak up. Apart from culture and social
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norms (see previous section), existing intra-community socioeconomic diversity can result in some stakeholders, even within the
same local community, requiring more capacity building in the context of REDD+ benefit sharing than others as part of establishing
an enabling environment in which inclusive engagement can actually take place. Regardless of the necessary individuality of REDD+
BSM capacity-building measures, there are a number of general topics that are very useful to cover:
●

The range of possible REDD+ benefits (monetary and nonmonetary)

●

The need to involve a range of possible REDD+ beneficiaries (linked to next point)

●

The objectives of incentivizing implementation of REDD+ activities

●

Modalities for access, distribution, and use of REDD+ benefits

●

Equity, eligibility, and FPIC

●

The applicable REDD+ grievance redress mechanism

In addition, it can be useful to explore the potential for, and build capacity among, IPLCs on monitoring compliance and REDD+
program impacts as a contribution to ensuring long-term REDD+ performance (see also section 4.3, Adaptive management over
time). IPLC engagement in monitoring can be cost-effective, help track indicators that would otherwise be too difficult for program
staff to systematically monitor, and generate significant spillover benefits, as communities are likely to take more ownership of the
project and generate positive social capital with program administrators (FONAFIFO, CONAFOR, and Ministry of Environment,
2012). The use of mobile devices in such monitoring activities is on the rise. For example, in the Tra Bui commune, Quang Nam
province, Central Viet Nam, forest carbon and change activities were tracked using mobile devices (Pratihast et al., 2012). There is
also an opportunity for fintechs to support the creation of mobile money systems used for payments in REDD+ projects (Thompson,
2017). Capacity building will have to be designed to include the respective training when using mobile devices in this way as part of
the benefit-sharing plan.
One important issue to consider is whether there is a need to culturally adapt language and style of engagement activities for IPLCs
in information sharing, capacity building, or FPIC in the context of REDD+ BSM. While no relevant information should be omitted,
terminology may need simplifying, local or native languages should be used, and information needs to be presented in a way that
IPLCs can relate to (pers. comm.).
When tailored to local needs and adjusted to an appropriate format and style, capacity-building events on REDD+ benefit sharing can
be used to mobilize people to establish a sustainable dialogue platform. Especially when capacity is weak, capacity building in this way
could be perceived as a REDD+ interim benefit of its own (FD-ICIMOD, 2016).

4.3 Adaptive management over time
Parts of this report emphasize the importance of ensuring sufficient levels of planning security to design successful REDD+ benefit
sharing. In particular, this can be the case regarding the institutional setup for benefit sharing, which in some cases can benefit from
being built on the stable foundations of preexisting institutional arrangements. Similar observations can be made regarding the legal
structure. For example, a high degree of legal security regarding which actors have the right to claim benefits, derived from clear and
transparent regulations or contractual arrangements, can help generate trust of beneficiaries and donors in REDD+ initiatives.
Just as important as this element of planning security, however, is building clear principles on adaptive management into the design
of REDD+ benefit sharing. This promotes appropriate reactions to emerging dynamics that may impact the effectiveness, efficiency,
or equity of BSMs over time. Adaptive management in REDD+ benefit sharing should aim to finely balance the justified interests in
the long-term vision of the REDD+ initiative (reinforced through stable institutional and legal structures), with the ability to react
to emerging challenges and lessons learned by adjusting BSM structures and processes when necessary. The following section will
shed some light on factors that may be considered in this context, based on insights from interviews with experts, perspectives in the
literature, country examples, and the consultants’ assessments.
Generally speaking, key elements to consider when designing a scheme for adaptive management in REDD+ benefit sharing include
identifying the most relevant information sources to be able to improve operations over time; structuring a system to monitor
implementation; designing a mechanism that allows evaluating and learning from the generated information; and establishing a
process for addressing challenges, disputes, or mistakes that arise during implementation.
Of particular importance among these, and at the same time a precondition for successful adaptive management, is monitoring. In
order to be able to know whether the once-agreed-upon arrangements around a BSM remain valid over time or require adjustments—
in other words, to enable adaptive learning—it is important to continuously monitor the benefit-sharing scheme throughout
implementation.
One must design corresponding processes and systems from the outset of the initiative because it is difficult to anticipate at what exact
stage changing circumstances will affect a BSM. For example, outside factors due to market forces or climate change might emerge in
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an unstructured way and at any point in time. Continuous monitoring can help governments and REDD+ programs prepare for such
events.
Best practice is to involve IPLCs’ beneficiaries in the tasks around monitoring and evaluation. This can increase their participation and
ownership in REDD+, decrease costs (Durbin et al., 2019) and generate insights on how to align REDD+ benefit sharing more closely
to the IPLC priorities.

In Amazonas, Brazil, including leaders and individuals from beneficiary
communities in the planning and implementation of monitoring activities has not
only strengthened participation in the program, but … also helped embed more of
the communities’ actual priorities and inputs in the process. In some cases, this has
an added bonus in that paying jobs may be created for monitoring; these are an
in-kind benefit funded, generally, through the implementing agency (Durbin et al.,
2019).
The information gathered through such monitoring can in turn inform appropriate adaptive management decisions regarding REDD+
beneficiaries, benefits packages, financial management, benefit delivery, and other factors that are key to ensuring the continuity of
effectiveness, efficiency, and equity over time.
Changes in community needs (Hite, 2015) are of particular importance for equity and effectiveness. For example, market
fluctuations in the price of certain agricultural commodities might increase the opportunity costs of conservation efforts of IPLCs.
They may also impact the overall economics of sustainable commodity production for participating smallholder farmers to an extent
that their livelihoods are threatened, despite expected REDD+ benefits. Natural disasters and extreme weather events, set to become
more regular as a result of climate change (IPCC, 2012), need to be considered as well. External factors such as these might require an
adjustment of the benefit-sharing scheme to ensure it continues to function fairly and effectively.
In addition, communities should have the ability to withdraw entirely from the REDD+ initiative and its BSM. Interviewees pointed
to the fact that when project designers refer to the flexibility built into BSMs, they often overlook stakeholders’ right to withdraw
from the project altogether. While withdrawals of key project stakeholders can mean that the overall results envisaged by the REDD+
initiative will not be achieved, this option must never be excluded in a benefit-sharing agreement. This is especially true considering
that IPLCs are typically the most vulnerable groups in a REDD+ initiative and might take risks in changing their BAU operations in
order to participate.
Finally, while fluctuations in market prices (e.g., agricultural commodities) might sometimes necessitate an adjustment in the design
of the benefit-sharing mechanism, potential changes in the price of carbon need to be taken into account, too. For example,
if countries increase their commitments on climate change significantly over time, the prices paid for emission reductions under
REDD+ might increase correspondingly. Interviewees pointed out that none of the current benefit-sharing mechanisms factored in
how benefit-sharing arrangements might change if the underlying carbon price increases significantly. Questions that would need to
be addressed include the following: How should the additional funds be spent? In case of monetary benefits, should the previously
identified beneficiaries simply receive a corresponding increase in funds, possibly as per the percentage of overall benefits that they
were meant to receive at the outset? Or would it be more effective and efficient to instead use some of the additional funds to expand
the targeted areas? Which of the options have sufficient absorptive capacity?
Given the expectation that the international community’s climate change commitments will strengthen over time, possibly within
the lifetime of many REDD+ initiatives, the actors designing BSMs should consider developing at the outset a number of scenarios
that factor in increased carbon prices over time. In addition, it would be useful to build into the BSM design adaptive-management
mechanisms and processes that allow evaluating and addressing, at any point during the implementation, the impacts of changing
carbon prices on benefit sharing.
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Box 13: Examples of adaptive management
PSA,12 Costa Rica
Initially, the program required a formal land title to participate in the Payments for Ecosystem Services program (PSA). Over time,
and as a result of adaptive learning, the program decided to accept, in some circumstances, a proof of right of possession in lieu of
a land title. This has enabled more vulnerable farmers to participate in the program.
PINFOR and PINPEP, Guatemala
Initially, the Program for Forestry Incentives (PINFOR) was only accessible to landowners who were able to prove ownership
through land titles of at least two hectares (ha) of land. Despite a growing demand for participation by smallholders, this provision
meant that most incentives initially went to larger private landowners. Adaptation of the program design allowed stakeholders to
access incentives as long as they could prove a right of possession of at least 0.1 ha, even if they did not possess formal land tenure.

© WWF-US / Julie Pudlowski

Source: Adapted from Durbin et al. (2019)

12 Payments for Environmental Services Program, Costa Rica (Pago por Sistemas Ambientales).
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5. OPPORTUNITIES AND OBSTACLES TO
SCALING BENEFIT SHARING TO THE NATIONAL
LEVEL
Many countries’ REDD+ programs, and their corresponding benefit-sharing
mechanisms, start at the subnational level, covering only part of the total
national area. Countries typically plan this partial geographical coverage as an
interim measure toward national-level REDD+. In scaling these programs to
the national territory, countries could make use of lessons learned from benefit
sharing at the subnational level.
Unfortunately, up to now, there are very few examples of BSMs that have operated at the jurisdictional level, and in other cases,
there is limited transfer of knowledge and lessons learned from standalone experiences to REDD+ at higher administrative levels.
In this chapter we attempt to identify a number of opportunities and challenges for the upscaling of REDD+ programs to higher
administrative and/or geographical levels and assess how this may impact related BSMs. We also present some country-specific
examples.
The most relevant opportunities and obstacles that we have identified are summarized in the list below.
Opportunities:
•

Rising demand (i.e., update of NDC ambition in 2020) and higher demand for verified emission reductions and carbon
offsets

•

Consolidation of REDD+ under UNFCCC and the issue of project nesting

•

Increased awareness in society

•

Reconsideration of the dependency on carbon ownership rights

Obstacles:
•

Strong influence of the individuality of local contexts

•

Stakeholder management from the project to the national level

•

Lack of political consensus

•

Behavioral change
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5.1 Opportunities
5.1.1 Rising demand: Update of NDC ambition in 2020 and growing demand of verified emission
reductions and carbon offsets
REDD+ actions undertaken at scale will likely be retributed better in the future. To align with the decarbonization paths identified
in the Paris Agreement, carbon prices (i.e., offset prices and retribution for carbon emission reductions or sequestration) will have
to rise (World Bank, 2019, State and Trends of Carbon Pricing). This represents an opportunity to design upscaled BSMs that create
incentives for all stakeholders to change their behavior toward a more sustainable use of the land.
Countries will likely increase their ambition under UNFCCC over time by updating their NDCs. This increased ambition is expected
to generate more demand for emission reductions, including from the land use/REDD+ sector. At the same time, both carbon
offset demand and carbon prices are growing (State and Trends of Carbon Pricing, 2019; State of the Voluntary Carbon Market,
2019). This could lead to a growing demand for REDD+-related emission reductions, thereby fueling a scale-up to the national level.
Simultaneously, stakeholders from the private sector like Shell13 or British Petroleum14 have announced that they will reduce their
carbon emissions and compensate partially or totally for the scope 3 of their products’ carbon footprint using emission reductions
achieved through REDD+.
However, there are several areas of uncertainty in this context that are worth pointing out. Although the underlying concept regarding
GHG emission reduction is the same, there is a difference between emission reductions that have gone through a certification process
(e.g., carbon certificates used to offset emissions generated elsewhere) and emission reductions that are reflected in a GHG registry.
Currently, countries and other REDD+ initiatives undertaken at lower organizational levels can decide whether they certify the
emission reduction achieved through REDD+ programs or not under a standard of the voluntary market, or use them to report
compliance under REDD+ results-based schemes.
When considering the commitments to UNFCCC, once an agreement is reached about Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, countries
will be able to choose to meet their emission reduction targets using offsets generated through domestic or international initiatives.
Some domestic markets, like the California emission trading scheme (CETS), already allow for this. Carbon offsets generated in
those countries in which they could be sold in domestic or international markets are attractive, allowing the private sector to meet
its climate-related commitments, which ultimately will affect the carbon offset demand. However, since the operationalization of the
Paris Agreement has not been agreed to yet, many countries and private-sector actors show no clear positioning on this topic.
As Article 6 of the Paris Agreement has not yet been signed, there is also high uncertainty related to how the update of NDCs will
influence the demand of REDD+ program verifiable results or carbon offsets. While it is difficult to predict how this high-demand
scenario will influence the implementation of REDD+ programs, as more transactions linked to REDD+ take place, the level of education
of demand actors will certainly develop. The corresponding learning will likely mean that particular REDD+ BSM arrangements will
prevail, while others will be questioned and dismissed over time, facilitating a scale-up informed by best practices.

13 Please consult the commitment of Shell in the following link: https://www.shell.com/energy-and-innovation/the-energy-future/what-is-shells-net-carbon-footprint-ambition.html.
14 Please consult the commitment of British Petroleum in the following link: https://www.bp.com/en_gb/target-neutral/home.html.
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Box 14: Carbon demand
Article 6 of the Paris Agreement allows countries that have submitted NDCs to source offsets internationally to meet compliance. If
and when the ambition of a country’s NDC is increased, this country will possibly contribute to more demand under the compliance
carbon markets.
The origin and type of offsets tradable under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement has not yet been agreed to. There are two main aspects
that still need to be solved to unblock the lack of agreement related to Article 6: (i) the issue of permanence related exclusively to
offsets generated through nature-based solutions (i.e., REDD+) and (ii) the corresponding adjustments between country offset
registries to avoid double counting for the same emission reductions.
Currently, 34 national/subnational carbon-pricing schemes allow the use of offsets. China and Japan will soon launch their emission
trading scheme (ETS), which will use offsets. In countries such as Brazil, Chile, Senegal, and Cote d’Ivoire, which are planning to
introduce carbon-pricing schemes, it is unclear whether they will include offsets. Historically, the EU ETS allowed for a restricted
use of offsets, but under Phase 4 (2021–2030), this will not be possible, and any offset will be allowed.

SUMMARY MAP OF REGIONAL, NATIONAL AND SUBNATIONAL CARBON PRICING INITIATIVES

ETS implemented or scheduled for implementation

Carbon tax implemented or scheduled for implementation

ETS or carbon tax under consideration

ETS and carbon tax implemented or scheduled

ETS implemented or scheduled, ETS or carbon tax under consideration

Carbon tax implemented or scheduled, ETS under consideration

Source: World Bank Carbon Pricing Dashboard

Demand can also come from unprecedented actors, like sectors of the economy. For example, the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction
Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA) of the United Nations is an initiative that sets compliance carbon emission targets for
the aviation sector and aims to ensure that any rise in international aviation emissions above 2020 levels are offset elsewhere. (The
type of carbon offsets that will be transacted under CORSIA will be confirmed in 2020.)

5.1.2 Consolidation of REDD+ under UNFCCC and the issue of standalone project nesting
There are now clear rules to implement, monitor, and report the impacts generated by REDD+ activities. However, it took the
international community 10 years to bring REDD+ from theory to practice. In the meantime, several approaches to implement REDD+
at different scales have emerged, and all generated valuable information. If, in scaling up, countries manage to harmonize them all,
significant opportunities can emerge, and REDD+ could become a crucial tool to retribute people living in and from the forest for their
efforts in sustainably managing the land.
REDD+ was included in UNFCCC negotiations for the first time during COP11 (2005) in Montreal as a concept limited to reducing
emissions from deforestation. The degradation component (the second “D”) and the “+” (i.e., the role of conservation, sustainable
management of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks) were included in 2007 during COP13 in Bali. In 2013, during
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COP19, the Warsaw Framework on REDD-plus was adopted, providing guidance on several essential aspects of the implementation
of REDD+ programs. In 2015, during COP21 in Paris, REDD+ became fully operative under UNFCCC.
The concept of REDD+ has been repeatedly discussed at COPs within a national scope. However, from 2007 to 2013, some
organizations established carbon standards and REDD+ carbon accounting methodologies and promoted the implementation
of REDD+ at the project scale with the purpose of generating credits for the voluntary market. Therefore, when REDD+ became
operational under UNFCCC in 2015, different REDD+ activities were taking place in the same jurisdiction at different levels and using
different accounting procedures. Examples of this are the methodologies available in the voluntary carbon market standard VCS and
the methodological framework of the FCPF, which could be applied in the same locations under similar conditions and use completely
different carbon accounting frameworks and underlying assumptions.
Today, in many countries, REDD+ activities at the project and jurisdictional scales exist in parallel, creating a very fragmented
market. In some cases, private actors and government agencies claim credit for the same emission reduction, which is discussed in the
negotiations of Article 6 of the Paris Agreement. To solve this problem, two solutions are being discussed: (i) “nesting” projects within
a jurisdiction and (ii) creating offsets that support jurisdictional programs to supply approaches like CORSIA. The implementation
of either solution will have implications for the way BSMs are implemented and will determine how IPLCs are rewarded for their
performance under REDD+ programs. In the first solution, IPLCs included within the standalone project boundary will participate
in a BSM designed by the project promoter. In the second solution, IPLCs will participate in a BSM designed and implemented by the
respective governmental agency in charge of implementing the national REDD+ program.
Typically, the scale of standalone initiatives allows for designing a BSM that is customized to the stakeholders impacted by the project.
This environment can allow for the transfer of knowledge, including which approaches have worked well at the project level and which
ones haven’t. These lessons learned can be used to upscale REDD+ BSMs to the national level.

Box 15: Peru nesting
In May 2018, the government of Peru announced that carbon credits generated at a local level and sold outside of the country
between 2015 and 2018 were to be deducted from the Peruvian national inventory, avoiding any potential double-counting. The
standalone REDD+ projects had been effectively “nested” in the country’s greenhouse gas inventories. Moreover, the 25 national
protected areas and millions of hectares of new potentially protected areas in the Peruvian Amazon were identified as areas where
REDD+ could provide a sustainable financing mechanism for the country.
In April 2018, the Peruvian government enacted Law N. 30754, also known as the Climate Change Framework Law. In it, the
promotion of public and private investment in climate change mitigation was declared an issue of national interest. Martin et al.
(2018) identified that “the REDD+ mechanism can be a sustainable source of financing for the NPA’s [Natural Protected Areas]
conservation goals and can play a catalytic role in the transformation of the broader landscape, in particular, transforming the
buffer zones of the protected areas into sustainable land use (for example, through cocoa or coffee agroforestry).”
The standalone REDD+ projects have kept operating as they were before they became nested. Some of them, like the Cordillera
Azul National Park REDD Project, have again issued carbon credits after April 2018. Credits from this project were verified under
the VCS and under the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards (CCBS), which focuses on co-benefits achieved by the
project activity.
According to the project design document, the structure of the BSM has resulted in a net positive impact for the IPLCs involved.
As an example, the procedure for the share of benefits in the Cordillera Azul National Park REDD Project is described as follows:

“The amount of revenues generated from the sale of carbon credits will dictate
how revenues will be used. CIMA [the NGO implementing the project] has an
agreed upon revenue sharing plan with the Peruvian Government that will dictate
the distribution of funds. A third-party financial institution will be responsible for
distributing the funds in accordance with the revenue sharing plan. Revenues will
be shared in an order that reflects the priority of maintaining the project and park
protection activities. … The exact details are confidential ... .” The CCBS project
design described the impact on communities as follows: “Human Communities in
the Project Area: The project is expected to ensure that there is no contact with the
indigenous people in isolation who use the park, as well as to protect the area they
use. … Human Communities in the Buffer Zone: … As indicated by comparison
between the 2003 and 2008 data ..., the presence of the park and associated parkteam efforts have led to significant improvements in land security and quality of
life for communities in the buffer zone.”
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5.1.3 Rise of awareness in society
Deforestation became a mainstream informative topic in 2019. Events such as uncontrolled fires in Brazil and Australia have been
displayed extensively in the media and have prompted debate around the sustainability of our productive models. Initiatives such as
supply-change.org have tracked, since 2015, the commitments of companies exposed to deforestation to eradicate it from their supply
chains and have tracked slow but relevant progress toward more sustainable land-use-related productive practices. The year 2019 also
saw the rise of a generation of young people claiming their right to inhabit a world that will be less than 1.5ºC hotter than it is today.
It is difficult to show a specific example of how more aware societies can influence REDD+ BSMs at scale when there are currently
only a few works-in-progress. It is nevertheless possible to draw a parallel with similar initiatives that have emerged in the past and
have consolidated at a larger scale. For example, the fair production and trade of commodities such as coffee and sugar have a wellestablished position in the market.
So it seems possible that a more educated and more demanding general public will be more likely to scrutinize BSM weaknesses and
potential negative impacts on IPLCs and others, thereby ultimately helping raise the bar on countrywide REDD+ BSM quality.

5.1.4 Reconsidering the dependency on carbon ownership rights
A significant proportion of the deforestation we observe is undertaken by agents that depend on forest resources for their survival.
In many geographies, the use of forest land is allowed by the relevant authorities when land tenure can be demonstrated. In the
voluntary carbon markets, the ownership of carbon rights has been associated with the tenure of the land. In results-based payments
implementing REDD+ at the jurisdictional scale, eligibility to receive benefits has also been associated with land tenure. In designing
new BSMs on a larger scale, we consider that there is an opportunity to learn from the shortcomings of the past and widen the
eligibility conditions to receive REDD+ benefits—e.g., from demonstrating the tenure on the land to demonstrating the right of land
use. In doing so, actors can consider updating REDD+ country strategies and their related BSMs to retribute all actors that enable the
delivery of ecosystem services beyond carbon.
REDD+ at the project scale (and carbon projects more broadly) suffered from an overemphasis on carbon rights as the legitimate basis
for receiving benefits. In scaling REDD+ BSM to the country level, countries have a significant opportunity to learn (Wunder et al.,
2020) from this shortcoming and expand the scope of potential beneficiaries to a much wider group (see discussion on selection of
beneficiaries in section 4.1.1.c). By doing this, countries can generate public perception of stronger equity of REDD+ BSMs, which in
turn can generate additional momentum for an even wider scale-up.
Implementing REDD+ activities implies a change in behavior to a significant number of stakeholders and results in the preservation
of ecosystems that deliver value beyond carbon benefits. These positive externalities (also known as co-benefits in carbon markets)
result in a source of value that is hard to financially quantify in the market. Among the positive externalities generated by REDD+ are
ecosystem services, which are defined as the direct and indirect contributions of ecosystems to human well-being (The Economics of
Ecosystems and Biodiversity, 2010).
The voluntary carbon market has tried to assign positive externalities a financial value through the addition of so-called co-benefit
standards to actual tons of emission reductions. Examples of this approach are the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards or
the Gold Standard for the Sustainable Development Goals. Co-benefit standards are designed to demonstrate that a carbon certificate
issued by a project, which in all cases represents the sequestration or the avoided emission of one ton of carbon dioxide equivalent (1
tCO2e), has generated benefits beyond carbon. Achieving a co-benefit certification is supposed to provide an argument to the seller
for asking for a higher price in the carbon market. Payments are then delivered for value generated beyond carbon but with a carbon
certificate as a necessary vector (i.e., there is no payment associated exclusively to the co-benefits).
Other initiatives not directly linked to carbon payments have also gained momentum in the past. These projects value other aspects
that go beyond carbon, considering the positive externalities of nature-based solutions. One example could be watershed ecosystem
services and the payments structure to put a price on those services. These projects also need to establish a solid BSM that considers
the different key issues mentioned in this report.
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Box 16: Payment for watershed services
The operation of KenGen, Kenya’s national hydroelectricity producer, is affected by the high sediment load carried by water.
Sediments are generated by erosion due to heavy rain events combined with land-use practices such as deforestation in the
Kapingazi catchment.
In the context of the project Erosion Control in the Upper Tana River Basin, Kenya (the Kapingazi watershed project [as Kapingazi
forms part of a much larger Mount Kenya East or Upper Tana River catchment]), the company KenGen agreed to deploy
direct payments to coffee and tea farmers implementing soil and water conservation (SWC) techniques such as afforestation or
reforestation with native species, terracing, grass strips, and cut-off drains and diversion ditches to collect runoff from the hillside.
This option has been identified by KenGen as a less financially intensive way to ensure its operation when compared to removing
sedimentation on its dams (Firmian et al., 2011).
Other project participants, such as UTZ Netherlands and Rainforest Alliance, contribute to the direct payments (Firmian et al.,
2011). These actors are paying a premium for the coffee and tea produced sustainably and ethically in the area, diversifying the
driver for which payments are deployed from the land or the carbon ownership to the actual mass of commodity generated through
sustainable practices.
Initiatives like the Kapingazi watershed project have represented an innovation in Kenya. In addition to the operational and
climate benefits achieved, the Kapingazi watershed project has generated positive externalities such as improving water quantity
and quality, and enhancing soil sovereignty. The reward-based provision of environmental services has emerged as an important
market-based incentive for motivating landholders to adopt environmentally friendly land-use changes and agricultural practices.
Stemming from a series of similar initiatives, the Pro-Poor Rewards for Environmental Services in Africa (PRESA) project has
emerged as a large network to support and facilitate reward mechanisms not directly related to land or carbon ownership in Africa
(Yatich & Balana, 2016).
According to Yatich & Balana (2016), the three principal attributes influencing a landholder’s probability of adopting the proposed
land management options were “size of land area to be committed, length of contract period and granting or prohibiting rights
to harvest environmental products from the committed land.”
As mentioned, a multitude of factors contribute to the implementation of REDD+. Often, to make BSM operational in the first
instance, there is a need to simplify the considered approaches. Where misallocation of benefits occurs, IPLCs tend to be among
the most affected stakeholders because they often do not hold an official land tenure title. At present, REDD+ approaches have, in
many cases, organized BSMs around the ownership of carbon and do not take into consideration other aspects that may influence
the success of the REDD+ program. However, in the case of the Kapingazi watershed project, part of the benefits were allocated as
a premium to a product (e.g., coffee and tea). In this case, coffee and tea farmers who implemented SWC techniques were identified
as beneficiaries.
Following this logic, in countries where a large part of deforestation is driven by specific commodities (e.g., cocoa in Ghana and Côte
d’Ivoire, palm oil in Indonesia, soy and cattle in Brazil), it is possible to design BSMs to identify and reward sustainable commodity
producers in a way not strictly linked to the carbon rights of each stakeholder.

5.2 Obstacles
5.2.1 Strong influence of the individuality of local contexts
Implementing REDD+ BSMs is a challenge not only due to the extremely dynamic evolution of REDD+, but also due to the high
local specificity of management arrangements associated with each REDD+ program. Among the aspects that define the status of
REDD+ today are its complexity and the difficulty of communicating this complexity to the organizations that are responsible for the
implementation of REDD+ programs. There are a series of aspects that condition the success of REDD BSMs, but their relative weight
varies considerably from region to region. The underlying drivers of deforestation and the incentives that apply to deforestation agents
are sophisticated, and, consequently, the messages that need to be delivered to the decision-makers often cannot be simplified.
BSMs are conditioned by the nature of ecosystems where REDD+ activities are implemented and by the legal, institutional, and
financial frameworks considered by countries acting as REDD+ proponents. Although there are several common factors that all
countries should take into consideration, the reality is that all REDD+ programs are very different from each other and it is difficult to
“clone” local BSM approaches at a larger scale in a way that can be implemented satisfactorily.

5.2.2 Stakeholder management from project to national level
Given that the identification and engagement of stakeholders at the standalone project level considers a smaller number of people,
such projects are usually easier to manage. Processes tend to be more flexible than when undertaken at a higher administrative
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level. However, even at that smaller scale, the process of identifying and engaging stakeholders is complex, difficult, and delicate.
Upscaling REDD+ activities to the national level tends to exacerbate this complexity, including the complexity of defining, across a
large geographic area, who receives what kinds of benefits, under which conditions, and for how long.
Project-level initiatives can provide valuable lessons about the incentives and dynamics that stakeholder groups affected by a REDD+
initiative may have (Wunder et al., 2020). Although voluntary carbon standards tend to require develop stakeholder consultation
processes at the project-based level, controversy around stakeholder engagement cannot be ruled out even at that level. Controversial
aspects like land or carbon ownership often continue to determine how BSMs are structured. Recent cases show disparate opinions
related to stakeholder consultation processes with IPLCS. Some civil society organizations are very critical about REDD+, like reddmonitor.org. Others recall REDD+ projects like Embobut Forest, Kenya, and Papua New Guinea’s April Salumei REDD project, in
which some REDD+ project stakeholders claim they were not included or were misrepresented in the consultation processes.
Considering the shortcomings of implementing a top-down approach for REDD+ activities at the subnational level, when aiming
to establish a countrywide REDD+ strategy, this effect of perceived unfairness associated with stakeholder consultations can be
worsened. Ravikumar et al. (2015), Larsson (2011), CIFOR (2012), and Sunderlin et al. (2014) studied how to handle complex political
issues like land tenure to make a top-down mechanism like REDD+ work in different geographies. In all cases, the need to design
an adequate stakeholder consultation process is mentioned. The protests of civil society organizations and grassroots movements
that take place regularly at each UNFCCC COP and the participation of collectives like Fridays for Future in COP alternative events
demonstrate that REDD+ as the mechanism currently considered under the various carbon funds that support it is still perceived with
skepticism by several collectives of IPLCs.
The IPLC-based REDD+ projects developed for the voluntary markets are a great source of lessons learned for the correct design of
stakeholder consultation processes at a higher-than-project scale and scope. The difficulties experienced at the local level in engaging
stakeholders correctly may be multiplied at the national level, creating an obstacle for REDD+ programs to develop and conditioning
the implementation of BSMs.
Working on facilitating the nesting of standalone projects into jurisdictional REDD+ programs could somewhat alleviate this obstacle.
To achieve this, both standalone REDD+ project developers and institutions that have provided methodological frameworks to
implement REDD+ programs at the jurisdictional level should agree on the most suitable procedures.

5.2.3 Lack of political consensus
Currently, there is no political consensus yet on the operationalization of Article 6 of the Paris Agreement. However, it is not only the
political consensus at the level of the international negotiations that impacts the establishment of scaled-up REDD+ BSMs; within
countries, too, there is often no political consensus yet on the multitude of arrangements and agreements that will have to be formed
to operationalize scaled-up BSMs. At present, many countries are exploring how REDD+ programs can be scaled up to effectively
cover all forest lands. Lack of political consensus will make it hard to create the enabling environment to achieve this.
In this context, even questions that go beyond BSM design itself can impact BSM progress. For example, in cases where there is
political debate regarding under which circumstances REDD+ emission reductions can be counted toward a country’s NDC, the
scaling up of benefit sharing can be stalled: As of February 2020, Ghana, Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), Mozambique,
and Chile signed Emission Reduction Purchase Agreements (ERPA) (14 other countries are negotiating their respective ERPAs).
Costa Rica is one of these countries; it is currently negotiating an ERPA with the FCPF carbon fund. In an interview conducted in
2019, outside the scope of this assignment, the consulting team captured the opinion of a REDD+ negotiator in Costa Rica about the
signing of an ERPA with FCPF. According to this informant, the context of insecurity in UNFCCC negotiations, together with rising
interest in emission reductions coming from nature-based solutions in the private sector, has delayed the signing of an agreement with
FCPF (and the corresponding sharing of benefits). Costa Rica theoretically could have signed the ERPA back in 2017, since it had an
operational MRV framework and had complied with the requirements of FCPF’s methodological framework. However, this agreement
would have bound a significant proportion of the emission reductions achieved by the country to one specific donor: FCPF, which was
not showing flexibility with regard to the emission reduction price (US$5), or the transfer of carbon ownership of emission reductions
delivered by Costa Rica to the carbon fund during the negotiation.
As a result of this process of negotiations between countries and the World Bank, FCPF ERPAs signed with DRC, Mozambique,
Chile, and Ghana reflect the provision that the carbon ownership of emission reductions delivered to FCPF Carbon Fund Tranche
B participants “shall not prevent the seller from using such retransferred Contract ERs/Additional ERs to meet its nationally
determined contributions (NDCs) under the Paris Agreement, as may be appropriate and as consistent with the applicable modalities,
procedures and guidelines under the Paris Agreement.” For examples, please refer to the ERPAs for DRC, Ghana, Mozambique, and
Chile.
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5.2.4 Behavioral change
Sometimes governments are reluctant to admit limited control over parts of their territory. This can represent an operational risk
for a scale-up of REDD+, even more so considering that many developing countries with high deforestation rates also face political
instability.
The majority of REDD+ programs focus on changing behaviors of deforestation agents. However, for REDD+ BSM to function well, it
is often not only the deforestation agents that need to change their behavior, but all involved stakeholders. In the example presented
below, the lessons learned at the project scale were relevant for the Guatemalan government to deliver a credible ERPD to the FCPF
in order to receive funds for the country’s forest preservation activities at a larger scale.
The community-based REDD+ project Lacandon—Forests for Life (Lacandon REDD+) was verified under VCS and achieved gold
level under CCBS—the maximum level of co-benefits acknowledged by this standard. It operates currently on the border between
Guatemala and Mexico and was proposed by Fundación Defensores de la Naturaleza (FDN) and three local communities that are
owners of their lands.
The Lacandon REDD+ project design takes into consideration various activities happening at present in the area, including trafficking
of illegal substances, like drugs, and protected fauna or the occasional trafficking of people. The identification and regularization of
communities that were established irregularly, the investment in educational programs with a strong focus on sexual and reproductive
issues, the establishment of micro-credit programs to empower women, and active patrolling of the project borders, were all factors
that the project took into account in the process of issuing carbon credits.
Currently, Guatemala is negotiating with FCPF the signing of an ERPA. The activities considered in Guatemala’s ERPD and in the
Lacandon REDD+ project design document (PDD) coincide 100%. In the implementation of the Lacandon REDD+ project, it was
critical for the government of Guatemala to acknowledge its weak presence in the Mexico-Guatemala border area and to identify
irregular and sometimes illegal activities taking place in the region. The government’s acknowledgment of its lack of control of this
region changed as a consequence of the evidence generated through this standalone project.

Box 17: Modalities of benefit sharing in the Lacandon REDD+ project versus the scaled-up
BSM
The approaches taken on benefit sharing by the standalone Lacandon REDD+ project differ from the approaches taken by the
government in the scaled-up REDD+ initiative with the FCPF. In the case of the standalone project, FDN channels all funds
generated through the commercialization of carbon credits in the voluntary markets and redistributes them in a blend of cash and
in-kind support in the project area. In contrast, the benefit-sharing plan conceived by the government of Guatemala considers cash
payments for eligible beneficiaries of the forestry programs PINFOR, PINPEP, and PROBOSQUE.
The benefit distribution in the Lacandon REDD+ project includes a retribution for the beneficiary cooperatives of 55% of the
project’s performance payments, of which 47% will be financial incentives, 4% will be support received through the agriculture
program, and 4% will be wages through support received through forest protection. Each of the 172 members of the cooperatives
receives a direct incentive to conserve the forest in an area of 13 ha. The cooperatives also carry out agricultural support activities for
their members to promote conservation farming practices and increase productivity, which are considered nonmonetary benefits
(i.e., capacity building).
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6. CONCLUSIONS
The extremely dynamic evolution of REDD+ and the high specificity of the
parameters that influence it affect how BSMs are designed and implemented.
The individual setup of institutional, legal, and financial frameworks, among others, that govern REDD+ BSMs in each country will
ultimately determine how sustainable BSMs will be. Given the context-specific dynamics and complex interplay between these factors,
oversimplifying the design and implementation of BSMs will in many cases not yield the sought-after results. Project and program
developers trying to take “shortcuts” in developing BSMs—in order to keep costs under control, for example—risk negatively impacting
equity, effectiveness, and efficiency and compromise the sustainability of the overall REDD+ program.
In particular, the needs of IPLCs (specific to each local context) need to be thoroughly mapped out and understood at the outset in
order to design BSMs that meet their concrete needs. Unfortunately, the current institutional, legal, and financial BSM arrangements
often do not yet fully reflect the needs of IPLCs. Additional research and sharing of lessons will be useful in continuing to enrich the
international discourse on how to design and implement BSMs in line with the individual needs and priorities of IPLCs.
While the fact that most BSMs are in an early stage of development means that lessons on BSM implementation are still scarce,
understanding about opportunities and challenges will evolve as more results-based transactions take place. It is hoped that over time,
this will facilitate effective, efficient, and equitable BSMs that will contribute to the success of REDD+ and enable low-carbon and
climate-resilient development pathways.
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ANNEX I: OVERVIEW OF ASSESSED REDD+
BSMS
NATIONAL QUICK-SCAN MATRIX ON BENEFIT SHARING
This matrix is based on a quick scan of BSMs based on information accessible
online with the aim of providing an approximate overview of progress in a
number of countries.
It does not claim to be a complete representation of all BSM developments in these countries or globally. Further research would be
required to provide a more precise and detailed status overview of benefit-sharing mechanisms globally.
Note: In rows where more than one BSM stage is represented, the accessible information online did not allow for a more precise classification.

Country (54)

No BS

BS design in BS design BS in
development advanced implementation

Comments

AFRICA
GHANA

FCPF

Advanced Draft of Ghana’s BSP developed
under the FCPF Carbon Fund, which will fund
the Ghana Cocoa Forest REDD+ Program
(GCFRP). Quite complete, setting beneficiaries,
type of benefits, distribution of ERPA proceeds,
flow of funds, etc. The allocation of forestry
revenues is set in the Constitution, Article
267, so REDD+ benefit allocation could be
construed to follow this existing provision.

X

DRC
A benefit-sharing mechanism was developed in
the Emission Reductions Program Document
from the World Bank’s FCPF.

FCPF

X

Advanced Draft Benefit Sharing Plan for the
Mai-Ndombe Emission Reductions Program in
the Democratic Republic of the Congo.
+A benefit-sharing mechanism is already in
place in the country (not strictly on REDD); it’s
included in the 2002 Mining and Forest Codes,
providing a legal structure for tax distribution.

TANZANIA
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X

Inside Tanzania’s national REDD+ strategy,
as next steps, the development of a REDD+
Trust Fund and National Carbon Monitoring
Centre (NCMC) is mentioned. The first one
was expected to develop a benefit-sharing
mechanism. No information on the Fund and
the Centre has been found. Nine NGO led
REDD+ pilot projects were funded by Norway
for policy testing and stakeholder involvement,
each of them with a different BSM. BSMs in
the country should include lessons learned
and experience on Participatory Forest
Management and Wildlife Management Areas.

ZAMBIA

UN-REDD

X

Based on the final report on Zambia’s UNREDD support, the country developed a
national REDD+ strategy with appropriate
legal, institutional, governance, financing,
benefit-sharing, and monitoring and evaluation
mechanisms. The REDD+ Strategy mentions
the aim to develop a National REDD+ Fund
to receive funding from national sources and
international cooperation and to be channeled
to the project level. The completed BSM is also
mentioned in the REDD+ Safeguards from
February 2019.

MOZAMBIQUE
Benefit-Sharing Plan of Mozambique REDD+
Emissions Reductions Program:

FCPF – WB

X

The Zambézia Integrated Landscape
Management Program (ZILMP) is a
jurisdictional REDD+ program designed by
the Government of Mozambique (GoM). The
design and implementation of the BSP of
the ER Program must comply with relevant
applicable laws in Mozambique. The National
Fund for Sustainable Development (FNDS) is
the institution responsible for the approval of
REDD+ projects and programs. In addition, the
country has passed several laws covering issues
on REDD+ procedures.

BURKINA FASO

FCPF

X

Still in the readiness phase. Based on the latest
country progress report, the country expects
to develop a BSM next year. In the national
context, there are legal frameworks to deliver
funds to local communities, and there is an
Environmental Intervention Fund (FIE) (Law
No. 002-94/ADP) that could possibly manage
REDD+ funds. The benefits of adaptation
projects are shared among a wide variety of
actors. The 2010 SP/CONEDD 2010 report
provides information on how benefits were
shared in three NAPA-BKF-UNDP projects.

CAMEROON
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FCPF

The country is still in the readiness phase; it is
developing a benefit-sharing mechanism and,
at the same time, a fund management facility. A
pilot project named Mount Cameroon National
Park REDD+ is still at an early stage with no
clearly defined REDD+ benefit-sharing scheme,
and the preexisting benefit-sharing mechanism
might not provide the benefits expected by
communities (Awung and Marchant, 2020).

X

CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC
FCPF with CAFI
funds

The country is in its very early stages of
REDD+. No BSM has been developed.

X

REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO

FCPF

Based on the ERPD and the latest progress
report, they work on the development of a
BSM. The country has a national REDD+
strategy and a National REDD+ Strategy
Investment Plan, but both documents lack a
BSM.

X

CÔTE D’IVOIRE

FCPF

X

Inside the ERPD document there is a benefitsharing agreement with specific information
on participation, beneficiaries, allocation, fund
managers, operational structure, legal context,
and more. The Ministry in charge of the Budget
and the Ministry of Economy and Finance still
need to agree on the BSP for it to be adopted by
a decree.

ETHIOPIA

National
REDD+

FCPF

X

In 2018, the country published a national
REDD+ strategy that emphasizes the
importance of having a BSM at the national
level. Nevertheless, no BSM has been
found. Several Regional REDD+ programs
were planned in the country, but very little
information has been found.

X

The readiness phase was finalized in 2017.
The RPP mentioned that an update of current
legislation could allow the country to introduce
a BSM.

X

The country is in an early stage of REDD+
processes. Gabon does not have a national
REDD+ strategy yet and has not yet finished
the FCPF readiness phase.

GABON

FCPF
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KENYA

FCPF and UNREDD

Based on the latest progress report: A benefitsharing mechanism study was conducted
in 2013 and contributed to the SIS. The SIS
document is expected to be completed in Q2 of
2020. Kenya has national legislation on forest,
land tenure, natural resources, and other topics
that could serve as a basis to establish a BSM
under REDD+ (Chapman, 2015b).

X

In addition, some REDD+ voluntary carbon
market projects have been developed.
LIBERIA

National
REDD+

FCPF

X

According to the national REDD+ strategy,
Liberia already has a BSM for distributing the
rent from logging, mining, and agricultural
concessions. Regarding the forestry sector,
these involve local and national arrangements,
local committees, a National Benefit Sharing
Trust Board, and plans for a national
Conservation Trust Fund. These are established
by law and regulation but are all in need of
further development before they become
effective. REDD+ could build on the existing
arrangements.
Documents from FCPF follow the same logic
as the national REDD+ strategy. The latest
progress report mentions that the design and
implementation of a REDD+ BSM could build
on current BSMs.

X

MADAGASCAR

FCPF

National
REDD+

X

Inside the ERPD, there is a first version of a
benefit-sharing arrangement, which has been
validated by a number of local, regional, and
national stakeholders. The ERPD benefitsharing mechanism follows the principles and
guidelines set out in the approved national
REDD+ strategy. The final version of the
BSM, incorporating suggestions from the
consultations held this year, will be posted
soon.

X

A decree legislating all frameworks for the
implementation of the National REDD+
Strategy was approved in May 2018 (Decree
2018/500 Mai 30, 2018). Inside the national
REDD+ strategy, there is a more simplified
BSM than the one in the ERPD.
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NIGERIA

FCPF

UN-REDD

X

Nigeria plans to design an appropriate
benefit-sharing arrangement for the national
REDD+ strategy by replicating RaBa studies
in Nasarawa and Ondo States and using the
results to develop a more realistic national
framework for the implementation of REDD+
BSM.

X

The Cross River State REDD+ Strategy
mentions that UN-REDD developed a study
that made a number of recommendations on
benefit-sharing models applicable to REDD+,
based partly on experiences in Nigeria (e.g.,
Ekuri Community Forest Initiative, The Bioprospecting Initiative).

SUDAN

FCPF

The latest progress report mentioned that a
BSM has been drafted and validated to guide
the process for sharing potential benefits from
the REDD+ program. (Not yet public.)

X

TOGO

FCPF

X

In the latest progress report, it is mentioned
that the benefit sharing draft has been
developed within the framework of REDD+ in
Togo. (Not yet public.)

X

Uganda’s BSA is established in the form of an
autonomous national fund (The BSA Fund)
to be managed under the conditional grants
fiscal system, providing for implementation
of Uganda’s National REDD+ Benefit Sharing
Arrangements at the national and subnational
levels (see information from the Readiness
Package document).

UGANDA

FCPF

LATIN AMERICA – THE CARIBBEAN
BRAZIL

National
REDD+ Strategy
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The national REDD+ strategy does not set a
BSM; instead, states interested in fundraising
for REDD+ results-based payments will have
to meet some eligibility criteria. The National
REDD+ Committee defines the distribution
of payments based on (i) the distribution of
fundraising limits, (ii) the eligibility of states
of the federation, and (iii) guidelines for use
of resources. References to different federal
decrees are mentioned (MMA Administrative
Ruling No. 9, January 23, 2007). The Amazon
Fund has already been designated eligible for
access to payments for results from REDD+
achieved by the country and recognized by the
UNFCCC.
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Regional
REDD+
Initiatives

FUNBIO Fund

X

On October 22, 2010, the state of Acre, which is
one of the most active players on REDD+ in the
country, created Law 2308, which created the
State System of Incentives for Environmental
Services (the SISA law). The SISA law included
in its design a benefit-sharing mechanism to
ensure that the jurisdictional REDD+ program
is successful and politically sustainable.

X

Brazilian Biodiversity Fund (Funbio) is a
private, nonprofit national financial mechanism
that works in partnership with the government
and private sectors and civil society so that
strategic and financial resources are allocated
to effective biodiversity conservation initiatives,
including REDD+.

CHILE

FCPF

X

Benefit-sharing system proposal to the national
strategy on climate change and vegetation
resources for results-based payment phase
under the REDD+ approach.

X

Based on correspondence with María Elena
Herrera, working for the national REDD+
strategy, the BSP has been developed and is
under revision by the FCPF. They expected the
BSP to be approved by January.

COSTA RICA

FCPF

COLOMBIA
FCPF/UNREDD

FCPF is in the initial stages (R-PP). In the
national REDD+ strategy, the BSM is not
developed.

X

X

NORAD, UKaid,
KfW

VCS

X

The Vision Amazonia program has a brief
benefit-sharing mechanism and is currently
distributing payments. IPLCs are required to
develop investment plans to show how they
plan to spend the funds.
The Choco-Darien REDD+ project was the
first VCS verified project, developed in an
Afro-Colombian community, codesigned and
implemented on communally owned land.
Different voluntary carbon market projects
have been developed in the country following
VCS and CCB standards; seven have been
validated; two are under verification; and one
has been verified.

ECUADOR

UN-REDD

X
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The final report on UN-REDD Ecuador support
mentions that the country has achieved the
development and implementation of a BSP
(however, the National REDD+ Action Plan
does not mention this).
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Socio Bosque
Program

X

A national program to incentivize better
forestry governance through conservation
efforts and improved sustainable forest
management has distributed benefits to
173,000 people.

GUYANA

FCPF

X

The progress report from June 2019 mentions
the design of an equitable benefit-sharing
mechanism and an action plan to roll out the
benefit-sharing mechanism for REDD+ in
Guyana, including a capacity-building plan
for relevant stakeholders (to be completed in
December 2019). The national REDD+ strategy
draft mentioned that the BSP should take into
account current experiences in the country
as the opt-in mechanism developed under the
GRIF.

X

The country has an alternative to REDD+ called
Mitigation and Adaptation Joint Mechanisms
(no BSM).

X

No national REDD+ strategy or BSM yet.

X

No national REDD+ strategy or BSM yet.

BOLÍVIA
JMA
Mechanism
(National)
PANAMA
FCPF—National
REDD+
PARAGUAY
UN-REDD
MEXICO

FCPF

X

The benefit-sharing plan will be made public
once the Initiative for Emissions Reduction
(IRE) in Mexico is approved by the carbon
fund and after the ERPA is signed. The country
has published the methodology guide for the
participatory process on the benefit-sharing
arrangements at the local level based on IRE
experience.

ARGENTINA

UN-REDD

FCPF

X

Together with UN-REDD, the ministry of
Environment and Sustainable Development
has come up with a National Action Plan on
Climate Change and Forests, as well as REDD+
Safeguards (October 2019). The country plans
to develop a benefit-sharing scheme in order to
distribute REDD+ funds.

X

Under the FCPF from the WB, the country was
supposed to deliver the ERPD in 2019. If the
country follows an ERPD structure similar to
the ones already approved, one can expect a
first draft of the benefit-sharing plan.
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BELIZE

FCPF and UNREDD

Currently, there is no existing legislation that
mandates equitable benefit sharing from any
activity in any sector.

X

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

FCPF

The ERPD from August states that the BSP
is in the process of being finalized and it
will accommodate the Emission Reduction
Program’s approach to achieve mitigation
results, the country’s legal framework and its
institutional and technical capacities, including
on monitoring, reporting, and verification
(MRV).

X

EL SALVADOR

FCPF

The GoES has not yet developed explicit
benefit-sharing arrangements for REDD+. No
national REDD+ strategy yet.

X

GUATEMALA

FCPF and IDB

The ERPD includes a quite specific chapter
on the BSM. Nevertheless, a BSP draft is
still pending and will be developed after
consultations with different stakeholders.

X

VCS

X

Four verified REDD+ projects have been
developed in the country. In the case of
Lacandon – Forest for Life Project, all funds
generated through the commercialization of
carbon credits in the voluntary markets have
been redistributed by Fundación Defensores de
la Naturaleza (an NGO) as a blend of cash and
in-kind support in the project area.

HONDURAS
FCPF and UNREDD

There is no benefit-sharing scheme, and no
progress has been reported at this time.

X

NICARAGUA
FCPF

X

Under the ERPD, the country developed a
detailed first BSM draft that will be used as the
basis to develop the final version.

X

The three organizations implemented a REDD+
pilot in the Peruvian Amazon, in which a
BSM was developed and some payments were
distributed.

X

The ERPD includes a draft BSM that has not
yet been approved but contains most of the
suggestions and comments raised during
consultations with stakeholders.

PERU
REDD+ Early
Movers

FCPF

X
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In July 2016, the Peruvian government
approved the Mechanisms Law
National
Framework

X

PROFONANPE

X

Remuneration for Ecosystem Services, which
frames and regulates the remuneration
for environmental services, such as water
regulation, biodiversity maintenance,
climate regulation, pollination, and carbon
sequestration and storage.
Private, nonprofit entity to raise and manage
funds toward the implementation of projects
to conserve biodiversity and help mitigate and
adapt to climate change. They cofinanced one
of several REDD+ projects verified under the
VCS standard, called Cordillera Azul National
Park REDD+ Project.

URUGUAY
FCPF

The BSM is not yet developed, and the country
is still in its readiness phase.

X

SURINAME

FCPF

X

A ToR has been prepared for the development
of a REDD+ benefit-sharing mechanism for
Suriname. The 2019 progress report and the
national REDD+ strategy share the same
position.

X

The funding mechanism for the
implementation of the national REDD+
strategy in Indonesia will be mainly managed
by the Environmental Fund Management
Agency (BLU-BPDLH). The BLU-BPDLH
was confirmed as the national agency
for channeling benefits to the provincial
government once ER performance reports have
been verified by the MoEF. In Indonesia, there
are also the Forest Management Units (FMUs),
which are decentralized entities run by local
governments and charged with the planning,
management, investment, monitoring, and
evaluation of forests under their authority.

ASIA AND PACIFIC
INDONESIA

National
REDD+ Strategy

VIETNAM

FCPF

X
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Inside the ERPD there is a BSM, implemented
through the Adaptive Collaborative
Management Approach (ACMA) and
operationalized by the proposed Forest
Management Councils (FMCs). The country
is now at UN-REDD program phase II. Some
pilots on results-based payment from REDD+
activities have been tested.
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MALAYSIA

UN-REDD

X

The national REDD+ strategy requires the
federal government, together with states’
governments, to reach an agreement for
distributing REDD+ benefits.

X

The Sri Lanka National REDD+ Investment
Framework and Action Plan (NRIFAP) was
published in 2017, but no BSP has been
developed yet.

SRI LANKA

UN-REDD

FIJI

FCPF

X

X

The benefit-sharing arrangements of the ERPD
build on customary landownership of the
Indigenous people. There are models of BSMs
that already exist in the country.

PHILIPPINES

REDD+ Early
Movers (GIZ)

X

The country has passed initial legislation
to facilitate REDD+ planning and initial
implementation of the PNRPS. In November
2016, GIZ published a policy paper with
recommendations for the BS scheme in the
Philippines. The degree of development of the
BSM is not clear.

X

As mentioned in the readiness midterm report,
further work will be needed to develop a BSM.

BHUTAN
FCPF

Through a project called Integrating PES
and REDD+ in Bhutan, a payment for
environmental services (PES) framework for
Bhutan was developed. The project had the
support of the national Bhutan Trust Fund for
Environmental Conservation (BTFEC) and the
Blue Moon Fund (BMF).

REEEP
(multidonor
partnership)

CAMBODIA

National
REDD+

FCPF

X

In 2017, Cambodia published the National
REDD+ Strategy 2017–2026, but the BSM is
not yet developed. Furthermore, the country
has its own team working on REDD+, and
inside this it has a Benefit Sharing Technical
Group.

X

Based on the latest progress report, the
Cambodia REDD+ program is facing challenges
with domestic management and accounting
of diverse REDD+ actions implemented by
various actors at multiple scales, such as the
national, jurisdictional, and local. The need for
a national BSM is emphasized.
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LAO PDR

FCPF

Under the ERPD, the country set the BSP basis
(first draft) to be shared in consultations and
negotiations with the different stakeholders.
The last progress report stated that “a BSP has
been drafted, is under review and is expected
to be finalized in Q3, 2019.”

X

NEPAL

X

FCPF

Even though the country has not yet
established a BSM, Nepal has some legislation
covering the issue and some pilot projects.
There are many documents covering this topic,
including the ERPD, the ESMF, and Annex I on
Cost Benefit Sharing Arrangements.

PAKISTAN

FCPF

The readiness phase is about to finish this
year. The R-PP mentions that Pakistan has an
approved benefit-sharing model established
for trophy hunting. This experience can be
replicated in developing a financial mechanism
for a REDD+ benefit-sharing arrangement.

X

PAPUA NEW GUINEA

FCPF

X

In the midterm progress report, it is mentioned
that a final BSM is expected to be approved by
2018. On the other hand, in the latest progress
report, the level of development of the BSM
seems quite immature.

THAILAND

FCPF

X

Development is in the very early stages; no
national strategy is in place yet. In 2011–2013,
there was quite some momentum with a
national REDD+ working group, including a
group working on a BSM, but activity seems to
have stopped.

FAO

X

FAO has teamed up with the GoT, but there is
not much progress at the moment.

X

Even though there is no BSM, this doesn’t
reflect the work that has been done around the
topic. A consultant developed a BSM proposal
that is quite detailed in order to give the GoV
a baseline for the approval of a BSM (still
pending).

VANUATU

FCPF

The following websites were key to developing this table:
•

FCPF: https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/countries

•

UN-REDD: https://www.un-redd.org/partner-countries

•

UNFCCC REDD+ Platform: https://redd.unfccc.int/

•

The REDD Desk: https://theredddesk.org/

•

National REDD+ websites
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ANNEX II: SHORT LIST OF ADVANCED
EXPERIENCES
In this section, we present a selection of short profiles for BSMs in countries across the globe that are at more advanced stages of
REDD+ benefit-sharing design or implementation. In some countries, BSMs already exist at the national level. In others, mechanisms
are piloted at the subnational level or voluntary carbon market initiatives are described. To the extent possible, information was
included regarding support from international entities such as the UN, the World Bank, and the GCF.

Latin America
COUNTRY: BRAZIL
MAIN ACTORS: Brazil federal government, subnational governments (Acre, Amazonas, etc.),
Norway, United Kingdom, and Germany
SCALE/IMPACT: National, subnational, pilot, and voluntary carbon market projects
BS STATUS: Distributing benefits
The national REDD+ strategy does not set a BSM itself, but instead they have established an institutional
arrangement, so federal states interested in developing REDD+ RBP projects will have to meet certain
eligibility criteria.15 The National REDD+ Committee is the responsible entity to define the criteria to
be met by three resolutions, comprising (i) distribution of fundraising limits, (ii) eligibility of states of
the federation, and (iii) guidelines for use of resources.16
Federal initiatives can be found in different country states. Acre’s initiative is considered exemplary. Acre’s government has established
a legal framework called SISA (System of Incentives for Environmental Services) that complements REDD initiatives while protecting
the Amazon. The ISA Carbono component has received funding from 2010 to 2017 by the REDD+ Early Movers program17 and other
international donors. The ISA Carbono program mobilizes funding for many subprograms, each of them including at least one of these
components: (i) stock-and-flow, to protect forests and reduce reforestation; (ii) programmatic, to share benefits and enable REDD+;
and (iii) provider-beneficiaries, to legitimize ongoing activities through the SISA program. This program has supported around 21,000
beneficiaries, including individuals, households, cooperatives, private-sector organizations, and others. The main requirement was
to have property ownership or resource use rights. Stakeholder consultations during the design phase were extended and open to
different social groups, placing special attention on defining and monitoring the application of safeguards.
Different voluntary carbon market projects have been developed in the country following VCS and CCB standards; the majority of
them have already distributed benefits.

15 Conditions to access financing from Brazil’s Amazon Fund are available here.
16 References to different federal decrees are mentioned in MMA Administrative Ruling No. 9, January 23, 2007.
17 EUR €35 million (US$39.65 million) from the German government and GBP 17 million (US$20.7 million) from the UK.
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COUNTRY: COLOMBIA
MAIN ACTORS: National government, FCPF, Norway, United Kingdom, and Germany
SCALE/IMPACT: National, municipal, and voluntary carbon market projects
BS STATUS: Distributing benefits and building other BSM
At the national level, the country has passed laws like the Colombian Climate Change Law, Law N.
1931 of 2018 and the Colombian Carbon Tax Law, Law N. 1819 of 2016 that aim to place emission
reductions at the center of the discussion. The Colombian Carbon Tax law was complemented by its
regulation, approved on June 1, 2017, by Decree N. 926, which established an offset program. Under
the program, entities covered by the tax can be “carbon neutral” and exempted from the tax if they
buy sufficient carbon credits equal to their emissions. Credits must be based on specified methodologies, including those utilized
by the clean development mechanism, certain third-party standards (e.g., VCS) or REDD+ projects fulfilling the requisites from the
National Normalization Organism. Allowable offsets are those generated after January 1, 2010, that are the result of a greenhouse gas
mitigation initiative implemented inside Colombia, such as REDD+, under the accepted methodologies. The revenues from the carbon
tax are supposed to be managed by the Fund for Environmental Sustainability and Sustainable Development of Rural Areas Affected
by the Conflict (Colombia Sostenible Fund).18 In September 2019, Colombia Sostenible published the Terms of Reference for the first
project’s call, which stated that beneficiaries would be (i) landowners driving deforestation in strategic ecological areas19 and (ii) small
and medium producers willing to shift to more sustainable practices. They included accredited entities (AEs) as the final responsible
entities for fund delivery and support of the project itself.
Other than legislative initiatives, the country is involved in the World Bank’s FCPF initial stages (R-PP). It also keeps working with
the UN-REDD program. In the UNFCCC REDD+ Repository, one can find the country’s National Deforestation and Forestry Strategy,
which mentions the aims to develop fair BSM to distribute REDD+ revenues. In addition, at the national level there is an example
of BSM distributing benefits; this is done under Visión Amazonía, a program aiming to avoid deforestation, foster sustainable
development, and empower IPLCs.
Different voluntary carbon market projects have been developed in the country following VCS and CCB standards. Seven have been
validated; two are under verification; and one has been verified.

COUNTRY: ECUADOR
MAIN ACTORS: National government, GCF, Norway, Germany, USA, and UN-REDD
SCALE/IMPACT: National and subnational
BS STATUS: Distributing conservation benefits and building BSM for REDD+ projects
Through the Ministerial Agreement Num. 116 from November 7, 2016, the Ministry of Environment
approved the National REDD+ Action Plan to start the implementation of such mechanisms in the
country. To enrich the action plan, the ministry created different working groups to debate specific
topics. The Benefit Sharing working group was created, but it did not include any considerations in
the action plan. Other than that, the Ministry of Environment established in 2008 the Socio Bosque
program, offering economic incentives to native forest landowners to conserve and sustainably manage
forests in the long term. They receive monetary benefits annually, reaching a maximum of US$30 per
ha, for at least 20 years. Nonmonetary benefits are distributed as well. Beneficiaries receive access to administrative support, sped-up
processes, technical support to elaborate plans, tax relief, and soft regulation.20
Other than national efforts to develop a strong REDD+ basis, different international donors have been supporting the country through
different initiatives for many years, including USAID, REDD+ Early Movers (GIZ), UN-REDD, Finland, international NGOs, etc.21
Related to BSM under REDD+, the UN-REDD National programme in Ecuador developed a first BSM draft to be included in the
REDD+ Early Movers program.
In addition, in 2019, the Green Climate Fund (GCF) approved the Ecuador REDD+ Results Based Payments project. The GCF will pay
Ecuador US$18.6 million over six years for the results obtained in 2014–2015.

18 Translated from Spanish: Fondo para la Sostenibilidad Ambiental y Desarrollo Rural Sostenible en Zonas Afectadas por el Conflicto (Fondo para una Colombia Sostenible).
19 To do it via payment for ecosystem services (PES).
20 Socio Bosque implementation and distribution of benefits.
21 Forest Trends: Ecuador REDD+ Financing.
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COUNTRY: PERU
MAIN ACTORS: National government, FCPF, Germany, Conservation International, IUCN, and UNREDD
SCALE/IMPACT: National, subnational, pilot, voluntary carbon market projects
BS STATUS: Finalizing the FCPF ERPD BSM; different pilots developed22
In 2016, Peru approved its National Forestry and Climate Change strategy, considered to be the
national REDD+ strategy via Supreme Decree Num. 007-2016-MINAM. The strategy mentions that
the ministry will work on different subtopics, the BSM being one of the pillars. In March 2019, the
Ministry of Environment shared a preliminary draft of the BSM alongside a work plan, and based on
that, the Peru REDD+ BSM should be public soon (Q4 2019–Q1 2020).
The development of the BSM will be included in the World Bank’s FCPS Emission Reductions Program Document, which is still under
revision. According to the draft version, there are plans to use a unique financial mechanism through a trust fund entity with sufficient
capacity to meet high fiduciary standards while maintaining low transition costs. Channeling benefits to Indigenous peoples may be
based on the Specific Dedicated Mechanism for Indigenous Peoples model (MDE-Saweto), an initiative led by the national Indigenous
organizations of the Peruvian Amazon, AIDESEP and CONAP. The MDE-Saweto has general guidelines for its operation, and its funds
are administered by the World Bank through WWF-Peru as the executing national agency, complying with the policies concerning
safeguards and mechanisms for the resolution of complaints and conflicts. In addition, it operates on a system of accountability and
an indicator-based results framework.
Different pilots, such as the Alto Mayo Protected Forest REDD+ project conserving 430,000 hectares, have already distributed
benefits. As of 2016, 60% of the population had signed conservation agreements. To date, donors have provided US$24 million in
carbon credit revenue and US$14.7 million in investments. It is projected that an additional US$9.1 million will be provided through
2022 (Durbin et al., 2019).

AFRICA
COUNTRY: DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO
MAIN ACTORS: National government, World Bank (FCPF), and CAFI
SCALE/IMPACT: National–jurisdictional pilot (Maï-Ndombe), voluntary carbon markets
BS STATUS: BSM in place
REDD+ efforts in the country pivot between national initiatives and cooperation with the World Bank
through the FCPF. A benefit-sharing mechanism is already in place in the country, included in the
2002 Mining and Forest Codes, providing a legal structure for tax distribution. The codes stipulate
that part of the revenues derived from the production of natural resources need to be transferred to the
provinces and territories in the form of royalties, 25% for the provinces and 15% for municipalities.23
Regarding REDD+ as such, the government of DRC together with FCPF developed a National REDD+ Strategy and established a
REDD+ National Fund.
Within the collaboration between the government and the World Bank, a REDD+ benefit-sharing mechanism at the national level
was developed. This mechanism has been included in the Emission Reductions Program Document, and has been used as a basis to
develop a practical BSP case study for the Maï-Ndombe ER Program.
Finally, two voluntary carbon market projects have been verified using VCS-CCB standards, one of them within the Maï-Ndombe ER
Program from the WB.

22 Podvin et al., 2017.
23 Subnational Revenue Sharing in the DRC after Découpage: Four Recommendations for Better Governance.

Comparative Analysis of Benefit-Sharing Mechanisms in REDD+ Programs

69

COUNTRY: MOZAMBIQUE
MAIN ACTORS: National government, subnational government, and the World Bank’s FCPF
SCALE/IMPACT: National, jurisdictional, pilot
BS STATUS: BSM implemented
The creation of the Ministry of Environment, Land, and Rural Development is considered a key step to
secure forests, wildlife, and sustainable land management. Within the Ministry, the National Fund for
Sustainable Development (FNDS) was created as the body in charge of coordinating and authorizing
REDD+ projects in Mozambique. It will be the entity responsible for implementing, supervising,
and coordinating the proposed Emissions Reductions (ER) Program and the Zambézia Integrated
Landscape Management Program (ZILMP). ZILMP is a jurisdictional program within the Mozambican REDD+ strategy framework
and was presented to the FCPF Carbon Fund through an Emission Reduction Project Idea Note (ER-PIN). The ZILMP covers 13%
of the Mozambican forest cover and represents 8% of deforestation at the national level. The ZILMP is largely based on a REDD+
pilot project coordinated by the International Foundation for Wildlife Management (IGF) in the Gilé National Reserve (GNR) and its
periphery.
In September 2018, the Republic of Mozambique, with the support of the FCPF, published the Benefit Sharing Plan of Mozambique
REDD+ Emission Reductions program, which will be used for the ZILMP pilot. Another pilot was developed during 2014–2017 with
support from the Fonds Français Pour l’Environment Mondial to fight against the deforestation and degradation of miombo forest on
the Gilé National Reserve.
Mozambique is one of the few countries with an established benefit-sharing plan that has developed several REDD+ projects, but
related visibility and accessible literature are limited.

ASIA-PACIFIC
COUNTRY: INDONESIA
MAIN ACTORS: National government, districts, UN-REDD, the World Bank, and the GCF task force
SCALE/IMPACT: National, jurisdictional, pilots
BS STATUS: Advanced at the national level; some pilots implemented
In October 2019, the Coordinating Ministry for Economic Affairs, the Ministry of Finance, and the
Ministry of Environment and Forestry launched the Environmental Fund Management Agency
(BPDLH). The agency will be key for the implementation of the national REDD+ strategy in Indonesia,
as it will be responsible for collecting and distributing REDD+ funds between others. The country
already has a benefit-sharing scheme for forest concession revenues. Revenues shared from forest
resources in Indonesia originate from Forest Concession Fees (IHPH), Forest Resource Rent Provision (PSDH), and the Reforestation
Fund (DR) and are distributed between the central, the provincial, and the municipality government (Thuy, Pham Thu, et al., 2013).
The World Bank FCPF has come up with an ERPD that refers to the new BPDLH as the entity responsible for articulating the benefitsharing mechanism.
Many REDD+ initiatives have been developed in the country, covering jurisdictional, regional, or local projects. An example could
be the Katingan Peatland Restoration and Conservation Project in Central Kalimantan, the only CCB REDD+ verified project in the
country. The initiative planned to specify benefit-sharing arrangements through village agreements with each village in the project
area. In order to provide clarity with respect to the beneficiaries, the initiative conducted a participatory mapping project. One of the
issues raised was that it took a long time for benefits to reach communities (CIFOR, 2014).
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COUNTRY: FIJI
MAIN ACTORS: National government, the World Bank, and UN-REDD
SCALE/IMPACT: National
BS STATUS: Advanced BS mechanism
Fiji’s main partner to accelerate REDD+ initiatives has been the World Bank’s FCPF together with
the national government. In 2010, the country approved the Fiji REDD Policy within the framework
of the National Forest Policy 2007 and contributes to the national forest sector goal: sustainable
management of Fiji’s forests to maintain their natural potential and to achieve greater social, economic,
and environmental benefits. Subsequently, a REDD+ steering committee was established to coordinate
and facilitate the implementation of the national REDD+ program. In addition, last November the country launched the national
REDD website, where all publications and events will be shared.
The Emission Reductions Program document developed in 2019 includes considerations on different benefit-sharing arrangements
that could apply to the country and assesses to which extent a BSM already in place could work for REDD+. The iTaukei Land Trust
Board (TLTB) model is the most commonly applied BSM in Fiji, with clearly acknowledged laws, regulations, well-known processes,
benefits, and challenges, and a track record starting in 1940. A fundamental requirement of both TLTB and the Land Bank model
is the requirement for collective discussion and consensus of no less than 60% of the registered landowning units in agreeing to all
transactions pertaining to iTaukei lands.
A pilot project example could be the Emalu REDD+ Pilot. Emalu has an area of 7,347 ha of predominantly pristine forest. It has been
legally secured with a 99-year lease as the REDD+ Pilot Site in Fiji with the condition that it be handed over to the landowners in
the 30th year. Clearing for agriculture and conventional logging are the two biggest threats to this area. In terms of benefit sharing,
the Emalu landowning unit is currently receiving monetary benefits from the lease through the iTaukei Land Trust Board as well as
nonmonetary benefits through alternative livelihood projects such as beehives, reforestation, agroforestry, and training opportunities.

COUNTRY: VIET NAM
MAIN ACTORS: National government, the World Bank, UN-REDD, and GCF
SCALE/IMPACT: National
BS STATUS: Advanced BS mechanism, experience with PES
Viet Nam is acknowledged as a pioneer country on REDD+, having adopted REDD+ in 2009. The
National REDD+ Action Plan (NRAP) was the first to be approved, in 2012. The national REDD+
strategy and REDD+ institutional setting have been refined and revised over time. The year 2017
marked the start of a more comprehensive NRAP program, which aimed to directly tackle the drivers
of deforestation and degradation, which were not well defined in the previous version of the NRAP.
However, uncertain and complex international requirements on REDD+ and limited funding have weakened the government’s interest
in and political commitment to REDD+. REDD+ policies in Viet Nam have allowed significant progress in terms of its monitoring,
reporting, and verification (MRV) systems, forest reference emission levels (FREL), and performance-based and benefit-sharing
mechanisms by taking into account lessons learned from the country’s national payment for forest environmental services (PFES)
scheme.
The structure of forest management in Viet Nam was regulated by the Forest Protection and Development Law (2004), now replaced by
the new Forestry Law of 2017. The new law clearly divides the forms of forest ownership into two types (Art. 7): (i) state forests, forests
managed by people with the state as their sole representative, and (ii) planted production forests owned by organizations, households,
or individuals in accordance with Vietnamese laws. The REDD+ Fund is an important component of the REDD+ National Action
program and will have a key role in distributing benefits from REDD+ projects. The REDD+ Fund will apply accountability standards
in its internal control, budgeting and execution, and capital and currency management, but it is not expected to be operational until
this year (Pham et al., 2019).
The FCPF ERPD includes a BSM, implemented through the Adaptive Collaborative Management Approach (ACMA) and operationalized
by the proposed Forest Management Councils (FMCs). The country is now at phase II of the UN-REDD program. Some pilots on
results-based payment from REDD+ activities have been tested, and several lessons learned have been drawn from them.
The main lesson learned in Viet Nam, and reinforced by country experts, was that equity concerns may arise if monetary distribution
of benefits is based on highly technical and complex formulas.
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ANNEX III: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES
In preparing the present assessment, the consultant team held interviews with
the following persons.

Organization

Interviewee name

Position

UN-REDD Programme

Jennifer Laughlin

Global Safeguards Advisor, Climate and Forests; Coordinator, Stakeholder
Response Mechanism at UNDP

UN-REDD Programme

Wahida Shah

Technical Specialist with UNDP’s Forest and Climate Change Team

UN-REDD Programme

Timothy Boyle

Chief Technical Advisor of UN-REDD

UN-REDD Papua New
Guinea

Celina Yong  

UNDP REDD Regional Technical Advisor

World Bank-FCPF

Katie O’Gara

Operations Officer (FCPF, BioCarbon Fund)

The Forest DialogueYale University

Gary Dunning

Executive Director; Professor

Conservation
International

Joanna Durbin

Director of Climate, Community, and Biodiversity

CIFOR

Amy Duchelle

Team Leader, Climate Change, Energy, and Low-Carbon

CIFOR

Thu Pham

Senior Scientist

Rights + Resources

Alain Frechette

Director, Strategic Analysis and Global Engagement

National Taiwan
Normal University

Mucahid Mustafa

Assistant Professor

NORAD (NICFI)

Leif John Fosse

Senior Advisor

Governors’ Climate &
Forests Task Force

Colleen Scanlan
Lyons

Project Director

Partnership for Forests

Bruce Cabarele

Team Leader

Verra VCS

Angelo Sartori

Director, Latin America and Caribbean

REDD+ Expert, Peru

Bruno Paino

Consultant

WWF-Nepal

Ananta Bhandi

REDD+ Program Manager

WWF-Colombia

Pia Escobar

Governance and Sustainable Livelihoods Program

Climate Law and Policy

Maria Garcia
Espinoza

Senior Policy and Legal Advisor

Climate Law and Policy

Lidia Cano

Legal and Policy Advisor
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