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For each of the 3Es and co‑benefits, we asked 
the respondents about the main challenges they 
have experienced, and the main solutions they 
envision to assure that this particular objective 
can be achieved. This approach allows us to refine 
the analysis, recognizing that proponents are in 
most cases trying to achieve all these objectives, 
and sometimes there are trade‑offs among them. 
The results of this research are presented in 
Annex D.

The interview was conducted either by 
allowing the proponent respondents to fill 
out a self‑administered form, followed up by 
an interview, or by filling out the form from 
beginning to end through an in‑person interview. 
Most in‑person interviews were audio‑recorded 
and the answers to the open‑ended questions were 
transcribed word for word.

Natural forest, Berau Forest Carbon Project, Berau Province, East Kalimantan, Indonesia.
Photo by TNC



3.1 Experience prior to REDD+ at 
initiative sites

Nine of the 23 proponent organizations began 
working at their respective sites in 2006 or before, 
which is to say, before REDD+ was formally 
announced (COP 13, Bali, 2007). An additional 
14 proponent organizations began working at their 
sites in 2007 or later (see Figure 2).

environmental education, and restrictions on forest 
access and conversion (see Figure 4).

Fourteen (70%) of the 20 valid respondents 
(three had no early protection activities) said these 
forest protection activities in the period before 
REDD+ were “moderately successful.” The rest 
of the responses were distributed among “highly 
successfully” (one = 5%), “neither successful nor 
unsuccessful” (two = 10%), “mostly unsuccessful” 
(two = 10%), and “respondent does not 
know” (one = 5%).

3.2 Experience to date with REDD+ 
interventions

Figure 5 displays information on pressures 
experienced by forests within site boundaries. 
The results below show that almost all respondents 
experience pressure from small‑scale actors 
of various kinds (e.g. traditional agriculture 
of local inhabitants, illegal timber harvest or 
frontier agriculture by colonists) and a minority 
report pressure from large‑scale actors of various 
kinds (e.g. plantations, agriculture, commercial 
fuelwood or charcoal collection, timber harvesting, 
ranching). Site‑specific data on the 23 REDD+ 
initiatives can be seen in Annex F.

Results3

Figure 2. Year proponent organization began 
working at site.
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At 20 of the 23 sites, there were forest protection 
activities (whether done by the proponent 
organization or by others) implemented before 
the subnational REDD+ initiative was established. 
At five of the sites, forest protection activities 
date back to the 1980s or 1990s, and at 15 of 
the 23 sites forest protection activities began 
10 or more years ago (see Figure 3). Ten of the 
23 proponent organizations were themselves 
conducting these pre‑REDD+ forest protection 
activities. Site‑specific data on the experience prior 
to REDD+ are in Annex E.

Taking into account all forest protection 
activities at these sites (whether done by the 
proponent or other organization), the activities 
were focused on reduced deforestation and forest 
degradation, enhancement of both forest and 
non‑forest livelihoods, protection of biodiversity, 

Figure 3. Year forest protection activities began 
at 23 sites.
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Numerically, small‑scale actors are reported more 
frequently than large‑scale commercial actors. 
However, we need to bear in mind that about half 
the initiatives are facing at least one large‑scale 
claimant and in some cases more, and that the 
size of the aggregate forest land claim made by 
large actors can be larger (in some cases far larger) 
than that of small actors in a given initiatives. 
Twelve respondents (52%) related that pressures 
on forests within site boundaries had been from 
both actors living inside existing boundaries and 

those entering from the outside, while six (26%) 
answered “inside” and five (22%) answered 
“outside.” In contrast, when asked whether they 
were directing their efforts at behavior change 
mainly at actors inside or outside site boundaries, 
the majority, 12 (52%) answered “inside,” seven 
(31%) answered “both inside and outside,” and 
four (17%) answered “outside.” Although the 
dominant response is to perceive that pressure 
on forests is from both inside and outside, 
proponent organizations focus disproportionately 

Figure 5. Sources of pressure on forests within site boundaries.
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Figure 4. Forest protection activities at sites before establishment of REDD+.
Note: Policies and measures (PAMs) are “nationally enacted policies and actions that countries undertake to reduce 
carbon emissions or increase removals” (Angelsen 2009:316).
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on changing the behavior of actors within site 
boundaries. This discrepancy may reflect the fact 
that even if proponents perceive pressure from 
outside site boundaries, their leverage for effective 
intervention is mainly within the boundaries, and 
that strengthening the capacity of actors within 
the boundaries can also serve as a means to effect a 
change in the behavior of actors originating outside 
the boundaries. It should be noted that pressure on 
forests due to demand for forest products that can 
be sustainably harvested can create an incentive for 
conservation. For instance, at the Mpingo project 
in Tanzania, local communities earn revenue 
from legal timber harvesting, motivating them to 
maintain the forest.

Figure 6 shows the approaches deployed to reduce 
net forest carbon emissions. It makes sense that 
all respondents are pursuing some combination of 
avoided or reduced deforestation or degradation 
since, as mentioned earlier, we sampled only 
initiatives that fit this basic definition of REDD+, 
even if they do not all currently call themselves 
“REDD+.” Most are also involved in restoring, 
rehabilitating or enhancing carbon stocks in 
existing forests (17) or conducting afforestation 

or reforestation to produce new forest cover (14). 
At 17 sites there are “other” intended approaches 
beyond those that are typically found at 
REDD+ sites.9

Figure 7 shows the degree of progress in 
implementing various kinds of interventions, 
distinguishing those that have begun, not yet 
begun and those that will not be done. In the 
context of REDD+, it is expected that proponents 
are well advanced in environmental education 
(22 of 23 sites) because education tends to be part 
and parcel of the process of free prior and informed 
consent (FPIC) which has to begin early. It stands 
to reason that initiatives are well along in the 
process of restricting forest access and conversion 
(19 of 23) because this type of intervention 

9 These include: tenure regularization; sustainable/
land‑saving agriculture; sustainable forest management and 
logging; reduced‑impact logging; certified forest management; 
monitoring of mining impacts; open‑sky fallows; promotion 
of non‑timber forest products (NTFPs); energy alternatives 
(e.g. introduction of fuel‑efficient stoves and liquified 
petroleum gas); improving forest biodiversity; rewetting of 
peat through hydrological management; provincial forest 
planning and ‘policies and measures.’

Figure 6. Intended approaches to reduce net carbon emissions.
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Figure 7. Progress in implementing forest interventions.
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often precedes the provision of conditional or 
non‑conditional livelihood enhancements, which 
are often a compensation for lost forest income. 
Action on tenure clarification is well advanced 
(19 of 23) because proponents tend to recognize 
it is a precursor for implementing conditional 
livelihood incentives and because third‑party 
certification for REDD+ requires attention 
to tenure.

It is understandable that conditional livelihood 
incentives have begun (or have been field tested) 
at only 14 of 23 initiative sites considering not 
just the policy, economic and technical obstacles 
to REDD+ mentioned earlier, but also the fact 
that it takes years to pioneer and field test this 
experimental approach to forest management.

Five of 23 proponent organizations do not intend 
to implement conditional incentives at all. This is 

noteworthy considering that conditionality is 
considered a keystone of the REDD+ approach.

Also important is the fact that, of the 
18 respondents who have begun to implement 
or plan to implement conditional incentives, 
9 (half the total) believe conditional livelihood 
enhancements are potentially the most important 
for effectively reducing deforestation and forest 
degradation (Figure 8).10 The decision of some 
organizations not to implement conditional 
livelihood incentives, or not to view them as the 

10 In Figure 8, “others” is composed of the following: 
(1) technical assistance and rural extension linked the 
creation of market for sustainable products produced without 
deforestation (Acre); (2) collaborative forest management 
(Mt. Cameroon); (3) formation of community‑based 
organization JUWAMMA (JGI); (4) peatland rehabilitation 
(KFCP); (5) provincial forest planning with forest 
companies (SNV).

Figure 8. Intervention considered by respondents to be the most important for effectively 
reducing deforestation and forest degradation at the site.
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Figure 9. Degree of satisfaction with performance on specific interventions.
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most important intervention are explored in the 
discussion section.

Figure 9 displays proponents’ level of satisfaction 
by intervention type. The dominant tendency is 
toward being “satisfied” or “highly satisfied” (the 
green area in the figure). Notably, at the nine 
sites where conditional livelihood enhancements 
had been undertaken, the ratings were uniformly 
“satisfied” or “highly satisfied.” The greatest 
difficulty (but only by a slight margin) appears to 
have been experienced in tenure clarification.

Figure 10 displays proponents’ overall level of 
satisfaction with the implementation of their 
initiative, considering all the types of challenges 
experienced and all the goals attempted to be 
met. The dominant tendency is toward being 
“satisfied” (14) with two being “very satisfied.” 
There are just six that were “neither satisfied or 
unsatisfied” and, remarkably, only one that was 
“unsatisfied.”

Figure 10. Responses to the question: “What 
is your overall level of satisfaction with the 
implementation of [name of initiative] to date, 
considering all the types of challenges you have 
experienced and all the goals you are trying 
to meet?”

61%
26%

9%

4%

Satis�ed

Neither unsatis�ed or satis�ed

Very satis�ed

Unsatis�ed

3.3 Characterizing the main 
challenges

Table 2 shows the challenges experienced by the 
proponent organizations in rank order, from the 
most to least problematic. The data compilation 
that serves as the basis for this rank ordering 
(number of proponent responses for each factor 
and Likert cell) is shown in Annex C.

The results show that the five factors related to 
tenure, with the ordinal rankings 1 (governance: 
tenure conditions – national), 2 (national policy: 

tenure and land use), 4 (governance: tenure 
conditions [regional and local]), 11 (governance: 
tenure conditions [inside the site]) and 13 (regional 
policy: tenure and land use), highlighted in green, 
dominate the top of the table. It can therefore 
be concluded that tenure issues are the most 
formidable challenges experienced by proponents.

Close behind in second rank, and highlighted in 
red, are factors that we cluster under the heading 
“disadvantageous economics of REDD+,” 
with ordinal rankings 3 (international policy: 
REDD+ [economic]), 6 (national policy: 
REDD+ [economic]), 7 (political economy: 
business‑as‑usual interests),11 19 (economy: weak 
forest carbon market) and 21 (economy: REDD+ 
cannot compete).

It is noteworthy that the following factors also 
occupy the top third of the table (listed in 
their order):
•	 National REDD+ policies (technical, legal)
•	 National forest and agricultural policy
•	 Governance capacity
•	 National stakeholder engagements
•	 International climate policy (non‑REDD+)
•	 International REDD+ policy (technical, legal)
•	 Illegal deforestation
•	 Insufficient funds of the proponent organization

In light of the challenges in implementing 
REDD+, the respondents were asked about the 
percentage chance they will still function as a 
REDD+ initiative in 2015. Eleven are 90–100% 
sure they will continue to function as REDD+ in 
2015, whereas five respondents are less confident 
(50–70% range), and three respondents are already 
sure they will exit REDD+ by that year. For four 
respondents the question does not apply because 
they already do not view themselves as REDD+ 
initiatives. One respondent could not offer 
an estimate.

Some of the results risk overstating the extent to 
which REDD+ is on the wane. In all three cases 
where proponents are sure there is a zero chance 
their organization will operate as REDD+ in 2015, 
it was because of an imminent organizational 

11 We define business‑as‑usual (BAU) interests as the 
constellation of political and economic actors who have or 
will derive economic benefit from continued legal conversion 
of forests to non‑forest uses and/or continued degradation 
of forests.
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Table 2. Ranking of factors in the implementation of REDD+ from most to least problematic.

Rank Factor Score

1 Governance: tenure conditions 
(national)

86

2 National policy: tenure & land use 83

3 International policy: REDD+ 
(economic)

83

4 Governance: tenure conditions 
(regional/ local)

80

5 National policy: REDD+ (technical) 79

6 National policy: REDD+ (economic) 79

7 Political economy: BAU interests 78

8 National policy: REDD+ (legal) 78

9 National policy: forest 77

10 Governance: capacity 77

11 Governance: tenure conditions 
(inside initiative)

76

12 National policy: agriculture 75

13 Regional/local policy: tenure & 
land use

74

14 International policy: climate 
(non‑REDD+)

74

15 Governance: national stakeholder 
engagement

74

16 International policy: REDD+ 
(technical)

73

17 International policy: REDD+ (legal) 72

18 Governance: illegal deforestation 72

19 Economy: weak forest 
carbon market

72

20 Insufficient funds 71

21 Economy: REDD+ cannot compete 70

22 Governance: corruption 69

23 National policy: infrastructure 
& roads

67

24 Governance: illegal logging 67

25 National policy: investment 64

26 Governance: local stakeholder 
engagement

62

27 Governance: conflict 
(inside initiative)

62

28 Governance: benefit sharing 62

29 Technical: national MRV 60

Rank Factor Score

30 Technical: certification 60

31 Governance: local socio‑cultural 
factors

60

32 National policy: trade 59

33 National policy: climate 
(non‑REDD+)

59

34 International policy: investment 58

35 International policy: aid 58

36 Regional/local policy: forest 57

37 International policy: trade 56

38 Regional/local policy: climate 54

39 Regional/local policy: agriculture 54

40 Organizational capacity 53

41 Economy: recession 53

42 National policy: aid 52

43 International policy: forest 52

44 Technical capacity (non‑MRV) 51

45 Technical capacity (MRV) 51

46 Regional/local policy: investment 51

47 International policy: agriculture 51

48 Technical: international MRV 
capacity

50

49 Governance: opposition 
by community

48

50 Governance: migration into 
initiative area

48

51 Governance: opposition by 
organization

47

52 Regional/local policy: aid 42

53 Regional/local policy: trade 41

54 Technical: other (specify) 32

55 Economy: other (specify) 28

56 Governance: other (specify) 26

57 Other internal factor (specify) 24

58 National policy: other (specify) 21

59 Other external factor (specify) 17

60 Regional/local policy: other 
(specify)

16

61 International policy: other (specify) 8

62 Other external factor (specify) 7
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transition and not (necessarily) because the physical 
site itself will cease being a REDD+ initiative. At 
the time of the interview TaTEDO’s funding was 
to run out in December 2013, but there was a 
chance it will subsequently function as a REDD+ 
subnational initiative. It depended on whether 
Tanzania decides to create a national REDD+ fund 
or decides on a nested approach. The Jane Goodall 
Institute (JGI) planned to phase out of REDD+ 
in June 2013, but its role as proponent was to be 
taken over by Jumuia ya Watunza Misitu wa Masito 
(JUWAMMA), a non‑governmental organization 
(NGO). The Indonesia‑Australia Forest Carbon 
Partnership (IAFCP), the organization operating 
the Kalimantan Forests and Climate Partnership 
(KFCP) in Indonesia will phase out of its role as 
proponent in June 2014 and the Forestry Research 
and Development Agency of Indonesia (FORDA) 
will take over as proponent.

This aside, there are significant grounds for 
concern that REDD+ is not or will not be the 
mode of operation for a significant portion of our 
respondents. It is important to understand the 

reasons for this distancing from the concept of 
REDD+. The four organizations that no longer 
consider themselves REDD+ gave different 
reasons for this decision. The representatives of 
the Cotriguaçu and São Félix do Xingu initiatives 
in Brazil explained that they had broadened 
their initial project approaches to focus on 
jurisdictional models for green development. 
The acronym REDD+ is strongly associated with 
the carbon credits market and involves sensitive 
issues, such as carbon rights and extensive 
consultations with potential participants, including 
indigenous populations that have expressed an 
aversion towards REDD+. Also, in Cotriguaçu 
and São Félix do Xingu, the development of a 
multi‑stakeholder dialogue and planning process 
through the initiative has paved the way for local 
actors to potentially incorporate REDD+ into 
their agenda if it becomes more consolidated 
internationally and nationally. The respondent for 
CED in Cameroon said they have never considered 
themselves as REDD+, but instead as a PES project 
in the forest sector that can inform possibilities 
for future REDD+ development in Cameroon. 

Villagers in livelihoods planning discussion, Petak Puti village, KFCP site, Central Kalimantan.
Photo by James Maiden/IAFCP
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Mount Cameroon sought a funding institution 
to purchase their forest carbon but they were not 
successful, possibly because of the lack of carbon 
additionality in their montane forest. They said the 
comparative advantage of REDD+ had not been 
demonstrated and it is possible the costs would 
exceed the benefits. Respondents from Acre still 
operate under the banner of REDD+, but said 
they have only a 50% level of confidence they will 
function as REDD+ in 2015 because their future 
depends on whether the state government wants to 
implement their initiative.

In addition to these five organizations, two 
indicated that they had considered abandoning 
REDD+. The respondent for Ketapang 
Community Carbon Pools (KCCP) in Indonesia 
said they view that developing REDD+ is cost 
prohibitive. “We move on with REDD+ only if 
the community agrees the cost of losing forest is 
just too high.” The Netherlands Development 
Organization (SNV) respondents were considering 
no longer using the label “REDD+” at their site 
for two reasons. First, the intention of the field 
activities has evolved to test specific components 

of the REDD+ architecture (e.g. benefit‑sharing 
systems) for the purpose of informing the national 
REDD+ strategy design rather than pursuing 
project‑level validation of emission reductions. 
Second, the activities are aimed at going beyond 
REDD+ and including broader interventions 
addressing the interface between forestry and 
agriculture, energy and broader livelihood 
activities.

Contrary to expectations, there was no meaningful 
overlap between the five organizations that will 
not implement conditional livelihood incentives 
(Cotriguaçu, Aider, Ulu Masen, PT. Rimba Raya 
Conservation [RRC], SNV) and the four that have 
already decided they do not operate as REDD+ 
(Cotriguaçu, São Félix do Xingu [SFX],Mount 
Cameroon, CED).

It is important to note that, in spite of this 
alienation from the concept of REDD+ for a 
subset of proponents, the plan is for forest‑based 
climate change mitigation activities to continue at 
all sites.

Participatory village mapping exercise during CIFOR data collection, Mount Cameroon site, Illoani, Cameroon.
Photo by Andreas Akombi



In this section we seek to increase our 
understanding of challenges and possible 
solutions reported earlier by viewing them in 
a wider, analytical context. We will examine 
the following issues: (1) ICDP and REDD+ 
hybrid in subnational initiatives; (2) conditional 
incentives as lower priority in a basket of REDD+ 
interventions; (3) tenure as a fundamental 
challenge; (4) the disadvantageous economics of 
REDD+; and (5) possible steps towards solving 
these challenges.

4.1 ICDP and REDD+ hybrid

Our results show that the subnational initiatives 
in our sample almost all combine restrictions on 
forest access and conversion with non‑conditional 
livelihood enhancements – a hallmark of ICDPs. 
Inasmuch as the initiatives in our sample intend 
to combine these incentives with conditional 
incentives, they can be seen as a hybrid of ICDP 
and REDD+. As noted earlier, this makes sense 
from the standpoint that some of our sites were 
in fact ICDPs before turning their attention to 
REDD+. Indeed our results highlight that many 
proponents had previous experience at their sites 
long before REDD+ came into existence. It is 
interesting that even those initiatives that began 
directly as REDD+ are tending to rely on the 
ICDP approach, suggesting a functional affinity 
between the two models. Various observers 
have made note of ICDP practices in REDD+ 
(Cerbu et al. 2009; Sills et al. 2009; Blom et al. 
2010; Sunderlin and Sills 2012; Minang and van 
Noordwijk 2013).

The hybrid model has positive features, among 
them allowing proponents to move ahead with 
activities on the ground in the absence of an 
enabling framework for REDD+, and serving as a 

fallback option in the event that REDD+ should 
not succeed (Sunderlin and Sills 2012:184–187). 
Nevertheless there is a potentially large liability in 
relying on ICDP because in the period prior to 
REDD+ it has a well‑documented record of failure 
(Wells and Brandon 1992; Wells et al. 1999; 
Garnett et al. 2007).

These concerns do not deny or negate the 
fact that our sample of proponents rated their 
pre‑REDD+ efforts as satisfactory. In fact, it is 
possible that ICDP stands a chance of functioning 
better than it did earlier because of a partial shift 
(in connection with climate change mitigation) 
towards viewing forests as a strategic national 
resource to be protected rather than as a sacrificial 
biome (Sunderlin and Atmadja 2009), and because 
of national policies and measures put in place to 
support REDD+. Nevertheless, high dependence 
on ICDP within REDD+ raises concerns that 
deserve greater research scrutiny.

4.2 Conditional incentives as a lower 
priority for some

At least in principle, a focus on conditional 
incentives in REDD+, whether applied within 
the boundaries of a subnational initiative or 
outside, continues to make sense. This is what 
is unique about REDD+ and one of the key 
reasons why the idea has grown so fast. Yet, at 
this juncture, the decision by five respondents 
not to implement conditional incentives at the 
site (now or in the future) and the fact that only 
nine respondents judge conditional incentives to 
be the most important for reducing deforestation 
and degradation, also stands to reason. Here we 
explore why conditional incentives at the site 
might understandably be a lower priority for some 
proponents than in the past.

Discussion4
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Laying out a long‑term program for conditional 
incentives requires a durable framework (tenurial, 
economic) for REDD+ that is not yet in place. 
Particularly important are clear and stable 
international and national policies and technical 
architecture for REDD+, including a reliable 
and predictable source of funding (whether 
from donor sources, national funds, the market 
mechanism or some combination of these) to 
support the provision of conditional incentives. 
In the 2007–2012 period, a succession of COPs 
failed to produce a binding global agreement on 
climate change mitigation, and relatedly, progress 
was elusive on the development of a REDD+ 
architecture and a robust market for forest carbon 
credits. To date, most financial support for 
REDD+ activities has come as aid from public 
funding sources. For this reason, proponents at 
many sites have been in ‘standby mode,’ placing 
most attention on an array of non‑conditional 
interventions, reminiscent of ICDPs, as explained 
above. Although some proponents have been able 
to forge ahead boldly in preparations for site‑based 
conditional incentives, others, at the other extreme, 
have chosen to delay discussing even the possibility 
of a future stream of conditional income to 
local stakeholders to avoid unnecessarily raising 
expectations. The experimental nature of site‑based 
conditional incentives through REDD+ has made 
proponents cautious, deliberate and, in some cases, 
risk‑averse.

The Warsaw COP has produced some notable 
progress in laying the policy and technical 
groundwork for REDD+ in seven areas: finance, 
coordination of financial arrangements, national 
forest monitoring systems, transparency and 
safeguards, forest reference emission levels, 
verification, and drivers of deforestation and 
degradation.12 Although these recent developments 
have invigorated the hopes of some proponents, 
there needs to be substantial progress in various 
areas – not least to put sources of future funding 
on a secure footing. When, and if, that architecture 
falls into place, it is likely to give a big boost 
to possibilities for implementing conditional 
incentives.

There are understandable reasons why site‑based 
conditional incentives are not currently viewed 

12 For a summary of these developments see Stolle and 
Alisjahbana (2013) and REDD‑Monitor.org (2013).

as the most promising approach to achieving 
forest‑based climate change mitigation within 
subnational initiatives, and why some proponents 
intend not to implement them at all. It is possible 
that applying conditionality at a higher scale, 
outside of site boundaries, will make sense. 
Among the advantages are that it can help achieve 
economies of scale and it presents opportunities for 
limiting leakage. In some (very few) cases, there is 
little pressure on forests from local stakeholders, 
meaning that the extra leverage possible 
through conditional incentives is not necessary. 
This notwithstanding, there can be liabilities 
with the jurisdictional approach. A change in 
government through electoral politics can lead to 
new policies that undermine REDD+.

It is important to bear in mind that even though 
the results raise questions about the centrality of 
conditional incentives at the level of the site (five 
deciding not to implement them and only nine 
viewing them as the most important intervention), 
it remains the case that conditional incentives are 
viewed as the single most promising intervention 
of all (Figure 8), and the one with which the 
proponents were most satisfied when evaluating 
their efforts to date (Figure 9).

4.3 Tenure as a fundamental 
challenge

Our results show that the proponents in our 
sample rank tenure as their most challenging 
problem. It is not surprising that they have 
found tenure highly problematic. Lack of tenure 
clarity and security has to be resolved, especially 
in relation to conditional incentives, because 
the stream of conditional funding requires that 
legitimate right holders and responsibility bearers 
be identified, and that this status be stable for the 
lifetime of the initiative, perhaps in perpetuity. 
However, the field conditions tend to be unclear 
because of the legacy (dating centuries back) of 
state control of most developing country forests, 
contestation between statutory and customary 
claims on forest lands, the longstanding national 
and subnational government practice of conferring 
privileged access to land and resources to the 
business sector while marginalizing rural peoples. 
Over the last three decades there has been a process 
of devolution of control of forests to indigenous 
peoples and communities, yet this process has 
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not yet proceeded far enough in many places to 
serve as a firm foundation for REDD+ at the 
landscape scale.

GCS research has examined in depth the 
difficulties our sample of proponents have faced 
in clarifying tenure and making it more secure in 
preparation for the implementation of REDD+ 
(Awono et al. 2013; Duchelle et al. 2013; 
Larson et al. 2013; Resosudarmo et al. 2013; 
Sunderlin et al. 2013).

Although forest tenure is a difficult challenge, 
there is reason to believe it can eventually be 
surmounted. Forest tenure reform has been 
non‑existent or slow in many developing 
countries. In the era of REDD+, there is an 
instrumental (means‑ends) logic that motivates 
proponents and national governments (or 
subcomponents of government) to take tenure 
seriously. Proponents are motivated by business 
logic (as stated above) and also must fulfill 
the conditions of third‑party certification 

(e.g. Climate, Community & Biodiversity Alliance; 
Verified Carbon Standard) and respect emerging 
social safeguards. This is in addition to their ethical 
(end in itself) motivations for addressing tenure.

Many national governments have long been averse 
to pursuing forest tenure reform in part because 
they are influenced by ‘business‑as‑usual’ interests 
that seek to convert forests to non‑forest uses. 
Yet there are indications that some governments 
are increasingly influenced by a forest protection 
constituency that includes REDD+. National 
governments are motivated not just by the 
potentially large flow of REDD+ funds, some of 
which will enter the national treasury, but also 
by the potential of REDD+ to limit greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions, which governments are 
increasingly recognizing as a threat to long term 
development. Indonesia’s One Map initiative 
which aims to integrate forest land‑use information 
and decision‑making across sectors and in 
collaboration with civil society (UKP4 2013) and a 
decision by the Constitutional Court in May 2013 

Field visit during the annual meeting of the Governors’ Climate and Forests Task Force, BAM site, 
Madre de Díos, Peru.
Photo by Marco Villegas
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to recognize indigenous populations as rightful 
owners of a portion of the national forest estate 
(Ekahurani 2013) are evidence of the possibilities 
for forest tenure reform in the era of REDD+.

4.4 Disadvantageous economics 
of REDD+

Our results show that proponents rank the 
disadvantageous economics of REDD+ as their 
second largest challenge, just behind tenure. 
These perceptions are well backed up by published 
information.

Sir Nicholas Stern forecast that avoided 
deforestation would require funding at the level 
of US$5–10 billion annually (Stern 2006:217). 
Current estimates are as high as US$12.5 billion 
annually, which is equivalent to about 10% 
of Official Development Assistance (Angelsen 
2013:13). Pledged donor support for REDD+ in 
the period 2006–2017, at a total US$6.9 billion 
(not annual) (Voluntary REDD+ Database 2014), 
falls far short of those figures.

Current funding for REDD+ comes 
overwhelmingly from the public sector through 
donor country financing to forested countries, and 

dwarfs the funding available from the voluntary 
or compliance markets. In 2012, REDD+ offsets 
transacted in the voluntary market amounted to 
only 8.6 MtCO2e at a value of US$70 million, 
and in the compliance market 1 MtCO2e 
was transacted at a value of US$18.1 million 
(Peters‑Stanley et al. 2013a:vii, ix). Total potential 
demand for REDD+ emission reductions up to 
2020 has been estimated at about 253 MtCO2e, 
whereas reducing annual deforestation by 
50% by 2020 implies a global supply of 
3300– 9900 MtCO2e from all forest and land‑use 
activities. With demand 13–39 times smaller 
than supply, there is a US$15–48 billion funding 
gap for REDD+ until 2020 (IFF 2014:8). Other 
estimates state there is “a near‑term oversupply of 
verified emission reductions from REDD+ projects 
that has the potential to expand over the coming 
five years to over 20 times the current market 
demand” (Conservation International 2013).

As explained earlier, one of the main reasons for 
the absence of a robust forest carbon market is 
the failure to reach a binding global agreement on 
climate change mitigation through the UNFCCC, 
which would create a regulatory framework that 
can underpin a stable and strong market for 
forest carbon. In this context, the main reasons 
for limited private sector investment in REDD+ 

Early burning at the MCDI site, Kilwa, Tanzania.
Photo by Deogratias Ndossi
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are uncertainty about the future demand for 
carbon credits, carbon market volatility, investor 
preference for low‑cost mitigation rather than 
funding co‑benefits; the effects of economic 
recession on the price and volume of carbon 
credits; and the decision by the European Trading 
Scheme not to recognize REDD+ credits because 
of the possibility that an oversupply of credits 
might depress carbon prices (Phelps et al. 2011).

Given that a binding global agreement on climate 
change mitigation would be put into force in 2020 
at the earliest, it is likely that REDD+ will have 
to rely overwhelmingly on public sector funding 
for the next half decade. Aside from the fact that 
public sector funding falls far short of what is 
needed to bridge the gap between demand and 
supply, it is also problematic that public sector 
funding is currently limited to preparing for the 
next phase of REDD+ as opposed to purchasing 
REDD+ emissions reductions (Peters‑Stanley et al. 
2013a:xi; IFF 2014:8).

4.5 Towards solutions

It is clear that the best possible solution to address 
proponent challenges is for world leaders to reach 
a binding agreement on climate change mitigation, 
one that includes REDD+ as a front‑line strategy 
for achieving large and early reductions in GHG 
emissions. Such an agreement would likely serve 
as a strong inducement to country governments 
to lay a strong tenure foundation, and it would 
perforce lead to a regulatory environment that in 
turn would create the robust and stable funding 
mechanism that proponents have been waiting 
for. However, as argued by Ostrom (2010), the 
world can neither afford to wait nor is it waiting 
for an enforceable global agreement to address the 
threat of climate change. Rather, a polycentric 
system is emerging. Advances in climate policy 
among subnational and national institutions – and 
the ‘messy’ connections between them – provide 
fertile ground for considering effective approaches 
to climate governance that go beyond a top‑down 
global process (Boyd 2011).

The experience of Brazil demonstrates that an 
international binding agreement is not an absolute 
requirement for making progress. In the period 
2005–2011, Brazil reduced its rate of deforestation 
by two thirds, and this was the largest single 

contribution to GHG reductions by any country 
in that period (Boucher et al. 2011).13 Among 
the factors that contributed to this drastic fall 
in Brazil’s annual deforestation were, first of 
all, coordinated government policies: forest 
monitoring, followed by command‑and‑control 
enforcement, and combined with credit and 
other cross‑compliance policies at multiple scales 
(Assunçao 2012; Börner et al. 2014). Second, the 
private sector implemented regulations along key 
product chains, such as the 2006 soy and 2009 
beef moratoria (Boucher et al. 2011). Third, in 
the period 2005–2010, lower world‑market prices 
for agricultural commodities also played a role. 
Lastly, conservation incentives created by Norway, 
Germany and the Brazilian company Petrobras 
offering US$1 billion+ in performance‑based 
compensation through the Amazon Fund 
have probably helped in recent years to sustain 
politically the pace of reduction achieved earlier.

Under current conditions, a binding global 
agreement is not scheduled until 2020 and may 
very well be delayed. It is clear, therefore, that 
action in support of GHG emissions reduction 
in the forest sector must also proceed in other 
ways. Recognizing the wide gap between the 
demand and supply for REDD+ carbon offsets, the 
Interim Forest Finance Project has made an appeal 
to donor country governments, forest country 
governments and public financial institutions for 
a strategic intervention to substantially increase 
their financial contribution to the REDD+ effort. 
In their view, such an intervention should focus on 
purchasing emissions reductions and also stimulate 
the private sector to do the same (IFF 2014:18).

Another REDD+ financing option is the growth 
of regional compliance markets. The California 
cap‑and‑trade system is an important potential 
source of demand for REDD+‑based offsets for 
compliance purposes, which is being piloted 
through its agreement with the Brazilian state 
of Acre14 and the Mexican state of Chiapas in 
support of jurisdictional REDD+ (ROW 2013). 

13 Although Brazil has experienced a set‑back with the 
rate of deforestation growing 28% from 2012 to 2013, 
the achievement stands. Nepstad et al. (2013b) explain: 
“Deforestation in 2012 was 77 percent lower than the ten 
year average ending in 2005; in 2013, it is 70 percent lower.”
14 The State of Acre is one of the 23 proponent 
organizations in our sample.
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This agreement stemmed from these states’ 
participation in the Governors’ Climate and 
Forests Task Force (GCF), which recognizes the 
key role of state and provincial governments in 
building REDD+ programs. The advantages of 
jurisdictional REDD+ have also been noted by 
the main certifying bodies. The Verified Carbon 
Standard has developed a Jurisdictional and Nested 
REDD+ framework for accounting and crediting 
government‑led REDD+ programs at national 
and subnational scales, and CCBA and CARE 
developed the REDD+ Social and Environmental 
Safeguards Initiative for government‑led REDD+ 
programs that demonstrate high social and 
biodiversity performance. Potential links between 
domestic policies and finance, sustainable supply 
chains, and REDD+ incentives in a low‑emission 
rural development model highlight a role for 
jurisdictional REDD+ even under limited funding 
scenarios (Nepstad et al. 2013a).

In relation to the proponents’ priority challenges 
for REDD+, there are clear opportunities 
for national policy action on tenure and the 
disadvantageous economics of REDD+. In order 
for REDD+ proponents to realize the goal of stable 
and secure tenure for local stakeholders at their 
sites, the following types of initiatives are needed in 
most circumstances:
•	 Direct linkage of forest tenure reform 

with targeted environmental outcomes as 
has been attempted in Brazil through the 
Terra Legal program and accompanying 
Rural Environmental Registry (CAR) 
(see Duchelle et al. 2013).

•	 Integration of national forest land‑use planning 
among all ministries and sectors and alignment 
with REDD+ goals as has been attempted in 
Indonesia through their One Map policy.

•	 Incorporation of participatory tenure mapping 
into national tenure institutions and processes.

•	 Resolution of contestation between statutory 
and customary claims on forest lands.

•	 Enforcement of existing rights of exclusion for 
local stakeholders.

•	 Clarification of forest carbon tenure rights.
•	 Enabling of REDD+ collaboration between 

proponent organizations and government 
institutions in resolving tenure issues as is the 
case in Brazil (Duchelle et al. 2013).

In order to attain a viable economic foundation 
for REDD+, the following national policies and 

actions could complement international efforts to 
create a reliable funding stream for REDD+:
•	 Decouple agricultural growth from agricultural 

area expansion through reduced emissions 
agricultural policies (Rudel 2009; GIZ 2013).

•	 Promote sustainable agriculture supply chains 
that align with REDD+ (Kissinger 2011; 
Nepstad et al. 2013a).

•	 Develop and implement pragmatic policies 
to reduce dependence on wood‑based fuels, 
especially in urban centers (Drigo and Salbitano 
2008; Schure et al. 2011).

•	 Improve governance and reduce corruption 
and cronyism in forest and land‑use 
decision‑making (Tacconi et al. 2009; Arial et 
al. 2011).

•	 Enforce laws against illegal logging and 
other illicit activities that lead to forest 
land conversion (FERN 2010; Phuc and 
Dressler 2011).

Importantly, policy actions on tenure and 
economics are mutually reinforcing. Clear forest 
tenure elevates the competitive advantage of 
REDD+, while making REDD+ more financially 
rewarding than business‑as‑usual activities 
stimulates state interest in clarifying forest tenure.

Two people doing GPS reading, SNV site, Lam Dong, 
Vietnam.
Photo by Thu Ba Huynh



Proponents of REDD+ subnational initiatives are 
facing huge challenges that threaten to undermine 
the potential of REDD+ to deliver the large 
contributions to GHG reductions that have been 
hoped for. The largest of these challenges concern 
the insecurity of tenure arrangements at all scales 
(national, subnational, within site boundaries) and 
the currently unfavorable economics of REDD+, 
which favor business‑as‑usual interests.

Site‑level conditional incentives aimed at changing 
the behavior of agents of deforestation were 
originally expected to be a hallmark of REDD+ 
in subnational initiatives, but our data show most 
proponents believe other interventions will be 
the primary means through which forest‑based 
GHG emissions reduction will be achieved at 
their sites. It is not clear what this means for the 

future of REDD+. On the one hand, this may 
be a legacy of familiarity with, and dependence 
on, other non‑conditional interventions (e.g. 
in ICDP), or it may merely reflect the fact that 
proponents have not had enough experience with 
conditional incentives to single them out as the 
most important intervention, as envisioned at 
the inception of REDD+. On the other hand, it 
may be a distress signal related to the fact that the 
enabling conditions for REDD+ are not yet in 
place, and that proponents might not be able to 
wait much longer for those conditions to happen. 
With only nine of our 23 respondents saying 
they are highly confident they will function as a 
REDD+ organization in 2015, there are certainly 
grounds for concern that REDD+ proponents are 
at the breaking point.

Conclusions5

Community resolution and declaration, Long Duhung community, BFCP site, Berau Province, East Kalimantan, 
Indonesia.
Photo by TNC
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Annex B. List of forest interventions 
and their definitions

By intervention, we mean an initiative activity 
aimed at directly influencing the way stakeholders 
manage and use local forests, and thereby achieve 
the goal of reduced net forest carbon emission. 
These activities can involve actors either inside or 
outside site boundaries.

By restrictions on forest access and conversion, we 
mean activities such as: determining the boundaries 
of set‑aside forests; reaching agreement with local 
stakeholders on restricted forest use; community 
monitoring; enhanced policing of forest access 
and use; imposition of fines; enforcement of forest 
protection laws and regulations; land‑use planning 
(if aimed at forest protection); and challenging 
claims made by outside agents to covert local 
forests to non‑forest use.

By forest enhancement, we mean activities such as 
reforestation or afforestation, for example involving 
the community in planting tree seedlings. If the 
activity is intended to be wholly or mainly for 
the benefit of forest carbon sequestration, classify 
it under this heading. If the activity is mainly 
for the benefit of local stakeholders (i.e. source 
of fuelwood or poles for local use), classify it as 
a livelihood enhancement. (See the next two 
categories.)

By non‑conditional livelihood enhancements, we 
mean livelihood support of any kind that does not 
require local stakeholders to change their forest use 
behavior. Such change in behavior may be hoped 
for, but it is not required. Examples are: guidance 
on producing existing crops more intensively; 
guidance and inputs for producing a high value 
crop not yet cultivated in the area; or introduction 
of improved fuelwood stoves.

By conditional livelihood enhancements, we mean 
livelihood support of any kind (non‑cash or cash) 

that requires the participants to protect or improve 
local forests in exchange for getting this support. 
The conditionality can require the participant 
to protect or improve local forests first, before 
getting the support. Or, it may provide the support 
first on the assumption that this benefit will be 
withdrawn or discontinued if forest protection 
or improvement services are not performed. 
Examples: (1) providing subsidies for annual 
agricultural inputs on condition that local forests 
are no longer cut down for swidden fields; and 
(2) providing communities a share of forest carbon 
cash revenue on condition that they successfully 
prevent deforestation (including leakage) against a 
historical baseline (i.e. payment for environmental 
services or PES).

By environmental education, we mean any kind of 
information dissemination, outreach and extension 
aimed at convincing stakeholders (whether inside 
or outside site boundaries) that there are negative 
consequences to continued deforestation and 
degradation of local forests, and that there are 
tangible benefits to protecting and/or enhancing 
local forests.

By tenure clarification, we mean activities aimed 
at resolving unclear or contested ownership 
and access rights over local forest lands, trees 
and carbon. Examples are clarification of: local 
forest boundaries; ownership and access rights 
to local forests; differences between statutory 
and customary rights. Activities can include: 
participatory forest mapping; land and resource 
conflict resolution; regularization; and change of 
tenure classifications. NOTE: There is possible 
overlap with the ‘forest access restrictions’ category. 
Tenure clarification only involves activities aimed 
at resolving lack of tenure clarity. Enforcement of 
tenure rights of exclusion falls under ‘forest access 
restrictions’ because the activity is based on a clear 
understanding of tenure.
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Annex D. Characterizing the 
challenges and solutions in terms of 
3Es and co‑benefits

The answers to our questions about the main 
challenges encountered and solutions envisioned 
for the 3Es and co‑benefits, for the most 
part, do not reveal a common or plural view 
among respondents. The responses are mostly 
heterogeneous, reflecting the widely diverging 
geographic, political, institutional, social, economic 
and technical settings of the study proponents. 
The responses recorded below illustrate this 
diversity and, where applicable, focus on common 
threads that may be important as inputs for policy 
solutions.

Effectiveness

In response to our question about how to design 
and implement an initiative that will effectively 
sequester or reduce emissions of forest carbon, a 
third of the respondents said their main challenges 
concerned engagement with the community 
in raising awareness and capacity building, and 
difficulties in collaborating with government 
institutions. Other concerns were weak local 
governance, the inadequacy of REDD+ financing, 
and the creation of viable alternative income 
sources for the local community.

The following quotes from respondents illustrate 
these issues:

Because many national policies such as on 
land use planning and participatory forest 
management had not been implemented 
in the project villages, it required a 
significant investment in REDD readiness 
activities (particularly land‑use planning 
and governance training) before more 
specifically REDD‑related activities could be 
implemented. Similarly, weak governance 
at village and district level means that even 
where policy implementation is supported, the 
sustainability of those interventions is fragile in 
some communities.

The main challenge is the lack of market 
demand for REDD+ credits. Without a 
sustainable source of revenue, it is very 
difficult to implement a REDD+ project on 
the ground effectively. [Name of initiative] 
needs to create financial incentives that are 

accessible to projects whether they are fund or 
market‑based.

In response to our asking about solutions 
envisioned, the main proposed solutions involved 
improved governance and government capacity 
and improved engagement with the local 
community (a quarter of respondents). Other 
solutions concerned attention to tenure, intensive 
sustainable agriculture, intervention to change 
policies, community forest management, increased 
initiative area to overcome leakage, support for 
low‑carbon development planning and improved 
financial incentives.

One respondent said:

The project has a strong focus on awareness 
and improved governance at local level 
including a commitment from the outset to 
FPIC; and support for community‑based 
organizations with a ‘watchdog’ role. 
Similarly, at national level, we have 
endeavored to influence national policy to 
provide a supportive policy context for a 
community‑oriented model of REDD.

Efficiency

When asked about the main challenges 
encountered in making their initiative cost 
effective, more than half the respondents focused 
on the current excessive costs and insufficient 
financial resources for establishing REDD+. 
Concerns were voiced about the costliness of: 
community engagement and outreach, setting up 
MRV, the vastness of site area and numbers of 
people to be served in relation to resources, and the 
low capacity of partners, among other issues.

Another cluster of concerns anticipates future 
constraints and relates to the disadvantageous 
economics of REDD+. Among the worries 
voiced were the adequacy of the future stream of 
REDD+ income, and how to link existing forest 
management systems to REDD+ efficiently.

The financial constraints experienced are wide. 
At one extreme is a proponent saying that the cost 
of development is a minor concern. At the other 
extreme is one proponent that is hesitating to move 
forward with REDD+ because of the low carbon 
content of its montane forest and therefore low 
carbon market returns, and another proponent 
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that has decided to cease operations at the project 
level because of a benefit–cost study forecasting 
low returns.

A quote from one respondent illustrates the 
repercussions of high costs:

The main challenge is the time and resources 
it requires to develop a robust MRV system 
and develop the capacity on the ground to 
implement the system. While it is important to 
develop a scientifically rigorous MRV system, 
the investment in such system has diverted the 
already limited resources from other priorities 
(e.g. FPIC, creating livelihood opportunities 
for communities, etc.).

The largest cluster of proposed solutions focuses 
on reduction of transaction costs. Among the 
remedies proposed are to scale up from the project 
site to the jurisdictional level, simplify the Verified 
Carbon Standard certification system, streamline 
the safeguards system, share resources (methods, 
remote sensing images) and integrate support 
activities among stakeholders.

Another cluster of answers concerned institutional 
issues and proposed community empowerment 
and capacity building, government capacity 
building and improved governance. There were 
also ideas that were more economic/financial 
in character which proposed conducting 
or redoing financial feasibility studies, and 
improvements in the marketing and fairness 
of commodities. A respondent proposed the 
following: “Empowerment of community 
associations of residents of protected areas increases 
the effectiveness of investments and transfers 
responsibilities with cost reduction.”

Equity

In response to our question about the challenges 
in assuring that REDD+ is equitable, two‑thirds 
of the responses focused on equity in emerging 
benefit‑sharing systems. The following are among 
the challenges encountered: the difficulty and 
cost of setting up multi‑stakeholder negotiations 
on benefit sharing; local stakeholder resistance 
to giving a share to government; conversely 

Village land use planning exercise in Kisongwe, TFCG‑Kilosa site, Tanzania.
Photo by Hassan Chikira
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some governments seek to minimize the share to 
communities; and how to extend benefits to the 
poorest and most marginal peoples.

The answers of five respondents are rich in insights 
about the nature of the challenges faced:

The history of violence between different 
interest groups, prejudices and cultural 
differences in the project area are the major 
challenges to building relationships of trust 
between the actors and the common work 
agenda. (Brazil)

[There is] difficulty to have agreement on 
vertical and horizontal cost and benefit 
sharing. Normally those who ask bigger [share 
of the] cake [are] those who bear least cost. 
Anywhere, even at the village level. So this 
is very hard. You cannot get MoF [Ministry 
of Forestry] support unless you allow them 
to capture something there. Putting Norway 
money into MoF is very dangerous. In UKP415 
they already take 20% from the 1 billion but 
there is no impact. So those are difficult... 
So we got lower/poorer group to have 
discussion on what do we do with this lower 
group. It is difficult, because other will say they 
don’t deserve it. (Indonesia)

Consultation with local communities in 
remote, scattered settlements has been time 
consuming and difficult, more so than 
developing and testing technical interventions. 
The transaction costs of equitable benefit 
sharing would [in a project that aimed to make 
a profit or even break even] eat a large portion 
of the benefits. (Indonesia)

The main challenge is the lack of clarity of the 
financial benefits of REDD+. Because of the 
lack of clarity, stakeholders begin with high 
expectations of potential revenues from carbon 
credits and move to a more skeptical position 
later on. The different levels of expectations 
make it difficult to conduct productive 
dialogues on how benefits and costs are 
distributed fairly among project stakeholders. 
(Indonesia)

15 UKP4 is the President’s Delivery Unit for Development 
Monitoring and Oversight (Unit Kerja Presiden Bidang 
Pengawasan dan Pengendalian Pembangunan).

When asked about solutions to assure equity in 
REDD+, almost all respondents voiced their views 
on how to create benefit‑sharing systems that are 
fair and function properly. Interestingly, in the 
three cases where the share allocation between 
the community and government is the central 
problem, there are widely diverging proposed 
solutions. At one initiative site in Tanzania 
the proponent will test a system where all but 
a fraction of the benefit stream will go to the 
community. (The carbon agent and the facilitating 
NGO will get a small percentage, but the 
government will get none.) Conversely, at another 
initiative site in Tanzania, the proponent yielded 
when the government objected to 100% of the 
benefits being held in the community, and will end 
up with a weak agreement with the government. 
At an initiative site in Indonesia, the projected 
benefit share arrangement will be 90% to the 
government and 10% to the managers.

Some of the solutions proposed are institutional 
and organizational in character – for example, 
raising equity consciousness within the proponent 
organization and then externally, implementing 
positive discrimination in allocation of benefits 
within the community, prioritizing communities 
that have not yet benefited from another initiative, 
or providing support to the community to 
advocate for itself (in relation to benefit sharing) at 
the national and local level.

Other solutions proposed are more technical, 
such as: partnering with an organization that is 
experienced in the creation of multi‑stakeholder 
benefit‑sharing systems; deforestation monitoring 
of each family via periodic visits and remote 
sensing; or linking the reward stream to the size of 
the farm and amount of effort.

The following reveal the complexity of the issues:

Develop a benefit sharing mechanism based 
on effort and the size of the farm. We tried 
to develop a modality where everyone 
is comfortable. The decision was to link 
payments to effort. Not everyone was happy. 
People say the government should get no 
share. We... want at least 70% to go to the 
community. (Tanzania)

Make sure that local community gets a 
large share of financial benefit and prioritize 
allocation for the marginal/poor groups. At 
the community level you need to do positive 
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discrimination but you will run the risk of 
failing in other things... At the community 
level, elites (such as kepala adat, haji, etc.) are 
the ones who want to capture PES money for 
things which are not necessarily improve the 
local community wellbeing. (Indonesia)

We need to clarify what the project benefits 
and costs are and establish an agreed upon 
framework to analyze them before entering 
into discussions on how to distribute them in a 
fair way. (Indonesia)

Co‑benefits: Wellbeing and livelihood 
enhancement

Responses to our question about the challenges 
and potential solutions associated with assuring 
enhancements in wellbeing and livelihoods were 
widely diverse. For some, the central problem was 
how to involve a large number of stakeholders in 
comparison to initiative resources available. For 
others, the main problem is how to involve local 
stakeholders in the initiative, specifically, how to 
develop local capacity to support initiatives, how 
to persuade the community to take ownership 
and how to motivate participants to perform 
initiative activities (e.g. buy their own seeds). 
Some concerns are social, cultural, institutional 
and organizational, and involve how to understand 
cultural peculiarities and customs, how to enable 
local understanding that REDD+ can support 
local economic development, coping with the fact 
that individual and community interests often 
collide, high expectations of the level of income 
that can be generated; elite capture by community 
leaders, weak tenure security of communities, 
inappropriateness of uniform livelihood 
enhancements because of the complexity and 
heterogeneity of communities, and the need for a 
mechanism to channel aspirations to proponent 
organization.

Other challenges are more technical, for example, 
how to create sustainable products that do not 
involve deforestation and forest burning, and the 
difficulty in identifying livelihood strategies that 
reduce carbon emissions.

The following quotes illustrate some of the 
challenges encountered:

The main challenge was to distinguish 
individual and community interests. Some 

individuals tend to favor individual concerns. 
“We deserve a share of the forest with no 
strings attached. It is my money.” (Cameroon)

Local capacity to support initiatives such as 
climate smart, small‑scale agriculture; value 
chain enhancement and even micro‑finance is 
limited. (Tanzania)

The funds allocated for the livelihood 
enhancement are very small and cannot 
sufficiently engage all target groups. Until 
now the source of these funds has been the 
Norwegian government. (Tanzania)

In most cases, investments in projects that 
improve the wellbeing and livelihoods of 
local stakeholders require a long‑term view to 
ensure that they are economically, socially and 
environmentally sustainable. The challenge 
is to make such investments appealing to all 
stakeholders when they are more interested in 
investments that bring in short‑term returns. 
(Indonesia)

In Brazil and Peru, there is a general tendency for 
livelihood solutions to be based on proponent–
government collaboration, whereas this is not the 
case in other countries. For example, in Brazil, 
the REDD+ Thematic Chamber at one initiative 
site involves collaboration among the proponent 
organization and state and local government for 
the provision of basic needs.

Several respondents said their solutions are based 
on capacity building of government and/or local 
stakeholders. Various respondents said their plans 
for resolving livelihood challenges are already 
underway, whereas some will be field‑testing new 
strategies, for example ‘REDD+ agriculture’ in 
Vietnam.

A wide range of proposed solutions corresponds 
to the wide array of perceived problems. These 
include: creation of a market for sustainable 
products; industrialization to support 
the development of a forest‑based economy; 
support for the Municipal Pact (Brazil) to end 
illegal deforestation and a linked program of 
alternative livelihood activities; strengthening 
capacity to deliver quality education and health 
services in remote areas; training representatives of 
associations of beneficiaries; community training 
on financial services (credit, loan, micro‑financing); 
cost‑sharing mechanisms involving communities 
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putting up some money; seeking outside financial 
support and training the community to raise its 
own funds to support livelihood enhancements to 
cope with financial constraints of the proponent 
organization; building trust by making it clear 
to the community the proponent organization is 
there to support them for the long haul; and more 
integration and consolidation of management 
teams in the field with less reliance on central 
office staff.

The following quotes illustrate some of the 
livelihood solutions proposed by respondents:

Health and education are an obligation of the 
state, but are not provided in these remote 
areas of Amazonia where REDD+ is likely to 
be implemented. [There is] no decent quality 
education, [which is a] serious problem for the 
families, because [it] means they don’t have 
the capacity to adapt to new opportunities 
and concerns. Meeting these long‑term 
needs should be linked to REDD+, because 
it also requires a long‑term perspective. [The 
proponent] created eight remote schools 
[and] worked with the municipal and state 
secretaries of education to address [the] issue 
of low quality education. They don’t want to 
keep doing this independently, but want to 
push for general improvement in quality of 
education. This is difficult because of electoral 
politics and turnover in administrations, and 
municipalities that aren’t well qualified to run 
the education system. But this investment is 
needed to secure long‑term benefits. REDD+ 
is only the “cheapest carbon” if the plan is to 
maintain the current low quality of life, and 
that is not sustainable. (Brazil)

Establish a strong trust relationship with the 
community. If they ask for assistance, they 
know we will come. They know we are in it for 
the long haul. It is not ‘train and forget’ but 
‘train and support.’(Tanzania)

We need to communicate better the pros and 
cons of various forms of investments in terms 
of their real impacts on long‑term wellbeing 
and livelihoods. We also need an investment 
framework that attracts ‘patient capital.’ 
(Indonesia)

Co‑benefits: biodiversity

All but one organization is intentionally aiming 
to conserve the biodiversity of local forests. In 
response to our question about the challenges of 
conserving biodiversity, most answers appear to 
reflect that this is a lower priority as compared to 
other initiative goals, and that most organizations 
– although aiming to conserve biodiversity – are 
only beginning to make plans on how this will be 
accomplished.

The following quotes from respondents illustrate 
the varied nature of the challenge of protecting 
biodiversity in REDD+:

How to protect biodiversity against outsiders 
was the main challenge. We need to know 
how to protect wildlife against the community 
itself. No biological survey has been done but 
we know hunting is happening. (Cameroon)

Local residents often perceive conservation as 
a law enforcement effort directed against their 
interests, or restricting their rights of access, 
rather than as a benefit. (Indonesia)

The main challenge is the lack of knowledge 
and capacity to conduct long‑term biodiversity 
and ecological monitoring and to provide 
scientific feedback to project managers and 
work with local communities to implement 
biodiversity conservation programs that are in 
line with livelihood objectives. (Indonesia)

When asked about the solutions envisioned, the 
most frequent answers concerned: conducting 
research, quantification and valuation of local 
biodiversity through collaboration with expert 
research institutions; determining high value 
conservation areas; legal and enforcement 
approaches involving laws, regulations, permit 
systems, restricted entry, monitoring and patrols; 
inclusion of biodiversity in spatial planning; and 
economic alternatives to dependence on forest 
resources for local people. Other ideas included 
linking REDD+ incentives to achievement of 
biodiversity goals, and using REDD+ licensing 
as a protective measure against agro‑industrial 
conversion and thereby, biodiversity protection.
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