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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
At its inception in 2007, the United Nations-sponsored Reducing Emissions from Deforestation 
and Forest Degradation (REDD+) mechanism had one primary goal: to mitigate carbon dioxide 

emissions from the global forest sector, which currently account for approximately 10% of global 
carbon emissions (IPCC, 2013). 

 
REDD+ has undergone various modifications to its scope and approach in the succeeding nine 
years, but little has yet come from subsequent UN climate negotiations in the way of creating an 

obligatory financing mechanism that would require participation from actors in developed 
countries. Today, dozens of preliminary REDD+ projects are operational across the world, but 

these projects receive strictly voluntary funding from a suite of public and private actors, including 
national governments and companies engaged in social responsibility practices. Despite some 
successes in this voluntary realm and promises of REDD+ advancement at recent negotiations, it 

has become clear that without assured funding ï and pending an international financing mechanism 
for REDD+ ï projects face an increasingly difficult environment for attaining capital resources. 

Scaling up the mechanism will be virtually impossible without addressing the imbalance between 
supply and demand for REDD+ credits in the voluntary stage. 
 

Code REDD, a San Francisco-based non-governmental organization whose mission is to support 
and scale the REDD+ mechanism, is attempting to discover whether untapped opportunities exist 

for sustaining REDD+ before the commencement of an international financing scheme, 
specifically by capitalizing on the co-benefits of REDD+ projects: the social and environmental 
outcomes that inherently accompany responsibly designed carbon offset projects. These co-

benefits can include biodiversity benefits, freshwater provision, community economic 
development, and womenôs empowerment. This question of the potential for co-benefit 

quantification and sale as a means to sustain REDD+ in the voluntary phase was the foundation of 
the research we undertook here. We aimed to determine how REDD+ stakeholders envisioned the 
role of co-benefits within the financing of REDD+, and if further efforts to quantify and sell them 

could bear meaningful results for the future of the mechanism. 
 

Splitting the REDD+ community into two distinct categories ï practitioners  (those who design, 
implement, and monitor REDD+ projects) and investors (both those who purchase REDD+ credits 
and those who invest in REDD+ projects) ï we held more than twenty interviews to determine the 

answer to the above question. We found that, though co-benefits were considered an important ï 
even indispensable ï part of REDD+ success, few practitioners or investors were interested in their 

further quantification or expected that voluntary REDD+ could be sustained based on such action. 
That said, many current and potential investors offered insight into how the business case for 
REDD+ could be better articulated in order to attract more investment. Also, in speaking with 

practitioners, we identified ways that the mechanism could be better integrated with other 
contemporary environmental efforts, including biodiversity offsetting and water funds, offering 

what we believe could represent partial solutions to the REDD+ demand shortfall.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
The purpose of this masterôs project is to investigate and understand the potential for augmenting 
private investment into the Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation 

(REDD+) mechanism, a comprehensive program conceived by the United Nations in 2007 to 
address the intersection of climate change, deforestation, and forest degradation. REDD+ operates 
by distributing payments from organizations that emit carbon to forest nations in the worldôs 

tropical regions, so that those nations may use that capital to preserve or enhance standing forests, 
thereby mitigating one of the largest sources of carbon emissions on the planet: those related to 

the clearing of tropical forest.  
 
Because participation in REDD+ carbon offsets is currently a voluntary process, enacted by a 

myriad of private and public actors, members of the REDD+ community have questioned whether 
interest ï and thereby, investment ï in REDD+ can be increased by underscoring its vast potential 

for the supply of co-benefits. Co-benefits are the benefits other than carbon sequestration that 
inherently come along with many programs designed to protect standing forests, such as 
biodiversity, freshwater provision, and community economic development. This notion of 

enhanced investor interest due to carbonôs co-benefits is the foundation of this study. 
 

In less than a decade, REDD+ and its predecessors (RED, REDD) have generated a large body of 
discussion and scholarly work, much of which we are unable to discuss within the scope of this 
report. Here, the question that guides our research is: does more stringent quantification of REDD+ 

co-benefits have the potential to increase private-sector funding for projects? 
 

We synthesize interviews with REDD+ practitioners ï those who design, implement, and monitor 
REDD+ projects on the ground ï and with current and potential REDD+ investors and offset 
purchasers, with results from a survey we administered in early 2014, in order to reach our 

conclusions. 
 

Though REDD+ is a multi-tiered mechanism with efforts occurring at international, national, sub-
national, and project levels, we have focused our research on the project level. We hope that our 
findings are of service to the greater REDD+ community, and particularly to those who are 

working to find ways to scale the mechanism before the potential existence of a binding 

ñIf a post-Kyoto climate agreement fails to act on avoiding tropical 
deforestation, the achievement of overall climate change goals will become 

virtually impossible. The lives and livelihoods of millions of people will be 
put at risk, and the eventual economic cost of combating climate change 

will be far higher than it needs to be.ò 

 

HIS EXCELLENCY BHARRAT JAGDEO  

President of Guyana 

November, 20081 
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international agreement that includes forest carbon offsets as an important component in 
controlling anthropogenic climate change. 

 
This study was commissioned by Code REDD, a San Francisco-based non-governmental 

organization that seeks to identify and match REDD+ projects with corporate organizations based 
on shared interests. Code REDDôs work exemplifies the alignment between private actors and 
project designers that will be necessary to the success of REDD+ in the pre-compliance market 

period. 
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2. BACKGROUND  
 
 

2.1. The REDD+ Mechanism 
REDD+ is a mechanism, first proposed by the United Nations in 2007 that seeks to provide 
financing from developed countries to developing countries across the worldôs tropical regions, in 

exchange for verified avoidance of forest-based emissions. Though it was created as a strategy to 
offset global greenhouse gas emissions, the mechanism promises numerous tangential benefits as 

well. In conserving tropical forests, REDD+ not only aims to guarantee the persistence of some of 
the worldôs most important carbon sinks, but in so doing also provides many other important 
ecological and social benefits, called co-benefits in REDD+ parlance. Though REDD+ is primarily 

an effort to control mankindôs contribution to climate change, it has proven to be an opportunity 
to stanch the rapid loss of biodiversity in the worldôs tropical countries, sustain provision of key 

ecosystem services, and to provide other social and economic benefits for local communities. 
 
Paramount to understanding REDD+ projects is the knowledge that the mechanism itself remains 

nascent; several years after its conception at the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change in Bali in 2007, the slow progress in negotiating a new international agreement 

on climate change has resulted in little central management of project design or function, beyond 
the requirement that projects enhance carbon sequestration through either avoided deforestation or 
degradation. REDD+ is still considered by the United Nations to be in the first of three planned 

phases: (1) capacity building; (2) national strategy building; and (3) finally fully measured, 
reported, and verified, results-based REDD+ projects. Therefore, the architecture for each REDD+ 

project around the world varies, with few strict qualifications that serve as hallmarks of the 
mechanism. Some commonalities between all REDD+ projects are that they: 

1. Rely on voluntary funding from actors in developed countries, which can be national 

governments, corporations, nongovernmental organizations, or individuals. 
2. Generate quantified, sellable carbon credits by protecting carbon stocks in the worldôs 

tropical forested regions. 
3. Have prevention of carbon dioxide emissions as their primary purpose. 

  

One fact defines the status quo of todayôs voluntary carbon market: supply of forest carbon credits 
far outstrips demand (Conservation International, 2013). The number of unclaimed credits 
generated by current REDD+ projects does not lend itself to the idea that the voluntary mechanism 

can be scaled up based on carbon offsets alone. However, recent scholarly work and private-sector 
interest has suggested a potential response to this disparity: the incorporation of new revenue 

streams based around the more rigorous quantification and monetization of other economic and 
social benefits that are prone to occur within forest carbon credit programs (Lanius et al. 2013). 
These benefits ï including biodiversity conservation, provision of fresh water, local community 

economic development, and empowerment of women ï have historically been considered 
tangential to, and subordinate to, carbon sequestration. Indeed, the REDD+ mechanism was 

envisioned as a climate change solution focused on preventing release of carbon dioxide to the 
atmosphere, not as a solution to multiple social, economic, and ecological problems. However, 
REDD+ project developers have a keen interest in attracting investors and buyers to their projects, 

and must therefore determine whether opportunities exist to quantify and sell co-benefits.  
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The potential impetus for developing more highly quantified metrics to measure co-benefits within 
REDD+ projects stems from the idea that there may exist untapped opportunities for REDD+ 

investment, and perhaps even ones that have very little to do with those normally devoted to forest 
carbon (see Box 2). The potential for detrimental side effects of carbon projects has been largely 
controlled by the use of safeguards such as those of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity 

Alliance (CCBA), but those safeguards stop short of creating indices that can effectively compare 
the provision of co-benefits between projects, thus falling short of allowing apples-to-apples 

comparisons of co-benefits within of projects that could ï in theory ï compete for investment from 
parties interested more in co-benefits than carbon itself.  

BOX 1: What are Co-Benefits?  
Preventing deforestation and forest degradation can have many benefits besides avoided carbon 

dioxide emissions. These benefits can be environmental (e.g. protecting biodiversity and water 
quality), social (e.g. empowering women by including them in project administration), and 

economic (e.g. providing sustainable sources of revenue to communities that rely on forests for 
their livelihood). These various non-carbon benefits are referred to as co-benefits.  
 

Incorporating co-benefits into REDD+ has been one of the objectives of the mechanism since its 
inception (UN-REDD, 2010). Early concern that incentives for carbon sequestration could lead 

to management practices that ignore or impair the provision of co-benefits led to the development 
of safeguards, which are requirements of projects that ensure they do not adversely affect co-
benefits. 

 
At the 16th Conference of Parties in Cancun in 2010, the UNFCCC produced a list of seven 

safeguards for REDD+ projects (see Appendix A), the fifth of which requires that projects 
ñenhance other [non-carbon] social and environmental benefits.ò (UNFCCC, 2010). There are 
many ways REDD+ projects can demonstrate that they meet the safeguards, particularly by 

incorporating the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards (CCB), which were designed, 
in part, to ensure safeguards are met (CCBA, 2103).  
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BOX 2: Kasigau Corridor REDD+ Case Study  
 

 
 

Today, Kenya only has about 2% of its original forest cover left, 
as a result of deforestation, charcoal burning, commercial 
agriculture and agro-forestry (The Carbon Neutral Company 
2014). This is a serious issue in that clearing forests not only 
removes wildlife habitat and extinguishes resources, but also 
emits large amounts of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, thus 
contributing to climate change. Wildlife Works, which has been 
operating in Kenya since 1997, developed the Kasigau Corridor 
REDD+ Project (REDD+ Talks 2013), a 30-year project with 
the aim of avoiding deforestation and degradation of forests in 
the area to reduce carbon emissions (The Carbon Neutral 
Company 2014).  

 
The Kasigau Corridor is located in the Taita Taveta District, 
Kenya, between the Tsavo East and Tsavo West National Parks 

(Forest Carbon Portal; The Carbon Neutral Company 

Figure 1: Location of Kasigau 

Corridor Project. (Source: The 

Carbon Neutral Company 2014) 

 2014). Refer to Figure 1 for a visual of this area. The project area protects 200,000 hectares of 
forestland, a natural carbon sink, and has already seen emissions reductions of over 2.5 million metric 
tons at the end of 2010 (The Carbon Neutral Company 2014). Kasigau Corridor is expected to avoid 
approximately 30,000,000 tons of carbon emissions over its lifetime (Code REDD). 
 
The project, focusing on the trading of carbon offsets on the voluntary market, was the first project to 
be issued credits under the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) while meeting the Climate, Community, 
and Biodiversity (CCB) standards, and obtained CCB Gold status in 2011 (Code REDD; The Carbon 
Neutral Company 2014). A significant amount of startup funding came from BNP Paribas where they 
pledged to buy VERs over a 5-year period (Code REDD).  
 
This endeavor has created both social co-benefits (i.e. economic development) and environmental co-
benefits (i.e. biodiversity protection, improving soil quality, and increasing water availability) 
(Wildlife Works 2013). In relation to social co-benefits, the Kasigau project has been successful in 
providing the local communities with alternative sources of income. These sources include the 
revenue from selling carbon credits, and the creation of "conservation rangers, factory workers, 
horticulturalists, seamstresses, foresters, carpenters, construction workers, mechanics, and 
administrative personnel." (Wildlife Works). Importantly, all proceeds are shared with a community 
trust, which is then dispersed to the people. This community has decided that a significant portion of 
the money (40%) should go to education, benefitting approximately 1,800 children. The rest of the 
money has gone to community projects such as building water catchment areas for the dry season 
(REDD+ Talks 2013). One of the first ways Wildlife Works created  jobs was by establishing a small 
eco factory where all garments are organic and fair trade certified. PUMA has decided to collaborate 
with this factory and has asked them to produce for their new sustainability line (REDD+ Talks 2013).  
 
Some environmental co-benefits arise from the fact that Kasigau is located in a global biodiversity 
hotspot and therefore it holds significant species diversity (The Carbon Neutral Company 2014; Code 
REDD). The project has worked to protect several IUCN Red List species such as the Grevy's zebra, 
the cheetah, the lion, and elephants (Code REDD).  
 
Kasigau is often held up as an example of a successful REDD+ project. Pascal Kizaka, Chief, Kasigau 
Community: ñYou conserve the tree and you are paid for that. That is the best concept I think that has 
come from this part of the world. So the only thing is to let it stand, keep on standing, and plant more 
trees, which will bring more money for your prosperity. That concept has really inspired the people.ò 
(REDD+ Talks 2013, 2:27-3:02). 
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2.2. The State of the REDD+ Mechanism  
As a nascent mechanism, REDD+ continues to establish itself as a contender for scarce financial 

resources of a limited number of potential buyers and investors. At the current stage of the 
mechanismôs development, REDD+ is still considered the investment option of a ñnicheò group 

of investors, according to Iain Henderson of the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP). 
Uncertainty regarding the materialization of an international compliance market for carbon, and 
volatile price signals for carbon, combine to hinder vigorous investment from firms that seek to 

maximize profitability. ñOne of the problems we currently have is that REDD+ isnôt really 
commercially viable at scale due to the lack of a clear price signal, so many of the big financial 

institutions we speak to canôt afford to work on it because the business case is opaque," says 
Henderson. Thus, firms that prioritize social responsibility dominate todayôs investment 
environment for REDD+. As another practitioner notes, ñweôre still down in that greener end of 

the investment community ï one that expects not quite as big of an internal rate of return but much 
more certainty about positive social and environmental outcomes.ò 

 
Investment concerns naturally play a great role in the single largest weakness of todayôs REDD+ 
mechanism: oversupply of carbon credits. Anxiety on the part of interviewees regarding the 

surplus was echoed from REDD+ literature as the largest threat to the expansion of the mechanism; 
correcting the imbalance between supply and demand of the credits will be vital to its continued 

existence. Project developers are concerned about the feasibility of their projects given this current 
disparity. According to Tom Evans of Wildlife Conservation Society, the current number of credits 
generated by REDD+ projects is roughly five times the demand for them, threatening to suspend 

the development of additional projects and endangering the longevity of current projects. ñYou 
see a huge oversupply coming, so the projects are struggling to survive,ò affirms an employee of 

an investment fund financing REDD+ projects. 
 
Given the unequivocal demand shortfall for REDD+ projects, many of the interviewees suggested 

that REDD+ôs promise in the near future lay in its recognition of the comprehensive benefits that 
come along with responsibly designed carbon offset projects. When projects are developed using 

a suite of safeguards such as the CCB Standards, described in detail in Section 4.1, this recognition 
distinguishes REDD+ from competing offset design schemes that focus solely on abatement of 
greenhouse gases, and some REDD+ practitioners insist that these benefits are in fact the primary 

interest ï rather than carbon sequestration ï of certain investors and buyers. ñWeôve had potential 
buyers turn around in the middle of negotiations and say, rather than buying REDD credits with 

co-benefits, can we buy co-benefit credits with some carbon attachedé so clearly itôs a factor in 
the market,ò says Tom Evans of Wildlife Conservation Society. Another practitioner offers a more 
pragmatic view of the role of co-benefits, underscoring their potential to compensate for the 

sluggish demand for carbon credits in the current pre-compliance market scenario. ñWeôre trying 
to find a way to get money into a market where it hasnôt been as forthcoming as weôd all hoped,ò 

he says, suggesting that ñhaving less of a focus on carbon revenue, [and] ensuring diversified 
revenue streamsò will perhaps prove necessary in sustaining the mechanism.  
 

Some interviewees suggested that safeguards are a de facto requirement of REDD+ projects if they 
wish to gain access to private development funds; one interviewee involved in CCB says, ñthe use 

of the CCB standards has become something of an entry-level standard, which is something that 
weôve seen as the marketôs developed, where itôs become a necessity to demonstrate those co-
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benefits in any project.ò This condition logically supports the potential for even greater funding 
given better-documented gains in co-benefit provisioning. If investors demand that projects 

demonstrate no net loss, might they also be interested in capitalizing those same co-benefits into 
distinct units that can be purchased or sold in a manner similar to carbon? 
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3. MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
3.1. Research Questions 
The major question of our Masterôs Project is: ñHow do we measure and leverage REDD+ co-

benefits to increase private-sector funding and support public-private partnerships?ò 
 
This question was divided into four parts for the purposes of our project: 

1. What is the value of additional REDD+ metrics? What about the challenges? 
2. Which co-benefits can be monetized? 
3. What are the challenges associated with investment demand? 

4. What are the opportunities for expanding investment demand? 
 

 

3.2. Research Design 
Subjects 

We answered the questions above by gathering information through surveys and interviews, then 
performing quantitative analysis on the survey results and qualitative analysis on the interview 

results. 
 

Our population of interest was organizations that currently participate or could potentially 
participate in the REDD+ program; either as project developers, project financers, offset credit 
purchasers, researchers, or policymakers. 

 
We divided that population into two general communities:  

1. The Investment Community consists of organizations that finance projects or purchase 
credits resulting from projects. It also includes individuals within organizations that could 
perform those roles, but currently do not. 

2. The Practitioner Community consists of organizations that develop and implement 
projects, perform research in support of the REDD+ mechanism, or perform policy work 

around the REDD+ mechanism, either for national governments or international 
organizations.  

 

Instruments 

We approached each community with a separate instrument, which fed into our two primary 

analyses and informed our final recommendations. 
 

1. The Investment Community Survey evaluated investorsô priorities for and expectations of 

REDD+. As we developed the survey, we held a series of exploratory interviews with key 
members of the community. These interviews helped to identify survey questions and the 

context in which they were to be answered. After developing a draft of the survey, we 
refined it through a focus group recruited from knowledgeable academics. We distributed 
the final survey through contacts gleaned from our client and faculty advisors, and through 

networks maintained by outside organizations (e.g. environmental NGOs and industry 
associations). Finally, for survey respondents who indicated a willingness to further discuss 

REDD+, follow up interviews were conducted to gather more detailed information.  
2. The Practitioner Community Interviews identified and evaluated opportunities to integrate 
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co-benefits into the REDD+ measurement framework. We interviewed individuals 
identified by our client and faculty advisors, and expanded our pool of subjects beyond that 

using the ñSnowball Method,ò where we asked each interviewee to suggest additional 
interviewees.  

 

3.3. Analyses 
The results from our two instruments fed into two analyses.  

1. The Survey Analysis explored the demand for quantifiable co-benefits from the 
investment community, based primarily on responses to the Investment Community 

Survey. The analysis divided the investment community into subgroups to compare 
how expectations and priorities vary between organizations already involved in 
REDD+ and not yet involved. 

 
The heart of this analysis was an Friedmanôs Test and several Wilcoxon rank-sum tests 

on responses to a series of survey questions in which subjects rate the importance of 
various co-benefits on Likert Scales (e.g. ñHow important is biodiversity preservation, 
on a scale of ñNot at all importantò to ñExtremely importantò?).  

 
We chose to test for differences among benefits using a Friedmanôs Test because it 

examines differences in distributions of ordinal variables without assuming those 
distributions are independently drawn (an assumption our data would not meet, as 
participants rated each benefit, one after the other, so the benefitsô distributions were 

all drawn from the same group of respondents).   
 

2. The Interview Analysis brought together the perspectives of all of the interviewees on 
several key questions identified during the interviews: 

a. What are the challenges associated with investment demand? 

b. What are the opportunities for expanding investment demand? 
c. What is the value of additional REDD+ metrics? What about the challenges? 

d. Which co-benefits are the most important to be measured for the purpose of 
attracting potential investors? 

 

All interview, focus group, and survey protocols were approved by the Duke University 
Institutional Review Board, protocol B0996. 
 
3.4. Limitations 
While our research provided us with useful data on which we could build our recommendations, 
there were several limitations in our study that are important to discuss.  
 

A significant limitation of our study was the lack of survey responses (22 total) we received for 
our investor survey during the few months it was published on Qualtrics. Despite reaching out to 

a variety of organizations to help distribute the survey on our behalf, we were still not able to 
garner more responses. We expect that survey fatigue among sustainability managers played a part 
in the low response rate. 
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Another limitation to our study comes from interviewee selection. A significant portion of our 
interviewees were individuals who were involved in, or supportive of REDD+ and CCB. This may 

have biased some of our findings. To avoid this limitation in future studies, we recommend 
interviewing a larger sample of individuals not only from the REDD+ community, but other carbon 

markets as well (including registries, standards associations, governments, and international 
institutions). Furthermore, it would be useful to interview more individuals involved on the 
investor side of the community. 

 
Results 

Results from our analyses follow. We first explore questions 1 and 2: 

¶ What is the value of additional REDD+ metrics? What about the challenges? 

¶ Which co-benefits can be monetized? 
 

And then discuss questions 3 and 4 from the perspective of corporate investors, followed by that 

of impact investors: 

¶ What are the challenges associated with investment demand? 

¶ What are the opportunities for expanding investment demand? 
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4. VALUE AND CHALLENGE OF ADDITIONAL METRICS 
 
The measurement, reporting, and verification (MRV) framework for REDD+ projects is quite 
complex. Projects must follow a carbon protocol (most often VCS) to estimate the quantity of 
carbon dioxide emissions they prevent, and therefore how many credits they can sell. In order to 

produce defensible estimates of carbon benefits, demonstrate additionality, and account for risks 
of leakage and reversals, protocols involve lengthy and complicated measurement and modeling 

exercises. 
 
Though there are often standards and metrics in place within projects to monitor co-benefits and 

demonstrate that safeguards are being met, those efforts do not generally produce estimates in the 
form of quantified units of benefit that can be readily sold to potential purchasers. In order to 

incorporate revenue for co-benefits into projects, then, there may be need to develop or implement 
additional metrics that result in more robust quantitative estimates of co-benefit provision.  
 

Through research and interviews, we explored the challenges to adding co-benefit metrics to the 
REDD+ MRV framework, and evaluated what value that effort would create. 

 

4.1. Relevant Standards 
There are many standards that are applicable, or potentially applicable, to REDD+ projects. Their 

carbon benefits are measured through carbon protocols, their co-benefits can be demonstrated or 
measured through standards that specifically focus on non-carbon benefits, and interest in REDD+ 

projects could be driven by project financing standards in the financial sector. 
 
The primary purpose of REDD+ projects is the prevention of carbon dioxide emissions, not the 

provision of co-benefits. The foundation of any projectôs MRV framework, then, is its carbon 
protocol, or the process by which the project measures its carbon benefits. REDD+ projects 

typically use the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS), though there is some use of the Climate Action 
Reserve (CAR), as well (Peters-Stanley et al, 2013).  
 

In addition to the carbon protocols, several standards have been developed for use in REDD+ or 
other land-use projects that are oriented toward co-benefits,1  and are used to demonstrate that 

carbon projects meet safeguards, quantify the level of co-benefit provision, or both. One of those, 
the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity (CCB) Standard, has received significant uptake in 
REDD+ projects (Peters-Stanley et al, 2013) and plays a significant role in this reportôs findings.  

 
Climate, Community, and Biodiversity (CCB) Standard 

The CCB standard consists of a series of project design, administration, and monitoring 
requirements to demonstrate positive provision of environmental and social co-benefits within 
different types of carbon offsets, including REDD, afforestation, and sustainable agriculture. The 

standard includes requirements for project design, administration, and monitoring, with the goal 
of demonstrating that projects meet the Cancun Safeguards (see Appendix A) and ensure positive 

provision of social and environmental co-benefits.  

                                                                 
1 Not all of the standards discussed here were developed for carbon projects. In those cases, the non-carbon 
benefit in question would be the primary benefit, and carbon would be a co-benefit. 
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The CCB criteria fall into three general categories: 

¶ Climateï Providing real and additional avoided carbon dioxide emissions, accounting for 
risk of leakage and permanence, and contributing to adaptation efforts. This section is 

waived if projects use VCS to measure their carbon impact. 

¶ Community ï Building local skills, increase participation, inclusion of minority and 

underrepresented groups, ensuring workersô rights and safety, equal employment 
opportunity, clear land rights, identify and monitor positive and negative community 
impacts.  

¶ Biodiversity ï Using appropriate methodologies to estimate change in biodiversity, 
demonstrate no high conservation values will be negatively affected, show that no known 

invasive species will be introduced, and guarantee no GMOs will be used. 
 
Within each category, there are qualitative thresholds that, if met, confer ñGoldò status upon 

projects. For example, if a project area includes habitat for globally threatened species on the IUCN 
Red List, it can achieve Biodiversity Gold Level certification.  

 

The CCB standard does not issue credits on its own, but instead is most often used to ñtagò the 
offsets of other standards to denote social and environmental co-benefits in addition to emissions 

reductions. CCB is the most popular standard to quantify co-benefits, and is most often used along 
with VCS.  
 

REDD credits that have been certified for the CCBA are generally regarded to be premium quality 
REDD offsets, though evidence of a price premium, so far, is unclear: in 2013, VCS credits sold 

for $0.20 higher on average if they came from a CCB project, but that difference was not 
statistically significant (Peters-Stanley et al, 2013).  
 

As of November 2013, a total of 78 projects had completed the CCB validation process, roughly 
one third of which were REDD+ projects (CCB, 2013). 

 
 

4.2. The Value of Additional REDD+ Metrics  
Despite many practitionersô statements related to the importance of co-benefit integration into the 
REDD+ mechanism, the complexity of their measurement and quantification could prove a great 

challenge for uncertain practical reward. Regarding the hypothesis that enhanced private 
investment might be generated by more explicit gains in project-level co-benefits, little in our 
interviews with practitioners suggested a promising atmosphere for the development of more 

stringent co-benefit measurement protocols. One recurrent opinion in the interviews was that 
safeguards such as CCB were sufficient, because additional metrics to quantify REDD+ project 

co-benefits entailed risks of both limited functional comparability between projects, and increased 
confusion on the investor and buyer side. The inability to ñcompare apples to applesò with 
something as regionally dependent as biodiversity, for example, stymies the creation of a 

marketable ñunitò of biodiversity.  
 

The question of whether more rigorous co-benefit quantification should occur must naturally 
consider the effectiveness of existing protocols for co-benefit measurement, which attempt to 
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ensure that offset projects refrain from damaging non-carbon aspects of the areas in which they 
take place. The most common way co-benefits are considered today is through safeguards such as 

the CCBA Standards, with which our interviewees generally seemed content. ñI havenôt thought 
there would be a need to really develop very detailed metrics,ò says an investor, of greater co-

benefit quantification for the purpose of attracting investment. Said investor acknowledges of the 
CCBA Standards protocol: ñitôs quite satisfactory to buyers, and itôs being tightened up, so I think 
itôs probably going to stay at the forefront.ò One prominent project developer agrees that the CCBA 

Standards are well-suited for his purposes. ñWe think VCS and CCB is more than adequate, and 
we touch upon basically every issue we need to touch upon using those standards.ò Standards 

fatigue, too, was a concern voiced by the developer and others; overwhelming investors and buyers 
with new sets of improved measurement protocols ï rather than illustrating more concrete co-
benefit gains ï was a potentially negative outcome of the proliferation of new standards for co-

benefit measurement. 
 

Related to the concern that co-benefits measurement is best achieved by flexible protocols such as 
CCBA is the sentiment enunciated by some interviewees that co-benefits must remain secondary 
to carbon, and that their advanced quantification may serve to confuse the purpose of the 

mechanism rather than to advance it. Natasha Calderwood of Conservation International espouses 
this notion, stating that "the REDD+ mechanism obviously has climate and carbon at the forefront, 

so the value of a credit is based on one ton either reduced or sequestered, and then you may have 
all these co-benefits packaged around it. There may be a way to put a price on the biodiversity 
impact or the water impact associated with that, but I think itôs probably important to remember 

that if weôre talking about REDD+ as a climate mitigation mechanism, the focus should be placed 
on the carbon element first and foremost." Iain Henderson states his similar position more bluntly: 

"one of the challenges with REDD+ is that weôre in danger of trying to hang too much around the 
donkeyôs neck, and there is a risk that the donkey might collapse. In fact, the first Nobel Prize for 
Economics was awarded to a man whose now famous Tinbergen rule essentially says, 'One policy 

goal, one mechanism.'ò Henderson continues that the complexity of additional co-benefit 
quantification could forestall the timely creation of projects due to the complexity inherent in 

advanced metrics for co-benefits. "REDD+ is a time bound problem, and there is a danger that we 
let perfection be the enemy of the good. There are scenarios when we should consider getting 
components of REDD+ 80% right and delivered, rather than getting something absolutely perfect 

just as the last tree falls over. 'Done' can often be better than 'perfect.'" 
 

Another concern regarding more advanced co-benefit measurement is the challenge of establishing 
baseline conditions for co-benefits and attaching meaningful quantitative values to them. This is 
true both for social co-benefits, which can be exceedingly difficult to capture in numerical terms, 

and environmental ones, which may be easier to quantify but, as mentioned earlier, present unique 
biological characteristics that make discrimination between projects unclear. Jeannette Gurung, 

Executive Director of Women Organizing for Change in Agriculture and Natural Resource 
Management (WOCAN) and an author of a new standard (W+) that aspires to quantify carbon 
projects based on their effects on local women, has encountered difficulty in this arena. ñWe have 

selected to use the carbon project architecture in order to produce a rigorous standard for womenôs 
empowerment,ò says Gurung. ñHowever we recognize the difficulties in finding the middle 

ground, to devise a system that adequately measures social impact and attribution in a way that is 
not overly time-consuming, costly and complicated for project developers.ò 
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The tradeoff between cost and accuracy, as mentioned above by Gurung, is of great relevance to 

project developers when determining which standards their projects should employ. Certainly, 
precise monitoring of the greatest number of benefits is desirable for the purpose of attracting 

voluntary investment to REDD+ projects, but such a practice would likely entail prohibitive costs. 
This condition requires project developers to be selective about the level of exhaustiveness 
involved in their measurement protocols. According to Brian Murray, Research Professor and 

Director for Economic Analysis at Duke Universityôs Nicholas Institute, ñyou have a constant tug 
back and forth between something that has real rigor and teeth to it, but is yet practicable and 

implementable. That is the constant tradeoff.ò   



 21 

5. TECHNICAL CHALLENGES TO INCORPORATING CO-BENEFITS 
 
Incorporating payments for multiple benefits into REDD+ projects comes with significant 
technical challenges, particularly demonstrating additionality, and can be done in different ways, 
including bundling and stacking.  

 

5.1. Additionality 
In order for emissions reductions from REDD+ projects to be used as carbon offsets, they need to 
be additional. That is, a REDD+ project that sells emissions reductions to an organization using 
those reductions to offset their own emissions must show that it is providing reductions in addition 

to those that would be provided in the absence of the project. If the reductions would have occurred 
anyways (i.e. the forest being protected wouldnôt have been degraded or converted in the absence 

of the project) then the resulting credits are not additional, and are simply allowing the credit 
purchaser to emit more by claiming the reductions as offsets. In that case, the effect of the offset 
purchase was to increase net carbon emissions by allowing the purchaser to emit more than they 

would have if they hadnôt made the purchase. 
 

Ensuring additionality has long been a focus of carbon offset projects, and the protocols used to 
measure the reductions from carbon offset projects ï and determine the number of credits those 
projects can sell ï employ various methods to demonstrate additionality. In REDD+ projects, this 

typically consists of a modeling exercise where deforestation in the project area is forecast using 
historic deforestation rates and data on identified drivers of deforestation, including land values of 

intact versus converted forestland, and expansion of road networks, to develop a baseline land use 
scenario. The amount of carbon storage in the forest in the baseline is compared to a scenario 
where the forest is preserved by the REDD+ project to determine the number of credits that the 

project produces. 
 

Additionality is not as fundamental a challenge in voluntary transactions as it is in offset purchases 
made as part of a mandatory emissions reduction program, since the causal link between 
purchasing offsets and subsequent emissions by offset purchasers is not as strong when purchasers 

are not complying with an emissions cap. But it is still important in voluntary transactions, because 
funding non-additional projects is not cost-effective (Cooley and Olander, 2011). 

 
Adding a revenue stream to a REDD+ project based on provision of a co-benefit introduces 
additional challenges to demonstrating additionality. For example, if an organization is willing to 

help fund a REDD+ project because of the biodiversity benefits it provides, then the carbon 
benefits may no longer be additional. If the funding from the biodiversity purchaser is enough to 

implement the project, then carbon revenue has no additional effect: the forest will be protected, 
and emissions from deforestation will be prevented, whether the project sells carbon credits or not. 
 

5.2. Bundling and Stacking 
The two general ways to incorporate payments for multiple benefits into a single project are 

bundling and stacking. Each comes with benefits and challenges. 
 

Bundling is when multiple benefits from a project are provided in exchange for a single payment 
(Ingram, 2012). For example, a carbon offset purchaser may be interested in credits from a REDD+ 
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project that achieved Biodiversity Gold Level under the CCB standards because the gold 
certification demonstrates that the project protects habitat for a threatened or endangered species.  

In that case, the purchaser is paying for a bundle that includes both biodiversity and carbon 
benefits, not just carbon.  

 
Stacking is when there are separate revenue streams from multiple purchasers for multiple benefits 
that come from the same parcel of land (Cooley and Olander, 2011). For example, a REDD+ 

project could sell carbon credits to a carbon offset purchaser while also receiving funding from a 
biodiversity offset purchaser for the projectôs biodiversity benefits. In this case, there are discrete 

revenue streams for the different benefits, though they are funding the same set of management 
practices on the same piece of land.  
 

There are pros and cons to the two approaches. Compared to stacking, bundling simplifies 
accounting and administration, since there is a single transaction for each credit, and the benefits 

that contribute to its value are not disaggregated. It also provides an opportunity to compensate 
sellers for provision of benefits that cannot be sold alone, since they are attached to other benefits 
for whom there are buyers (e.g. sellers can be compensated for biodiversity preservation by selling 

carbon, even if there are no opportunities to sell biodiversity benefits). 
 

Bundlingôs two main drawbacks are that it does not provide ways to satisfy demand from buyers 
who are only interested in one benefit or the other, since they have to pay for all of the benefits 
bundled into the credit, and that it doesnôt allow sellers to diversify their revenue stream and sell 

credits into multiple markets, which they may want to do if markets are uncertain or volatile 
(Ingram, 2012). 

 
Stacking, if designed correctly, can improve outcomes in several ways. Revenue from multiple 
sources can fund projects that would not be feasible with payments for only one benefit, but still 

provide a variety of benefits. It can also result in higher-quality projects that are managed to 
maximize the value of the variety of ecosystem services the project provides, or are larger than 

what is feasible when only one revenue source is available.  
 
Stacking can also take full advantage of the demand for multiple benefits (to the extent that demand 

exists), as potential buyers have the opportunity to purchase only the benefits they are interested 
in. And diversifying revenue streams across benefits can insulate sellers from volatility in 

individual markets. 
 
However, stacking comes with a host of challenges. Primary among them is additionality. If the 

carbon benefits from a parcel of land are sold in the form of credits, then selling the biodiversity 
benefits as well effectively double-counts the outcome of the management practices on that parcel, 

and introduces non-additionality risk into both transactions (Cooley and Olander, 2011). There are 
at least two ways to avoid that problem.  
 

The first way is to prevent any geographic overlap between areas compensated for one benefit and 
areas compensated for another benefit by linking benefits produced from each parcel, and only 

allowing one benefit or the other to be sold. The Willamette partnership takes this approach in 
projects that provide multiple benefits. When one type of credit is sold, the credits of the other type 



 23 

coming from the same geographic area are disqualified (Cooley and Olander, 2011). Since the 
project can only sell one benefit or the other (or any others, if there are more than two), then this 

may not be properly considered stacking. It would not provide some of the benefits of full stacking 
that come from the higher total revenue a project can receive, but it would diversify sellersô 

revenue streams and give them some flexibility weathering changes in individual markets.  
 
The second way, which could theoretically preserve all of the benefits of full stacking, would be 

to perform a joint additionality assessment at the beginning of a project. Such an assessment for 
two benefits would not only model scenarios with and without the project, but also scenarios with 

the project incorporating payments for only one benefit, only the other, or both. The additional 
impact for each benefit in a stacking context would then be the difference in benefit provision 
between a project incorporating payments for both benefits and a project incorporating only the 

other benefit. This approach is explored in more detail in Section 6.2. 
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6. WHICH CO-BENEFITS CAN BE MONETIZED? 
 
Interviewees indicated strong resistance to adding complexity to the REDD+ MRV framework 
through more rigorous co-benefit quantification, and suggested that the benefit of any additional 
complexity would be generally limited, as markets or other finance mechanisms to provide 

payment for those benefits generally arenôt in place.  
 

We focused on identifying specific opportunities to integrate REDD+ projects into programs or 
mechanisms that have already been set up to provide payments for non-carbon benefits. Rather 
than proposing general changes to the REDD+ MRV framework, we identify cases in which the 

MRV framework in relevant projects can be changed in order to take advantage of the 
opportunities those programs present.  

 

6.1. Biodiversity Offsetting 
Our client, among others, has already pointed out that REDD+ projects can provide ready-made 

opportunities to serve as biodiversity offsets (Lanius et al., 2013).  
 

Though biodiversity offsetting has primarily been used in North America, opportunities for its use 
in developing nations are increasing (Madsen et al., 2011). Two sources of demand for biodiversity 
offsets are relevant here.  

 
Sources of Demand 

First, several dozen countries have laws protecting biodiversity, many of which utilize no-net-loss 
requirements that could incorporate biodiversity offsetting into compliance regimes (Madsen et al, 
2011). 

 
Second, financial sector standards that attach requirements for no-net-loss to project financing 

have recently been developed and begun to be implemented in projects (Lanius et al, 2013 and 
BBOP, 2013). The two relevant standards are the International Finance Corporationôs Performance 
Standard 6 (IFC PS6) and the Equator Principles (EP).  

 
IFCôs revised PS6 came into effect in the beginning of 2012. It is one of eight performance 

standards that IFC requires of projects that it finances. Among other things, it requires that those 
projects result in no net loss to biodiversity. If a project is impacting biodiversity, the developer 
may fund a biodiversity offset project to offset those impacts (after following the mitigation 

hierarchy).  
 

The Equator Principles are a set of standards adopted by private banks that incorporate the IFC 
performance standards. So the same requirements that PS6 places on projects receiving IFC 
financing also apply to projects receiving financing from any of the 79 banks that have adopted 

the Equator Principles.   
 

To help translate that demand into projects, a broad group of organizations developed the Business 
and Biodiversity Offsets Programme (BBOP) Standard for Biodiversity Offsets.  BBOP has series 
of requirements (10 principles, 17 criteria, 40 indicators) to demonstrate that an offset provides 
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real and additional benefits, and has been recognized by the IFC as a best practice in implementing 
PS6-compliant offset projects (IFC, 2012).  

 
REDD+ Projects as Offsets 

Our client has already thoroughly explored the argument for REDD+ projects as biodiversity 
offsets (Lanius et al, 2013), so we will only summarize some relevant points here: 

¶ REDD+ projects, in order to prevent carbon dioxide emissions, protect the habitat included 

in their project areas, thereby providing biodiversity benefits; 

¶ They implement MRV frameworks that often already include biodiversity monitoring (if 

they meet CCB standards) or can be adapted to do so; 

¶ They include robust governance and stakeholder engagement frameworks, which are 

required of any effective biodiversity offset project; and 

¶ There are many opportunities to achieve additional biodiversity outcomes by funding or 

purchasing credits from existing REDD+ projects that have not sold their credits, or to 
incorporate biodiversity offsetting into new REDD+ projects. 

 
REDD+ Projects, BBOP, and CCB 
As our client has also noted, REDD+ projects, particularly those meeting CCB standards, already 

incorporate designs and practices that satisfy much of the BBOP standard.  
 

We would go even further. Based on our comparison of the BBOP standard to CCBôs biodiversity 
requirements, we conclude that a REDD+ project meeting the latest CCB standard effectively 
satisfies all of BBOPôs Principles other than Principles 1 through 3, which are specific to the use 

of biodiversity outcomes as offsets (e.g. demonstrating that the purchaser has followed the 
mitigation hierarchy before resorting to funding an offset project). 

 
As Appendix B shows, there are requirements in CCB that correspond to almost all of the 
requirements in BBOP other than Principles 1, 2, and 3. In order to bring an existing CCB project 

up to BBOP standards, one would only have to: 

¶ Demonstrate compliance with BBOP principles 1, 2, and 3, which are specific to offset 

transactions; 

¶ Demonstrate that the habitat within the project is comparable to the habitat being impaired 

(the BBOP 4.2.2 requirement for ñlike-for-likeò); and 

¶ Clarify that the project meets BBOP principles 8 and 10, for use of Adaptive Management 

and Sound Science, respectively, which are not specifically mentioned in CCB, but 
effectively required. 

  

Given the significant overlap between the BBOP standard and CCBôs biodiversity requirements, 
there may be opportunities to better integrate REDD+ projects into biodiversity offsetting regimes 

and simplify broader MRV frameworks by reconciling BBOP and CCB.  
 
The two standards could be reconciled, if not merged, by aligning language in their overlapping 

criteria and indicators in the next round of revisions. While that would entail a heavy lift within 
their respective governance frameworks, it should be noted that there is also significant overlap in 




