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Executive Summary

Reducing emissions from deforestation and foregtattation (REDD) is an important international
approach to incentivizing improved forest managemerreduce carbon emissions. Despite the
uncertainty of whether REDD+ will be incorporatedto a 2012 post-Kyoto Protocol UN
agreement, REDD+ initiatives are moving forwardcasintries rush to prepare for the potential
financial incentives. In early 2009, at least 1440 initiatives were already underway. These and
more recent initiatives reveal the variety of opfidor designing REDD programmes, including
multilateral and bilateral schemes, nongovernmeatghnisation initiatives, and private-public
partnerships.

Debate, criticism, and fear have already flourisakdut REDD+ and its potential negative impacts
on both the environment and people. It has beesdnibiat market-based carbon offset mechanisms
may be particularly risky for the poor, who areslelikely to have a voice in the design of REDD+.
There are also worries with regard to specific @pgibns of REDD+, for example the fear of
displacement and impoverishment of forest dependeat groups in the wake of expansion and
stricter enforcement of conservation regulationtheut consideration for local livelihoods.

In response to these concerns, there has beenlifenatoon of initiatives to develop social
safeguards as well as guidelines, principles, fraonks, and other tools to protect and empower
poor, marginalized and indigenous peoples in @hato REDD+. Some have also called for the
application of existing standards to REDD+. Ind#deste are many REDD+ relevant standards and
certification tools in the areas of, for examplerekt governance and land based carbon schemes.
Ranging from the broad REDD+ social and environmlesafeguards and principles laid out at
COP 16 in Cancun in 2010, to the more narrowly $eclefforts targeting particular vulnerable
groups such as women or indigenous people, thdsgsefn sum represent an evolving focus
beyond simply preserving and regenerating forestsdrbon storage.

This review seeks to provide an overview of thegaweng efforts to develop and promote social
safeguards. First, a brief narrative of the prodemss RED to REDD to REDD+ is provided to
understand how different values have entered mgcetvolution of the understanding of the REDD
endeavour. Then, the wider spectrum of tools largesmall, generic and specific, are presented, to
provide a resource for those interested in whattexow with regard to REDD+ social protection
demands. Further, the calls to action with regardmerging and specific focus areas, beyond the
traditional demands, for example, for stakeholdetigipation are described.

Although the current agreement on REDD+ is considex success of the 2010 COP 16 Cancun
Agreements, the ideas behind the REDD global mestmawere first introduced in the 1997 Kyoto
Protocol, albeit with a restricted role, allowingly for afforestation and reforestation projects in
Annex 1 countriesto generatecredits for trading under the Clean Development h@ism. The
concept of avoided deforestation re-emerged at COR Montreal in 2005, where approaches to
stimulate action on “reducing emissions from deftaon” (RED) was on the agenda. In 2007 in
Bali, the idea of integrating emission reductioranf degradation was introduced, in spite of the
challenges of its measurement. Further, social fisnéencluding how to deal with indigenous
people and local communities as stakeholders agidrights in terms of participation, land tenure,
distribution of funds etc., were debated. The Badiad Map of 2007 not only for the first time

! Annex | Parties include the industrialized cowsgrihat were members of the OECD (Organisatio&émnomic Co-
operation and Development) in 1992, plus countrigis economies in transition (the EIT Parties)/uling the
Russian Federation, the Baltic States, and se@enatral and Eastern European States. See
http://www.unfccc.int/parties_and_observers/paftiesex_i/items/2774.phipr a complete list.




stated that REDD can promote co-benefits, but mdéarred to a range of international agreements
and associated instruments in the indicative guweaior REDD+ demonstration activities and
thereby pointed to the relevance for REDD of adargody of international norms, focusing on
biodiversity, sustainable forest management and¢ems for poverty and rights of indigenous and
forest dependent groups.

At COP 14 in Poznan in 2008, REDD was transformad REDD+ through the inclusion of
strategies that go beyond deforestation and fategtadation to include the role of conservation,
sustainable management of forests, and enhancerhmest carbon stocks in reducing emissions.
Albeit often described as an overall failure, Ca#id Copenhagen in 2009 did give REDD+ a
boost, with a decision adopted that supports RED&pecifically, the decision requests of Parties
to identify drivers of deforestation and forest @etption and REDD+ actions to be taken,
following a three phased approach that has sinea bedely adopted. At COP 16 in Cancun both
the Green Climate Fund and, after five years ofcudisiod, a delineation of social and
environmental principles and safeguards were uedeilhe scope of REDD+ was finally agreed
upon: reducing emissions from deforestation; reuyicemissions from forest degradation,
conservation of carbon stocks, sustainable manageofeforests; and enhancement of forest
carbon stocks. Countries were requested to devetipnal REDD+ strategies and action plans,
national/sub-national forest emissions refereneel$e a national forest monitoring system for
REDD+ activities, and a system for reporting on heafeguards are being managed and observed.
Towards the COP 17 in Durban, South Africa in Delsen2011, a system for reporting on how
social safeguards are addressed and respected (REIDD+ implementation and how this system
will plug into the measurement, reporting and veaifion (MRV) systems and modalities are being
discussed.

The reviewed tools on social aspects of REDD+ pisjeover the entire policy process from
development over implementation to evaluation, &ls on identifying and mitigating risks,
promoting various co-benefits, and securing théusion of a broad range of stakeholders in the
process.

The tools focusing on the policy development phagethe Forest Carbon Partnership’s (FCPF)
Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (3E8& United Nations Collaborative Initiative
on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Foresgradation’s (UN-REDD)'s Risk
Identification and Mitigation Tool which supportdf\eREDD Principles and Criteria (P&C), and
the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance GB8A) and Care’s REDD+ Social and
Environmental Standards (SES), that all draw onumber of more generic forest governance
assessment tools that are also reviewed. Thesdynm@as on the national level of policy making,
although CCBA and Care’'s REDD+ SES also has a ®pemioject level focus. The review
indicates that the CCBA and Care’s REDD+ SES hhaglaer level of detail with regard to social
safeguards, whereas the UN-REDD tool is more e&boon and gives more weight to
environmental concerns. Further, the review inéisdhat the FCPF — possibly due to its inherent
focus on the national and strategic level — inctutaver of the social and environmental values.
Finally, the overview shows that none of these @htarger processes of developing social
safeguards give much attention to the processatehblder identification and independent and
participatory process monitoring. With regard te thtter, however, the Participatory Governance
Assessment Tool that is under development by theREBRWD constitutes a notable exception.

2 Although the discussion for REDD specific safegisavas undertaken for about 5 years prior to tgsibn, at the
time when the UNFCCC agreed on the modalities & 8DM projects at CoP 9 in Milan (2003), the EU aéready
fighting for the introduction of a set of socialda@nvironmental safeguards to be independentlfiedry designated
operational entities, in the style of a bindingemmiational standard and ignoring country-specificia and
environmental circumstances of natural resourceageament (Merger, Dutschke and Verchot, 2011).



The tools with particular focus on process relatssues of inclusion and participation in

implementation are the joint FCPF & UN-REDD’s Gdides on Stakeholder Engagement, the
UN-REDD Participatory Governance Assessment Tadl, zarts of the CCBA and Care’s REDD+

SES. The Principles and Approaches for Policy amjeEt Development by the Center for People
and Forests (RECOFTC) and Deutsche Gesellschalhtiémationale Zusammenarbeit (G1Z 2011)
is an example of an effort to develop elaboratalguce on process, including identification of
stakeholders mainly at the project level.

Finally, project-level assessment of social impdetg. poverty and social impact assessments
(SIAs) is covered in, among others, the Social Biodliversity Impact Assessment (SBIA) Manual
for REDD+ Projects and the guide to learning alibatlivelihood impacts of REDD+ projects. In
addition to these, the review has covered a numbgmaller and more specific tools that are useful
at various stages of project design, implementatod review.

The review reveals that the international REDD+cdisse and national processes have progressed
toward an increasing focus on social protectiongtfe poor. Accordingly, REDD+ specific tools to
protect and empower the most vulnerable are beergmted. Their range is diverse; some are
exclusively process focused, whereas others centsibstantive standards, principles, criteria, and
indicators. Among those mentioned in this documémtye is substantial overlap in the issues
addressed, although differences exist with regarthe point of departure, the level of detail, and
the intended outcomes. The sum of efforts, howgwaides a very wide and elaborate coverage
of social and environmental issues. The issue at ha one of assuring alignment between the
different efforts based on an agreement on mininstendards across the board. This would also
counter the problem identified in previous analysgéshe existing social safeguards; that no one
standard provides comprehensive coverage of thexierset out in the Cancun decision safeguards.
Alignment of criteria and procedures would not oglyarantee a common minimum standard for
social and environmental safeguards, it would,llinikelihood, also contribute towards efficiency
in REDD+ processes through opportunities for repion of processes.



1. Introduction

Despite the uncertainty of whether reducing emissifsom deforestation and forest degradation
(REDD) will be incorporated into a 2012 post-Ky®omtocol UN agreement, REDD initiatives are
moving forward as countries rush to prepare forgbential financial incentives. In early 2009, at
least 144 REDD initiatives were already underwapt(@da and Mayers 2009). These initiatives
reveal the variety of options for designing REDgmammes. They include multilateral schemes
(e.g. the World Bank Forest Carbon Partnershipliggc¢ibilateral schemes (e.g. the Norwegian
Agency for Development Cooperation Climate and Sbordnitiative Funding Scheme),
nongovernmental organisation initiatives (e.g. @owation International in Madagascar) and
private-public partnerships (e.g. Government of lAcBauna and Flora International, Carbon
Conservation with investment from Merrill Lynch atige US states of California, lllinois and
Wisconsin) (Springate-Baginski and Wollenberg 2@)10The Brazilian Development Bank has
also independently created a country fund and sefempayments related to ecosystem services
(ibid).

Yet even before COP 13 in Bali, where the REDD rae@m in its present REDD*form was
formalized, there had been much debate, criticesma, fear surrounding the use of the instrument
and its potential negative impacts on both therenwment and people. It has been well noted that
market-based carbon offset mechanisms may be plarii risky for the poor, who are least likely
to have a voice in the design of REDD (Peskett.e2G08 cited: Lohmann 2006). The global scale
of the REDD+ dialogue, and design risks overlookiocpl challenges and issues, and there are
indications that the linkages of possible benefitwE (or co-benefits) to carbon markets are
oversimplified. An example of this is in the use‘@mmunity’ without disaggregating differences
within communities (Peskett et al. 2008). There al® worries about certain applications of
REDD+, for example, the fear of displacement anghawerishment of forest dependent poor
groups in the wake of expansion and stricter eefoent of conservation regulations without
consideration for local livelihoods (Moss and Nwagin 2011).

In reaction to these concerns, there has beeneatreroliferation of initiatives to develop social
safeguards as well as guidelines, principles, fraonks, and other tools that intend to protect and
empower poor, marginalized, and indigenous peopiehie implementation of REDD projects.
Some have also called for the application of exgsstandards to REDD investments to improve
benefits for the poor (e.g. Peskett et al. 2008)eré are many REDD+ relevant standards and
certification tools in the areas of, for examplaset governance and land based carbon schemes
(see Merger, Dutschke and Verchot 2011). SimilaMigss and Nussbaum (2011) assert the
importance of coordinating REDD+ with other effottsachieve similar social goals, such as the
European Union’s Forest Law Enforcement, Governaand Trade Initiative (FLEGT) (Box 1).
Ranging from the broad REDD+ social and environ@lesafeguards and principles laid out at the
COP 16 in Cancun in 2010, to the more narrowly $ecliefforts targeting particularly vulnerable
groups such as women or indigenous people, thdedgsefn sum represent an evolving focus
beyond simply preserving and regenerating forestsdrbon storage.

% The *+’ in REDD+ implies that forest conservatianistainable management of forests, and enhancerifemest
carbon stocks are included — see more on the éwolaf the + in section 2.



Box 1: FLEGT, the VPA Process and REDD+

FLEGT Voluntary Partnership Agreements (VPAs) aegally binding bilateral agreements

between the European Union (EU) and timber expgrtauntries, which aim to guarantee the

legality of wood exported to the EU and to suppatintries in improving their own forestry

regulation and governance. The REDD+ safeguardéedtin the Cancun agreements merjiion
I

national forest governance structures and participaof relevant stakeholders, in particular,
indigenous peoples and local communities, both loickv are integral to FLEGT and specifically
VPA building processes.

VPAs are designed in step two of the four-step FLE@plementation process. They include a
Legality Assurance System (LAS), which should pdevbon-the-ground input into monitoring and
verification of forest management and degradafii®As also contain a detailed plan that sets|out
clearly defined, time-bound actions for improvirgydst sector governance and social safeguards,
which ‘should seek to minimize adverse impacts aral communities and poor people by taking

account of indigenous and local communities’ likebbds associated with forests, and to pursue
broad stakeholder involvement’ (EFI 2007).

The term “safeguards” refers to the need to prageinst social and/or environmental damage or
harm (Moss and Nussbaum 2011). Safeguards may ra@seaneasures such as policies or
procedures that are designed to prevent adversmroas of actions or programmes (ibid.). A
safeguard system should at the minimum be a rigkagement tool, though it can also support the
generation of co-benefits (Murphy 2011). With reber REDD+, there is debate as to the adequacy
of a “no harm” principle as compared to activelyking REDD+ work for the poor. This implies
that REDD+ initiatives must make a positive conitibn to poverty reduction. Peskett et al. (2008)
acknowledges that this is as much a pragmatic iaswee moral one, as the choice could affect the
effectiveness of REDD as ‘loading numerous sogiéiga on to an instrument primarily designed
to tackle climate change’ may create a disincerfovenvestors. However Ribot (2011) asserts that
if REDD strives only for neutrality (rather tharfiehative action), it will deepen inequalities.

Other social protection related review papers Hsen created. These resources have been helpful
in drafting the present document. For examplefdahewing were drawn upon
* Moss and Nassbaum’s (2011) comparison of threeoappes to the development of social
and environmental standards and principles by tBBF; the UN-REDD Programme, and
the CCBA with Care International,
* Murphy’s (2011) exploration of the critical issuesthe design of an information sharing
system for social safeguards and multiple benedits;
* Merger, Dutschke and Verchot's (2011) comparison a@&valuation of the practical
applicability to REDD+ of nine non-REDD specific carone REDD specific forest
management, social, environmental, and carbon atdad

This review paper is not prescriptive, but presehes wider spectrum of tools large and small,
generic and specific, to provide a resource fos¢hmterested, in what exists now with regard to
REDD+ social protection demands. It also describe<alls to action with regard to emerging and
specific focus areas beyond the traditional demdmdstakeholder participation. Specifically, this
paper hasattempted to catalogue the development over tim&BDD+ standards, guidelines,
indicators, and other tools and calls to promotgadassues. Finally, this paper attempts to preduc
a brief narrative of how REDD+ evolved from REDR&DD to REDD+. Part of the purpose of
putting it into this historic order is to undersfahow different values have entered into the
evolution of the understanding of the RED endeawamd how different groups are asserting their
concerns into the process. This implies an overaed brief description of



» the main institutions (donors, governments, inteegomental agencies, NGOs, universities,
research institutions) involved;

» the social/institutional (governance, distributi@guity, wellbeing and justice) indicators,
standards and guidelines;

» the stated objectives of the indicators, standandksguidelines;

* the targeted users of the indicators, standardgaiuilines, and

» the scales at which the indicators, standards aittkbnes operate.

All tools within this review have been assessedhwaibrief evaluation of
* the values (i.e. the assumed notions of what isetovalued and to be promoted) that the
indicators are measuring, and
» their likely benefits and limitations.

Finally, a table presents the substantive valuelsigied within a selection of social tools described
herein, namely the CCBA and Care REDD+ Social amdirBnmental Standards, FCPF’s Strategic
Environmental and Social Assessments combinedtivitin Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement
in REDD+, and the UN-REDD Programme’s Social andritemmental Principles and Criteria
combined with their Guidelines on Stakeholder Ergagnt in REDD+ (see Annex 2). The criteria
include: property rights, access rights, benefiarsty, biodiversity, livelihood, participation,
information, human rights, FPIC, grievance, stakdé#orepresentation, stakeholder identification,
independent process monitoring, and participatooggss monitoring. A more detailed description
of these values is included in Annex 2.

2. Evolution of the REDD+ mechanism in international
negotiations

Although the current agreement on REDD+ is considexr success of the 2010 COP 16 Cancun
Agreements (the text of which is an outcome of & Hoc Working Group on Long-term
Cooperation Action under the Convention (AWG-LCAjdaincludes a REDD+ framework. The
ideas behind the proposed REDD global mechanisne iest introduced in the 1997 Kyoto
Protocol? Disagreement on the contribution of land use, lasel change and forestry (LULUCF)
activities to global carbon emissions, as well atagk of confidence in their measurement,
reporting, and verification, however, led to a nestd role for REDD activities. Only afforestation
and reforestation projects in Annex 1 countrisreeligible to generate credits for trading under
the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) (Carbon RI2669).

The concept of avoided deforestation re-emerged0bb, when the newly formed Coalition for
RainforestNations, via the Governments of Papua New Guineh @Gosta Rica, requested that
approaches to stimulate action on reducing emissfoom deforestation (RED) in developing
countries become a formal agenda item at COP Montreal. Specifically, they proposed to give
developing countries access to a potential carbarkeh through credits generated from RED
activities, with the intention that developed natavould provide incentives to developing nations
to keep their forests standing (Brunner et al. 20H¥entually, the value of the carbon would
become equal to or greater than profits from loggimonoculture plantations, agriculture, etc.

4 Articles 2 and 3 note policies and measure ferBrotection and enhancement of sinks and ressrebigreenhouse
gases, promotion of sustainable forest managemaaotiges, afforestation and reforestation’ and thae net changes
in greenhouse gas emissions by sources and remmyalaks resulting from direct human-induced larsé-change
and forestry activities, limited to afforestatioaforestation and deforestation since 1990...shalldsel to meet the
commitments under this Article of each Party inelddn Annex I”, respectively.

10



(ibid.). Governments agreed to initiate consideratby the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and
Technological Advice(SBSTA), the body tasked with providing Partiestbhe United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCChwadvice on scientific, technological and
methodological matters, at its"24ession in Bonn in mid 2006.

In 2007, the idea of integrating emission reducidmom degradation was introduced by some
African countries within the Commission des for@tafrique Centrale (COMIFAC) proposal to
the UNFCCC. Central Africa is the third most im@mtt tropical forest biome in the world and is
threatened more by degradation than by deforestdRubio-Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff
2007;Peskett et al. 2008). Forest degradation had kenudt of many early proposals for REDD
mainly because of technological challenges of n&agland monitoring, in addition to political
opposition by some countries (Peskett et al. 2008).

Following SBSTA deliberation and several workshdps, Bali Action Plan was adopted at COP13
in 2007, of which paragraph 1, b iii statd3olicy approaches and positive incentives on issue
relating to reducing emissions from deforestation dorest degradation in developing countries;
and the role of conservation, sustainable managemieforests and enhancement of forest carbon
stocks in developing countries.In addition to deforestation, degradation was atxognized as a
significant contributor to forest carbon emissidngluding degradation in the proposed mechanism
not only increased the potential scope of REDIsib avas seen to increase the international equity
of the mechanism by encouraging participation yder range of countries, in particular the many
poor African countries in which degradation is #ey driver of carbon emissions from forests
(Murdiyarso et al. 2008). Going from RED to REDDwever, may also increase the risks for the
poor in the form of oppressive actions againstftihest degrading activities they depend upon (e.g.
charcoaling and swidden agriculture) (Angelsen 2008).

The proposed mechanism for reducing emissions feforestation and forest degradation (REDD)
was now formalized, but several issues remaineteoatious. There is still disagreement on finance
mechanisms, institutional arrangements, and chgd®ein measurement, reporting, and verification.
Further, social benefits, including how to dealhwihdigenous people and local communities as
stakeholders and their rights in terms of partitgrg land tenure, distribution of funds etc., was
and continue to be - widely debated. Brown, Seymand Peskett (2008) note that REDD was
negotiated in the context of other internationakagients and associated instruments that recognise
the importance of social co-benefita forest management. The Bali Road Map statedhferfirst
time that REDD could promote co-benéfitaind also referred to international agreements and
associated instruments like the indicative guidafare REDD+ demonstration activities. This
guidance states that REDD+ activities ‘should bes@ient with sustainable forest management,
noting, inter alia, the relevant provisions of theited Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF), United
Nations Convention to Combat Desertification an@ @onvention on Biological Diversity’
(UNFCCC 2008). For example, a purpose of the UNBR-legally binding instrument is ‘to
enhance the contribution of forests to the achi@régnof the internationally agreed development
goals, including the Millennium Development Goalgith respect to poverty eradication and
environmental sustainability...” (UN 2008). ArticB0 of the Convention on Biological Diversity
asserts that ‘economic and social development andrty eradication are the first and overriding

® The international REDD+ dialogue has been cri¢idinf using terms such as social ‘co-benefits’ auitha description
of what the term actually entails (Peskett et2008 cites: Peskett and Iwata, 2007), howeverr@ifer assessing co-
benefits may include economic development and pgveduction, biodiversity, rights and forest gavance (see
Angelsen, 2008).

® There was already some discussion on offset métharproviding social and environmental benefitadudition to
the offsets themselves. This was embodied in thésida at COP 9 on modalities for implementing Cffbrestation
and reforestation (A/R) activities, where the rexgbility for ensuing that this was indeed the cass left to the host
country (Merger, Dutschke and Verchot, 2011).
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priorities of the developing country partners,’ ahdt international support must respect national
plans, priorities and programmes (CBD 1992). THesds of agreements, as well as instruments
such as the safeguard policies of multilateral tgraent banks, supply an emerging body of
international norms relevant to REDD (Brown, Seymand Peskett 2008).

At COP 14 in Poznan in 2008, pressure from countsach as India, which wished to see
conservation, sustainable forest management anehtimencement of forest carbon stocks given the
same level of priority in the negotiations as de&tation and forest degradation, resulted in a
comma replacing the semi-colon between the wordvelbping countries’ and ‘the role of
conservation’ (Carbon Planet 2009). This implied thrmalization of REDD+, i.e. strategies that
go beyond deforestation and forest degradatiomd¢tude the role of conservation, sustainable
management of forests, and enhancement of foresbrtastocks in reducing emissions. The +
effectively increased the coverage of REDD to mawoyp-tropical countries that are already
engaged in afforestation, such as India and Chuears quickly arose, however, that increased
conservation entailed a risk of evictions and logsights for indigenous and forest dependent
communities. Similarly, fears were expressed thatasnable management of forests could promote
subsidies to commercial logging companies, and éhaancement of stocks might encourage the
conversion of land that included forests to indaktplantations, with serious implications for
biodiversity and local communities (Butler 2009iefads of the Earth 2010; Lang 2010).

Meetings in Bonn and Barcelona in 2009 aimed tdifai® the negotiations among Parties on the
fulfilment of the Bali Action Plan towards the agtk outcome to be adopted at COP 15 in
Copenhagen in 2009. In the same year, a REDD OptAssessment Report prepared by the
Meridian Institute advised, among other thingst RREDD+ initiatives ought to be undertaken in
three successive, though sometimes overlappingephd®hase one involves a preparatory or
readiness period, with a focus on capacity building stakeholder engagement, while creating a
national strategy to address country specific dsiveé deforestation. National policies and measures
for the implementation of REDD will be built anddertaken in phase two, while the third phase is
for the full implementation of REDD activities witherformance based payments. Although many
REDD+ related issues remained unresolved, from weakisions for indigenous peoples to the
distinction between natural forests and plantatiorests and uncertainty regarding financing
mechanisms, COP 15 did give REDD+ a boost, witheaisibn adopted on methodological
guidance, which includes REDD+ activities. Speaifi, Parties were requested to identify drivers
of deforestation and forest degradation, REDD+oastito be taken, to use the most recent IPCC
guidance and guidelines for carbon accountingstaldish national forest monitoring systems, and
to engage indigenous people and local communiig@sanitoring and reporting (FAO 2010a). The
phased approach as proposed by the Meridian Itestigyport is also reflected within the REDD+
text of the Copenhagen Accord (and subsequent @atgteement of the following year), and has
been widely appreciated, with many countries angpstting institutions already taking up this
approach in ongoing REDD+ preparation processescfM¢ and Petkova 2010).

COP 16 in Cancun in 2010 saw the unveiling of@Gneen Climate Fund (a financial mechanism of
the Convention to support projects and other datsviin developing countries including REDD+,
to be agreed upon at COP 17 in Durban) and, aifter yfears of discussicha delineation of
principles and safeguards to counteract potenggative social and environmental impacts of
REDD+ actions (see Box 2). The scope of REDD+ waall{y agreed upon, namely reducing
emissions from deforestation; reducing emissioomfforest degradation, conservation of carbon

’ Although the discussion for REDD specific safegisavas undertaken for about 5 years prior to tsibn, at the
time when the UNFCCC agreed on the modalities & 8DM projects at COP 9 in Milan (2003), the EU wé&®ady
fighting for the introduction of a set of socialda@nvironmental safeguards to be independentlfiedry designated
operational entities, in the style of a bindingemmiational standard and ignoring country-specificia and
environmental circumstances of natural resourceageament (Merger, Dutschke and Verchot, 2011).
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stocks, sustainable management of forests; andneaheent of forest carbon stocks. Countries
were requested to develop national REDD+ strategielsaction plans, national/sub-national forest
emissions reference levels, a national forest mang system for REDD+ activities, and a system
for reporting on how safeguards are being managedoaserved. Carbon accounting rules were
still unclear, with debate raised on what is gooe$t management and how can it be incentivized
(FAO 2010b).

Box 2: Guidance and safeguards for policy approaclseand positive incentives on issues
relating to REDD+ in developing countries

The COP 16 decision encouraged developing courdrigelR to contribute to mitigation actions in
the forest sector by undertaking REDD+ activitiaad also encouraged Parties to respect the
following guidance or principles:

* Be country-driven and be considered options aviglabParties

* Be consistent with the objective of environmentategrity, and take into account the
multiple functions of forests and other ecosystems

« Be undertaken in accordance with national develoypmeriorities, objectives,
circumstances, and capabilities and should regoeereignty

* Be consistent with Parties’ national sustainabletigoment needs and goals

* Be implemented in the context of sustainable dguaknt and reducing poverty, while
responding to climate change

* Be consistent with the adaptation needs of thetcpun

* Be supported by adequate and predictable finarama technology support, including
support for capacity-building

* Be results-based

* Promote sustainable management of forests

When undertaking these activities, the followinfggaards should be promoted and supported:

» Actions complement or are consistent with the dbjes of national forest programmes and
relevant international conventions and agreements

* Transparent and effective national forest goveraatiuctures, taking into account national
legislation and sovereignty

* Respect for the knowledge and rights of indigenpa®ples and members of local
communities, by taking into account relevant indtional obligations, national
circumstances and laws, and noting that the UrNlatilons General Assembly has adopted
the United Nations Declaration on the Rights ofigedous Peoples

» The full and effective participation of relevardlstholders, in particular indigenous peoples
and local communities, in the actions referrechtparagraphs 70 and 72 of this decision

* Actions are consistent with the conservation ofuratforests and biological diversity,
ensuring that the actions... are not used for dmversion of natural forests, but are instead
used to incentivize the protection and conservatibnatural forests and their ecosystem
services, and to enhance other social and envirotaineenefits

* Actions to address the risks of reversals

* Actions to reduce displacement of emissions

Source: UNFCCC 2011.
The Cancun Agreement at COP 16 confirmed the sodpREDD+, outlining five mitigation

activities as well as principles and safeguardsetoespected while undertaking these activitieg. Th
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modalities and processes for the REDD+ mechanist cantinue to be negotiated under the
UNFCCC, and a concrete structure remains elusivealancing of interests will be required to
develop a mechanism that provides vigorous, valissions reductions, while supporting
safeguards and promoting multiple benefits and asmeble development (Murphy 2011).
Negotiations will address at least two outstandasgies regarding safeguards in the lead-up to the
COP 17 to be held in Durban, South Africa in Decen2011. The first is a system (the modalities
and guidance) for reporting on how safeguards adregssed and respected, while respecting
sovereignty, during REDD+ implementation. The secmsue is how this system will plug into the
measurement, reporting and verification (MRV) systeand modalities. The focus at the latest
Bonn UNFCCC discussions in June 2011 was on thgsest as well as how to deal with other
unresolved issues such as reference emission landlghe financing of REDD+. Parties identified
(but did not agree to) a list of principles for tegstem(s), including transparency, reliability,
adaptability to national circumstances, regularjiyedictability, consistency, and comparability
(FAO 2011). The draft conclusions adopted by théigmconsist of a list of points to be considered
as general guidance for submissions.

3. Social and governance aspects of REDD readiness and
implementation

Phase one of the three step REDD+ implementatiproapgh, REDD readiness, is about preparing
recipient countries for a post-2012 REDD+ paymemchanism funded by multilaterals (the
linking of REDD to compliance markets by Phasedhdepends on whether the UNFCCC process
can reach a legally-binding post-2012 climate apesg with binding emissions reductions of
Annex 1 countries) and potentially private carboarkets (IUCN 2011a). Initially, readiness
focused on preparing an effective and equitablatesily to reduce emissions developed through
local stakeholder consultations, institutional,ht@ical, human capacity building, designing MRV
and forest carbon accounting systems, and gengraaselines and reference scenarios against
which to measure deforestation reductions (Vargl#¥9). However, broader governance and
social issues quickly came to the forefront asl ¥aa successful REDD+ preparation (e.g. Brown
and Bird 2008; RRI and RFN 2008).

AlthoughREDD has much potential to deliver benefits bothffwest dependent communities and
ecosystems, many uncertainties in implementationane. REDD processes specifically pose
significant risks to the poor, such as elite captof benefits, potential loss of access to land and
lack of voice in decision-making (Peskett et alO&0 This is because of the likely scale of the
systems envisaged, the complexities of monitoring &acking carbon in the landscape, and the
strong environmental, private sector and developedntry interests to establish REDD
mechanisms quickly (ibid.).

The relatively broad safeguards and principlesimed! in the Cancun Agreement leave much to be
desired with regard to project level REDD readinasd implementation (Lang 2010; Moss and
Nussbaum 2011). There is neither a universal mésmafor monitoring safeguard compliance nor
certainty on the consequence of noncompliancegragovernments are requested to develop their
own systems to show how safeguards are being ‘..eaddd and respected... while respecting
sovereignty’ (UNFCCC 2011). According to the test@feguards should be ‘promoted and
supported’ (ibid.). To meet the safeguard, andetioee qualify for REDD funding, a government
must say that it is supporting respect for the Kedge and rights of indigenous peoples; a meeting
organized for this purpose with a handful of indiges representatives may be sufficient (Lang
2009).
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There is also discord with regard to the recogniind protection of indigenous peoples’ rights in
the latest UNFCCC REDD+ related text (i.e., the AMGA outcome in the Cancun agreements)
(Lang 2010). Of primary concern is the lack of usibn of the principle of free, prior and informed
consent (FPIC) in the text (e.g. Angelsen 2009:146g right of FPIC is an important emerging
norm of customary international law (Parkinson &vardell 2010). It is recognised in a number of
international instruments and decisions includimg tnited Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous People®NDRIP), which was adopted by the UN General Asdgnmb2007. It is also
recognised in the OAS Draft American Declarationtlom Rights of Indigenous People and in ILO
Convention 169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peopleselping country Parties are only requested to
ensure the ‘full and effective participation ofaehnt stakeholders, inter alia indigenous peoples
and local communities’ (UNFCCC 2011). Although thBDRIP is included as a safeguard in the
formal text that ‘should be promoted and suppotieds not obligatory for governments to comply
with UNDRIPs. Thus while the agreed upon REDD texérs to indigenous peoples rights, it does
not ensure protection of those rights (Lang 2010).

During phase one, activities ‘should continue tosbpported by voluntary contributions that are
immediately available, such as those administetedugh the World Bank’s Forest Carbon

Partnership Facility (FCPF), the UN-REDD Programnasd other bilateral arrangements’

(Angelsen et al. 2009). Most of those involved uporting national REDD+ programs aim at the
integration of social and environmental consideraiinto the development and implementation of
national programs. Although different in approaatiditional safeguards similar to those set out for
REDD+ in the Cancun Agreements, including defimspscope and methodologies for measuring
and/or monitoring safeguards, are thus being dduvigethe various institutions to avoid negative

social and environmental impacts and to seek tleetefe participation of the poor or marginalized

(e.g indigenous peoples, forest communities, womeqitable benefit-sharing, clear and secure
land and tenure rights, and the promotion of goodeghance feature in these safeguards (IUCN
2011a).

The two foremost multilateral REDD programmes, B@PF and the UN-REDD Programme, are
both completing social and environmental safegugrddance for the planning (REDD Readiness
phase) and implementation of national REDD+ prografurther, a voluntary international
standard for REDD+ facilitated by CARE Internatibrend the Climate, Community and
Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) has been developedotigh a broad multi-stakeholder process.
These standards could influence how REDD+ safeguane eventually defined and measured. The
importance of safeguards is also being reflectedeweral recent bilateral agreements (e.g. the
Government of Norway's International Forests anan@te Initiative has made their funding to
Guyana and Indonesia conditional upon implememadiocertain governance requirements aimed
at limiting deforestation) (Moss and Nussbaum 2011)

It remains unclear, however, what standards RED&jepts will be measured against, given the
growing variety of donors and supporting institnso The World Bank, for example, requires

indigenous peoples to be consulted on funded pmojdtat may affect them. Human-rights

campaigners would like to see this provision sttleeged so that consent is required (Nature
2011). Mandating REDD+ safeguard standards, indisatr methodologies alone will not prevent

negative impacts or generate various co-beneftis. dhallenge then is to identify safeguards that
are low cost in both implementation and monitosgwvell as agreed upon at multiple levels.
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4. Primary multilateral REDD+ processes and associated
frameworks

The World Bank FCPF and the UN Collaborative Progree on Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation in Develop@awuntries (UN-REDD Programme) were
launched in 2008, and provide financial support gewhnical guidance to developing countries
seeking to prepare for post-2012 REDD+ opportusititeo gain access to readiness financing,
participating countries must submit a proposaliount) a roadmap of activities needed to achieve
readiness. Countries applying for FCPF funds muspare a Readiness Preparation Proposal (R-
PP) using a standard template developed by thedMBahk with input from stakeholders engaged
in the FCPF process. Countries applying to the UMDR Programme must submit a National
Programme Document (NPD), which has a more flexsbiecture.

In this section, a brief introduction to the twagrammes’ history and current level of activity Iwil
be given. This is followed by a description of tin programmes’ strategies for safeguarding of
social and environmental values and engagemerttkéisolders. These strategies take the form of
principles, criteria and process guidelines andlmi@g increasingly streamlined across the two
programmes. They will, however, be described seéplgravith similarities pointed out along the
way.

4.1 Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

The FCPF, operational since June 2008, is a glpasdhership focused on assisting tropical and
subtropical forest countries to develop policiegjidlation, and organizational capacity necessary
for REDD+ implementation, and subsequently progdihem with performance-based payments
for emission reductions. The FCPF framework andtgsees also aim at preparing countries for
other future systems of financial incentives forlRE achievements. Using this framework, each

participating country develops an understandingvloét it means to become ready for REDD+ by

developing reference scenarios, adopting a REDDategfy, designing monitoring systems and

setting up REDD+ national management arrangementgays that are supposed to be inclusive of
key stakeholders.

The FCPF governance structure includes a 28-mepavacipants committee elected by the REDD
country participants, the financial contributorsx ®bservers nominated by forest-dependent
indigenous peoples and other forest dwellers, N&@kinternational organizations, and the World
Bank. The FCPF consists of two separate mechaniesaah, with its own trust fund: the Readiness
Mechanism and the Carbon Fund. The World Bank asttrustee for the mechanism funds and
delivery partner for the FCPF, providing technisapport to the REDD country participants, and
conducting due diligence on matters like fiducigoglicies and environmental and social

safeguards.

The FCPF collaborates with thirty-seven REDD caestrin Africa, Latin America and the
Caribbean, and Asia and the Pacific. Thirteen es¢hcountries have so far submitted R-PPlse
focus to date has been on REDD+ readiness, thaugexpected that the Carbon Fund, which will
provide payments for verified emission reductioresf REDD+ programs in countries that have
achieved, or made considerable progress towarddPREeadiness, will become operational in the
course of 2011 as a public-private partnership.

8 These countries are: Argentina, Costa Rica, thadoeatic Republic of Congo, Ghana, Guyana, Indené&nya,
Lao PDR, Mexico, Nepal, Panama, the Republic ofgocend Tanzania (as of August 2011).
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4.1.1 FCPF steps for REDD+ readiness

R-Package

The FCPF works with two readiness phases: the filaton phase and the readiness preparation
phase. The formulation phase starts with the foatmuh of the Readiness Proposal Idea Note (R-
PIN), through which the REDD country expressedntsrest in the FCPF. The country does not
receive financial or technical support to prepae R-PIN. If the country is selected for the FCPF,
it may then establish a national-level working grdhat is tasked with preparing a R-PP. The
national-level working group should be establisloedthe basis of a comprehensive stakeholder
identification process to provide for broad reprgagon (FCPF & UNREDD 2010:7). The R-PP
should provide the roadmap for the readiness piaseéncludes:

* An outline of how REDD+ preparation work will begamized and managed in the country,
including procedures for information sharing, cdtetions with and participation by
concerned stakeholder groups

* A description of what capacity building and finaadaiesources are needed and who would
fund and undertake them (e.g., domestic agenci€¥Q3\ foundations, private sector,
international donors, etc.)

* An explanation of how the country allocates budgets a plan and schedules the identified

activities, including funding arrangement such las support foreseen from the FCPF or
UN-REDD

In addition, the R-PP should address the followimg elements that were set out as requirements
for country Parties in the COP 16 LCA decision j4r.
* An overview the national situation in terms of d@mng of deforestation and forest
degradation, and proposals for an overall REDDatesgyy for addressing these
* A national forest reference emission level andfmest reference level, an estimate of
historic forest cover change and greenhouse gassems and uptake from deforestation
and/or forest degradation, potentially includingafard-looking projections of emissions
* A robust and transparent national forest monitosggtem to measure, report and verify
(MRV) the effect of the REDD-plus strategy on GH@igsions and other multiple benefits,
and to monitor the drivers of deforestation ane$tidegradation, as well as other variables
relevant to the implementation of REDD+
» A system for providing information on how socialdagnvironmental safeguards are being
addressed, assessment of key social and enviroalmesits and potential impacts of
REDD+ strategy options, and an implementation fraor&

The R-PP is the final outcome of the REDD+ formiokatphase. Then, the country moves to the
readiness preparation phase. In this phase, thetrgoteceives more substantial funding from the
FCPF to implement the activities set out in the R-Fhe intended outcome of this phase is a
Readiness Package (R-Package) if a country detadgsirsue financing of REDD+ emissions
reduction activities on the ground. The specifintents of an R-Package have not yet been defined,
but are likely to contain the following elements:

* Results of studies, consultations and actions impteed to date

» Actions still being planned to achieve the statRBDD+ readiness

» Preliminary identification of potential emissioreluction activities

« A summary of Strategic Environmental and Social e&ssnent (SESA) activities and
outcomes

17



* A draft Environmental and Social Management FramewBSMF) (described below) that
will provide the framework for managing environmanand social risks and mitigating
potential adverse impacts.

4.1.2 FCPF-specific social safeguard efforts and stakeholder inclusion

During the process of preparing the R-Package, tdesrmust prepare SESAs to address the social
and environmental challenges associated with thg@eimentation of REDD+ measures. SESAs
combine analytical and participatory approachesvimsteps by: (i) identifying and prioritizing key
environmental and social issues; and assessingypdatfistitutional, and capacity gaps to manage
these priorities and recommendations; and (ii) aneg an ESMF that will be used to avoid and
manage environmental and social risks and to méigatential adverse impacts, by applying the
relevant World Bank Safeguard policies (see BoX\B)ereas the ESMF will become a stand-alone
document, the other components of the SESA willirtegrated into the preparation of the R-
Package. The SESA approach is integrated into ##P RemplateWorking Draft Version 5
(revised): December 22, 20f0yhich is expected to be finalized in 2011 aftefiral round of
feedback from stakeholders.

® Working Draft Version 5 (revised): December 221@(s available on the FCPF homepage under Tenspdaie
Guidance: http://www.forestcarbonpartnership.omlfc
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Box 3: World Bank safeguard policies and REDD+

The World Bank has a set of ten safeguard poliares an Access to Information policy. These

policies provide guidelines for the Bank and borrgywcountries in the identification, preparation,

and, implementation of most Bank-financed programd projects. The World Bank’s safeguard

policies are designed to avoid, mitigate, or mizenadverse environmental and social impacts of
projects supported by the Bank. In principle, dlitlee safeguard policies have the potential to
apply to readiness preparatithAccording to Moss and Nussbaum (2011), in the exnbf
REDD+, the World Bank safeguard policies most kel be triggered are as follows:

1. Environmental Assessment (OP 4.01): The policy @msnsure the environmental and
social soundness and sustainability of investmenjfepts, and support integration [of
environmental and social aspects of projects imtodiecision making process.

2. Indigenous Peoples (OP 4.10): This policy aimsrieuee that the development process
fully respects the dignity, human rights, economeasd cultures of Indigenous Peoples.
The policy calls for the recipient country to engag a process of free, prior, and informed
consultation, and the Bank provides financing omligere free, prior, and informed
consultation results in broad community supporttha project by the effected Indigengus
Peoples. Where under national law or practice Pk Rtandard has been adopted, the said
standard will also be applied. The Policy include=asures to:

a. avoid potentially adverse effects on the indigenoe@ples’ communities; or
b. when avoidance is not feasible, minimize, mitigategompensate for such effects.
Operations are also designed to ensure that indigepeoples receive social and economic
benefits that are culturally appropriate, and gerael inter-generationally inclusive.

3. Involuntary Resettlement (OP 4.12): This policy sito avoid or minimize involuntary
resettlement and, where this is not feasible, sisaslisplaced persons in improving, or at
least restoring, their livelihoods and standardslivfig in real terms relative to pre
displacement levels, or to levels prevailing prito the beginning of projed
implementation, whichever is higher.

—

The R-PP template defines stakeholders as ‘thaieiduals and groups that live in and/or have a
social, cultural or economic interest in forestsl aajacent lands, and those that may be affected
either negatively or positively by proposed or ¢edcREDD+ activities.” (FCPF & UNREDD
2010:15). It is further stressed in the R-PP tetepihat forest-dependent indigenous peoples and
communities should be given special attention (FEREFUN-REDD 2010).

Stipulations for stakeholder engagement are laid ioua draft document titledsuidelines on
Stakeholder Engagement in REDD+ Readiness With ag-on the Participation of Indigenous
Peoples and Other Forest-Dependent Communitidsereafter called the ‘Guidelines on
Stakeholder Engagement’ (FCPF and UN-REDD 20Thgse guidelines set out principles for
participation and consultations as well as pratticé&dance on how to implement them. As the title
indicates, the guidelines have an explicit focusiratigenous peoples and other forest-dependent
communities, and recognize that as these stakaisolde often not engaged in public decision-

9 The World Bank’s safeguard policies are accessibletp://go.worldbank.org/WTA1ODE7TO

™ The text in the Guidelines on Stakeholder EngageineREDD+ Readiness With a Focus on the Partiitipaf
Indigenous Peoples and Other Forest-Dependent Caitiesu(Draft version May, 2011) is repeated in Ammexes to
the R-PP templaté~CPF & UNREDD 2010a). The final Guidelines is egfed to be presented to the UN-REDD
Policy Board and annexed to the Joint FCPF/UN-READmMonized Guidance on the Engagement of Indigenous
Peoples and other Forest Dependent Communitieschyb@r 2011 (Kantcheva 2011).
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making processes, a clear commitment is neededsiare their inclusion and voice in the process
(FCPF and UN-REDD 2011:2). The Guidelines on Stalddr Engagement is a joint publication

of the FCPF and UN-REDD. Most of the principles gmdcess guidance set out in it is shared
between the two organizations (see Box 4), wittvariotable exceptions mentioned further below.

Box 4: Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement guidingrinciples

The Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement emphésezéllowing common guiding principles

regarding effective stakeholder engagement (irtioglado both national and local level procesges)
(FCPF and UN-REDD 2011:3-4):

» Transparency and timely access to information

* Representation of all relevant stakeholders, inomdndigenous and forest-dependent

people through their own existing processes (emuncils of elders, headmen and tribal

leaders), including through representatives chobgnthemselves through their own

processes

» Consultations should start prior to the design phasd be applied at every stage of the

REDD+ process and allow sufficient time to underdtaand incorporate concerns and

recommendations of local communities

* Consultations should facilitate dialogue and exgearmf information, and consensus

building reflecting broad community support shoalderge from consultation. In the case

of indigenous peoples, such consensus should iactugpport from the community as

expressed by their legitimate chosen ledders

* Impartial, accessible and fair mechanisms for gmee, conflict resolution and redress must

be established and accessible

» Special emphasis should be given to the issuesraf tenure, resource use rights and

property rights

* There should be records of consultations and arrepothe outcome of the consultatigns

that is publicly disclosed in a culturally apprate form, including in local languages

The World Bank Operational Policy 4.10 on Indigesd®eoples is given special mention in the
Guidelines (FCPF and UN-REDD 2011). The OP 4.1Gs uke term ‘free, prior, and informed
consultation’ as opposed to ‘free, prior, and infed consent’. With respect to this difference in
wording (albeit without referring to the World Baok FCFP) the following statement is made in
the report on the tenth session (16-27 May 2011)hef United Nations Permanent Forum on
Indigenous Issues (UN PFIl 2011:8): ‘the Forumraff that the right of indigenous peoples to
such consent can never be replaced by or underntiimedgh the notion of “consultation”.’ In the
Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement, this difiszeis downplayed; ‘The Policy (OP 4.10)
provides safeguards that are consistent with the@adecision and enable the Bank to operate in a
manner that can be considered to be equivalentde, Prior and Informed Consent.” (FCPF and
UN-REDD 2011:3).

4.1.3 Strengths and limitations of the FCPF on social safeguarding and
stakeholder inclusion

Recent national level studies on the applicatiorSBSAs in the preparation of the REDD+ R-
Packages indicate the potential to contribute tengthening governance and effectiveness of
REDD+ (Slunge et al. 2011). Some groups, howevery the SESA as an attempt by the World

24|n the case of the UN-REDD Programme, consultetiteading to giving or withholding consent shookdcarried
out in accordance with the UN-REDD Programme’s F&h@ Recourse Guidelines.” (FCPF & UN-REDD 2011:4).
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Bank to supersede their own existing system ofgsefels and associated mechanisms for redress
with a weaker model for assessment and mitigabgrarguing that REDD readiness is not a World
Bank-funded project but rather financial assistainoen a multi-lateral fund for capacity-building
(BICUSA 2010). Yet despite differing opinions, mastil society groups agree that as long as the
SESA does not inhibit the proper application of Werld Bank’s safeguard policies to readiness
activities, it could be used to help countries @ifeely manage social and environmental issues
(ibid.). Recent reviews also indicate that the enrmational readiness safeguards from the World
Bank may focus much more on risk mitigation anderathphasize increasing opportunities for
multiple benefits (Moss and Nussbaum 2011).

With regard to the Guidelines on Stakeholder Engeaye, most of the aspects generally mentioned
in the stakeholder engagement literature seem tmbered, or at least as it has been represented, i
a recent review commissioned by FCPF and UN-REDRvi{& 2011:8). One missing aspect,
however, is independent assessments of the stalehehgagement process performance that can
be used to evaluate and adjust approaches (Da&@4é) 2In relation to engagement and consultation
with rural communities, the principles and guideingenerally advise that traditional decision-
making structures, existing networks, and locaklewmstitutions are the focal points wherever
possible, and that existing processes of decisiakhmy are respected. This ‘localism’ entails a risk
of legitimizing existing local elites and non-dematec decision-making procedures (Ribot 2004).

Finally, recent reviews of the FCPF have highlightieat the Bank’s requirement for consultation
as opposed to consent, remains an affront to indige and other local people and their supporters
(BAASTEL and NORDECA 2011; Dooley et al. 2011). écent report by FERN and the Forest
Peoples Programm&moke and Mirrors: A critical assessment of theesbiCarbon Partnership
Facility (Dooley et al. 2011), concludes that the safegptd in place by the World Bank’s FCPF
remain inadequate. The report examines eight RdeBsiitted to the FCPF and finds that FCPF
safeguards are not clear and even do not confortimetdVorld Bank’s own safeguards (Dooley et
al. 2011). Further, the assessments indicate rihait countries reviewed, ‘there is a worrying tlen
towards REDD-related legal reforms that would eeabicreased state control over forest
resources’ and that the lack of respect for FP1@ymarginalise forest peoples even further’ (ibid:
17).

4.2 UN-REDD Programme

The UN-REDD Programme is a United Nations Collabeeanitiative of the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the Uditdations Development Programme (UNDP)
and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNERj)e Programme was launched in
September 2008 to assist developing countries preppad implement national REDD+ strategies.
The Programme currently supports REDD+ readinesisitegs in 35 partner countries across
Africa, Asia-Pacific and Latin America, of which &Be receiving support as of August 2&i1(to-
date, the UN-REDD Programme’s policy board has apgt a total of US$55.4 million). National
programmes in seven of the 13 countries are na¥ein implementation phase (UN-REDD 2011).

The UN-REDD Programme supports the developmentnalyaes and guidelines on technical
aspects of REDD+, such as MRV of carbon emissionkflows, as well as more social aspects,
like ensuring that forests continue to provide tipi¢ benefits for livelihoods and the environment,
and supporting the engagement of indigenous pe@pldscivil society at all stages of the design
and implementation of REDD+ strategies (UN-REDD P0IThe two principle modalities of the

UN-REDD Programme are to: (1) direct support to tlesign and implementation of national

3 These 13 countries are: Bolivia, Cambodia, DenticRepublic of the Congo (DRC), Ecuador, IndongBianama,
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, the Philippines, Saidatands, Tanzania, Viet Nam and Zambia.
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programmes; and (2) have complementary global egidmal-level activities. A key function of the
global and regional-level activities is to develp test methodologies and approaches, as well as
capture and disseminate lessons learned from tienaklevel processes.

In the UN-REDD programme strategy 2011-15, six majork areas for the programme are
outlined along with outcomes, indicators, and meahsverification for achievement of the

outcomes (see UN-REDD 2011:7-8). The six work arfease been identified on the basis of
demands expressed in the NPDs of the pilot cowtaied also build on the UNFCCC negotiations.
The six work areas and associated outcomes arensinoliable 1.

Table = UN-REDD Programme Work Areas, Outcomes and Indicéors

Work area Outcomes Indicators
MRV and REDD+ countries have systems and. Number of MRV related focal personnel with irased
monitoring capacities to develop and capacities

implement MRV and monitoring 2. Number of countries with functional MRV systefos

REDD in place

National Transparency, inclusiveness and 1. Number of countries with nationally owned goseroce
REDD+ effectiveness in national REDD+ indicators, developed through a country-led demtacra
governance  governance increased governance assessment

2. Number of countries where governance assessments
supported by UN-REDD are incorporated into the dizl
REDD+ Strategy
3. Number of national REDD+ strategies that include
anti-corruption measures, such as a code of condoeflict
of interest prohibitions, (...), etc.
Stakeholder  Indigenous peoples, civil society 1. Number of indigenous peoples/ civil society staiders
engagement and other stakeholders participate represented in REDD+ decision making, strategy

effectively in national and development and implementation of REDD+
international REDD+ decision at the national and international level

making, strategy development and 2. Number of consultation processes underway for
implementation national readiness and REDD+ activities

3. Number of countries with systems establishegrtwide
effective recourse to stakeholders who are impaayed
readiness and REDD+ activities

4. Number of countries that seek FPIC of indigenmesples
before implementation of readiness or REDD+ adtigithat
impact their territories, resources, livelihoodsoltural
identity

5. Number of countries implementing an approach to
REDD+ stakeholder engagement that is harmonized
across UN-REDD, FCPF and FIP

Multiple Multiple benefits of forests are 1. Number of countries adopting safeguard stand&ods
benefits realized and ensured in REDD+  ecosystem services and livelihood benefits
strategies and actions 2. Number of countries adopting multiple beneficidmn
tool kits

3. Number of REDD+ related plans that clearly iadkc
optimization of multiple benefits as a goal
Transparent, National fund managementand 1. Number of REDD+ countries with benefit shariggtems
equitable, and equitable benefit sharing systems designed

accountable  are operational for REDD+ 2. Application of UN-REDD social standards and abci
management performance based payments safeguard provisions under the UNFCCC draft text
3. Improvements in pro-poor, gender inclusive stads
Sector Strengthened national and sub- 1. Number of national or sub-national developménmgitsgies
transformation national capacities to develop that incorporate REDD+ based investments as a mians
sustainable REDD+ investment  transformation of relevant sectors
strategies and portfolios 2. Number of investment agreements that are based o

realization of forest multiple benefit investmeptions
Source: UN-REDD 2011:7-8.
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Table 1 illustrates that social and environmentfeguards and considerations for stakeholder
engagement and the rights of vulnerable groups @layajor role in the UN-REDD Programme,
and that there is commitment to evaluate how valRrogramme delivers on its stated outcomes.
It also illustrates, however, that the chosen iattics focus on policies and measures, whereas
actual implementation and outcomes on-the-grouinak @re, admittedly, also harder to verify) do
not feature very prominently. Further, the aggregstale at which the indicators operate may
render them less meaningful. Indicator #4 undeketalder Engagement, for example, states
‘Number of countries that seek FPIC of Indigenoeses before implementation of readiness or
REDD+ activities that impact their territories, oesces, livelihoods or cultural identity.” It is
unclear whether this is fulfilled if FPIC is soughtsome, but not all, implementation processes.
The Means of Verification (not presented in Tabléd lack of space, but can be found in UN-
REDD (2011:7-8)) focuses on reports, strategiesngl minutes from meetings and, thus, further
underlines the critique that the actual implemeomaand on-the-ground developments may be
missed. There are, however, a few exceptions, aadhe means of verification called ‘Survey to
gauge stakeholder perceptions’ under Stakeholdgadgament.

4.2.1 UN-REDD steps for REDD+ readiness

UN-REDD support to readiness activities is condisib upon the development of a national
programme document (NPD) by recipient countriess Bocument should set out the preparatory
activities to build the institutional capacity, apdlicy and legislative frameworks needed to engage
in REDD+, including the development of pilot acties on the ground. The NPD must be
developed through consultation and engagement withgenous peoples and other forest
dependent communities and civil society organisatiat all stages, and adhere to the principles and
process guidance set out in the Guidelines on Btd#ter Engagement (FCPF and UN-REDD
2011).

Before a NPD can be implemented, it must first isecghe endorsement of the UN-REDD
Programme Secretariat and subsequent approvalebyNAREDD Programme Policy Board. This
requires, among other criteria, that countriesycaut a national-level validation meeting to acleiev
stakeholder endorsement of the NPD. The validati@eting must be documented in an annex to
the NDP.

The UN-REDD Programme is collaborating closely witle FCPF on a wide range of initiatives
including: the guidelines on stakeholder engagema&rcommon readiness template (R-PP) and
review process, joint country missions, back-tokbbhoard meetings, development of safeguards,
and joint secretariat support. Since 2010, the UNDR Programme has also accepted submissions
using the R-PP template (Davis 2010).

4.2.2 UN-REDD-specific social safeguard efforts and stakeholder inclusion

Guidelines regarding the process of stakeholdeagggent in the readiness phase are laid out in
the annexes to the joint FCPF and UN-REDD R-PP la@gFCPF and UNREDD 2010a) and the
Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement (FCPF and BNHER2011) (both described above under
FCPF). As mentioned, the principles guiding stak#dro engagement are similar for the two
initiatives (the major difference being the distion of ‘consultation’ rather than ‘consent’ in KRI
mentioned above), and the practical steps for bt@ller engagement outlined in the guidelines are
identical.

The section on FPIC builds on the report of theerimational Workshop on Methodologies

regarding free, prior and informed consent andgedous peoples convened by the United Nations
Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues (UN PFII) RN 2005). These have been adapted to the
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context of REDD+ through three regional-level wdrdgs and circulations for comments and
inputs throughout 2011 and were presented and sieduat the 10th Session of the UN PFII, held
16-27 May 2011 in New York (UN-REDD 2011a; Kantche2011). The UN PFII definitions
pertaining to FPIC are directly reproduced in theidélines for Stakeholder Engagement (FCPF
and UN-REDD 2011) and in appendix X.1 to this répdhe guidelines state that, in the context of
the UN-REDD Programme, countries that have adopbhedUN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (UNDRB)will be expected to adhere to the principle ofefr@rior and
informed consent (FCPF and UN-REDD 2011).

In addition to the Guidelines for Stakeholder Eregagnt, the UN-REDD Programme is developing
Social and Environmental Principles and Criteri&@p with the aim of promoting social and
environmental benefits and reducing risks from REDDhe P&C will provide the UN-REDD
Programme with a framework to ensure that its @ws/are aligned with UN system requirements,
including application of the UNDRIP, Free, Priordamnformed Consent, and UN Development
Group Guidelines on Indigenous Peoples, and tlest tike account of the safeguards agreed upon
at the UNFCCC meeting in Cancun in December 20a0tid3 agreed to promote and support a
specific list of safeguards, and to provide infotima on how the safeguards are being addressed
and respected throughout the implementation of REDRDtivities. The P&C are intended to
support countries in their operationalization oédé safeguards, and may also be used in the
evaluation of national programmes and strategiag¥gwers and other national stakeholders.

The UN-REDD Programme will work with individual couies to test and refine the P&C and tool.
The first version of P&C was presented at the UNDREPolicy Board meeting in March 2011
(UN-REDD 2011b). Based on the inputs received carse set of draft P&C has been prepared as a
basis for testing and further refining (UN-REDD 28D An interim report will be submitted to the
UN-REDD Programme Policy Board in October 2011, #relP&C is expected to be finalized by
the end of 2011.

Box 5: UN-REDD draft social and environmental pringples and criteria

Principle 1 — Comply with standards of democrateernance
» Criterion 1 — Ensure the integrity and transparesfdjduciary and fund management systems
» Criterion 2 — Develop and implement activities itvansparent, accountable, legitimate and respensiv
manner
» Criterion 3 — Ensure the full and effective papation of relevant stakeholders in policy desigd an
implementation, with special attention to the masgherable and marginalized groups
Principle 2 — Respect and protect stakeholdersight
e Criterion 4 — Promote and enhance gender equaliywamen’s empowerment
» Criterion 5 — Seek free, prior and informed cons#nhdigenous peoples and other forest dependent
communities
»  Criterion 6 — Avoid involuntary resettlement asault of REDD+
» Criterion 7 — Respect and protect cultural heritage traditional knowledge
Principle 3 — Promote and enhance sustainableHivedls
»  Criterion 8 — Ensure equitable and transparentfiiedistribution among relevant stakeholders
» Criterion 9 — Respect and enhance economic, sagépolitical well-being
Principle 4 — Contribute to coherent low-carboimate-resilient and environmentally sound developnpelicy,
consistent with commitments under internationaletions and agreements
» Criterion 10 — Ensure consistency with and contrdouto national climate policy objectives, incladi
mitigation and adaptation strategies and internaticommitments
e Criterion 11 — Address the risk of reversals inatgdpotential future risks to forest carbon stoaksl

4 The UNDRIP was adopted by the General Assembtfi@fJN on September 13, 2007 in broad consensdg®y
countries (US, Canada, New Zealand, and Austraiiagathe only countries to vote against, whereasalihtries
abstained and 35 were absent).
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» other benefits to ensure the efficiency and eféectess of REDD+
» Criterion 12 — Ensure consistency with and contrdsuto national poverty reduction strategies and
other sustainable development goals
» Criterion 13 — Ensure consistency with and contiidsuto national biodiversity conservation, other
environmental and natural resource managementypatiectives, national forest programmes, and
international commitments
Principle 5 — Protect natural forest from degraafatir conversion to other land uses, including faléon forest
» Criterion 14 — Ensure that REDD+ activities do ocatise the conversion of natural forest to othet lan
uses, including plantation forest, and make redyconversion due to other causes (e.g. agriculture,
timber and fuel wood extraction, infrastructure elepment) a REDD+ priority
»  Criterion 15 — Minimise degradation of natural fstrby REDD+ activities and make reducing
degradation due to other causes (e.g. agricultimmber and fuel wood extraction, infrastructure
development) a REDD+ priority
Principle 6 — Maintain and enhance multiple funeti@f forest to deliver benefits including biodisity
conservation and ecosystem services
« Criterion 16 — Ensure that land use planning foDRE explicitly takes account of ecosystem services
and biodiversity conservation in relation to loaat other stakeholders’ values, and potential tcdfse
between different benefits
» Criterion 17 — Ensure that new and existing forastssmanaged to maintain and enhance ecosystem
services and biodiversity important in both locadl aational contexts
Principle 7 — Minimise indirect adverse impactsemosystem services and biodiversity
» Criterion 18 — Minimise harmful effects on carbaacks of forest and non-forest ecosystems resulting
from displacement of changes in land use (inclu@ixtgactive activities)
e Criterion 19 — Minimise harmful effects on biodigdy and other ecosystem services of forest and
nonforest ecosystems resulting from displacemenhahges in land use (including extractive actegii
» Criterion 20 — Minimise other indirect impacts andiversity, such as those resulting from
intensification of land use

Source: UN-REDD (2011c).

As can be seen from Box 5, the seven principles glmost equal weight to social (principles 1-4)
and environmental (principles 4-7) issues. Primspl and 2 (only criteria 4 and 5) are about
process, whereas the remaining principles andriertecus on substantive issues. Criteria 1-5 focus
on the governance of REDD+ processes and provigeriant standards focusing on transparency
in handling of funds, accountability, participatjioempowerment of women, and the principle of
FPIC. Criteria 6-12 focus more on social developma&nd equity stressing respect for local
knowledge and culture, equitable benefit shariegpect for wellbeing, protection of vulnerable
groups, and that REDD+ policies should be align&ti wther policies, such as poverty reduction
strategy papers. There is not a strong focus oarimgsthat REDD+ policies contribute to social
development and wellbeing over and above outweggbincosts. The remaining criteria focus on
preserving biodiversity, avoiding leakage, and @cbhg natural forests.

The UN-REDD Programme is also preparing Particigatéovernance Assessments (PGA) as a
policy tool for countries preparing for REDD+ (UN=ERD 2011d). PGA will identify governance
challenges and risks and build an evidence base$ponses to address them. PGAs can also act as
an accountability tool to mobilize public opiniondacreate demand for accountability in REDD+
processes, in addition to reinforcing governmeradégship in responding to this demand by
facilitating the presentation of progress in goaee outcomes (UN-REDD and Chatham House
2011).

These assessments aim to produce disaggregatedomadhnking governance indicators as an
alternative to top down approaches to governansesament. Emphasis is put mainly on the
process of indicator development, rather thanndecators themselves, based on what stakeholders
value, and on the process of establishing an irddon management system that reinforces
domestic accountability over time (UN-REDD 20118)akeholders include government officials,
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civil society, indigenous peoples, local forest conmity representatives, journalists and academics.
The strategy document for the development of thé Réplicitly recognizes the potentially large
differences in capacity to engage in the procesongmthese diverse stakeholders and,
subsequently, the need to support capacity devedapof the ‘weaker’ parties.

To pilot and conduct the PGAs, the UN-REDD Programsnbuilding on UNDP Oslo Governance

Centre's approach to conducting democratic govemaassessments through their Global
Programme on Democratic Governance Assessmentsgé@rnments to be able to provide

credible information on the national REDD+ proceasd especially on how safeguards are
addressed and upheld, mutual trust in the prodeisgoomation preparation and a capacity to both
demand and provide this information are vital (URBD and Chatham House 2011). PGAs for
REDD+ emphasize the inclusion of various stakehsldeom the start to ensure broad-based
agreement on governance indicator frameworks dpedldo monitor how governance issues are
being addressed and how REDD+ safeguards are tedp&GAs are intended to contribute to a
REDD+ national system to provide information on REDprogress (based on agreed country
specific indicators). Pilot processes have begurndonesia and Nigeria and are expected in
Ecuador and Vietnam in 2011. Experiences from thple¢s is expected to inform a primer for

PGAs for REDD+, a guidance note on the approachyedlsas a manual on data collection (UN-

REDD 2011d).

4.2.3 Strengths and limitations of UN-REDD social safeguards and
stakeholder inclusion

In relation to stakeholder engagement, the priesi@nd guidance of UN-REDD are almost the
same as the FCPF, mentioned above, with the magapéon being the UN-REDD programme’s
clear commitment to FPIC in the sense of consertconsultation.

With regard to the P&C, the development from thretf{UN-REDD 2011b) to the second (UN-
REDD 2011c) version of the UN-REDD P&C has implted introduction of a criterion stating that
FPIC should be sought of indigenous peoples an@sfodependent communities and a
strengthening of the livelihoods aspects with a meiterion on respect for and enhancement of
wellbeing, i.e. overall a strengthening of emphasis livelihoods and the rights of local
communities. This seems to respond in part to aqud raised by Global Witness (2011:5)
focusing, among other things, on the lack of redomm of the rights of communities in the P&C
version 1, as compared to the Cancun Agreementthiextthe P&C purport to operationalize. A
recent review, however, argues that the currenbmait readiness safeguards from the UN-REDD
Programme focus on risk mitigation, whereas thesmeots of increasing opportunities for multiple
benefits is not emphasized (Moss and Nussbaum 20h&} aside, the UN-REDD P&C provide
some broad principles on both social and enviroriatevalues to be safeguarded in REDD+
processes. The criteria are, however, too genada@annot be directly assessed.

The PGA is still in development and, hence, itiffiallt to assess its potential. The principle of
broad-based participatory monitoring of process anttomes of REDD, however, seems an
important component in assuring transparency antenpally, accountability in the process of
domestic REDD policy making and implementation.

5. Before REDD+: Instruments to assess REDD+ relevant
aspects

Good governance is a broad and comprehensive tecongassing aspects such as transparency of
decision-making, accountability of actors and decisnakers, and stakeholder participation. Many
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point to good governance as an essential pre-gondidr effective REDD+ implementation (i.e.
Brito et al. 2009; IIED 2011a; UN-REDD and Chathatouse 2011; World Bank 2009).
Governance assessment tools are useful to REDDiativés as a starting point for determining
weak points or for deciding what to monitor for REP specific purposes. They are also the most
prevalent frameworks available that are usefulhatihception of REDD+ processes, and can be
complimentary to other UN-REDD and FCPF projectadepment tools (e.g. the FCPF SESA).
Three recent instruments that have been broughtafdr in relation to the REDD+ process are
presented below. They all build upon prior effadsbetter understand forest governance by, for
example, Chatham House, ITTO, and IIEDAIso important to understand before REDD+ projects
take shape, is the state of resource tenure, @ytems of rights, rules, institutions, and preess
regulating resource access and use, which is ofigoyi importance to the distribution of risks,
costs, and benefits (Cotula and Mayers 2009). Eurttenure relies on and is conditioned by
governance (ibid.). A REDD+ specific report exphayithis topic is also included.

5.1 Framework for assessing and monitoring forest governance
(PROFOR and FAO, 2011)

Values promoted: | Good governance based on accolitytagffectiveness, efficiency, equity
participation and transparency

Stated objectives: | To facilitate description, di@agjs, monitoring, assessment and reporting on
the state of governance in a country’s forest spttoprovide a frame of
reference for organizing governance-relevant infdrom that can be used
within and across countries to assess and motiggbovernance of forests
and forest resources; to assist countries in taflgon and responding to
critical issues in forest governance in ways treat be measured, tracked
and improved over time

Scale: National (and sub-national/project levehdapted)

Target users: Government; Investors; Donors; Rekees; NGOs

The Framework for assessing and monitoring forest goaecebuilds upon core principles and
criteria of good governancd, and draws on major forest governance-related psese and
initiatives, including the World Bank’s Framewor@rfForest Governance Reform and the World
Resources Institute’s Governance of Forests Iniggboth described below).

The Framework is not an assessment or monitorialgimoand of itself, but rather an overarching
and comprehensive structure intended to facilitatalyses of forest governance and to provide a
structure for the use of more context-specific dtaids and indicators.

15 See for exampleilegal Logging and Related Trade: The Global Resgoand Indicators of Changripp 2006);
Revised ITTO criteria and indicators for the sustdlie management of tropical forests including répg format
(ITTO 2005);The pyramid: A diagnostic and planning tool for ddorest governancéMayers, Bass and Macqueen
2002).

'8 These same principles are also found in the UN-BEIDatham House Framework for Monitoring REDD+
Governance, described below; see Box X [Fix all bombers]
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Box 6: Pillars and principles of good governance

The Framework for assessing and monitoring forest goaace consists of widely accepted
pillars and principles of good forest governanamaly:

Pillars: (1) Policy, legal, institutional and regulatoryaifineworks; (2) planning and decisian-
making processes; and (3) implementation, enforoémred compliance

Principles: Accountability, effectiveness, efficiency, equiparticipation and transparency

Source: PROFOR and FAO, 2011.

The basic elements of the Framework are its thikgrqy 13 components, and a multitude of
subcomponents. The subcomponents provide usersavgtarting menu or entry point for the
selection of indicators to measure and assesgelitf@spects of forest governance. The Framework
does not, however, specify indicators. Rather,susach as FCPF and UN-REDD may utilize the
subcomponents as a structure for contextualizingtiag indicators, or to develop new indicators.
Desirable generic characteristics of indicators laod to formulate and score them are provided in
annexes to the report.

Strengths and limitations: The Framework is intentionally generic, which pd®s for wide
applicability, but also implies little substantigaidance in relation to practical use. For example,
under Pillar 1, component 1.5, the subcomponendsréBxistence and adequacy of safeguards
against social and environmental harm from forekited policies and activities.” The definition of
what constitutes social and environmental harmefisundefined, and implies a dependency on
context-specific tools and standards, i.e. to emalwhat safeguards are adequate.

Further, it is explicitly stated in the documenaithhis framework builds upon ‘other major forest
governance-related processes and initiatives.’s |t however, rather difficult to discern much
difference (i.e. progress) in relation to previalacuments apart from a revising and scaling down
of the previous governance parameters (specificdigse found in the World Bank’s 2009
Analytical Framework for Forest Governance Reformthwts ‘building blocks’ of just ‘forest
governance’, to the new ‘pillars and principles’ ‘gbod forest governance’). In 2009, upon
presenting its analytical framework, the World Batated an intention to move away from such a
broad, comprehensive and conceptual framework tsvire development of a more ‘simple and
actionable governance diagnostic tddl.The current framework, however, does not appear to
achieve much in this regard, but is rather a ditmgmuand refurbishment of a previous product.

5.2 Governance of Forests Toolkit (version 1): A draft framework of
indicators for assessing governance of the forest sector (Brito et al.,
2009)

Values promoted: | Good governance based on tramspargarticipation, accountability
coordination and capacity; importance of process outcomes
Stated objectives: | To bring widely accepted pritespof good governance to bear on the
challenges of sustaining forests in developing toes] to define, assess
and measure forest governance
Scale: National; Sub-national; Case study levelsf@écific policies, regulatory

" See: http://www.profor.info/profor/knowledge/defig-forest-governance-indicators
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processes, or projects)
Target users: Civil society

In 2009, the Governance of Forests Initiative (GRl)collaboration between World Resources
Institute (WRI), the Instituto do Homem e Meio Arabte da Amazonia (IMAZON), and the
Instituto Centro de Vida (ICV), produced a Toolldtraft - Version 1) consisting of a conceptual
framework for defining good forest governance amndige-ranging set of indicators for measuring
and assessing forest governance. The GFI Toolk¥iges a common definition and conceptual
framework for understanding the meaning of goodegoance of forests across different country
contexts, as well as a set of measurable, repertabtl verifiable indicators of good forest
governance. The indicators assist civil societyaaizations to independently, systematically, and
comprehensively diagnose the integrity of instdnd and processes that govern forests in their
countries, as a basis to advocate for reform (Exital. 2009).

The GFI Framework consists of universally accepted principles: transparency, participation,
accountability, coordination and capacity (simtlathose listed in the Framework for assessing and
monitoring forest governance, see PROFOR and FAT1Y&nd components: actors, rules, and
practice, that can be used to define good govemahtorests. A matrix provides an organizational
structure for 94 governance indicators that astesguality of aspects of governance relating to
four major issues in the forest sector, namelydbtenure, management, revenues and incentives,
and land use planning (see Box 7).

Box 7: GFI Framework Indicators: Asking ‘how’ rathe r than ‘what’

The 94 GFI indicators aim to provide an objective Qualitative assessment of the processes
and arrangements that determine how (not whatsfornagement decisions are made, based
on the presumption that better decision-making ¢sses are a necessary (and sufficient)
condition for improvements in outcomes. For exampiédicators addressing management of
forest finances considers the transparency of geasefor prioritizing spending, rather than the
particular programs funded. The relevance of examiprocesses is linked to actual concrete
changes in outcomes in the forest sector. Eaclkatati is framed as a diagnostic question that is
further broken down into elements of quality thaisctibe the various attributes that would
describe good governance.

—n

For example, Forest Management Indicator 2, ungerActors’ componentindependence d
forest management agencies framed as:To what extent do staffing policies of forest
management agencies effectively promote indeperdand prevent corruption?’ Elements| of
Quiality for Indicator 2 are:

* Clear and transparent hiring process ¢ Confbftinterest rules « Transparency of salaries
» Code of behavior for staff « Transparent procestufor tender

Indicators and elements are linked to the prinsiglegood governance. The example above is
associated with the principles of ‘transparencyl atcountability’.

Source: Brito et al. 2009.

Strengths and limitationhis toolkit provides useful, accessible formatgl a case study design
with detailed elements to verify criteria of goamdst governance. The level of detail specified in
the toolkit may prove challenging in its implemdiua, in particular, in relation to quick start g/p
initiatives. This document, however, complemensPiROFOR and FAO (2011) document in that

29



it provides examples of particular (albeit gener@hd operationally defined (empirically
measurable) indicators of good governance.

5.3 Roots for good forest outcomes: an analytical framework for
governance reforms (World Bank 2009)

Values promoted: | Good governance based on tramspareaccountability, and public
participation, stability of forest institutions ancbnflict management,
quality of forest administration, coherence of &triegislation and rule @
law, and economic efficiency, equity, and incergive

Stated objectives: | To provide a framework for analy forest governance and improvipg
countries’ capacity to understand critical goven®aimssues; to identify
reform opportunities and track in-country developtse in forest
governance over

—

Time
Scale: National
Target users: Government

After an extensive literature review of existingerant indicators, this 2009 World Bank document
presents a comprehensive model of forest governanee building blocks of forest governance
were consolidated from the existing literature wah aim to capture all dimensions of forest
governance: (1) transparency, accountability, anddlip participation; (2) stability of forest
institutions and conflict management; (3) qualifyfarest administration; (4) coherence of forest
legislation and rule of law; and (5) economic eéficy, equity, and incentives. Each building block
includes specific principal components and subcamepts (also called indicative subcomponents,
see Box 8) that can form the basis for developne¢nndicators. These indicators can then be
adapted to country-specific circumstances and rhtedxperts, thus enabling benchmarking and
identification of strengths and weaknesses.

Box 8: Subcomponents in the analytical framework fogovernance reforms

Provided in detail in Annex 2 to the report, th& Ibf indicative subcomponents is ‘large and
generic’, and is stated to be a ‘work in progre$®r each, evaluative questions are to| be
formulated to assist in the development of couspgcific ‘actionable’ indicators. An example
of a component and subcomponent under BuildingBlors:

ComponentAccountability of forest officials

Indicative subcomponents:
» Feedback to stakeholders about forest resourcegtaidmanagement
* Presence of autonomous organization for monitoaatyities
« Influence and interest of civil society organizagmn forest issues

Source: World Bank 2009.

Strengths and limitations: The exhaustive review of other publications prodide this document

is useful in and of itself. Further, the analytit@mework provided here provides more detail than
that of PROFOR and FAO (2011) reviewed above.,Stflers are left with a significant degree of
dependency on more operational tools to condugindistic assessments. Further, the tool remains
an analytical framework, in the sense that it isa@ to diagnose forest governance weaknesses and
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pinpoint appropriate reforms. It does not, howeyeovide any guidance on how to reform forest
governance.

5.4 Tenure in REDD: Start-point or afterthought? (Cotula and Mayers
2009)

Values promoted: | Secure resource tenure; pro paanginalized groups

Stated objectives: | To identify a typology of tentggimes (in rainforest countries)

and some of the challenges they present for REB®;nature of tenur
and usage rights regimes within key rainforest twesy and the issues
revealed by exploration of these regimes that makd to be engaged with
if REDD and related strategies are to have sudt&@nmpact.
Scale: National

Target users: Government; Others

(4%

This report emphasizes that the consideration wfiree must be the starting point, not an after
thought, for REDD+ projects. In a review of sevamforest countries - countries likely to be major

REDD players, including Brazil, Democratic Repubbé Congo, Indonesia and Papua New

Guinea- this report discusses among other tophesrale of governance, the nature of land and
carbon rights, the trend of declining (but not i) centralized state power and unmet promises to
local bodies, and the gap between policy and maactGreat diversity amongst countries is

revealed, and it is concluded that improvemenéinute issues alone will not suffice to successfully
generate social benefits of REDD+. General recontiagons are provided, as are a list of key

indicators applicable to the included countrie® (Bex 9).

Box 9: Key indicators of security of local resourcerights for REDD and related
mechanisms and general recommendations for REDD+ pject development

Based upon the contexts of the seven rainforegttdes, a list of key indicators are responded
to both in terms of what is on paper, based oncpdind law, and in practice, entailing the
subjective opinions of the authors coming from eiguee, literature, and discussions with
knowledgeable individuals. The results are inteneole indicative, and to provide a start-pqint
for discussion.

Key indicatorsof security of local resource rights for REDD:
* Are private (individual or collective) land andtoee ownership allowed?
* Are local (incl. customary) use rights in place aecognised?
* Are indigenous peoples’ rights protected?
» Are carbon rights defined and addressed?
» Is there alocal voice in land use change deci8ions
* Are there benefit sharing and revenue-allocatioargements?
» Is there support for local resource rights — thiourgtitutional responsibilities and
capabilities?

This report also includes general recommendationsg the development of REDD schemes,
namely:
« Shape REDD schemes to contribute to improved fg@strnance, not vice versa.
» Strengthen local resource rights, including custymights.
» Ensure carbon rights are effectively establisheahational regulations.
* Build on practical mechanisms for cross-sectorghgement.
» Develop effective arrangements to channel beniefitse local level.
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« Connect national policy to key international thimigiand requirements.
* Support learning groups for REDD and related apgres.

Source: Cotula and Mayers 20009.

Strengths and limitations: Not exactly a practical, applicable tool, this reptevertheless delves
into the interrelated and complex issues surroungacture tenure with a pro-marginalised persons
perspective, and effectively argues why securergeisualso an essential precondition for equitable
REDD+ outcomes. Gender is left out, but indigenpesples are mentioned. Far more detailed land
tenure indicators have been developBoit this is one of the few that methodologicaifydosely)
apply the REDD+ lens.

6. REDD+ ongoing: Research and advocacy groups calling for
social protections

Many research institutes, academics, and multitardteral initiatives are calling specifically for
increased social protections for present and forthng REDD+ initiatives. Some are building
REDD+ specific standards, principles, guidelineagfeworks and other tools to aid the integration
of social aspects such as free, prior and inforemtsent or gender issues. Other ongoing efforts
present opportunities and ideas to strengthen Isasjeects of REDD+ processes, such as building
an evidence base, or looking to past researchata lsow REDD+ can strengthen local democracy.
Some are being used (or should be used) as compienmeother parallel processes, such as the
UN-REDD Programme and the FCPF.

Analysis shows that no one standard provides comemsve coverage of the criteria set out in the
Cancun decision safeguards (Murphy 2011; Mergers@ike and Verchot 2011). Indeed, the
approaches and focus areas vary, but the commaad$rare greater control, value, and
opportunities for those most impacted by both clenehange and REDD+ processes, the rural
poor. The efforts may not be directly involved iEBD+ project implementation. In recognition of

the existing weak points and potential threats &DBR+, however, they draw upon applicable

lessons learned and recent research to increasehtirees of effective and equitable REDD+
outcomes. Some of the leading efforts are presentedef below.

6.1 Standards, principles, guidelines, frameworks and other tools to
incorporate various social protections

6.1.1 REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (REDD+ SES) (CCBA and
Care 2010)

Values promoted: | Pro-poor/ marginalized groupshRigncluding FPIC; Full and effective
participation

Stated objectives: | To support design and implenientaof government-led REDD
programs that respect the rights of Indigenous IRsomnd loca
communities and generate significant social andrenmental benefits
Scale: National; Sub-national

Target users: Government; NGOs; Donors; Other btaklers

+

18 See for exampldEAD’s land tenure indicators
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The REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (REMEES) is an initiative facilitated by the
CCBA and CARE Internationaf. The REDD+ SES is for government-led REDD+ prograsm
involving policies and measures at a regional dional level under any fund or market-based
approach. These voluntary standards are developidan aim to support REDD+ design and
implementation that respect the rights of indigenpaoples and local communities, and have been
designed to go beyond laying out minimum safegyaadd to identify and elaborate social and
environmental benefits (CCBA and CARE Internatio2@1l1).

The REDD+ SES standards consist of principlesemgatand indicators that define the issues of
concern and the required levels of social and enwental performance (CCBA and CARE
International 2010). Principles are the intent lesfea standard that clarify the scope and present
desired outcomes. These fundamental statementsoardesigned to be verified. Criteria at the
content level, however, set out the conditions tied to be met in order to deliver a principle.
Criteria can be directly verified, but commonly yrere further broken down into indicators, which
are achievable, verifiable parameters to indicdtether a criterion has been met. The principles are
presented in Box 10. An example of a criterion andubsequent indicator is: ‘The REDD+
program requires the free, prior and informed conséIndigenous Peoples and local communities
for any activities affecting their rights to landwyrritories and resources’ (Criterion 1.3, under
Principle 1), with indicators including: free, priand informed consent is obtained from indigenous
peoples, in accordance with their customs, nornaisteaditions, for activities that may affect their
rights, particularly their rights to own and cortrivaditionally owned lands, territories and
resources (Indicator 1.3.4).

CCBA and CARE International (2011) set out guidedinto the interpretation and use of the
framework, e.g. that the principles and criteria @eneric, whereas the indicators should be adapted
to the national context.

Box 10: REDD+ SES Principles

1. Rights to lands, territories, and resources aregmzed and respected by the REDD+
program.

2. The benefits of the REDD+ program are shared eojyitamong all relevant right
holders and stakeholders.

3. The REDD+ program improves long-term livelihood w#y and well-being of
Indigenous Peoples and local communities with sppexttention to the most vulnerahle
people.

4. The REDD+ program contributes to broader sustamal#velopment, respect, and
protection of human rights and good governancecbibgs.

5. The REDD+ program maintains and enhances biodiyeaisd ecosystem services.

6. All relevant rights holders and stakeholders paodite fully and effectively.

7. All rights holders and stakeholders have timelyeascto appropriate and accurate
information to enable informed decision making ayubd governance of the REDD+
program.

8. The REDD+ program complies with applicable locad aational laws and international
treaties, conventions, and other instruments.

[72)

Source: CCBA and CARE International 2010.

9 The CCBA also has a design standard for individastry and land-use projects including REDD-, @limate,
Community and Biodiversity Project Design Standqf@SB Standards), intended to secure positive cedits for
conservation projects in the voluntary carbon mar&eehttp://www.climate-standards.org/standards/thesteaslhtml
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Box 10 shows that the REDD+ SES principles coveh Isocial and environmental (principle 5 on
biodiversity) issues, as does the UN-REDD P&C (seetion 4.2.2). Where the UN-REDD P&C
have an equal number of social and environmentatiptes, the REDD+ SES principles focus
more on the social sphere. The REDD+ SES princifadess on both substantial (principles 1-5 +
8) and process (principles 6-7) issues, as do tHeREDD P&C. One difference is that the UN-
REDD P&C included principles on the managementwfdt that are not in the REDD+ SES
principles. Overall, however, the UN-REDD P&C andPD+ SES principles are similar; the latter
provide more detail.

The REDD+ SES process principles focus on participaand access to information about
decision-making. On participation, the detailedtecia and indicators focus on stakeholder
identification, participation, grievance redressdarepresentation. On information access, the
criteria and indicators focus on timely and suéidi information for participation in decision-

making. The substantial principles focus on prongp® wide range of values: (customary) rights;
legality issues; livelihoods, equity and developireerd; biodiversity and ecosystem values.

The REDD+ SES is mentioned as a useful referentleeR-PP template version 5 December 22,
2010 under Component 4b focusing on the developmérd national MRV system for the
monitoring of multiple benefits, other social andvieonmental impacts, and governance (in
addition to MRV of GHG emissions and removals pernfed in Component 4a) (FCPF and UN-
REDD 2010:54).

Strengths and limitations: There are many positive complementarities betwRebD+ SES and
the various emerging REDD+ initiatives includingttbdhe formal UN process and the initiatives
supporting early action, such as the FCPF and UMMREas well as for national efforts. REDD+
SES provide a comprehensive framework to assisitdes to design, implement, and assess the
social and environmental aspects of their REDD+gam, supporting and complementing the
requirements of mandatory safeguards (Moss andbdauns 2011; Proforest 2010). Furthermore,
FCPF focuses at the strategic level (SESA) andRIEBD+ SES - that has been developed to a
more detailed and directly applicable level — mayvple more specific guidance as to the specific
issues to be covered by the SESA, as well as peodedailed criteria and indicators that can be
used to design, implement, and monitor REDD+ asthlienational (e.g. project) level.

6.1.2 Developing social and environmental safeguards for REDD+: A guide for
a bottom-up approach (Bonfante, Voivodic & Meneses Filho 2010)

Values promoted: | Pro-poor/ marginalized groupshRigncluding FPIC; Participation
Stated objectives: | To provide a platform for dugticg the process in other countries where
the subject REDD+ may also involve risks and cimgjés
Scale: National

Target users: Civil society

As an alternative to top down approaches, theturistior Forest and Agricultural Management and
Certification (IMAFLORA) prepared a guide to deseitheir own process for developing REDD+
socio and environmental safeguards in Brazil tlsatbased on broad participation, including
environmental organizations; representatives ofiggrtbus peoples and local communities;
smallholders; research institutions; and the peivegctor. Eight principles and 27 criteria were
presented by civil society to Brazilian governmauathorities as a contribution to the establishment
of public policies addressing REDD+, climate changed within a broader scenario, alternative
land uses in forest areas. The principles condistegal compliance, rights recognition and
guarantee (which includes complete respect of tH¢DRIP), benefits sharing, economic
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sustainability and poverty alleviation, environnantonservation, participation, monitoring,
transparency, and governance (Bonfante, Voivodid Meneses Filho 2010).

More interesting than the principles perhaps, esléssons learned and detailed description of the
experience of generating the agreed upon safeguatds first step involves planning and the

recruitment of interested stakeholders, in ordejutop-start a multi-stakeholder process. This is
followed by a description of main activities invel¥ in carrying out a process for developing

REDD+ socio and environmental safeguards, includimay to hold meetings and process

comments received. Practical on-the-ground tips peigonalized experiences in the Brazilian

context are peppered throughout. Finally, this guptesents how the REDD+ social and

environmental safeguards document is being us#tkiogountry.

Strengths and limitations: The safeguards presented here may not be uniweegadlicable. Yet it

is the process model that is important and thatemakcontribution to the body of REDD+ specific
knowledge, especially for other countries and csdiciety who wish to take charge of the
generation of country specifgafeguards that are accepted by a wide range alf $tekeholders —
perhaps the most crucial aspect for successfujjgafd implementation and monitoring.

6.1.3 Free, Prior, and Informed Consent in REDD+: Principles and Approaches
for Policy and Project Development (RECOFTC and GIZ 2011)

Values promoted: | Pro-poor/ marginalized groupshRigarticularly to FPIC; Participation
Stated objectives: | To help contribute to agreenmntmechanisms that are effective and
responsive to the needs of all stakeholders
Scale: National; Project

Target users: Independent facilitators; indigenand local community leaders; logal
government staff; project staff; private sectorastors; NGOs

Given the fast pace of REDD+ readiness and eveegirdesign activities, there is a high risk that
such a learning by doing approach may result irees#vimpacts on the rights of indigenous peoples
and local communities (RECOFTC and GIZ 2011). lcogmition of this, and the fact that rights
alone are not sufficient to protect local peoplaiagt external pressures exerted in ways that may
misinform or mislead, the Center for People ancebisr (RECOFTC) and Deutsche Gesellschaft fur
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GlZ) recently putdgFree, Prior, and Informed Consent in
REDD+: Principles and Approaches for Policy and [ DevelopmenfRECOFTC and GIZ
2011).

The three levels of agreement are that are crimiadbtaining FPIC in the context of REDD+ are
(RECOFTC and GIz 2011)

» consent to discuss the idea for a REDD+ projedtwhihaffect community forests,

» consent to participate in developing a detailed [idet a project, and

» consent to the implementation of the project.

Achieving each level of consent requires incredginigtense negotiations. Specific points in a
REDD+ project or program cycle where consent mayuired, are discussed, and a useful
indicative steps map is presented. The documeuwt @lsvides detailed information on twelve
elements of a generic process to respect the oighPIC (as FPIC is locally and culturally spegific
guidelines can not be universally applicable) Ber 11).
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Box 11: Twelve elements for REDD+ projects to inclde FPIC

The RECOFTC and GIZ publication provides detaileddglines, including a sub-section pn
what ‘Indigenous peoples and local communities needdaKro achieve each of the following
12 elements to properly equip REDD+ processes tectifely prepare for rights-holder
engagement, implement a consent process, and matotasent.

Preparing for rights holder engagement:

Mapping rights, rights holders and land use
Identifying appropriate decision-making institutson
Identifying national support structures for rightdvocacy
Developing a process for seeking and obtainingeains
Developing the content for consent agreements
Agreeing on a communication plan

Developing a capacity-building strategy

NoOkwNE

Implementing a process for respecting the rightR¢C:
8. Integrating the right to FPIC with REDD+ projectsagn
9. Ensuring alternative information and independenical

Monitoring and recourse: maintaining consent
10. Monitoring what is agreed in implementation
11.Developing a grievance process
12.Verifying consent

Source: RECOFTC and GlzZ, 2011.

Strengths and limitations: This document has a limited scope as it focuseprooess only, i.e.
there is no categorization of the varieties ofvaiiéis to which consent might or must be sought.
The limited scope, however, also represents agitiein that it offers detailed and experience-
grounded recommendations on process design.

6.1.4 Gender-differentiated impacts of REDD to be addressed in REDD Social
Standards (Gurung and Quesada 2009)

Values promoted: | Pro marginalized people (womemh® of women to natural resources;
Respect for UN Convention for the Elimination of | AForms of
Discrimination against Women (UN CEDAW)

Stated objectives: | To identify and assess the gatitferentiated impacts of REDD and key
gender-related issues that must be addressed elogavent of REDD
social standards

Scale: National; Project

Target users: Government; Civil society

Women Organizing for Change in Agriculture and MaltiResource Management (WOCAN) and
the Global Gender and Climate Alliance (GGCA) awe torganizations at the forefront in
identifying and addressing the gender dimensiorREDD+2° In 2009, WOCAN with GGCA
prepared a report to contribute to the REDD+ SH8ntary social standards. The aim of the paper

2 Others include GenderCC (www.gendercc.net) andN(@ww.genderandenvironment.org).
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was to identify and assess the gender differewntimpacts of REDD and key gender-related issues
that must be addressed in development of REDD Isetaadards. The report recommends that
standards for national and sub-national level RED&yrams and policies include a gender-based
approach adhering to specific principles (see Bdx 1

Box 12: WOCAN Principles for gender equitablenessrad effectiveness in REDD processes
and agreements

As outlined in the 2009 report, WOCAN's principieslude the following:

* Implementation of REDD must not lead to obstructodrnvomen’s access to forests to meet
their subsistence needs for fuelwood, fodder amdtmober forest products (do no harm).
e Actions should be taken to ensure women have oeaership rights to forest carbon and
forest-land.
 Promote equal access of women to land ownership cihdr resources necessary for
effective socio-economic participation in forest magement and climate mitigation
strategies (e.g., land, capital, technical assistatechnology, tools, equipment, markets and
time).
» Parties willing to participate in REDD must enswempliance with international and
national commitments on gender equality and eqingluding the Convention to Eliminate
Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) and women'ghts to natural resources.
 REDD must contribute to transparent, inclusive, andountable forest governance and to
bringing about changes in forestry institutions éoable them to be accountable and
responsive to poor women'’s needs.
* Responses to global climate changes should hawed lgoals that aim to reduce climati
change, protect natural resources, improve so@#theing, and promote equality.

c

Source: Gurung and Quesada 2009.

A focus on gender in REDD financing, capacity bmi¢gg and monitoring and evaluation are also

emphasized. For example, ‘Compliance with thesedsta@s should be required for countries

participating in REDD mechanisms’, with ‘verificati by an independent body that includes

gender expertise’, are asserted. The authors fdutipair a systematic process to promote gender
mainstreaming in the stages of design, implementatieview, monitoring, and evaluation across

all relevant aspects of REDD (including properghts, participation in decision making, equitable

sharing of benefits, etc.) will best support adheeeto these principles.

Finally, they provide a general framework for gemah@instreaming:
1. Generating political commitment, based on both déffectiveness of including a gender
perspective, and a rights based approach for waaatess to natural resources
2. Developing technical expertise for gender
3. Developing mechanisms for accountability
4. Addressing organizational cultures to ensure ag@sstutional gender blindness

Strengths and limitations: The WOCAN principles are purely focused on sulistanissues.
Gender differentiated impacts have been includethinvithe framework for indicators of the
REDD+ SES (e.g. under Principle 3) and therefoee rilevance of this document has probably
been proven. While the principles and the framevarekjust a starting point, the authors do advise
that follow up actions are needed. For exampleh @tional and specific indicators should be
developed with regard to gender equality and womerhpowerment/rights and to measure
women’s access to, and control of forest resourespectively.
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Many more efforts are also focusing on gender alBDB+ (see Box 13).

Box 13: Additional gender and climate change resoges

Formed in 2007, the GGCGAnow includes over 25 UN agencies and internatienal society
organizations such as the UNDP, IUCN, UNEP, andMoenen’s Environment and Development
Organization (WEDO). The Alliance is spearheadiegdgr and climate change advocacy and has
generated resources such asThaining Manual on Gender and Climate CharngldCN, UNDP
and GGCA 2009) which aims to build up trainers @phincrease the capacity of policy and
decision makers so that efforts to mitigate andpada climate change are gender-sensitjve.
Individual members are also providing resourcee lthe UNDP, which has published the
adaptation focuse@Gender, climate change and community-based adaptat\ guidebook fo
designing and implementing gender-sensitive contybaised adaptation programmes and
projects (UNDP 2010), and &esource Guide on Gender and Climate Cha@igsDP 2009)
which presents principal, conceptual, and methayicdd advances on gender relations in |the
context of climate change. Among other activitikéCN has created a number of factsheets on
gender and climate chantfe.

Beyond the GGCA, other gender focused REDD+ im#est are also underway, such |as
information sharing from the Gender&latform, a global network of gender activists and
experts working for gender and climate justice.edemt report for USAID aimed to identify gopd
practices, lessons learned, and key entry pointsinitreasing women’s participation in, and
benefits from, REDD+ activities (see Gurung etalll).

Women focused climate change actions are also lzkingn at the project level, such as gender
sensitive REDD+ projects led by CARE Internatiotfahs well as by grassroots initiatives.
Possibly the best known example of women’s empowatrtinked to addressing climate change
and REDD is the work of the Green Belt MovemenKeanya, founded by Nobel Peace Laureate
Wangari Maathaf®

6.2 Others calling for social protection in REDD+

In addition to the various tools being developeitheo ongoing efforts present opportunities and
policy and implementation ideas to strengthen s$oaspects of REDD+ processes, such as
promoting pro-poor agendas and reinforcing locahaderacy, while drawing from lessons learned
in other forestry and development arenas like comiypuorestry (e.g. Agrawal and Angelsen
2009). For example, researchers from the Centdnfernational Forestry Research (CIFOR) have
produced a massive body of research publication®EBDBD, focusing on all aspects, from the
technical to the social, including Moving Ahead WIREDD: issues, options and implications
(Angelsen 2008) and Realising REDD+: National sggtand policy options (Angelsen et al.
2009). Moving Ahead with REDD brings together agauof experts to present a broad overview of
REDD issues, provide the options, and assess th@ications according to three aspects:
effectiveness, efficiency, and equity - henceftatbelled as the ‘3E’ criteria. Realising REDD+, an
early output of CIFOR'’s current Global Comparat®eidy on REDD, examines what REDD+ at
the national level might look like and presentsenmof options, and discusses their worth in terms

L Seehttp://www.gender-climate.org/

2 E.g. sedttp://www.gender-climate.org/pdfs/FactsheetClinttenge. pdandhttp://www.gender-
climate.org/pdfs/FactsheetAdaptation.pdf

2 Seewww.gendercc.net

24 Seehttp://www.careclimatechange.org/carbon-financeired

% Seegreenbeltmovement.org/w.php?id=98
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of their 3E outcomes, plus the generation of coefitn(e.g. biodiversity and other environmental
services, poverty reduction and sustainable lieelds, governance and rights, and climate change
adaptation) — labelled the 3E+ criteria.

CIFOR has not produced generic standards or iratiedbr social aspects to be considered by the
REDD process. CIFOR is, however, building an ewdebase on REDD+ through a Global
Comparative Study (GCS-REDD). The study focusesR&DD+ project sites in at least six
countries in Latin America, Africa, and Asia ovietfour year period 2009-2012, and is examining
REDD+ at both national and project levels. At ttaional level, the study aims to analyse how
national processes that formulate REDD policiesecefdifferent interests at all levels. At the
project level, the study will look at effects oBtREDD intervention on meeting the 3E+ criteria for
REDD+:

» Effectiveness: Can the mechanism bring signifieamission reductions?

» Efficiency: Are these reductions achieved at theimum cost?

* Equity: Are benefits and costs distributed faingang and within countries?

* +: Are co-benefits achieved?

The indicators of achievement of co-benefits usgthk GCS-REDD study are grouped under and
across the following: well-being (e.g. village dmpmment and perceptions of wellbeing),
effectiveness (e.g. perceptions on costs versug\ath emissions reductions), governance (e.g.
tenure arrangements and security of tenure), andeteation (e.g. perceptions of improvements in
soil). The study seeks to link these to the outcamthe REDD project intervention. It will also
have less of a focus on procedural and processtaspethe governance of the REDD projects
under study (Sunderlin et al. 2010:36,151-152).

Knowledge generated will assist first-generation DRE practitioners to improve their
performance in attaining 3E+ outcomes, provide guod@ to design second generation (post-2012),
and will serve as one reference point for evalgathe success of national REDD+ policies and
practices (Sunderlin et al. 2010). The main prodiidihe project level assessment to date was a
‘Guide to Learning about the livelihood impactsREDD+ Projects’ (Jagger et al. 2010), presented
further below (See: During and after REDD+: to@sssess compliance and outcomes).

CIFOR is not alone in calling for an equity focas REDD+ projects. IUCN is currently working
on the promotion of pro-poor REDD options as caneqgiples during the preparation of REDD
national strategies in five tropical countries. tRRatar emphasis is given to the equitable
participation and consultation of indigenous pesed other vulnerable groups such as women in
national REDD planning. Pilots that are part of theject in each country focus on the
participatory assessment of: forest governancetitstalkeholder processes and participation; tree
and carbon rights and tenure; drivers of deforestadnd forest degradation; impacts on rural
people’s livelihoods in forest areas; equitabletrdigtion and systems for benefit sharing; and
safeguards for social and environmental impact€NL2011b).

IUCN is now in the process of defining and testiihg pro-poor principles and creating an
overarching pro-poor strategy, and has recently fprth the elements of a pro-poor REDD+
approach, namely (Adeleke 2011):

. Understanding the nature and scope of livelihodgsople and dependency on forests
Participation of vulnerable groups

Improved clarity of rights, benefits and resporigibs of vulnerable groups

Equitable sharing of benefits and responsibilities

Investments in resilience of vulnerable livelihoods

Environmental safeguards

Linking local and national processes to addresdsieéthe poor

NouswNe

39



8. Customary norms and values
9. Transparency

The ongoing Livelihoods and Landscapes StrategySjlwhich provides tools for participatory
monitoring and learning, has also recently provigediance on how to adapt their Forests-Poverty
Toolkit specifically for REDD+ purposes (IUCN 20)1dhe Forests-Poverty Toolkit is a rural
assessment tool that uses locally identified pgvedicators and participatory exercises to collect
data and differentiate forest dependence, and egntb determine how REDD+ can contribute to
reductions in poverty and increases in livelihoesilrence (ibid.)

The International Institute for Environment and Bpment (IIED) has produced a substantial
amount of pro poor, governance and tenure focuseDIR related materials such as policy
briefs?® Their Forest Governance Learning Group (FGLG), aliance with nine countries,
emphasizes the importance of governance for REDlecess, as exemplified in their recent
publication, ‘Just forest governance — for REDDy $anity,” with examples from the Group’s
alliance countries (IIED 2011a). The FGLG has aemerated much country specific REDD+
relevant materials.

The Forest, Climate, and Livelihood research ndtw@&OCALI), a Swedish research network,
released a 2009 report with an analysis of four de@guments in relation to REDD and poverty.
The analysis also identified seven key issuestdiire rights and REDD, (2) climate-beneficial
forest-based livelihoods, (3) participation in ferepolicy, (4) experiences from REDD

demonstration activities and PES, (5) impacts dbmstation on the poor, (6) demography and
deforestation, and (7) protected areas and the poor

Following a literature review, the FOCALI reporteittified that the main gap in knowledge was
how to ‘roll out the REDD agenda’ on a large scakaticularly in resource poor landscapes and in
the face of predatory high level interests. Attinge of their report, REDD demonstration activities
were deemed as yet too small to yield valuableoles$earned.

However, the report provides the following tentatigolicy recommendations (Biddulph et al.
2009):

» Support the recommendations of the REDD Option®gssents Report (Angelsen, et al.
2009) of supporting participation of indigenous jples and local communities and
strengthening their role in national implementatitmsafeguard the interests of the poor in
global negotiations.

* Encourage and/or directly fund large-scale (nationaegional level), rapid REDD pilots in
resource-cursed contexts, and ensure poverty mmgts prioritised within these.

» Support and encourage coordination of global resegiforts in relation to REDD including
the incorporation of high quality poverty monitagin

The next phase of FOCALI's work involves case stadof REDD preparations and links to
poverty, in order to evaluate local and nationatleexperiences.

The Norwegian Government has commissioned and turadsignificant share of the foremost
climate change research and recent project inéiatimany of which include a focus on social
aspects. For example, an influential 2009 Norwegd@snvernment report proposed principles to
enhance the effective participation of indigenoespes and local communities (Angelsen et al.
2009), specifically the

» definition of rights to lands, territories, and@asces, including ecosystem services;

% See for exampl€arbon righteousness: How to lever pro-poor ben&fim REDD+(IIED, 2011).
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* representation in REDD decision making, both irdéomally and nationally, including
access to dispute resolution mechanisms; and
* integration of REDD into long-term development @eses.

International nongovernmental organizations are dadking an active role in responding the
identified gap in social protections for REDD+ iraplentation. The Forest Peoples Programme
(FPP) supports forest people’s rights. Land teram@ acknowledging community rights to forest
resources are promoted as a means to enhance ultg and efficiency of REDD+ processes
(Griffiths 2008). The influential Forest People®§iamme reportSeeing REDD: Forests, Climate
Change Mitigation and the Rights of Indigenous Re®(Griffiths 2008),provided a rights-based
account which charts shortcomings in REDD procetisgs far, and made a case for FPIC as the
foundation of REDD engagements with the poor. Amotiger activities, the FPP has also broadly
criticized REDD+ supporting bodies such as the F@#Hts lack of recognition of the right of
forest people to consent to participation in REDBee Dooley et al. 2008, 2011).

The Rights and Resources Initiative (RRI) also woti ensure that poverty-focused rights and
tenure issues are prominent in global discussionforest-based responses to climate change, to
shape ways forward for policy, and structures fiapdation and mitigation. The RRI with partners
have organized a series of dialogues to fostecariteflection and learning on forest governance,
the rights of forest communities and indigenouspesy and forest tenure in the context of global
action to combat climate change, including REDD.I RRs also put out some REDD+ specific
literature. For example, RRI with Rainforest Fourmmia Norway (RFN) (2008) created a
framework for ensuring effective climate changeigaition and adaptation in forest areas while
ensuring human rights and development. The framlew@s captured in a policy brief, which
aimed to provide government and inter-governmenotglanization negotiators with a tool to
demonstrate that their actions do not underminemait social and economic development. The
framework purports that effective investment imaie change mitigation and adaptation in forest
areas requires four mutually reinforcing and selecting policy foundations (RRI and RFN
2008):

1. Strengthen rights and governance — establisbgartable legal and regulatory framework for
land and resources

2. Prioritize incentives for communities — estableéccountable funding mechanisms to ensure that
incentives go to the right people

3. Monitor more than carbon — establish monitorsygtems that monitor more than carbon and
which are transparent and easily accessible tpub&c

4. Establish national and international mechanismensure independent advice and auditing

Methods to pursue the four policy foundations arggested, for example, that transparency in
actions to equitably share benefits and comply WPIC standards is important for policy
foundation number 3.

Others are focusing on the long-term opportunioEeREDD+ for improving local democracy and
forest management. Brown, Seymour and Peskett {2018 that there is a case for using REDD-
related financial resources to support local govenmt reform processes and social capital
development, not only to help channel financialvBoto the actual forest managers, but also to
improve broader forest governance. They refer &vipus research by Larson and Ribot (2006)
when describing how, via local government reforniEC® may have the potential to improve
timber revenue capture and management, and to loegd communities manage the local
component of those revenues and deploy them fomaamty benefit (ibid).

The level at which rules are made and benefitsidiged will be crucial to the overall success of
REDD+ (Larson and Ribot 2009). Ribot (2011) notésttdespite the many demands for
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participation and rights recognition, calls for &aemocratic decision-making on core matters
remain deficient. To actually benefit forest depamdooor, he suggests that REDD must be held to
account by standards for (1) democratic representat local populations in all REDD decisions
(meaning the discretionary power to make signifiamd meaningful choices), and (2) access to
benefits (meaning local control over access to etarland forest resources) (ibid). Ribot (2011)
then suggests that CIFOR’s 3Es+ criteria be exmhrideinclude a 4th and 5th ‘E’, namely
enfranchisement and emancipation.

Finally, new research from the Yale School of Fmgesand Environmental Studies and CIFOR
offers a list of principles to guide REDD+ subnaabimplementation based upon a review of best
practices generated by integrated conservation dawvelopment projects (ICDPs). The authors
assert that the inherently localized nature of REDMD practice stands to benefit from the lessons
learned of past ICDPs. The relevance of eacheoflthbest practices to REDD was determined; the
first four will almost certainly be achieved duritte transition from ICDPs to REDD, whereas the
following eleven will require greater diligencetifey are to be achieved by REDD projects (Blom
Sunderland and Murdiyarso 2011). The best pradpidesiples are (ibid.):

Have measurable and clearly defined goals

Project duration should reflect the time commitmeeded to achieve goals

Markets must be available for participants’ progumtd services

Mechanism should be in place for monitoring andwat#on

National policies should support project activities

Locally-based conservation should be applied wtteesats and solutions are local

Recognize and acknowledge tradeoffs between coaisemand development

Develop an understanding of community heterogeragity complexity

Develop an understanding of community livelihooéade

10 Design projects to be adaptive and flexible

11.Involve the community in all phases of the project

12. Collaborate with other projects

13.Engage in activities that you know, collaboratewiidr activities that you do not
14.Enforcement is always needed

15.Provide clear and sustainable community benefits

CoNoO~WNE

7. During and after REDD+: tools to assess compliance and
outcomes

As REDD+ projects will be performance based, meidmas for monitoring, reporting and
verifying emission reductions are a pre-requisitée(tz-Kanounnikoff et al. 2008). Social and other
non-carbon co-benefits, however, are more chalientyi measure.

The policies, mechanisms, and institutions to emshiat social safeguards are effectively addressed
are only in the beginning stages of developmentrkA® needed to determine the purpose of the
information system, the type of system that will éstablished, its modalities, and how the
safeguards system will link to the REDD+ MRV syst@urphy 2011).

Although this is currently being examined by SBSD#er preliminary efforts are underway, for
example, by the UN-REDD and Chatham House (20143eRrch is also progressing with regard to
determining the social and livelihood impacts framitial REDD+ activities, for example, by
CIFOR (Jagger et al. 2011). These kinds of tool$ va important for the monitoring, reporting,
and improving of future REDD+ projects. Three REDBpecific efforts in this regard are
described below.
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7.1 Social and Biodiversity Impact Assessment (SBIA) Manual for REDD+
Projects (Richards and Panfil 2011)

Values promoted: | Moral imperative (to at least dvaoiegative impacts); upwards and
downwards accountability; ensure local and widditipal acceptability/
social sustainability; commercial rationale; betsefor local people and
environment; increased understanding and particpatof local
stakeholders

Stated objectives: | To help monitor the ways in Whprojects affect biodiversity and the
livelihoods of people living in and around a prajsde; To help projec
proponents implement cost-effective social and ibedity impact
assessments to meet the CCB or other standards

Scale: Project

Target users: Project designers and implementers

—F

Operating from a belief that sub-national actitieill continue to have an important role in
REDD+, the CCBA, Forest Trends, Fauna & Flora imaional (FFI) and the Rainforest Alliance
have produced a revised manual on how to conducbsteffective and credible social and
biodiversity impact assessment. This revised var$¢®) includes new guidance on assessing the
biodiversity impacts of REDD+ projects. Departingrh the question, are land-based carbon
projects good for local people, biodiversity, armbsystem services? The manual is designed in a
way that particularly helps projects meet the regjuents of the Climate, Community &
Biodiversity (CCB) Standards (which requires thaidj@cts generate net-positive impacts for local
communities and for biodiversity), but should befus also for other multiple-benefit standards.
The methodologies and approaches set out in theiahame applicable to not only land-based
carbon projects, but to a range of payments fosystem services (PES) situations.

The manual is divided into three Parts: Part 1)eGduidance for Project Proponents, Part 2) Social
Impact Assessment (SIA) Toolbox for REDD+ Proje3®cial Toolbox for short) and Part 3)
Biodiversity Impact Assessment (BIA) Toolbox for BE+ Projects (Biodiversity Toolbox for
short). Part 1 provides an overview of challenges iasues for SBIA and then sets out a suggested
process or framework for impact assessment. Pargsd® 3, the Toolboxes describe specific
methods or tools and provide examples that can prelject proponents select the most appropriate
measurement methods (Richards and Panfil 2011)ekample, the Social Toolbox introduces a
range of SIA methods, however users must then tefigre original methods material source.

Box 14: Seven proposed stages for conducting costeetive SBIA

SBIA 1: Original Conditions Study and Stakeholdsritification
SBIA 2: “Without-Project” Social and Biodiversityréjections
SBIA 3: Project Design and Theory of Change

SBIA 4: Negative Impact, Risks and Mitigation Meges

SBIA 5: Identification of Indicators

SBIA 6: Developing the Monitoring Plan

SBIA 7: Data Collection, Analysis and Reporting

Source: Richards and Panfil 2011

Strengths and limitations: Self-proclaimed as user friendly, this manualndeed ‘written in a
style that... is easy to understand by individual®wahe not specialized in impact assessment or
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monitoring and evaluation.’ At first glance it magem to provide an almost overwhelming array of
detail, however it is surely one of the most piaadtiuseful tools to date of this nature. Versioof

this document, which also aimed to provide guidamtdéow to implement the CCB Standards and
provide evidence of net positive social impactsikaitable to the project at validation, was very
focused on up-front assessments (through TheoGhahge approaches) of the potential impacts of
carbon projects on local people. A remaining defitithis version 2 is that it does not yet tackle
how to assess national-level policy implementatihjch will be a crucial aspect of the future
REDD+ process.

7.2 Guidance for the provision of information on REDD+ governance (UN-
REDD and Chatham House 2011)

Values promoted: | Good governance based on accolitytakeffectiveness, efficiency,
equity, participation and transparency
Stated objectives: | To provide guidance on main ef@gmto consider when establishing a
national information system for the provision offormation on
dimensions of governance that are important forcessful REDD+H
implementation, including REDD+ safeguards

Scale: National

Target users: Government

A new (draft) document by UN-REDD and Chatham Hoof$ers a framework for the provision of

information on key governance issues for implermgnREDD+, including REDD+ safeguards. It
aims to provide guidance on main elements to censihen establishing a national information
system. The guidance considers what informatigoréide, how to generate this information, and
who should be involved. It is intended for use kational governments, which are primarily
responsible for ensuring that REDD+ activities a&féectively implemented, and safeguards
respected, as well as for other stakeholders.

In beginning to consider what information to prajidhe framework presents the same generally
accepted pillars and principles of good forest goaece as found in, for example, the framework
for assessing and monitoring forest governance B and FAO 2011)Nineteen generic but
essential elements of each Pillar are then providad to show further relevance, are linked up to
the safeguards contained in the Cancun Agreemeaitpugh these are understood to be not
necessarily universal to all countries. An exangdlan element is (under Pillar on&)corporation

of international commitments/obligations relevantREDD+, such as UNFCCC, United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples PBN\P), Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD), in national legislation.

Country-specific indicators are expected to be hbpexl to collect data on each element, though
how to do so is not included within this documehihe UN-REDD Programme’s Participatory
Governance Assessments for REDD+ (PGAs, descrifmdapisly) is cited as a document useful to
developing indicators in a participatory and cowspecific manner.

The Cancun REDD+ agreement began a process whénebyy NFCCC SBSTA is tasked with
developing guidance for systems to provide inforamaton how safeguards are addressed and
respected. This will be discussed further at thet cémate conference in Durban in December
2011. Meanwhile, this guidance draws on experiemtébe natural resources sector to ‘inform a
system for the provision of information on REDD+vgmance,” and presents a long list of lessons
learned in brief, such as, for examplessons for indicator-based data collectiandLessons for
selecting appropriate toolsTo design a national information system for RED@pvernance, this
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document then considers how the lessons can bedgpl suggesting possible tools and activities.
REDD+ relevant guidelines, methodologies, and assest and monitoring tools are listed in an
Annex.

Strengths and limitations: This guidance document can assist countries inapiregp to establish
safeguard monitoring and reporting systethss important however, to note that the emphasis
this framework is more on the ‘how’, i.e. processcomes, rather than substantive outcomes. The
suggested ‘What information to provide: element$érs very few concrete, measurable criteria.
Countries must show what they do, not the resulthe implementation of the social safeguards
(such as measurably reduced poverty), which is winigolly more achievable at the national level.
It is another tool that remains purposefully gemexnd ‘suggestive’, with the justification that
‘methodologies need to be adapted to suit naticinalimstances’.

7.3 Guide to Learning about the livelihood impacts of REDD+ Projects (Jagger
et al. 2010)

Values promoted: | Pro-poor
Stated objectives: | To understand the livelihoodaatp of first-generation REDD+ projects
Scale: National; Project
Target users: Multi/ bilateral agencies; Donors;tibkeal and regional government;
NGOs; Civil society; Researchers

~—+

This guide from CIFOR represents the main prodéith® ongoing project level assessment of the
Global Comparative Study on REDD+ to date. It pdeg an overview of methods to gather
evidence about how REDD+ interventions affect dosilfare in forest regions. It also includes a
series of technical worksheets and an annotatdiddpiphy of toolkits and methods.

Noting that no one method will be appropriate femlaating all REDD+ projects given their
complexity and diversity, the focus of this guiderather on how to build a strong research design
based upon existing frameworks (Jagger et al. 20k® authors argue that causal mapping using a
mixed-methods approach is best. Rigorous impaduatran methods quantify impacts, followed
by a theory of change for interpretation. Seveesligh options are discussed and the concept of the
‘counterfactual’ is stressed, that is, to assga®pect’'s causal impacts or additionality; what \wbu
have happened without the project must be estadighagger et al, 2010). This is similar to the
business-as-usual baseline in REDD+.

This guide focuses on research design for impaatuation, primarily because other important
steps such as the development and measurementliotors are thoroughly described in other
resources; the guide provides a comprehensiveidisinnex B. Methods and examples from
CIFOR’s GCSREDD are highlighted an examples ofitmg@ementation of one of the ‘most robust
research designs’ presented in this guide: BefoiteH&ontrol— Intervention (BACI) (Jagger et al.
2010).

Strengths and limitations: Although the focus is solely on livelihoods andpost project impact
assessment, this guide does offer a thorough géscriof these kinds of evaluation methodologies
and links them to specific needs of current andreiREDD+ project implementers. It also includes
useful Annexes with a broad variety of relevant-nand REDD+ specific resources. It has been
criticized for over-emphasizing quantitative metblogies that may risk missing out on
opportunities for project assessment in, for examal situation in which a project is assessed in
early stages or when no baseline or controls dteated — in which case qualitative methodologies
that can better capture intangible issues suctuas equity, and conflict at the community leved a
useful (Sepehri 2011).
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8. Discussion and conclusions

Undoubtedly, the international REDD+ discourse aational processes have progressed toward an
increasing focus on social aspects, in particulaciat safeguards targeting poor and forest
dependent communities and measures to secure itfedursion in decision-making processes.
Accordingly, REDD+ specific tools to protect and mower the most vulnerable are being
generated. Their range is diverse; some are exelysprocess focused, whereas others centre on
substantive standards, principles, criteria anditatdrs. Among those mentioned in this document,
there are substantial overlaps in the issues askehtebut also large differences with regard to the
point of departure, the level of detail, and theited outcomes.

The reviewed tools on social aspects of REDD+ pisjeover the entire policy process from
development over implementation to evaluation, &ls on identifying and mitigating risks,
promoting various co-benefits, and securing théusion of a broad range of stakeholders in the
process.

The tools focusing on the policy development phase the FCPF's SESA, UN-REDD'’s risk
identification and mitigation tool, and CCBA andr€a REDD+ SES, that all draw on the generic
forest governance assessment tools reviewed ilosegt These mainly focus on the national level
of policy-making, although CCBA and Care’'s REDD+SS&lso has a specific project level focus.
Annex 2 presents an attempt at a schematic overgfetve values that these three tools seek to
safeguard. Importantly, this overview is highlyergretative, and others may come to different
conclusions. That said, it indicates that the CCBA Care’s REDD+ SES, with its high level of
detail and strong focus on social issues, is thetmomprehensive in terms of values covered.
Further, CCBA and Care’s REDD+ SES has a more @kpiicus on issues of access rights — i.e.
the ability to obtain benefits from resources - atakeholder representation. These issues are of
importance, not least, to safeguard the interelsfmor and forest dependent groups. Further, the
overview shows that the FCPF — possibly due toniterent focus on the national and strategic
level — includes fewer of the social and environtabmalues. What the overview does not show —
but what has been mentioned earlier on — is tf@ldN-REDD - in its social and environmental
principles and criteria — is more elaborate on, gvés more weight to environmental concerns
than does the CCBA and Care’'s REDD+ SES. Findily,dverview shows that none of these three
larger processes of developing social safeguands much attention to the process of stakeholder
identification and independent and participatorpgasss monitoring. With regard to the latter,
however, the UN-REDD constitutes an exception with process towards developing a
Participatory Governance Assessment Tool.

The tools with particular focus on process issudsinzlusion and participation in the
implementation are the joint FCPF & UN-REDD’s Gdides on Stakeholder Engagement, the
UN-REDD Participatory Governance Assessment Tadd, fzarts of the CCBA and Care’s REDD+
SES. The Principles and Approaches for Policy arajePt Development by RECOFTC and GIZ
(2011) is an example of an effort to develop ratbkborate guidance on process, including
identification of stakeholders, albeit mainly reden at the project level.

Finally, project-level assessment of social impdetg. poverty and social impact assessments) is
covered in, among other, the Social and Biodivgrémpact Assessment (SBIA) Manual for
REDD+ Projects and the Guide to Learning aboutlitredihood impacts of REDD+ Projects. In
addition to these, the review has covered a numbsmaller and more specific tools are useful at
various stages of project design, implementatiahramiew.
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Outstanding challenges, however, have been idedtifor all efforts to address social aspects of
REDD+. Considering post-project social impact assests, Peskett et al. (2008), draws attention
to the shortcomings of these methods, from thetdichrole that lessons learned actually play in

final policy decisions to the reluctance of the ptm expose illegal behaviour. Sepehri (2011)

describes the current lack of REDD+ specific qa#ilie methods that can better capture the more
intangible issues at the community level.

Other recent reviews of social standards in REDDntpéo a need to further emphasize
opportunities for co-benefits, the general lacknafional legal frameworks to enable and ensure
compliance, and the importance of incorporatingfldwecourse and grievance mechanisms (Moss
and Nussbaum 2011). One could argue, with a bagdfeei current review, that issues regarding co-
benefits and recourse and grievance mechanismsogezed in some of the tools and frameworks
currently offered and that the issue at hand isenomre of assuring alignment between the different
efforts based on an agreement on minimum standardss the board. This would also counter the
problem identified in previous analyses of the &g social safeguards; that no one standard
provides comprehensive coverage of the criteri@sein the Cancun decision safeguards (Murphy,
2011; Merger, Dutschke and Verchot 2011). Alignmeintriteria and procedures would not only
guarantee a common minimum standard for socialeammironmental safeguards, it would, in all
likelihood, also contribute towards efficiency InERD+ processes through opportunities for
replication of processes.

Mandating the use of standards and specific toolmethods cannot be expected to automatically
bring about true pro-poor REDD+ behaviours (Pesie#tl. 2008). Ribot (2011) notes that existing
standards are insufficient, and that participao alms alone do not constitute democracy or
enfranchisement. He asserts that positive chande demand ‘a radical rethinking, indeed
dismantling, of forestry regulation and managemniemddition to establishing and strengthening
substantive rights and representation of forestdb@gople.” One could argue that the current body
of tools and frameworks tends to operate within Hmndaries of the existing policy-level
discourse with development and forestry that fosuse the strengthening of people’s rights to
forests etc. Albeit ever present, this discoursemse generally to have left the privileges of
powerful actors untouched as is testified by adabgdy of literature on how people fare in
decentralized, community-based, participatory antegrated conservation and development
projects and so on. The current REDD+ debate, hewydaas at least to this author, brought some
promising new developments to the scene, suchegpdkticipatory governance assessment tool,
that may, by bringing in a broad range of staketisdat the national policy level, with due
emphasis on process and inclusion, create moraiatadmlity and attention to the needs and rights
of the poor and forest dependent in the developraedtimplementation of REDD+. Time will tell
whether this promise will hold true.

a7



References

10.

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.
21.
22.
23.

24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.

31.

Adeleke, W.2011.Building Pro Poor REDD National Strategies: Poorxgderience from GhandUCN presentation at
the REDD Expectations and Experience, SeptembezQli,.

Agrawal, A. & Angelsen, A 2009.Using community forest management to achieve REB@xats Realising REDD+, A.
Angelsen, ed. Center for International Forestry Rese@CIFOR), Bogor, Indonesia.

Angelsen, A. (ed.2008.Moving ahead with REDD: Issues, options and impiice CIFOR, Bogor, Indonesia.
Angelsen, A. with Brockhaus, M., Kanninen, M., Si#, E., Sunderlin, W. D. and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, S. ¢ds)2009.
Realising REDD+: National strategy and policy opt#o@IFOR, Bogor, Indonesia.

Angelsen, A., S. Brown, C. Loisel, L. Peskett, C. Sick and D. Zarin. 2009.Reducing Emissions from Deforestation
and Forest Degradation (REDD): An Options AssessriRaport.Prepared by Meridian Institute for the Governmeint
Norway. Meridian Institute, Dillon, CO, USA.

BAASTEL & NORDECO. 2011.First Program Evaluation for the Forest Carbon Raetship Facility (FCPF) Le
Groupe-conseil baastel Itée (BAASTEL) and Nordic Agefor Development and Ecology (NORDECO).

Evaluation RepoBICUSA. 2010.SESA, Safequards and the FCPF: A Guide for Civil&pdank Information Center.
Washington D.C.

Biddulph, R., Westholm, L., Mattsson, E., Pettersson,., Strémberg, J. 2009. Making REDD work for the pwo
Inception Report. Forest, Climate and Livelihood aesk network (Focali), Gothenburg, Sweden.

Blom, B., Sunderland, T. & Murdiyarso, D. 2011.Getting REDD to work locally: lessons learned fromtegrated
conservation and development proje&svironmental Science & Polid3 (2010) 164-172.

Bonfante, T. M., Voivodic, M., & Meneses Filho, L.2010. Developing social and environmental safequards for
REDD+: A guide for a bottom-up approadnstitute for Forest and Agricultural Managemend &rwertification (Imaflora),
Piracicaba, Brazil.

Brito, B., Micol, L., Davis, C., Nakhooda, S., Davie F., & Thuault, A. 2009.The governance of forests toolkit (version
1): A draft framework of indicators for assessingvgrnance of the forest sectdiNorld Resources Institute, Imazon
(Brazil) and the Instituto Centro de Vida (Brazil).

Brown, D., & Bird, B., 2008.The REDD road to Copenhagen: Readiness for wiggithion 118. Overseas Development
Institute, London, U.K.

Brown, D., Seymour, F., & Peskett, L2008. How do we achieve REDD co-benefits and avoidgiharm? In Moving
Ahead with REDD, A. Angelsen, ed. CIFOR, Bogor, Inelsia.

Brunner, R. Ali, F., Calvo Ambel, C., Aquino, P., Bautista, K., Bendandi, B., Karpati, A., Lai, K., Barbour
McKellar, J., Roos, M., Rudder, N., Soergel, E., & ¥lencia, N.2010.Back to its Roots: REDD+ via the Copenhagen
Accord Electronically published December 8, 2010. Recarsid Development, Vol. 1, No. 1 (Winter 2010).

Butler, R. 2009.How to save the Amazon rainfordgtongabay.com

CBD. 1992.Convention on Biological DiversityJnited Nations, New York, NY.

CCBA and CARE International 2010.REDD+ Social & Environmental Standards. VersionJine 2010 Climate,
Community & Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) and CARE Interital.

CCBA and CARE International 2011. Guidelines on the interpretation and applicationtltd REDD+ Social &
Environmental Standards at country level. Versiorrebruary 2011. Climate, Community & Biodiversity Allice
(CCBA) and CARE International.

Davis, C.2010.Governance in REDD+: Taking stock of governancadsgaised in readiness proposals submitted to the
FCPF and the UN-REDD Programmiéonitoring Governance Safeguards in REDD+ Expert k§loop 24th — 25th May
2010, Chatham House, London, U.K. Background Paper. Accessed on August 31, 2011.

Dooley, K., Griffiths, T., Martone, F. & Ozinga, S.2011 Smoke and mirrors: A critical assessment of theeBb€arbon
Partnership Facility FERN and Forest Peoples Programme.

Daviet, F. (with inputs from M. Mabel and E. Halverson). 2011. A Draft Framework for Sharing ApproachesBetter
Multi-Stakeholder Participation Practices. FCPF &-BREDD. June 1, 2011.

EFI. 2007.Voluntary Partnership AgreementsLEGT Briefing Notes (06). European Forest Ingtitdoensuu, Finland.
European Community and the Republic of Ghana.2010. Voluntary partnership agreement between the European
community and the republic of Ghana on forest laomement, governance and trade in timber produsts the
community

FAO. 2010a. CLIM FO Newsletter. May 2010. Food and Adtime Organization of the United Nations, Romelyita

FAO. 2010b. CLIM FO Newsletter. December 2010. FAO, Radlady.

FAO. 2011.CLIM FO Newsletter. June 201EAO, Rome, Italy.

Friends of the Earth. 2010.Convention on Biological Diversity COP-10: How the ldanust protect biodiversityMedia
briefing. London, U.K.

FCPF & UNREDD. 2010. Readiness Preparation Proposal (R-PP) Template. ildpiRraft Version 5 (revised).
December 22, 2010. Accessed online on August 311.20

FCPF & UNREDD. 2010a.Readiness Preparation Proposal (R-PP) Templateft Mexsion 5. Working Draft
ANNEXES: December 22, 2010. Accessed online on Augus2@1].

FCPF & UN-REDD. 2011. Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement in REM®2adiness. With a Focus on the
Participation of Indigenous Peoples and Other Eddependent Communities. DRAFT — May 18, 2011. Aafalié online:
http://www.unredd.net/index.php?option=com_docmas&tcat view&qgid=1120&Itemid=53Accessed on September 5,
2011.

FCPF. 2011 Introduction.Accessed online on 24 August 2011. Forest Carlaoim&ship Facility (FCPF).

48



32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.
57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) ReadinessFund. 2010. Incorporating Environmental and Social
Considerations into the Process of Getting ReadyRBDD plus.Revised DRAFT — March 7, 2010 New York, 16-27
May 2005.

Fripp, E. 2006.lllegal Logging and Related Trade: The Global Resmand Indicators of Changkondon: Chatham
House, London, U.K.

Griffiths, T. 2008.Seeing REDD: Forests, Climate Change Mitigation amel Rights of Indigenous Peoplé#pdate for
Pozna (UNFCCC COP 14). Forest Peoples Programme, Moretdfairsh, England.

Gurung, J.D. with Quesada, A.2009 Gender -Differentiated Impacts of REDD to be adseesin REDD Social
Standards. A report prepared for an initiative tevelop voluntary Social and Environmental standafols REDD.
Women Organizing for Change in Agriculture and Nat&esource Management (WOCAN), Bangkok, Thailand.
Gurung, J, Giri, K., Billah Setyowati, A., & Lebow, E. 2011 Getting REDD+ right for women: An analysis of the
barriers and opportunities for women'’s patrticipationthe REDD+ sector in AsidJSAID.

IIED. 2011a.Just forest governance - for REDD, for sanityternational Institute for Environment and Devetwmt
(lIED), London, U.K.

ITTO. 2005.Revised ITTO criteria and indicators for the sustdile management of tropical forests including répg
format ITTO Policy Development Series No. 15.

IUCN 2011aREDD-plus explainedInternational Union for Conservation of Nature QN), Gland, Switzerland

IUCN. 2011b.JUCN's Pro-poor REDD projecWebpage accessed on 28 August 2011. IUCN, GlamitzeSland

IUCN. 2011c.Understanding forest dependency for REDD+: Adaptimg Forests-Poverty Toolkit to new purpases
Briefing paper. IUCN), Gland, Switzerland

IUCN, UNDP & GGCA. 2009.The GGCA Training Manuallnternational Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCafd
the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) atiters as part of the Global Gender and Climatéarde
(GGCA).

Kantcheva, N.2011.Designing the Consultation Process to Develop Gindslfor Implementing FPIC and Providing
Recourse Presentation delivered to the UN Permanent Favanndigenous Issues. Tuesday, 24 May 2011. Newk,Yor
NY. Accessed online on September 5, 2011.

Lang, C. 2010.The Cancun agreement on REDD: Four questions amdafioswersRedd-monitor.org

Larson, A.M. & Ribot, J.C. 2009.Lessons from forestry decentralisati®ealising REDD+, A. Angelsen, ed. Center for
International Forestry Research (CIFOR), Bogor, Indianes

Lawson, S. & MacFaul, L.2010.lllegal Logging and Related Trade Indicators of @lebal ResponseChatham House,
London, U.K.

Mayers, J., Bass, S., and Macqueen,.2002.The pyramid: A diagnostic and planning tool for ddorest governance
International Institute for Environment and Devetamt (IIED), London, U.K.

Merckx, V. 2011.FLEGT and REDD linkage$resentation at the 17th lllegal Logging StakéboUpdate — 28 January
2011. Chatham House, London, U.K.

Merger, E. Dutschke M. & Verchot, L. 2011.0Options for REDD+ Voluntary Certification to EnsuretNGHG Benefits,
Poverty Alleviation, Sustainable Management of Btw@nd Biodiversity Conservatioforests2011, 2, 550-577.
Murdiyarso, D., Skutsch, M., Guariguata, M., Kanninen M., Luttrell, C., Verweij, P., & Stella, O. 2008.Measuring
and monitoring forest degradation for REDD. Implicas of country circumstanceinfo Brief (16), November 2008.
CIFOR, Bogor, Indonesia.

Murphy, D. 2011. Safeguards and Multiple Benefits in a REDD+ Mechanifitternational Institute for Sustainable
Development (11ISD), Manitoba, Canada.

Moss, N. & Nussbaum, R2011.A Review of Three REDD+ Safeguard Initiativiedl-REDD Programme and the Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility.

Nature. 2011.Seeing REDD. Plans to conserve the world's trofaraists must respect the rights of indigenous gopl
Nature472, 390 (28 April 2011).

Parkinson & Wardell, 2010.Legal frameworks to support REDD pro-poor outcom8&sistainable development law on
climate change legal working paper series (08grnational Development Law Organization (IDL8pme, Italy, and the
Centre for International Sustainable development [@8DL), Montreal, Canada.

Peskett, L., Huberman, D., Bowen-Jones, E., Edwards,.@& Brown, J. 2008. Making REDD work for the PoorA
Poverty Environment Partnership (PEP) Report. OasrEevelopment Institute (ODI), London, U.K.

PROFOR & FAO. 2011.Framework for assessing and monitoring forest goaece FAO, Rome.

PROFOREST. 2010.REDD+ SE Standards: Briefing on complementaritiethwiher REDD+ social and environmental
safeqguards mechanisnRroforest Ltd.

Ribot, J. C. 2004.Waiting for Democracy — The Politics of Choice iatial Resource DecentralizatioM/RI Report.
World Resources Institute. Washington D.C. USA. pg0

Ribot, J.C. 2011 Seeing REDD for Local Democracy: A Call for Democr&tgndardsCommon Voicesv/ol. 3, January
2011, pp. 14-16.

Richards, M. & Panfil, S. 2011Social and Biodiversity Impact Assessment (SBIAYUdafor REDD+ ProjectsForest
Trends, Climate Community Biodiversity Alliance, Fausrad Flora International, and Rainforest Allianceashington,
DC.

RRI. 2008.Seeing people through the trees: scaling up efforesdvance rights and address poverty, conflict elimate
change Rights and Resources Initiative, Washington, DC.

RRI and RFN. 2008.Foundations for effectiveness: a framework for emgsueffective climate change mitigation and
adaptation in forest areas without undermining hunraghts and developmenPolicy Brief. Rights and Resources
Initiative, Washington, DC and Rainforest Foundatimrway, Oslo, Norway.

Sepehri, M. 2011. (Forthcoming). The Challenges of assessing social dimensions ofDRfds: Examples from a
Cambodian contextDraft, September 2011. Forthcoming as a chapteconference proceeding from "Re-framing
Sustainability? Climate Change and North-South DynatniHelsinki 10-11 February 2011. Available fraauthor:
mase@life.ku.dk

49



64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.
77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

Slunge, D., Ekbom, A., Loayza, F., Guthiga, P., & Nymena, W. 2011. Can Strategic Environmental and Social
Assessment of REDD+ Improve Forest Governan@édrking Papers in Economics nr 493. DepartmerE@inomics,
University of Gothenburg, Sweden.

Springate-Baginski, O. and Wollenberg, E(eds.) 2010 REDD, forest governance and rural heelds: the emerging
agenda. CIFOR, Bogor, Indonesia.

Sunderlin, W.D., Larson, A.M., Duchelle, A., Sillsg.O., Luttrell, C., Jagger, P., Pattanayak, S. Cronleton, P. and
Ekaputri, A.D. 2010. Technical guidelines for research on REDBpieut sites. CIFOR, Bogor, Indonesia.

UN. 2008. Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on ¢pert of the Second Committee. Non-legally binding
instrument on all types of forests

UNDP. 2009.Resource Guide on Gender and Climate Chahtgsv York, NY, United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP)

UNDP. 2010.Gender, climate change and community-based adaptafh guidebook for designing and implementing
gender-sensitive community-based adaptation prograsiand projectdJNDP, NYC, NY.

UNEP. 2010.CBD Nairobi Workshop on REDD-plus and Biodiversiteg®@mber 2010), and relevant UNFCCC and
CBD COP decisions, in  particular decision 1/CP.16 ofUNFCCC and X/33 of CBD
UNEP/CBD/WS/CB/REDD/APAC/1/2, 18 March 2011. United NatioEnvironment Programme (UNEP), Nairobi,
Kenya.

UNFCCC. 2008.Report of the Conference of the Parties on its ékinth session, held in Bali from 3 to 15 December
2007 FCCC/CP/2007/6/Add.1, 14 March 2008. United NatiBramework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC),
Bonn, Germany.

UNFCCC. 2011.Decision 1/CP.16The Cancun Agreements: Outcome of the work of tdeHdc Working Group on
Long-term Cooperative Action under the ConventioNRCCC), Bonn, Germany.

UN PFII 2005 Report of the International Workshop on Method@s regarding Free, Prior and Informed Consent and
Indigenous Peoples-ourth session. Permanent Forum on IndigenougssNYC, NY.

UN PFIlI 2011.Report on the tenth session (16-27 May 20United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenousekssu
NYC, NY.

UN-REDD. 2011. The UN-REDD Programme Strategy 2011-18ations Collaborative Programme on Reducing
Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradatiddeveloping Countries.

UN-REDD. 2011aUN-REDD Newsletter Issue 19une 2011.

UN-REDD 2011b. UN-REDD Programme Social & Environmental Principleand Criteria, version 1.
UNREDD/PB6/2011/IV/1.

UN-REDD 2011c.UN-REDD Programme Social & Environmental Principkesd Criteria. Draft for consultation — June
30, 2011

UN-REDD. 2011e Participatory Governance Assessments for REDD+.nRilag document: 2011 — 201%ccessed
online on 25 August 2011.

UN-REDD & Chatham House 2011. Guidance for the provision of information on REDDovernance (Drajt
Chatham House, London, U.K.

Varghese, P2009.An Overview of REDD, REDD plus and REDD readinPsesentation at the International Conference
on Community Rights, Forests and Climate Change, Au@@99, New Delhi. The Energy and Resources Institu
(TERI), New Delhi, India.

Verchot, L.V., & Petkova, E. 201Q The state of REDD negotiations. Consensus pamptsons for moving forward and
research needs to support the procésdackground document for the UN-REDD sponsored sttp regional groups.
An update following COP15 in Copenhagen. CIFOR, Bogor

Wertz-Kanounnikoff, S., Verchot, L.V., Kanninen, M., Murdiyarso, D. 2008. How can we monitor, report and verify
carbon emissions from forests? In: Angelsen, A.XBdoving Ahead with REDD. CIFOR, Bogor, pp. 87-98.
Wageningen University 2010.Social safequards in the Ghana-EU Voluntary Parshgy Agreement (VPA) Triggering
improved forest governance or an afterthoughtticy brief. Wageningen, Netherlands.

World Bank. 2005.Operational Policy 4.10 on Indigenous Peopl8scessed online on September 5, 2011. Washington
D.C.

50



Annex 1: Elements of Free, Prior and Informed Consent

* Free implies no coercion, intimidation or manipigat

* Prior implies consent has been sought sufficieimlyadvance of any authorization or
commencement of activities and respect time remerdgs of indigenous
consultation/consensus processes

* Informed implies that information is provided tlwalvers (at least) the following aspects:
o The nature, size, pace, reversibility and scopengfproposed project or activity
The reason/s or purpose of the project and/oriagctiv
The duration of the above
The locality of areas that will be affected
A preliminary assessment of the likely economigialp cultural and environmental
impact, including potential risks and fair and ¢ghble benefit sharing in a context
that respects the precautionary principle
o Personnel likely to be involved in the executiontled proposed project (including
indigenous peoples , private sector staff, reseairtdtitutions, government
employees and others)
o Procedures that the project may entalil

© O O0Oo

e Consent

Consultation and participation are crucial compdsi@h a consent process. Consultation should
be undertaken in good faith. The parties shouldbish a dialogue allowing them to find
appropriate solutions in an atmosphere of mutugpeaet in good faith, and full and equitable
participation. Consultation requires time and afeaive system for communicating among
interest holders. Indigenous Peoples should be tblearticipate through their own freely
chosen representatives and customary or othertutistis. The inclusion of a gender
perspective and the participation of indigenous worare essential, as well as participation of
children and youth as appropriate. This process imayde the option of withholding consent.
Consent to any agreement should be interpretedndigeinous Peoples have reasonably
understood it.

Source: FCPF and UN-REDD 2011:10.
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Annex 2: Table on values of select REDD+ social tools

In the table below, property rights implies a foausrespecting statutory and customary rights to
land and resources. ‘Access rights’ implies a $mefocus on respecting access and use rights.
Benefit sharing implies a focus on ensuring tha benefits of REDD+ are shared equitably.

Biodiversity implies a focus on preserving biodsigr and ecosystem services. Livelihood implies

a focus on supporting well-being and securing inedds when implementing REDD+, i.e. a much

more broad focus than benefit sharing. Participatioplies a focus on ensuring participation

(going beyond consultations) of weak stakeholdiegs,rural communities and indigenous groups.
Information implies a focus on ensuring that infation about REDD+ policies and projects is

UN-REDD Programme
FCPF Social and Environmental
. CCBA and Care Strategic Environmental and Principles and Criteria +
Substantive value REDD+ Social and Social Assessments Guidelines Guidelines on Stakeholder
Environmental Standards | on Stakeholder Engagement in Engagement in REDD+ +
REDD+ Participatory Governance
Assessments for REDD+
Property rights X X X2
Access rights X No No
Benefit sharing X No® X
Biodiversity X )~ X0
Livelihood X3t No X3
Participation X X X
Information X X X
Human rights X X X33
Free, Prior, and X (x)** X
Informed Consent
Grievance X X X
Stakeholder X Ng?s UN-REDD No*°

2" FCPF & UN-REDD 2011, page 4 (g)

% The FCPF part of the FCPF & UN-REDD (2011) focusesénly on mitigation of harm, whereas sharing efiéfits
(and compensation beyond status quo) do not feature

29 May be included in one or more of the underlyiafeguard policies: Environmental Assessment (OR)4Natural
Habitats (OP 4.04), Forests (OP 4.36), Pest Manage(®P 4.09), Dam Safety (OP 4.37) Physical CaltResources
(OP 4.11), Involuntary Resettlement (OP 4.12),dedbus Peoples (OP 4.10), International Waterw@is{.50), and
Disputed Areas (OP 7.60)

%0 Criteria 14 through 20.

31 Criterion 3.1 states that REDD+ should generathtiadal positive impacts on livelihood security.

32 Criterion 9 states that economic, social and jealitvell-being should be respectadd enhanced.

33 Explicitly mentioned in 30 ‘Guidelines on Stakethet Engagement’ (FCPF & UN-REDD 2011) that actstthat
affect indigenous people should follow a humantdgdiased approach (pages 2-3).

% The FCPF argues that their approach to engagitigimdigenous people ‘... can be considered to bévabant to
Free, Prior and Informed Consent’ (FCPF & UN-REDIL 2, page 3)
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representation

Stakeholder No®’ No No
identification

Independent No No No
process monitoring

Participatory No No X8
process monitoring

Policy coherence R No X

% Criterion 6.3 specifically mentions that those whpresent stakeholders must be accountable ta them

% Rather, the ‘Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagen{E@PF & UN-REDD 2011) focus on representation of
indigenous groups through ‘recognition of existprgcesses, organizations and institutions, e.gnaits of elders,
headmen and tribal leaders; Indigenous Peopleddshaue the right to participate through represirdga chosen by
themselves in accordance with their own procedanglsdecision-making institutions.’, i.e. there acemechanisms to
validate whether these ‘existing processes’ actugter for accountability and representativeness.

37 Under criterion 1.1. a 'participatory processidentify right holders is mentioned, but no guidanc

38 UN-REDD (2011d) on Participatory Governance Assess outlines a strategy for participatory moiigrof
process and outcomes in relation to governancesssuREDD at the national level involving varidsisite and civil
society stakeholders.

%9 Criteria 4.1 and 4.5
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made available to all relevant stakeholders in g for them to react and be meaningfully
involved. Stakeholder representation implies a $ocon ensuring accountability of the
representatives towards those they are supposedptesent. Participatory process monitoring
implies a focus on supporting the monitoring of RIEDIimpacts by local people. Policy coherence
implies a focus on assuring consistency with exgstiational policies.

54



