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Executive summary

Introduction

The core objective of this first draft report aims at reviewing the recent development of the policy framework and the ground activities related to REDD+ and any related PES benefit sharing distribution mechanisms developed at the country, provincial or local level and in the Mekong and Asian countries. 
The assignment was conducted in three distinct phases. 
The phase 1 scheduled during the last quarter of 2013 was addressed  to review the existing literature on benefit sharing mechanisms used within the forest sector (e.g. Payments for environmental services (PES) PES eco-tourism initiatives, REDD+ pilot projects in the Asia-Pacific region in Nepal, Papua New Guinea, Viet Nam, in Thailand and Indonesia) and REDD+ project-based activities in Cambodia (e.g. Oddar Meanchey CF and Seima protection forest) in coordination with the REDD+ Taskforce Secretariat) and to analyze the selected existing benefit sharing mechanisms based on a literature review and interviews with relevant Cambodian stakeholders including with members of the REDD+ Task Force members, Consultation Group and technical teams, government officials, donors, NGOs, private sector, CSOs and IP) in order to prepare an initial assessment report to present pros and cons of using different benefit distribution models in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and equity. 
The phase 2 will take place in the first quarter of 2014 and support the development of a national consultation meeting on possible options for benefit sharing systems for REDD+ in Cambodia. The phase 3 will conclude the first part of the assignment by producing a synthesis report that consolidates existing knowledge and experiences on benefit sharing comprising literature reviews and interviews with relevant stakeholders (e.g. government officials, NGOs, local communities, and indigenous peoples) and lessons learned from the a national level workshop.  
Due to time constraints, the content of this report is only based on secondary data and interviews of all actors (see list) involved in experiences on REDD+ PES benefit sharing at different levels and scales.
Key issues discussed in the core paper include: the state of the forest resources and level of  degradation, involvement and capacity of local communities, land tenure, use and ownership of forest resources, effectiveness, efficiency and equity in REDD+ PES revenue distribution, detailed figures of benefit sharing models and payment mechanisms (design, base of financing, participatory structures, in-king contributions or reward, performance-based payment), capacity of the local authorities and communities for future implementation of REDD+, co-benefits,  risks sharing, and investment costs and sustainability. 
1. Definition of Benefit sharing mechanisms, kind of benefits, actors, rules
1.1 Definition of Benefit sharing mechanisms
Benefit Sharing mechanisms have been developed for the natural resources sector and various commodities such as oil, gas, water, forest and now carbon) and refer to  the actions of delivering a portion of advantages/profits to beneficiaries and actors whom have the rights of access and use of such resources.
Four main elements need to be considered in designing Benefit Sharing mechanisms:

· The types of benefits that are delivered, either monetary or nonmonetary;
· The actors and the beneficiaries between whom benefits are shared;
· The interrelations and formal and informal rules that govern how benefits are shared;
· Effectiveness, efficiency and equity (the 3 E criteria)

· Effectiveness – how effective is the mechanism to provide emission reductions?
· Efficiency - are these reductions achieved at the minimum cost? 
· Equity - are benefits and costs distributed fairly among   the stakeholders.
The relevance of the 3 E criteria becomes clearer when considering that REDD+ is a results-based mechanism where positive incentives are depended on results achieved in terms of reducing emissions or enhancing removals of greenhouse gasses as shown in figure 1.
At the same time it has to be acknowledged that there can be trade-offs between the three 3 E criteria. If effectiveness is maximised but in a way which other stakeholders perceive as unfair this might lead to increased deforestation or forest degradation by the group which feel they are being treated unfair. Maximising effectiveness and/or equity might reduce efficiency as this could require a level of detail in monitoring of emissions and removals or social or other criteria which will increase costs and ultimately lead to less money available for benefit sharing.
Figure 1: Link between results and benefits in a results-based mechanism. 
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It’s not a mechanism to reward countries for having forests but a mechanism which provides incentives to countries which reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation or enhance removals by restoring and establishing new forests.  Benefit sharing in this context is a mean to deliver and sustain efforts to reduce emissions or enhance removals of greenhouse gasses. As such it’s relevant to consider all stakeholders such as local communities, private sector and government relevant to achieve positive results when designing a benefit sharing mechanisms.

It’s worth to note that benefit sharing is not a concept described under the UNFCCC REDD+ but a term frequently used in connection with payments of environment services and for REDD+ the term positive incentives as used in the UNFCCC is actually a more precise term as the potential benefits should be seen as positive incentives to do particular actions to achieve the results relevant for REDD+.

1.2 Kind of benefits
The benefits associated with REDD+ comprise direct and indirect gains. 
Direct gains include monetary transfers, such as from the sale of carbon credits in the compliant or voluntary market or from donors or government funds. Indirect gains are related to how REDD+ implementation can clarify land tenure, support forest management and governance, facilitate technology transfer and improve ecosystem services such as water provision.
Participation in REDD+ will entail some costs e.g. for monitoring, measuring, reporting and verification of emissions and removals of greenhouse gasses as well as costs associated with creating a transparent financial management including for delivering benefit sharing. There will also be costs associated with the incentivized change in behaviour to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation or enhancement of removals of greenhouse gasses from forest restoration and the establishment of new forests. These opportunity costs can both be endured at the macro level and at the local level and in some cases the alternative land use is so profitable that the activities will continue regardless of the participation in a REDD+ mechanism. The actual implementation of policies to achieve positive results will have costs and benefits at the same time. E.g. costs for improved forest law enforcement will also deliver benefits from improved forest law enforcement. In some cases costs will be borne by one group of stakeholders while benefits from the same actions will be enjoyed by a different group of stakeholders. This distribution of costs and benefits needs to be considered when designing a benefits sharing mechanism for the potential REDD+ revenue if relevant stakeholders should be expected to contribute. 

     
 
1.3  Actors
Actors involved could include:
· 
· Community forest groups or IP that will implement activities to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The local community has generally limited or no knowledge of REDD and close assistance is usually provided by NGOs that can play a double role providing technical advice or initiating activities to reduce emissions, as well as empowering the communities. 


· NGO’s dealing with community development, patrolling, research and development, marketing, monitoring and evaluation, communication, and information, among others. 
· Private sector involved in land use, land use change and forestry. This can include farmers, investors in large scale agri-business such as plantations, forest concessions e.g. 
· 

· The national ministries and provincial government, act as a regulatory body, should provide enabling policy, enforce laws, and implement good governance. The government would ensure that regulations/policies were well implemented. The challenge is to have pre-conditions to ensure consistency among all aspects.
· 

 1.4 Rules and REDD+ enabling conditions
Different set of rules governing benefit sharing may operate at national, sun-national and local levels. At the national levels, existing legislation on use  of forest  resources, forest revenue management and land tenure will be the most fundamental determinants of how benefits from REDD+ will be distributed. New rules could be developed for REDD+ as part of the national REDD+ Strategy.
Eligibility criteria, one of the main factors governing benefit flows surrounds which actors are eligible for, and able to access, REDD+ benefits. These may include factors such as:

· Formal and informal land tenure rules;

· Rules governing the interpretation of rights to benefit from carbon finance and the sale of carbon credits;

· Revenues sharing rules defined in statutory and customary laws;
· Additional targeting criteria such as socio-economic profile of beneficiaries;

· Emission reduction/removal criteria which impose limitations on the types of activities that are eligible under REDD+ and

· The form of allocation mechanisms, such as how beneficiaries physically receive benefits.
1.5 Effectiveness , Efficiency , Equity 3Es

Effectiveness:  – Is the benefit sharing mechanism effective in delivering emission reductions?
 Positive results are necessary in order to receive REDD+ revenue and be able to provide monetary benefits to stakeholders.



Efficiency: Is the results achieved at minimum coats? 
The benefit sharing mechanism should maximize returns on each unit of investment by minimizing costs while delivering. 

Equity: Is the distribution of benefits among stakeholders considered to be fair ?
the benefit sharing mechanisms should ensure that benefits are distributed among all legitimate actors who contribute to results in a manner that is widely perceived as fair. This process may involve adherence to distributional principles and objectives such as poverty alleviation, genders issues, respect for CF groups and Indigenous Peoples’ rights, and consistent with social and economic safeguards. 

2. Beneficiaries, actors and REDD+ PES BSD
 in Cambodia 
2.1 Institutional policies for REDD+ PES in Cambodia
Ecosystems such as forests and wetlands provide many valuable environmental services that markets rarely quantify. These ecosystem services continue to decline due to overexploitation  or misuse of resource, often caused by the lack of clear property rights, conflicting policies, and other forces driven by economic needs. 
The most economically valuable ecosystem services 
have been classified into five broad categories: (i) carbon sequestration, to mitigate climate change; (ii) watershed protection, to provide energy and regular clean water supplies; (iii) biodiversity conservation, to maintain nature’s pool of genetic resources and to support wildlife habitats; and (iv) land or wetlands beauties to nature-based tourism industries,(v) land or wetlands to support fisheries, agriculture and aquaculture.

To sustain the provision of ecosystem services and the financing needed for the maintenance and management of ecosystems, market creation approaches, what is called payment for ecosystem (or environmental)  services (PES) are increasingly being used. PES approaches facilitate payment  transfer from those who directly benefit from these ecosystem services and those who are in a position to sustainably manage the forests or wetlands. Thus, PES is defined as a voluntary financial transaction where a well-defined environmental service is bought by a ‘buyer’  from a ‘provider’, assuming the provider can prove to secure the environmental service (Wunder, 2005). The ecosystem services covered by PES schemes are most often related to carbon sinks or sequestration, watershed functions, biodiversity and landscape beauty.  Benefits generated from these services include customary, cultural, religious, environmental and economic goods and services that can have direct and indirect use values The voluntary carbon 
market, for example can finance the protection of forests which provide global environmental services to sequester CO2 from the atmosphere.
There are four types of activities that provide economic incentives to capture environmental benefits from ecosystem services: 
1. Carbon sequestration for the global benefit (e.g. 
financing in support of the UNFCCC REDD+ such as through the Green Climate Fund); 
2. Biodiversity conservation for the global benefit (Protocol of Nagoya and Aichi Targets under the convention on biological diversity CBD) e.g. Wildlife reserve, bio-prospecting agreements;
3.  Watershed protection for the regional-local benefit  e.g.  agreements with energy or irrigation agencies; 
4. Landscape beauty for the  regional-local benefit (e.g. eco-tourism schemes).

Among these four general  types of activities, several criteria are used to better characterize the ecosystem services in place in Cambodia. These criteria include: 1)the source of financing (public  or private scheme), 2) the scale (coverage in ha), 3) the number of beneficiaries (involved households, villages or community forestry groups), 4) the scope (single or bundle of services) to be paid for, and 5) the types of benefits (direct payment to households or communities, uneven or selected beneficiaries, provision of public infrastructures).


The Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) has supported REDD+ pilots projects. For example, since 2008, the Forestry Administration (FA) has implemented forest carbon credit project with Community Forestry groups (CF) in Oddar Meanchey province, thus providing incentives to CFs to participate in forest management, conservation and utilization of forest resources, by marketing forest carbon credit based on certified emission gas reduction from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD). The RGC agreed to provide maximum benefit of income generation from carbon sell to local community involved and improve their livelihood. The benefit sharing mechanism of the income generation from carbon sell is still under discussion among parties (see chapter 3). 
Community forestry is a triggered element in the development of REDD+ or PES scheme. The initial success of community forestry in Nepal and the Philippines, in restoring deforested or degraded forestlands has led to the adoption of similar approach by other countries in the region especially by the Mekong countries which the revision of their national forest policies with provision for community forestry (RECOFTC, 2010). 
In Cambodia the Community forestry law led to guidelines for field implementation ‘Prakas’ and currently 400,162 ha are managed by 457 groups, involving 854 villages, representing less than 1 % of forests (CF statistic in Cambodia, 2013).The national forest program (NFP) aims at targeting 2.0 million hectares of approved community forests and sees local management as a key component of efforts to reduce deforestation and forest degradation. The importance of community forestry was explicitly recognized in the RGC’s Rectangular Strategy II (2008) (Clements, 2010).
The Ministry of Environment (MoE), Ministry of Interior (MoI), and Ministry of Commerce (MoC) of the RGC has initiated several studies on Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) and developed the draft of the National Policy Framework of PES submitted  to the Council Minister in order to implement the PES in Cambodia through policy framework. 
The Ministry of Environment (MoE) has legal jurisdiction under protected area around 3 million ha while the FA has legal mandate on production forests of 6 and half million ha.
This report analyzes key PES selected sites and project case studies developed in Cambodia including the followings: Oddar Meanchey CF and Seima SFP REDD+ pilots and several eco-tourism schemes (Chambok Community ecotourism, Preah Vihear protected forest and biodiversity conservation projects, Bengal Florican Conservation areas at Kampong Thom province (see ADB, CEBES, country reports, 2013). After each case, the report assesses these approaches in terms of 3ES, namely, effectiveness, efficiency and equity.
2.2 Benefit Sharing mechanisms from ecotourism scheme

The Ministry of Environment (MoE) has facilitated many eco-tourism initiatives with the support of International NGOs all over the country for which some have been operated for several years while others are on an initial feasibility stage.

WCS has developed Community-based ecotourism under the following conditionality where tourism is contingent upon bird protection. Tourists will pay 30 USD if they see wildlife and the income can reach 10,000 USD/year/village. In addition, villagers get paid 120 USD per person per nest for protecting nests of globally-threatened bird species. Using this arrangement, over 1,900 nests were protected during the period 2002-2010. Villagers can receive payment as guide, transport the tourist and provide food and accommodation (Evans, Clements, 2010).
2.3 The Chambok Community-Based Ecotourism (CBET)

The Chambok Community-Based Ecotourism project is located 
northeast of Kirirom National Park in Chambok Commune, Phnom Srourch district, Kampong Speu province. The Chambok eco-tourism site is community-based and one of the few sustainable driven tourist sites in Cambodia which is managed by the community since 2002 under the facilitation of the local NGO, Mlub Baitong. Elected representatives from each of 9 villages in Chambok commune formed a committee to manage this ecotourism enterprise. Income from ecotourism goes to a community fund which benefits to the community.
All of the management decisions are made by the community, and all of the profits directly benefit the local community and the protection of the forests and wildlife. The beneficiaries of this project include around 500 households of the nine villages of Chambok commune. The project beneficiaries can be divided into three main categories: the management Committee members, service providers, and community members. The Management Committee is made up of 13 elected members.

Thus the total of the generated income is about 115,700,000 Riels (around 28,925 USD) in the year 2010 and 20,000 USD in the year 2009. All income generated go directly to individuals who are involved with the following activities: ox-cart transportation, home stay, tour guides, water supply, souvenirs sell and entrance fee. They withdraw some percentage for CBET Management Committee. 
The money for CBET will accordingly be used: 30% for forest conservation; 15% for health service; 20% for micro-credit; and 35% for CBET community fund.

The community members benefit from community development activities through a Community Fund provided by the ecotourism project and they are getting better access to non-timber forest products, which have been well protected and sustainably harvested. 

In order to properly manage ecotourism and protect the natural resources in this area, the Chambok CBET community has established a set or regulations, which are supported by the provincial authorities. 
In most ecotourism projects, rights and interest of beneficiaries are well-addressed and most of the revenues are given back to the community with the NGOs acting only as a facilitator and government structures authorising these PES ecotourism schemes. Funders are representing by tourists and fund monitor is carried out  by the CBET Management Committee.
The right and interests of the local community are well preserved and all actors are benefiting of the current PES mechanisms. The PES revenue is added to the local collection of NTFP and other sources of income. The inclusion of other potential benefit such as income from REDD+ could provide additional benefit. 
This local community driven business is different from a REDD+ scheme as revenue is coming directly from the visitors where REDD+ revenue will come from international funding to a national fund and then have to be distributed according to the benefit sharing mechanism.

Assessment of 3 ES:  It’s not possible to assess the effectiveness of this benefit sharing mechanisms in terms of the ability to mitigate climate change but it is clear that maintaining a healthy forests environment is essential for having an attractive site for ecotourism and as such it is probably an effective way to promote the conservation and sustainable management of the forests. 

Efficiency: Since the payments for this environmental service is linked to recreation and not to achieved emission reductions but nevertheless still helps conserve the forests it seem to be efficient since the climate benefits are more a co-benefit of the ecotourism services and the 
upfront costs, transaction or monitoring costs are minimal in these ecotourism schemes where there is a direct transfer of revenues to the CBET community fund. 
In terms of equity the benefit sharing is conditional upon the active involvement of individual community members and in accordance with the management plan agreed by the community through the elected Management Committee. 

The experience gained in these communities for organizing and managing joint work and taking decision on how to improve their livelihoods will most likely be useful for a national REDD+ benefit sharing scheme.
3. Overview of REDD+ projects in Cambodia  and selected BSD
, institutions involved, participants 
3.1 Oddar Meanchey Community forestry  REDD+ pilot
The Community forestry REDD+ project in Oddar Meanchey province is located in the north-west province of Cambodia. Oddar Meanchey Province has historically been rich in forest resources. The terrain is mostly flat with small hills varying from 30 to 80 meters elevation up to the border with Thailand marked by a steep escarpment with higher hills of over 400 meters.
The project is composed of 13 non-contiguous community forestry groups with a total forest area of 64,318 hectares located in four districts including Samraong, Anlung Veng, Banteay Ampel, and Trapang Prasat district. There are 13,715 people from 52 villages in 8 communes participating in this project.
The Community Forestry REDD+ project has been initiated since early 2008 by the Forestry Administration in cooperation with International NGOs (Community Forestry International)  and since 2009 is implemented by PACT and  local NGO (Children Development Association (CDA) with technical support from Terra Global Capital, USA Ltd for carbon accounting and MRV.

The project lifetime is thirty years from 2008 including the twelve-month project preparation period.  Based on carbon calculation, the project is expected to sequester or generate 8.3 million metric tons of CO2 over 30 years. It has been estimated that the project can generate the total revenue of 54,623,139 
USD from the voluntary carbon market with a figure of  7 USD per metric ton.
A benefit distribution system was designed based on consultations with different stakeholders. However, the first carbon sell payment has not yet been delivered, and consequently it is too early to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of such BSM which has not yet been demonstrated.

The equitable sharing of carbon credit benefits is still a major concern in the project design and development and was endorsed in principle by all stakeholders. The official letter issued by the RGC, No. 699 dated 26 May 2008, provided guidance on the use of net incomes. While the mechanism for delivering these benefits has yet to be confirmed, the three general priorities are: (i) maximize benefits to communities for livelihood improvement; (ii) develop new REDD+ project  initiatives; and (iii) improve forest quality in the project area.

Even if FA seller and Pact implementer have consulted the representatives of all 13 CFs and CDA on the means to use the allocated fund from carbon sell, there are still lack of clarity for local communities on  the proposed benefit sharing. They do not know how much funding out of the 50%  from carbon credit  will be transferred to the community development fund as transaction costs and implementer costs are consuming up to 80% of the income from the sale of carbon credits (Figure 2).
Figure 2: Proposed Benefit Sharing of the Carbon generated Income
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	30 years budget plan

	FA
	27%

	Pact
	11%

	CDA
	18%

	CFN
	9%

	CFs
	16%

	TGC
	19%

	22,744,233$
	100%


Source: the draft of the 30 years budget plan
Stakeholder roles of benefit sharing have been well-defined: 
· The FA is the appointed agency to sell forest carbon credits in Cambodia to the buyers under VCS voluntary market;
· Buyers are investors in carbon credit under an agreed deed and will transfer fund to an escrow controlled by an designated staff of FA; 
· CF groups are the ultimate beneficiaries securing the REDD+ site by patrolling, assisting natural regeneration, replanting, preventing forest fire and sustainably extracting NTFPs ; 
· Local governments are protecting CF areas from intruders and regulate land conflicts while local NGO (CDA) are liaising and coordinating all local actors; 
· Pact as the INGO was the initiator of the project and oversee all the implementing activities and build local capacities; 
· Terra Global Capital is helping with the carbon assessment and developing carbon accounting methodology to be validated under VCS and CCBA by third parties and facilitate the carbon credit sale to potential buyers (see Figure 3).
· Donors have provided a large amount of fund to initiate the REDD+ pilot project with over 2 million $.

In spite of the attribution of roles among stakeholders, there are still areas to be clarified especially the portion of carbon credit to be transferred to the forest development fund and the modalities to access and disburse these revenues.

The selected benefit sharing mechanism needs to be better explained to the different community forest groups
.




Figure 3 : Financial flow with all the REDD+ actors and beneficiaries 
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Strengths :

Oddar Meanchey CF REDD+ pilot is taking place in production forest where communities get legalized community forest groups and this case study could be scale up all over the country as the FA has planned to allocate more forest land (2 million ha) to community forest groups. Trained villagers for patrolling or carbon accounting can be trainers in others REDD+ sites in Cambodia.
Weaknesses:
The upfront costs to set-up the project and build the capacity of CFs groups was very high and still there is a need to allocate more money for the facilitator and implementer of the REDD+ pilot.  The subject of the revenue share under REDD+ is a sensitive issue as the implementing cost and transaction cost amounts to nearly 80% of the expected revenue from the carbon sale instead of 50% with the result of only 100,000 USD per year to be shared among 13 CFs.

The BSM has not been fully discussed among CFs groups and their capacity to manage the fund remains to be seen. Disbursements should be made on the validation of a management plan and with the uncertainty of the portion of the revenue from the carbon sale that will reach the Community carbon fund, it is difficult to develop appropriate planning.

With the interruption of funding to the project sites, disturbances are visible with the military cantonment  taking some part of the forest inside CF without legal document and the local authority are reluctant to enforce existing policies for the dispute land in Oddar Meanchey.
3Es: its effectiveness, efficiency and equity
As the contract has not yet been signed by the potential buyers and the FA, it is too early to assess the sub-national benefit sharing mechanism:  its effectiveness, efficiency and equity. The portion of fund will be directly transferred from the FA to community forest fund without passing through other intermediaries (province, district and commune) and this will avoid delay in receiving revenues.

However it can be noted that the project has produced verified emission reductions partly due to an expectation among communities for future benefit sharing.



3.2 SEIMA SPF protection forest 
The Seima Protection Forest REDD+project was initiated in July 2008. The FA is the project implementer working in collaboration with the WCS. The project builds on an existing forest and biodiversity conservation project in the Seima Protected Forest (SPF) in Mondulkiri and Kratie Provinces that began in 2002. 
The Seima Protection Forest (SPF) in the Mondulkiri province in Eastern Cambodia was designated a protection forest in August 2009 and was identified as the most important wildlife conservation area in Cambodia, providing habitat for over 40 species on the IUCN Red List. The Forestry Administration (FA) manages the project in partnership with the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS).
With a view to protecting these globally important biodiversity assets, the Seima Protection Forest REDD+ Project was initiated to “ensure long term support for reserve operating costs and financial incentives for local communities and local authorities participating in conservation.”
A core area of 187,000 ha has been designated as the REDD project area, and project documents are now being developed for submission to the Voluntary Carbon Standard and Climate Community Biodiversity Alliance.
 The Frontier deforestation methodology, developed by the Sustainable Amazon Foundation (FAS), is being used for developing the project.
The project area is inhabited by approximately 10,000 people, the majority of them ethnic Bunong villagers, who returned to their traditional lands in the area since the ceasing of civil conflicts in the early 1990s. 
The Seima Project works closely with these forest dependent communities and is supporting a process of communal land titling to improve their tenure security. The FA already has a good deal of experience in forest law enforcement at the site. Even though threats to the forest, such as clearance for agriculture, opening new roads  and mining concessions, continue to grow, it will be important to show additionality in the project actions in order to distinguish between ongoing protection efforts and new strategies and improved support as a result of REDD+ resources.
The Oddar Meanchey CF REDD+ project and the Seima Project are complementary in a number of ways. While the Oddar Meanchey project pioneers REDD+ under a community forestry framework in production forest areas, the Seima Project explores REDD+ under distinct legal frameworks for Protection Forests and communal lands. Both projects involve full participation of the Forestry Administration and recognize the importance of involving local communities in forest protection. The two projects have collaborated in sharing information and field experience in project development for mutual benefit, and both make a positive contribution to the understanding of REDD+ project overall development. Both projects seeks to issue CO2 credits validated under VCS and CCBA schemes but using different VCS methodologies
The Community-Based Production Forestry project (CBPF) consists of two main areas of activities: a Core Protection Forest where a REDD+ project will be implemented, where deforestation is 100% prohibited, and Buffer Protection Forest areas, where suitable development activities can occur and timber will be harvested in a sustainable way. This second type of activity is the Community-Based Forest Enterprise (CBFE) project. Timber harvesting rights will be assigned to Community-based Forest Enterprises (CFEs) set up at the commune level and timber products will be sold on the domestic market.
This REDD+ project set-up in the Core Protection Forest area of the SEIMA SFP is the second REDD+ pilot site (after Oddar Meanchey in the North West of the country) and the first in a conservation area. It covers about 187,000 hectares and according to estimates of a feasibility study the whole area will save about 1,566,000 tCO2e in the first 5 years, generating approximately $5.4 million revenue (Evans, 2011).
The project aims to involve and interact closely with Community Councils, which are composed of village leaders and members of a Forest Management group. Its main roles are to “hold the management rights to the forest area, develop and execute management plans, market and sell forest products, and share benefits with the communities” (Pollard et al. 2010). Detailed community consultations on benefit sharing of REDD+ and timber revenues generated by the CBFE projects have not been yet held.
Data from WCS show that the 2008 deforestation rate in the SPF area was 0.29% per year. With a total forest area of 305,000 ha the deforestation rate of 0.29% implies that 885 ha of forest are lost each year. The forest is home to 16,600 people, with an average household size of 6.6.
A first round of consultation in September 2013 was recently led by a WCS team to discuss the potential benefit or co-benefits to local community members if they were involved in a REDD+ project (see table 1). Three categories of benefit were defined: forest management activities, livelihoods support alternatives and ecotourism and public services.
Rather than giving unrealistic expectations on the amount of carbon credit allocated to the community development fund, it is more realistic to list all the potential benefits or co-benefits provided by a REDD+ site. Therefore further consultations are needed to get communities agreed on the future management plan of their land.
Table 1: Examples of likely benefit types to local community members from REDD+ (source WCS)
	Category 
	Examples of benefits type for communities

	Core state forest management activities 

Not conditional on behaviour.
	· Continued and secure access to natural resources, including non-timber forest resources such as resin, that may otherwise be destroyed

· Secure and formal property rights to land and forest resources

· Equitable zoning and access systems for communities with rights of use 

· Improved forest quality

· Employment in community-based patrolling and monitoring

	Alternative livelihood projects

Needed in part to reduce drivers of deforestation at source. Some could be made conditional on behaviour
	· Community livelihood development, e.g. livestock raising, agricultural intensification, savings groups and/or micro-finance for enterprise development

· Financial benefits and increased community empowerment and capacity 

· Most likely administered through a ‘community development fund’ at the village or project level.  

· Some benefits could be awarded at the household level.

	Other benefits

These only affect deforestation through conditionality, and so all should be conditional.
	· Additional incentives payments for conservation activities or outcomes

· This might be a bonus payment for exceptional performance, awarded to households or villages

· Could include support for public services that are not ‘alternative livelihoods’ per se, for example roads, health clinics, schools, other infrastructure


WCS has suggested  adding another partner, the rainforest alliance (RA), to develop sustainable harvest of timber inside the buffer-zone and to assist the indigenous people to process and market the extracted timber. Authorizations from the MoE (GDANCP)
 are still pending to proceed to these activities.

A First diagram of BSM was developed for SEIMA SFP project based on the model developed in one of their project site in Madagascar. It is expected that the final BSM will be aligned to the Oddar Meanchey one on a sub-national mechanism transfer where carbon credit will be first allocated to FA and distributed to the Community development fund (CDF). The indigenous peoples involved with ecotourism can use their skills to manage the CDF.
The benefit sharing mechanism is still under discussion and  effectiveness, efficiency and equity cannot be yet assessed.
Partners involved include: 
· The FA is the responsible agency and will be the appointed agency to sell forest carbon credits;  
· The buyers(not yet identified) under VCS voluntary market; 
· GDANCP Park managers 
will also benefit as their activities can be supported by REDD+ revenue;  
· IPs are the ultimate beneficiaries securing the REDD+ site by patrolling, assisting natural regeneration, preventing forest fire and sustainably extracting NTFPs.
Strengths : getting tenure rights is a significant co-benefit from a REDD+ site 
and can be considered an incentive for the communities involved.
Weaknesses: Similar to observations made on Oddar Meanchey REDD+ pilot, upfront costs for carbon accounting are quite high (figures not provided).
3.3 Involvement of the private sector:  

Although some sectors of the private sector (energy, agriculture, forestry) are currently drivers of deforestation and degradation in many parts of the world including in Cambodia, they are also actors that can contribute to REDD+ programme especially in three key domains: innovation, investment and implementation. Innovation is one of the main attributes of the private sector where the development of new technologies and innovations can reduce green gas emission by incorporating new system of resource extraction, transports, process and marketing along the value-chain. 

Investment is required for the transition to a green economy and that will impact on structural changes and economic patterns. Direct private sector participation in REDD+ to date has been limited to the voluntary carbon markets and CCBA. Some experiences exist on involving the private sector in certification initiatives, commodity roundtables and moratoria, all of which can potentially help reduce deforestation and forest degradation. 

Innovation and investment require various forms of implementation to bring about results on the ground. Ultimately, as the largest terrestrial land users, the private sector will be heavily involved in activities on the ground and should also be considered in discussions on how to incentivize action on reducing emission from deforestation, forest degradation and enhancement of forest carbon stocks. The existing experiences with benefits sharing in Cambodia and beyond did not reveal any significant experiences in how the private sector can be involved in REDD+ and be incentivized through a benefit sharing mechanism. 

3.4 Lessons learned from existing performance based benefit sharing mechanism in Cambodia 

Based on the examples with two REDD+ projects and different PES systems it can be concluded that there are relative limited existing experiences on benefit sharing in Cambodia and in particular for benefits sharing linked to performance. 
The experience that does exist typically involves national or international NGO support and the relevant line agency.  The Oddar Meanchey Community Forestry REDD+ Project and the Seima Protection Forest REDD+ Project are complementary in a number of ways. Both projects involve full participation of the Forestry Administration and recognize the importance of involving local communities in forest protection. Both projects seek to issue CO2 credits validated under VCS and CCBA schemes but using different VCS methodologies. This includes an obligation to equitable benefit sharing.
One experience gained is that project based REDD+ takes a significant amount of time from the initiation of the project to the actual sale of verified CO2 emission reductions. This has shown to create some degree of disappointment among actors involved including the local communities and whether there are other ways to incentivize communities such as up-front local investments, paid jobs for the local people during implementation, alternative energy sources etc. could be investigated. 
Benefit sharing has been discussed with stakeholders at both project site and one finding is that it remains a challenge to discuss benefit sharing without raising unrealistic expectations among the participants. This cannot always be blamed the project implementers but is also a consequence of the significant interest REDD+ projects has attracted international with many studies conducted including on the involvement of stakeholders which as a consequence also raises expectations among the interviewed communities. 
Seima Protection Forest REDD+ Project has done work on likely benefits to local communities and identified a number of non-monetary benefits provided by protecting the forest resources. Also the experience with communal land titling in Seima is way of providing benefits to the local communities even if it’s not necessary directly linked to CO2 emission reductions in the REDD+ project.   



Based on the lessons learned it can be concluded that there most likely is a need to discuss and develop a benefit sharing system at two different levels: 1) the local level e.g. how incentives can be provided and promote climate benefits (effectiveness) in a cost efficient way (efficiency) in a manner which will be considered fair for the involved stakeholders (equity) and 2) the national to local level e.g. how can REDD+ revenue received at the national level be channeled to support actions on the ground in a transparent, effective, efficient and equitable way. 
Figure 4 below adopted from IUCN illustrate one example of how this flow from national level to local level can be set up. It has to be noted that no decision has been made on setting up a REDD+ Fund and also that the third line agency Fishery Administration is missing from the figure. The figure is included as an example only. 

Figure 4. The Components of a Possible Benefit Distribution System within Cambodia (source IUCN,2011).














4. Lessons learned  from benefit sharing distribution models (REDD+ and PES) in the Mekong and Asia-Pacific region  
Some lessons learned can be drawn from the most advanced benefit sharing distribution models in the Asia-Pacific region with the following five key countries: Nepal, Thailand, Viet Nam, Papua New Guinea and Indonesia.
4.1 Trust fund in Nepal NORAD REDD+ pilot projects in 3 watersheds 
Nepal is in the process of developing REDD+ benefit sharing mechanism with lessons from pilot initiatives (e.g. NORAD funded REDD+ project, USAID funded Hariyo Ban Program, DFID, SDC and Finland supported Multi-stakeholder Forestry Program and UN-REDD support under Target Support). Nepal’s climate change policy 2011 also specifies that at least 80% of the fund generated for addressing climate change should reach the local level. The mechanism of benefit sharing remains unfocussed and more work is required to make benefit sharing more inclusive and equitable. This policy brief, developed on the lessons from the pilot REDD+ project implemented jointly by ICIMOD, FECOFUN and ANSAB, provides some suggestions for making REDD+ benefit sharing mechanism more inclusive and equitable (ICIMOD, 2012).
As Nepal’s REDD+ programme is in the process of getting ready, a NORAD pilot project was implemented from 2009 to 2013 in three watersheds (Charnawati in Dolakha district, Ludikhola in Gorkha district, and Kayar Khola in Chitwan district) to test payment distribution mechanisms for CFUGs and theirs members.
A REDD+ payment mechanism is being developed for the community forest management system. The proposed design is performance-based payment but takes equity issues into account for the benefit sharing mechanism. 
Forest Carbon Trust Fund and its distribution formula
The project did so by using both environmental and social criteria for payment distribution formula. Thus, payment levels are decided through a function of six basic elements: forest carbon pool, change in forest carbon, number of households of indigenous peoples, number of Dalit households, the ratio of men to women, and the population of poor people. The criteria of payment and the corresponding weight given to each attribute is shown below:
Payment = f [forest carbon pool (24%) + change in forest carbon (16%) + number of households of indigenous people (10%) + number of Dalit households (15%) + population of women (15%) + population of poor people (20%)].
In the pilot watersheds, the area of community forests do not correspond to household sizes or population in the project sites. For example, the area of forest per participating household ranges from 0.5 hectare to 0.8 hectare. 

Three times of payments of 100,000 USD were made in 2001-2012-2013 to CFUGs under the following criteria. 
Each CFUG is responsible for categorizing member households into different strata according to a set of standard indicators including household status, the ratio of men to women, and data on indigenous people. This information, along with forest carbon data, would be forwarded to the Watershed REDD Network, the sub-national institution responsible for implementing the project. 
The Watershed REDD Network then compiles the data and makes payment claims to a multi-stakeholder board at the national level. Based on reviews and recommendations from the national technical committee, funds are disbursed to the Watershed REDD Network. Fund distribution committees at the watershed level follow a similar process to distribute payments to CFUGs. After REDD+ payments reach individual CFUGs, each group would be allowed to choose how to invest their money within guidelines that are intended to ensure the maximum utilization of payments. In principle, REDD+ funds should be expended following a consensual plan and should be limited to REDD+ activities, forest carbon inventory, capacity building of CFUGs, and poverty reduction and social inclusion activities.

Forest Carbon Trust Fund 
An operating and non-legally binding guideline on Forest Carbon Trust Fund (FCTF) was developed in 2011 through a rigorous multi-stakeholder consultation process with the involvement of representative and experts from REDD-Forestry and Climate Change Cell, NEFIN (Nepal Federation of Indigenous Nationalities), DNF (Dalit NGO Federation), HIMWANTI (Himalayan Grassroots Women's Natural Resource Management Association), private sector and project partners – ICIMOD (International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development), ANSAB (Asia Network for Sustainable Agriculture and Bio-resources) and FECOFUN (Federation of Community Forestry Users Nepal) (see Figure 5). 

The guideline includes institutional mechanism for transparent decision-making process, grant and payment system, grant utilization, monitoring, reporting and internal verification 
applicable at sub-national level in Nepal. For REDD+ grant distribution at Forest User Groups level, 60% weight was given for socio-economic parameters and 40% for forest carbon stock and its increment. The system was tedious - requiring accurate and detailed updated socio-economic data. Though the need to consider socio-economic criteria is considered necessary, there is also a possibility of undermining the core principle of REDD+, i.e. providing incentives for carbon emissions. The differentiated payment criteria are rather complicated often result in double payments to some segments of the society (e.g. same person as woman, poor and marginalized caste group) and difficult to implement at sub-national and national levels. 

A simpler approach will be to allocate payments from central Forest Carbon Trust Fund (FCTF) to CFUGs through a sub-national structure based solely on carbon stock and increments without having to consider any socio-economic information. The CFUGs will have the freedom to allocate their received money to suit the local context and requirements based on consensus. Collaborative Forest Management Guidelines for using community forestry revenue already exist in Nepal. The guidelines include norms for spending funds on activities related to forest improvement, agro-forestry, poverty reduction, community development and office management (GoN, 2011). The guidelines could be reviewed and improved for use of carbon money. Regarding heterogeneous forest size in relation to population, population density per unit community forest area may be used in the calculation of fund allocation for a more equitable system. This pilot project was implemented at a time when there were no elected local bodies at the Village development Committee (VDC) level. It has been felt that elected local bodies would be a crucial institution to safeguard good governance for REDD implementation at local level.
Effectiveness:
 CFUGs can themselves monitor and report on carbon stocks and increment. However, regular support through capacity building and technical assistance is required for their effective involvement; Community Forest User Groups are prepared to co-fund activities that provide REDD+ co-benefits. 
Efficiency: Local elected representatives at VDC and DDC would play a crucial role in making the REDD+ payment more accountable, transparent and effective than without one;  Communities conducted MRV can be supplemented with remote sensing technology to further reduce the cost and increase the accuracy of data. 
Equity
 (Maintaining social inclusion (ethnicity, gender and well-being) in benefit sharing is crucial for bringing positive change in the behavior of community members collectively. 
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Figure 5: Reporting and fund flow structure in REDD+ program (Nepal)
4.2 REDD+ pilot in Thailand Inpaeng community and the Michigan state university Carbon2 market program (teak plantation)
Inpaeng Community is located in Ban Bua village, Kut Bak Sub-district, Kut Bak District, Sakon Nakhon Province, northeastern Thailand. In 1987, the community realized the pressure of unstable income resulting from forest land conversion to cash crops such as cassava and paper mulberry.  Local villagers decided to collectively rehabilitate and restore the degraded forest surrounding the village.
Inpaeng Community is the center of Inpaeng Community Network which comprises almost 1,000 villages in 80 sub-districts of five northeastern provinces of Thailand. Inpaeng Community is now known as the place of Inpaeng Life University- learning institute for everyone.
Household members of Inpaeng Community Network have diversified their mono-culture crops to agro-forest practices, including single-species plantation to multi-species of Dipterocarps and Teak, multi-aged, and mushrooms farms development. Although mono-culture crop such as cassava is popular in the area, agro-forest systems are getting more interest among communities.

The project on “Developing Small-holder Agro-forestry Carbon Offset Protocols for Carbon Financial Markets” is part of the “The Carbon2Markets program” initiated by Michigan State University. The pilot sites were selected in developing countries including Guatemala, Vietnam, Lao PDR, Cambodia, and Thailand. The program has established the protocols and systems to support Measurement, Reporting and Verification (MRV) in the context of both REDD+  and carbon sequestration projects that focus on Reforestation and Agro-Forestry.

In Thailand, Carbon2Markets has developed this project in 2007 in cooperation with the Inpaeng Community Network, National Research Council of Thailand (NRCT), and Mahasarakham University.  The project aims to support the agro-forestry and reforestation efforts undertaken by members of the Inpaeng network. The total 4,340 farmers who plant teak wood participate in the program.

As part of capacity building, members of the Inpaeng Community Network formulated the working group to run this carbon sequestration project locally. With technical assistance from NRCT and universities, the local research team collected data with ground survey.  As a result, teak trees in every plot were sampled and marked with tag by local researchers. The data can be accessed online at http://www.carbon2markets.org. 

On 19 February 2011, the Inpaeng Community Network sold its t
CO2e of 75,000 ton for the period 2010-2011 at the rate USD 4.25 with the total amount of USD 37,000 for two years (2010-2011).  Individual farmer received from USD 21.47 to USD 1,151.90 per household according to the registered area.

Table 2.  Data on carbon trading within the Carbon2Markets program, Inpaeng community
	Location
	Inpaeng, Thailand

	Number of registered agro-forestry areas:
	114

	Number of participating small-holders
	94

	Total registered area (ha)
	289.79

	Number of sample plots:
	177

	Baseline carbon stock(tCO2e) – 2009
	44,808

	Estimated annual sequestration rate (tCO2e/ha/year):
	10.62

	Estimated total carbon sequestration - 15 years (tCO2e):
	46,164


Source: http://www.carbon2markets.org/thaiteak/
Small agro-forestry holders are significant actors in the land use development in Thailand and the pilot project led by the Michigan University State facilitated by NRCT is an attempt in incorporate the key actors to tackle carbon sequestration and reduce emission from forest degradation. They have also designed a specific carbon accounting for small scale land that can be replicated elsewhere.

Opportunity costs for keeping their agro-forestry systems are still high.  If farmers convert their agro-forestry land to mono-crop rubber, their income from latex production would be significant and additional income beyond incentives from REDD+ may be needed for securing forest conservation in order to sustain sustainable livelihoods. In some cases opportunity costs will likely still be too high for REDD+ to compete.
Effectiveness Benefit sharing is according to sequestered CO2 and as such effective in delivering results, at the same time opportunity costs for the land can be high and incentives for CO2 sequestration might not be able to compete with alternative land use;

Efficiency (low transaction costs due to a few beneficiaries, payment in terms of tree surface covered);

Equity (payment based on the scale of the plantation, still a small number of beneficiaries).
4.3 REDD+ pilot in Lam Dong Viet Nam and Payment for Forest Environmental Services (PFES)  in Lam Dong
Lam Dong is located in the Central Highlands of Vietnam. The total forest area of the province is 602,243 ha including both natural forest and plantation (Nguyen Quang Tan, 2011) or 61% of the total physical area of the province. The government selected Lam Dong for piloting PFES policy in 2008. At present, the model has been scaling up in the entire province. During the piloting, strong technical and financial supports were provided by Asia Regional Biodiversity Conservation Program of Winrock International.

The total forest area entitled to the payment is 202,251 ha located in Dai Ninh and Da Nhim watersheds. Currently, this area is managed by 18 forest user groups – all of which are Management Boards (MBs) and State-Forest Committees (SFCs). In 2009-2010, the total revenue derived from FPES scheme in Lam Dong was 98.2 billion VND (roughly $5 million USD). There were 4 main buyers identified: Dai Ninh hydropower plant from which 46.6 billion VND  (2.2 million USD) were obtained, Da Nhim Hydropower plant (40.5 billion VND, or 1.9 million USD ), SAWACO water supply company (9.9 billion VND, or 0.47 million USD), and a tourist company (0.6 billion VND, or  28,000 USD). Figure 6 shows the composition of the sources of payment. In 2011, the total amount of revenue derived from these buyers were almost 56 billion VND (2.69 million USD), accounting for about 64.7 percent of the total revenue expected.
As mandated by the Decree 99, these 18 forest user groups were not allowed to keep all money, but shared it with the local households who had forest protection contracts with them. By the end of 2010, a total of 7,997 households living near the forest received payment fees through the protection contracts with these 18 forest user groups. The number of households increased to 12,304 by the end of 2011. 

About 80 percent of the total households are ethnic minorities, and the remaining are majority (Kinh). Despite of an influx of Kinh migrants settled in the province, many of which are settled in the areas under the payment scheme provincial authorities decided that PES payment should be given to ethnic minorities rather than the majority Kinh. As a result, most of the households entitled to the payment are ethnic minorities. On average, each household received 30 ha of forest
, with a total payment of about 10.5 – 12 million VND/year (500-600 USD), about 4 times higher than the payment they earlier received under the Government’s 661 program. The average PFES payment is 350,000 – 400,000 VND/ha (17-20 USD).

The PFES payment distribution is made according to the formula:

Total amount paid to forest owners (VND)  =  Average fee per ha of forest (VND/ha)  x  forest area managed by services (ha)  x K factor

A K factor is used to adjust the payment level for PFES. The value of each K-factor is provided in circular 80//2011/BNNPTNT on methods to determine payments for forest environmental services (issued by MARD), as follows: K1 (Forest volume status) 0.95 for forest re-growth and poor forest, 0.95 for medium forest, 1.0 for rich forest; K 2 (forest function) 0.9 for production forest,0.95 for protection forest; 1.0 for special-use forest; K3 (origin of forest) 0.9 for plantation, 1.0 natural forest; K4 (difficulty of forest protection) 1.00 for very difficult, 0.95 for difficult, 0.90 for not very difficult.



The structure of PFES payment distribution in Lam Dong is presented in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. Structure of PFES payment distribution mechanism in Lam Dong (Source: Nguyen Truc Bong Son, 2010)
Institutional arrangements at the provincial level are in place for scaling PFES in the whole country.  35 out of 63 provinces in Vietnam had established as steering committee to oversee the implementation of PFES in accordance with legal requirement, and 27 of those provinces had established a Forest Development Fund (FPDF
). PFES revenue in 2012 total VND 1,172.44 billion (55 million USD) and the government plans to establish a further 30 provincial FPDFs to increase the revenue from environmental services by around 50 million USD in 2013 (Pham Thu Thy & al., 2013). 

Revenue generated form PFES is promising, particularly the contribution of hydropower plants and water supply companies. PFES generated revenue in 2009-2012 of VND 1,782 billion (about 85 million USD). Payments from hydropower plants accounted for nearly 98% of this, with 2% coming from water supply companies and 0.1% from tourism (Central FPDF, 2013)
Effectiveness
 (low amounts disbursed fund due to many actors and their lack of capacity and timely interactions among government officials, progress in establishing and running provincial PFDF
s is still slow);

Efficiency (high transaction costs due to many different beneficiaries receiving small amount of revenues, performance-based payment but no mechanisms to bound higher payment to effective improvement of forest cover, low performance of PFDFs by lack of capacity of management staff);

Equity (uneven distribution of PFES buyers making PFES revenues unequal in geographical areas, the K factor is delivering unequal payment and difficult to understand by beneficiaries).
4.4 REDD+ pilot in Papua New Guinea in New West Britain (FORCERT)

After the PNG Government put the concept of Reduced Emissions from Deforestation & Degradation (REDD) on the international agenda, there was an initial national surge about the potential benefits of REDD payments in the form of “carbon trade” for PNG. “Carbon trade” is a misleading term. Carbon credits are a measurement unit for the provision of an environmental service; carbon sequestration and/or storage compared to a reference level, measured in tons of carbon (tC) or carbon dioxide equivalents (tCO2e).. As 97% of the land in PNG is under customary ownership, the rights to PES reside mainly with the indigenous customary landholders. 

In October 2007, a group of concerned Papua New Guineans, with long term expertise in resource management, environment & conservation, community development, good governance and legal aspects, came together to start develop ideas for a national PES system. This “Expert Consultation Group” (ECG) continued their work in 2008 and by the end of 2009 gave the outline for a transparent operational framework for PES for PNG, ensuring maximum benefits reach the actual providers of the environmental services, the local communities.
A pilot site was designed in New West Britain, empowering all the landowners,  to develop a REDD+ PES scheme that could later be upscaled at a national level and key findings are presented as follows.
The Proposed PES system for PNG is not a finished or final system, merely a proposal containing all major aspects of a practical transparent and equitable PES system, which is offered for consideration to all stakeholders involved, and in particular to the Government of PNG. The ECG trusts the PNG Government will be very interested in considering a home grown PES system, specifically tailored to suit the unique PNG land tenure system.
The ECG has designed two PES schemes: a PES under a National commitment (see figure in Annex 4) and a PES under a Voluntary market in PNG and described their Benefit Sharing Mechanisms. Their findings are very much in line with the conclusions and recommendations of the UN-REDD Viet Nam trial on REDD+ and Benefit Sharing Mechanism (BSM), the most advanced practical work on this topic in the Region to date. 

Benefit sharing mechanism
Some major issues, requirements and concepts identified by ECG:

1-PES use and set-up
· From the landowner benefits, only a minor portion should be given in cash, to avoid the negative experiences from e.g. logging operations, and to allow for sufficiently large amounts to be available for desired infrastructure and other community developments, to be incorporated into Ward Development Plans. 
· The percentage cash payment may depend on the actual total annual amount available per family unit. 
· The budgets for development projects should also include the costs for monitoring during implementation to check on the quality of project, rather than trying to check this after completion of the project.
2-Funds transfers

· Funds to go as directly as possible from national level to local level. 

· Monetary benefits to be paid directly from the national level into family accounts, using microfinance institutions / savings & loans societies / mobile banking. Payments will be made twice a year, with one payment at the end of January. These cash payments could be broken up into actual cash deposits in household accounts and partly to school fee and “hospital treatment” accounts.

· Non-monetary benefits to be clearly assigned to community and infrastructure development, in line with community/ward/ILG/district development plans.

· The Independent Financial Institution will separately manage a Community Futures Fund holding a certain (to be determined) percentage of funds allocated by ILG’s involved to finance local community & infrastructure developments. For these developments there will be direct payments to contractors, with a transparent local tendering process for works above a certain (to be determined) amount, and with clear criteria to be followed for works of smaller amounts.
· Any investments done with Community Futures Funds should also be environmentally sustainable (e.g. with fund management similar to Australian Ethical or Triodos Bank). They should be exempted from the 15% interest withholding tax, as funds are used for local development projects and should be seen as major tax-credit schemes, providing many services which the government should have delivered.
3-Community representation

· Process of community organization is essential; avoid wrongly established ILG’s and Landowner Companies. 

· At the village level people will determine how they want to organize themselves and select the community group members (clan group, ILG group) and the legal entity based on this primary community organization. 

· Sufficient time needs to be given for this process.
· Need checks on ILG formation before they are registered, with responsible government officers at district level and independent verification of the process.

4-Equality in PES benefit distribution around the country

· For PNG a number of coefficients should be developed, which could, in various combinations, cover the different situations in the country, and lead to variable PES calculations.

· All (potential) opportunity costs for the various areas/districts should be assessed, including mining potential. PES payments should be at a high enough level to ensure permanence. However, calculations which could lead to perverse incentives should be avoided; payment levels should not be purely or mainly based on level of threat to a forest area.

· Part of the PES income should support other income earning options which will avoid potential dependency on PES as a single major source of income. These income earning options have to be compatible with the community’s sustainable land use plan, as this plan forms the basis of the community’s commitment and the PES financing contract.

· Basic cash payments should be equal to all households, with a consideration for household size. Land groups within a PES contract that bring in larger land/forest areas would receive additional benefits in the form of support to develop other income earning options. This would mean that they will be able to get additional benefits rewarding them for the larger forest area input into the PES contract, but will have work to get these.

5-PES break-down payments

Out of 100% financing in from PES financers, 10% goes to Government, 20% for transaction costs and 70% to the landowners, as the followings:
· 10% GST
 to Government, with the ILG(s) from the PES project area receiving at least 5% of the GST funds, to be used as government co-funding for development projects as agreed to by the participating ILG’s in their Ward Development Plans.
· Maximum of 20% for transaction costs (or the verified audited real transaction costs), divided between: (i) Technical support organisations for essential support services to ILG’s in achieving & maintaining PES standards and (ii) Management cost for the National Trust and Community Futures Fund (main costs to be covered from the revenue of the managed capital)

· Minimum of 70% of the benefits goes to the landowners: minor percentage in regular (e.g. six-monthly) cash payments and major part earmarked for infrastructural/community development
Effectiveness 
Efficiency

Equity

4.5  REDD+ pilot in Indonesia (west Kalimantan)

All the stakeholders at the provincial level have focused their discussion mostly on the REDD+ Commission but not on the institutional setting or the payment distribution for the scheme. They have expressed two different opinions related to the institutional setting: (i) optimize the existing government institutions; and (ii) form a new institutional setting.

The problem with these government institutions is that they are not yet functioning optimally. Strengthening these existing institutions and getting them involved in REDD+, as well as providing effective communication and coordination among them are big challenges. It is because of this factor that a new REDD institutional setting is proposed and presented as follows (see Figure 7):
· The project implementer is a private entity. Its function is to implement the REDD+ project. Depending on its needs, the project implementer has several divisions related to REDD+, such as community development (CD), research and development (R&D), marketing, monitoring and evaluation, communication, and information, among others. The project implementer is located within the provincial level of administration. All incoming REDD+ projects in the province will go through the provincial project implementer. The project implementer can get in touch directly with the buyer or also go through the central government. It is expected that REDD funding will be allocated to the project implementer to guarantee that it will be managed for REDD+ purposes. If the funds are allocated to the provincial government, there is a fear that they will (partly) be allocated for activities other than REDD+.
· The carbon provider/proponent will implement activities to reduce carbon emissions. They will operate according to their responsibilities, rights and sanctions as stated in the agreement. The carbon provider/proponent could be a local community, a private company, or the manager of a village forest, etc., as stated in the Ministerial Decree on REDD (P.30/Menhut-II/2009).
· A carbon provider, particularly if from within a local community, would generally have limited or no knowledge of REDD+. Close assistance would usually be needed and NGOs can play a double role providing technical advice or initiating activities to reduce emissions, as well as empowering the communities. Governments at the provincial and district levels in fact have a Provincial or District Community Empowerment Agency. Unfortunately, they have limited capacity and budget, and therefore they are not able to cover all the villages within their domain. The NGOs can fill this gap, helping local government to empower the local communities.

· International, national, and local advisors function to provide advice to the project implementer on issues related to REDD, such as how the project should be implemented, monitored evaluated and verified, how the contract should be made, and what to cover in the contract.
· The provincial government, as a regulatory body, should provide enabling policy, enforce laws, and implement good governance. The government would ensure that regulations/policies were well implemented. The challenge is to have pre-conditions to ensure consistency among all aspects.
· The REDD+ Commission is an independent technical advisory body (see the above description). The Commission will consist of representatives of related local government institutions, universities and other relevant organizations in the province.
Figure 7 .  Proposed REDD+ Institutional Setting in Central Kalimantan province (ICRAF, 2011).
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The REDD+ Commission and the project implementer can be accessed by the stakeholders, including local communities. One of the important aspects in this setting is that the mandates of the bodies should be clear. There are three important mandates: (i) policy (the Governor, the head of district government, and possibly the local House of Representatives); (ii) technical aspects; and (iii) operational components
 (local community, Balai Taman Nasional, Dinas Kehutanan, Perkebunan, etc.).
Effectiveness 

Efficiency

Equity

5. Discussion and lessons learned on benefit sharing models
5.1 Design of BSM, components, conditions
Most of existing experiences on BSM are from project level implementation and the study cases are mostly focused on communities while government agencies and private sector are insufficiently taken into account. In the case of Cambodia many aspects has to be tackled and improved: Legal Framework,  accountability and management of funds by the different actors, retention of revenues by the government, definition of the percentage of fund allocated to different stakeholders, development of recourse or safeguards mechanisms. The two REDD+ pilots project -based, Oddar Meanchey CF and Seima PF, set-up in two distinct types of forest with different ultimate beneficiaries, are good materials to assess before establishing a REDD+ national distribution system. The integration of non-monetary benefits as illustrated from discussions at Seima Protection Forest could be valuable addition in making REDD+ activities attractive to communities besides the possible benefits from CO2 payments and also one possible way to have tangible benefits before results are rewarded at international level.
Nepal is the first country to have started to deliver REDD+ payment in the Asia region using a coefficient to include forest and socio-environmental criteria. A trust fund approach has been prioritized for the next step to channel all the revenues from the carbon sale. Viet Nam is also building on lessons learned from its PFES programme which is not yet upscaled to the whole country and experiences can be gained from the revenues generated and distributed from the Forest development fund integrating different institutional levels. A K factor was used to equalize payment but this has to be further improved.
An Expert Consultation Group in Papua New Guinea 
has developed a national approach gained from a PES REDD+ pilot site and active discussion with all stakeholders to develop tasks and responsibilities of stakeholders in the designed BSM and offered for consideration of the government. Thailand is not strongly involved in REDD+ but some research institutions have tried to incorporate small-scale holders in a REDD+ scheme and this scheme could possibly be suitable for the whole country. Indonesia with the context regionalization have implemented a REDD+ approach with the participation of all stakeholders and elaborated a proposed BSM at the provincial level for which West Kalimantan seems the most advanced province.
Most of the designed BSM have a clear set of participants, carbon buyer, carbon sellers the governmental institutions, beneficiaries forest users and carers (CFG, communities, IP, villagers), NGOs facilitators, implementers, Intermediaries levels (Province or districts) and third parties verifiers.
International initiatives has developed various tools to assists policy makers such as PROFOR which has developed an options assessment framework to support  the development of an initial assessment of the national /sub-national appropriate mechanisms for distributing REDD+ benefit in their country, taking into account the four building blocks: (i) government institutions, CSO, community and private sector institutional capacity; (ii) the national and sub-national legal framework relevant to REDD+; (iii) fund management capacity and experience; (iv) monitoring capacity and experience (PROFOR, 2013). 

5.2 key constraints for implementing BSM in Cambodia

Government institutions such as FA, GDANCP and FiA have still a limited capacity to monitor forest management and distribute revenues in the  forest  sector in an equitable and transparent manner and  the capacity of provincial, district or commune levels needs to be reinforced for the implementation of a national REDD+ system.

Land conflicts has created  uncertainties in land tenure which is a core platform for REDD+ implementation and the delivery of results and therefore the allocation of benefits.
.
Land titles for indigenous communities are progressing at a slow pace and this could be promoted further as part of non-carbon benefits to participating communities.  

5.3 BSM 3 Es attributes: effectiveness, efficiency and equity 

Effectiveness (Are the benefits incentivizing reductions in emissions or enhancement of removals? - When and to Whom should benefits be delivered to achieve this?):  REDD+ benefits has to reach the beneficiaries contributing to reduced or sequestered emissions and create the right incentives for them to continue doing so in the long term. The benefit-sharing mechanism 
can be complemented by integrating additional revenue mechanisms or in-direct incentives. 

Efficiency (Is the benefit mechanism cost efficient? - at What pace and How much benefit should be delivered?) : the benefit sharing mechanism should maximize returns on each unit of investment by minimizing transaction and implementation costs and delivering benefits in a reasonable amount of time. 

Equity (Is the benefits sharing perceived to be fair by most stakeholders? - How should benefits  be distributed to the beneficiaries?
): the BSM should ensure that benefits are distributed among all legitimate actors who have contributed to results in a manner that is widely perceived as fair. This process may involve adherence to distributional principles and objectives such as poverty alleviation, respect for CF groups and Indigenous Peoples’ rights, and consistent with social and economic safeguards. 

5.4 REDD+ Benefits or incentives 
Irrespective of the source and form of REDD+ finance, or the domestic institution responsible for receiving and managing it, once financing is received it will need to be transformed into “benefits” that create appropriate incentives and rewards for domestic stakeholders and rights holders. REDD+ benefits could reach local communities in at least three forms: 

· Direct cash payments (normally always a small part of a BSM); 
· Direct provision of entitlements, goods, or services, such as conditional tenure, improved infrastructure, or social services; or (the prerequisite to benefit from  REDD+)
· Indirect benefits from REDD+ emission reductions or activities, such as any form of positive change that communities may experience through the implementation of REDD+, which could include, for example, improved local governance, increased availability of forest products or water resources. 
5.5 Additionality

During the setting of the REDD+ BSM national system, there is a need to promote livelihoods support activities in the form of agricultural services and trainings, development, processing and marketing of key NTFPs.

The carbon payments has to be seen as a reward of having kept forest areas under a sustainable management plan while getting other sources of income from other forest resources or services.

Recommendations -Conclusions


Annexes

A1 References Publications in brief for the UN-REDD benefit sharing study to be consulted:  
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(1) Assignment Information

Assignment Title: Consultant for the UN-REDD benefit sharing study

Organization: UNDP

Post Level: Consultant, Individual Contract

Cluster/Project: Environment and Energy Unit/UN-REDD National Programme

Duty Station: Home-based consultancy, and travel to Phnom Penh, Cambodia

Duration: 60 days (in total) from November 2013 to August 2014

(2) Project Description

The Cancun Agreements issued at the Conference of Parties (COP) 16 held in Mexico in 2010 provides strong support for policy approaches that deliver positive incentives for countries and their actors to engage in REDD+ (reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries; and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries).

Thus far, a number of decisions related to REDD+ have been made on subjects including implementation, principles and safeguards, assessment of results, and reference levels. However, decisions are yet to be made regarding how to deliver positive incentives for countries and their actors to reduce emissions from the forest sector through REDD+. As of now, it is up to each country to decide upon how REDD+ should be implemented within the framework agreed, including issues related to how to distribute benefits at the national, regional and local levels, considering their national circumstances but also following the inter alia the safeguards listed in the Cancun Agreement.

Forests support the livelihoods of millions of rural indigenous peoples and communities who depend on forest resources for subsistence and income. Given the importance of forests for rural livelihoods, participating countries are required to apply safeguards in order to ensure "full and effective participation of relevant stakeholders, in particular indigenous peoples and local communities" in REDD+ (as stated in the Cancun agreement). The application of such safeguards is not only an important means of avoiding and mitigating possible negative impacts of REDD+ on these people but it can also serve to promote their active participation in forest and land conservation, as well as to reduce rural poverty which may contribute to achieving long term sustainable management of forests and carbon sequestration. On the contrary, the failure to involve local people and institutions in REDD+ and benefit sharing may risk lowering their incentives to engage in sustainable forest and land management, and thus may undermine the ultimate purpose of REDD+. Hence, it is imperative that indigenous peoples and local communities are also included in benefit sharing and that benefits are distributed in a manner that are equitable, transparent and cost-effective equitable.
Benefits are not limited to a monetary value but also include non-monetary values that may arise from

improved forest governance. For instance, effective forest policies, programmes and measures to achieve REDD+ goals may not only generate income from carbon related payments but also deliver a broad range of multiple non-monetary benefits. REDD+ can contribute to new job opportunities, clarification and likely issuance of land tenure for communities and increased rural incomes andpreservation of important ecosystem and environmental services and biodiversity.
Cambodia has taken important steps towards REDD+. The national REDD+ programme in Cambodia has been supported by UN-REDD, CamREDD and other supporting frameworks that aim to build the national capacity to plan and implement REDD+. Since 2008, two REDD pilot projects have been implemented to test and learn from on the ground REDD+ activities. Despite numerous important initiatives having been undertaken, there remains a critical need for capacity building efforts for various actors involved in REDD+ including the issues of benefits sharing, and multiple benefits and costs associated with REDD+.
A decision on how to distribute benefits and to whom and in what forms at different levels will require careful analysis of possible options suitable to the national circumstance of Cambodia. For this reason, there is a need to assess and learn from national as well as international experiences with regard to benefit sharing mechanisms used in the forest sector (e.g. Payments for Environmental Services (PES)

and REDD+ pilot projects). Such decisions will also require extensive consultation with relevant governments at national, provincial and local levels as well as discussions with all relevant stakeholders in order to ensure a common understanding and broad acceptance of a benefit sharing mechanism that is suitable for Cambodia. At the same time, ensuring the full and effective participation of all relevant stakeholders will contribute to avoiding the creation of unrealistic expectations about REDD+ benefits which in some cases has been noted as a problem in the past.

The project is a part of UN-REDD National Programme workplan named as activity 2.3b and 2.3d and aims to achieve the following outcomes:

1. Improved the understanding of pros and cons in using different benefit sharing mechanisms relevant for REDD+ in Cambodia.

2. Development of up to four preferred options for benefits sharing for REDD+ in Cambodia.

The project consists of three activities starting with (activity 1) an assessment of national as well as international experiences with benefit sharing mechanisms followed by (activity 2) a national consultation process on benefit sharing and finally (activity 3) development of preferred options for benefit sharing.

For this project three consultants will be recruited, one international consultant to take the lead for activity (1) and (3), assisted by one national consultant and two national consultants to lead the national consultation process under activity (2). The exact timing of activity (3) will depend on the finalization of activity (2) but is expected to take place during the second quarter of 2014.

(3) Scope of Work

The international consultant is expected to deliver the two key deliverables:

• An assessment of national as well as international experiences with benefit sharing mechanisms described in a synthesis report not exceeding 30 pages plus annexes and references in English that consolidates existing knowledge and experiences on benefit sharing and includes recommendations for next steps to be taken to develop a national level benefit sharing mechanism for REDD+ in Cambodia.

• A proposal of up to four preferred options for benefits sharing for REDD+ in Cambodia presented in a synthesis report not exceeding 40 pages plus annexes and references in English building on the results of the analysis of existing experiences and national consultations on benefit sharing.

In order to deliver these outputs, the International Consultant will be required to perform the following

tasks:
Activity 2.3b proposed under the UN-REDO programme work-plan

Analyze existing benefits sharing mechanisms relevant for REDD+ 
preparing a list of existing literature on benefit sharing mechanisms used within the forest sector (e.g. Payments for environmental services, REDD+ pilot projects) and REDD+ related project activities (e.g. Oddar Mancheay and Seima projects) to be reviewed (subject to a review of the REDD+ Taskforce Secretariat);

• analysing the selected existing benefit sharing mechanisms based on a literature review and interviews with relevant stakeholders; and

• preparing an initial assessments report to present pros and cons of using different benefit distribution models in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and equity. These models can include both ex-ante and ex-post payments. The assessment should also highlight possible trade off between effectiveness, efficiency and equity and provide recommendations for how to develop national level benefit sharing systems drawing on experiences from Cambodia and other parts of the world.
Support the development of a national workshop on possible options for benefit sharing systems for REDD+ in Cambodia
In collaboration with the REDD+ Taskforce Secretariat, the consultant team should design and organize a workshop to be held in Phnom Penh. For the workshop organization, the team will be responsible for 1) preparing the workshop agenda, 2) identifying key initial national stakeholders in Cambodia REDO, 3) identifying relevant speakers from Cambodia (and abroad) and 4) preparing presentations to facilitate discussions. For the presentations, the team should share a consolidated view on pros and cons of using different benefit sharing mechanisms. The team should also present a number of alternative options for developing a national benefit sharing mechanism for REDD+ in Cambodia.
Produce a synthesis report that consolidates existing knowledge and experiences on benefit Sharing
Prepare a report not exceeding 30 pages plus annexes and references in English shall be produced as a result of 1) literature reviews and 2) interviews with relevant stakeholders (e.g. government officials, NGOs, local communities, and indigenous peoples) and 3) a national level workshop. This report should not be limited but contain 1) an overview of pros and cons for using different benefits sharing mechanisms relevant for REDD+, 2) recommendations for next steps to be taken to develop a national level benefit sharing mechanism for REDD+ in Cambodia and 3) proposal for a presentation to be used for the national consultation on the report.
A3 List of participants of beneficiaries to be interviewed and invited for the national workshop (to be completed): 
Institutional REDD+ members

FA, Forest Administration

General Department of Administration for Nature Conservation and Protection (GDANCP) from the Ministry of Environment and  REDD focal point (FCPF)
Fisheries Administration (FiA) from the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries
Ministry of Environment, Climate change department, Cambodia Climate Change Alliance

REDD+ Taskforce members

REDD+ Consultation Group members

CAM-REDD

CSO and IP representatives

NGO forum

Community fisheries 

Community protected area

Children’s development association CDA
Monk’s CF association

Community forestry groups

Indigenous peoples (Mondulkiri province)

NGOs

PACT

WCS 
FFI

RECOFTC

Donors-investors 
Clinton Climate Initiative

Terra Global Capital

EU

JICA

Norway Embassy

Private sector

A4 Figure of proposed REDD+ BSM in Papua New Guinea
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A5 Work-plan 

Deliverable 1: proposed mission implementation methodology and planning first period
	Tasks
	Means/tool
	W/D

	Step 1: Review the existing literature on Benefit Sharing Mechanism (BSM)

	Inception/desk phase

	Travel to  Europe-Cambodia (back and forth step1)
	
	(2)

	1. review the existing literature in coordination with the REDD+ task force secretariat, work plan
	Briefings, desk work, data collection


	1.5

	2. carry out stock-taking of existing national and international BSM  and overview BSM in Cambodia (Oddar Meanchey, SEIMA –SFP)
	Documentary study, desk work, 


	5

	3. Analyze the selected existing Benefit sharing mechanism with key informants
	Documentary study, data collection, interviews
	10

	4. Prepare an initial assessment report to present pros and cons using different benefit distribution models 
	Methodology development for reviewing BSM
	5

	Step2 : Support the development of a national workshop on possible options for BSS

	Support the development of a national workshop on possible options for benefit sharing systems for REDD+ in Cambodia in collaboration with REDD+ TF secretariat
	Workshop agenda / identify key stakeholders in Cambodia and the region
	2

	Support the workshop organization, identify key speakers, prepare PP
	Workshop agenda / identify key stakeholders
	2

	National workshop to be held
	workshop
	2

	Elaborate final report
	Analysis and reporting
	2.5

	Step3: Synthesis phase produce the  final report
	reporting
	

	Total wd IC 
	30


This first part of the assignment will be conducted in three distinct phases. 

The phase 1 scheduled during the last quarter of 2013 is addressed  to review the existing literature on benefit sharing mechanisms used within the forest sector (e.g. Payments for environmental services (PES), REDD+ pilot projects in the Asia-Pacific region) and REDD+ project-based activities in Cambodia (e.g. Oddar Meanchey CF and Seima protection forest) in coordination with the REDD+ Taskforce Secretariat); to carry out stock-tacking of existing national and international benefit sharing and distribution mechanisms and overview of available international and national BSD systems especially those in-place in UN-REDD Viet Nam and PFES in Lam Dong pilot site, in Thailand (the Kuiburi PES case and Inpang pilot REDD+ site, in Indonesia (state of progress of REDD+ pilot in West Kalimantan ),  in Nepal with 3 watershed  REDD+ pilots and  in Papua New Guinea with the PES- REDD+ pilot in new West Britain island; to analyze the selected existing benefit sharing mechanisms based on a literature review and interviews with relevant Cambodian stakeholders including REDD+ TF members, Consultation groups and technical teams, government officials, donors, NGOs, private sector, CSOs and IP) and prepare an initial assessment report to present pros and cons of  using different benefit distribution models in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and equity. 
The phase 2 will take place in the first quarter of 2014 and support the development of a national workshop on possible options for benefit sharing systems for REDD+ in Cambodia. In collaboration with the REDD+ Taskforce Secretariat, support will be provided to design and organize a workshop to be held in Phnom Penh with attached tasks (prepare the concept note, workshop agenda, identify key initial national stakeholders in Cambodia (FA, General Department of Administration for Nature Conservation and Protection (GDANCP), Fisheries Administration (FiA) from the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries, Ministry of Environment, Climate Change department CCCA,REDD+ task force members, consultation group, CAM-REDD and REDD focal point (FCPF); CSOs and NGOs representatives, Monk’s CF association, community forestry and fisheries groups; INGOs PACT, WCS, RECOFTC, FFI; donors, JICA, EU), identify relevant speakers from Cambodia and abroad (Thailand, Viet Nam, Indonesia,) and prepare PP presentations to facilitate discussions where  there should share a consolidated view on pros and cons of using different benefit sharing mechanisms and a number of alternative options for developing a national benefit sharing mechanism for REDD+ in Cambodia).

The phase 3 will conclude the first part of the assignment by producing a synthesis report that consolidates existing knowledge and experiences on benefit sharing comprising literature reviews and interviews with relevant stakeholders (e.g. government officials, NGOs, local communities, and indigenous peoples) and lessons learned from the a national level workshop.  This report should not be limited but contain an overview of pros and cons for using different benefits sharing mechanisms relevant for REDD+, recommendations for next steps to be taken to develop a national level benefit sharing mechanism for REDD+ in Cambodia and  deliver guidance and directions for the national consultations to be held in the provinces all over country .
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�this is also for removals


�I think the VCS use it for monitoring, reporting and verification but the UNFCCC uses it for measuring, reporting and verification. As we are supporting Cambodia to participate in a UNFCCC REDD+ mechanism we should use the terminology from the UNFCCC. If we need to make reference to VCS MRV in the report it can be spelled out in full. 


�We should have an executive summary before the introduction on one or two pages including with some text explaining that the assessed literature and existing examples are mainly for the project level implementation and the need for linking this to something operational on the national level. 


�Please read the CIFOR literature on this!


�I think we are mixing different kinds of costs here. And anyway the benefits sharing is a mean to incentivize actions and if opportunity costs are to high this just means REDD+ is not able to change the behaviour in this particular case.


�There probably need to be some involvement at the commune level as well.


�This is very project oriented. 


�Not sure what this is. Cambodia already have a REDD+ Taskforce and a Consultation Group.


�This is not what this is about. Pease read some of the CIFOR literature on this


�please see above


�What is BSD?


�how about timber and non-timber forest products?


�this is just one standard


�These are programmes to assist countries getting ready for REDD+ . they don’t provide any incentives.


�I think we should leave this out as everybody now know that this figure is not relevant but at the same time we have no other official figure to replace it with.


�It’s not very remote, just a short drive outside Phnom Pneh


�The UN-REDD program is not promoting additional projects but supporting the country to get ready to participate in a UNFCCC REDD+ mechanism.


�what is this?


�I made the comment in the earlier version that the numbers don’t add up. Now you have changed the carbon market price from 8 to 7 USD but 8.3*7= 58.1  and still not 54,6 million. It does not make sense to provide this level of detail if the numbers anyway don’t add up!


�This is not the task of this assignment. What the projects do  in this regard is not the business of the UN-REDD programme


�Not relevant in this report. as also mentione din the previous version.


�sometimes you use VCS and CCBA and here the full text. We need consistency. 


�Why MoE when this is area is under the authority of FA? I also asked this question in the previous version!


�Again why MoE? I also made this comment to the previous draft!!


�Implementing REDD+ at national scale will focus more on planning and policies. Tenure is important but too strong to say its a prerequisite. In some cases this would delay REDD+ for another 25 years!


�Again this goes way beyond the ToR. As the concept note and the ToR has been approved by the government we cannot just do what we think is interesting but have to stick to what has been agreed with the government. We had a meeting to discuss the ToR when Eric was in Phnom Penh so I am surprised to find that we don’t stick to the ToR. I discussed the ELC with H E Chea Sam ang an he was clear this is not something we should begin to make suggestions about. 


�We should sum up the lessons learned but not begin to suggest what they should do. This goes beyond this ToR.


�I have included some of the more general text on the importance of private sector involvement on another page.


�But some of this  goes way beyond the ToR. As the concept note and the ToR has been approved by the government we cannot just do what we think is interesting but have to stick to what has been agreed with the government. We had a meeting to discuss the ToR when Eric was in Phnom Penh so I am surprised to find that we don’t stick to the ToR. I discussed the ELC with H E Chea Sam Ang and he was clear this is not something we should begin to make suggestions about. 


�Not clear whether this is VCS or UNFCCC – better take it out and only keep the full text.


�Do we know about effectiveness in terms of the system’s ability to generate emission reduction? Earlier in the text it’s stated that the mechanism is performance based? This could be repeated here. In fact there in interesting observation of the possible conflict between effectiveness and equity which should be highlighted here. 


�In the very first section its mentioned that the BSM is unfocussed and more work should be done to make it more inclusive and equitable. It already seem to focus quite a bit on this, can we use this in this assessment?


�A t (ton) have been added compared to the previous version. But we already talk about 75,000 ton. This makes it quite confusing. Did they sell only part of the 75,000 ton? If they sold 75,000 tons why not write 75,000 tCO2e ? This would be much clearer. 


�First we need a source if we provide such a figure, second this ignores any other economic benefits from forests besides carbon sequestration. And if we talk about existing forests then I found reports on the internet which come to other conclusions. See: Rubber Plantation Development in Cambodia: At What Cost? at � HYPERLINK "http://www.eepsea.net/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=397:rubber-plantation-development-in-cambodia-at-what-cost?&Itemid=385" �http://www.eepsea.net/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=397:rubber-plantation-development-in-cambodia-at-what-cost?&Itemid=385�


I don’t think we should make this kind of statements which on purpose make the value of the forests look smaller.


Another report from Lao also question how good this is for small scale farmers: � HYPERLINK "http://www.laolandissues.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/TERRA-Impact-study-on-rubber-plantation-Southern-Laos.pdf" �http://www.laolandissues.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/TERRA-Impact-study-on-rubber-plantation-Southern-Laos.pdf�


The price of rubber is going up and down according to supply and demand and also for that reason I would prefer not to put a figure like 2,500 /ha in the report. 


Finally its not sure rubber plantations will not qualify for UNFCCC REDD+ payments. It is trees and they sequester CO2 when they grow! 


�Did they get land titles they didn’t have before? 30 ha sounds like a lot


�This should be about whether the mechanism were effective in delivering emission reductions (or enhancements of removals) If I understand it correct these Forest Ecosystem Services are more than the climate benefits, but we the payments are linked to performance which we could write here. 


�What is the P?


�This should be about whether the mechanism were effective in delivering emission reductions (or enhancements of removals) If I understand it correct these Forest Ecosystem Services are more than the climate benefits, but the payments are linked to performance which we could write here. 


�Is this the same as the FPDF above?


�I am not sure this is true unless there is a law making this a legal fact. Most developed countries do not have such laws including France as far as I know but France still account for the sequestration provided by the French forests in meeting it Kyoto protocol commitments. This has a value but this is not provided to the forest owners. Same in all the other EU countries. Parts of Australia has such a law.


�I am not sure this has been explained?


�Even if there are no experiences yet, I think we should write something. E.g. is it performance based, dos it consider efficiency and equity?


�There need to be a little more text to introduce this. Does the project has a name, a size and purpose, when did it begin and how many communities are involved etc. This will make it much easier to put the below information into context.


�not clear who has these mandates! Is this the local communities you mention?


�Can we write something on the three e’s?


�I think we need to clear whether we talk about the government or a group of stakeholders. 


�Not sure why we want to compare these two. I think this is not necessary. 


�Since this is the discussion and lessons learned I would prefer a bit of a summing up of experiences gained. I think we read about the focus on emissions reductions but BSM sometimes being unclear for participants, the costs of implementing a BSM often being high and equity can comes at a cost in terms of increased implementation costs but also offer an opportunity to include poorer households. Conclusion like this could be useful.  


�This is a project based issue only.


�Not sure I understand the relevance of this question. The rest of the text is fine.


�We need the recommendations before the national consultation meeting. I think they can be some key messages taken from the section just above, taking into account that the task is not to propose a particular benefit sharing model. 
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