I have reviewed the entire set of documents submitted by the WCS and, generally, I find them quite useful and relevant for national REDD+ and other sub-national projects. 
Even so, I need to emphasize that the National REDD+ taskforce secretariat is more interested in general lessons that can be derived from pilot projects such as yours, than in learning about site-specific findings.  With this in mind, I would like to request you to consider the following comments when you finalize the policy briefs. 
A. Development of approaches to land encroachment
B. Social benefits monitoring 
C. [bookmark: _GoBack]Benefit sharing systems. 
It is important that the policy briefs are structured and framed in such a way that they can inform national level policy makers about key lessons learned from each study, including specification of key opportunities and challenges, and concretely formulated general recommendations for the national REDD+ program and/or other sub-national projects. Please bear in mind that policy makers generally have little time to read. Thus, it is important that the policy briefs present key messages concisely, for example by using bullet points, rather than longer narrative sequences.  
Thus, I would like to request that each policy brief is revised so that it describes:   
1. Project purposes and activity in brief 
2. Key findings in brief 
3. Pros and cons (challenges and opportunities) in using certain types of approaches (e.g. approaches to land encroachment, social benefit monitoring)
4. General lessons and recommendations for national REDD+ and other projects. 
In addition, please take into consideration the following specific comments about each study and how it can be used to enhance the policy briefs.  
A. Development of approaches to land encroachment
This report provides comprehensive and useful information concerning the use of different methods for monitoring illegal land encroachment. For the policy brief, it would be particularly useful to 
· Briefly describe the project background and objective 
· List all the monitoring methods used under the project (e.g. physical patrol, Landsat and FIRMS data) and provide brief explanations of each method 
· Present pros and cons (challenges and opportunities) of using each method 
· Present a set of recommendations for national REDD+ or/and other sub-national projects, for example: 
· What kinds (combinations) of methods should be used for monitoring? 
· What factors should be taken into consideration when using these methods?
· What kinds of additional resources or forms of technical expertise may be needed for them?
· Any other recommendations?   


B. Social benefit monitoring 
This study provides detailed information on the social monitoring systems used by WCS.  However, the policy brief needs significant revision before it can be of use for the national REDD+ program and/or sub-national projects. 
In particular, the policy brief ought to: 
· Shorten the description of the project background and objectives 
· Briefly explain the methods used for the social monitoring of safeguards (i.e. the basic necessary survey (BNS)). 
· Here it might be useful to add a box with sample questions from the BNS.
· Present main findings more concisely. For example, the brief might note that:  
· The Basic Necessity Survey (BNS) was a useful tool with which to monitor social changes over time. It enabled the project to recognize that: 
· Illegal logging and ELC concessions constitute major threats to the livelihood of people in the project area
· Despite the current threats, raisin tress remain well protected in the area and they continue to make a significant contribution to household livelihoods 
· The project support for land titling has contributed to significant reduction in the percentage of landless households  
·   Outline some of the core challenges in the use of the basic necessary survey 
· E.g. difficulties in relation to ….
· List key recommendations for national REDD+ and other sub-national projects. In particular, the brief would be strengthened by more detailed elaboration of how the project believes national REDD+ or other projects ought to monitor social impacts over time. Questions that might be considered include:  
· Do you believe that BNS is the most appropriate tool? 
· What are pros and cons using the BNS? 
· Are other tools available that might be used to monitor social effects? If so, what are they, and what are their pros and cons?   

C. Benefit sharing 
The study of benefit sharing is quite important, however, this policy brief needs major revisions.  
First, the policy brief must state more clearly its objectives, that is, to provide recommendations for benefit sharing and highlight that the key questions discussed in the report are the following:  
1. Which actors or institutions should be involved in REDD+ benefit sharing and how? 
2. Which kinds of benefits should be provided and in which amounts?
3. Which rules are needed for benefit distribution?
4. How is it possible to ensure the accountability and transparency of benefit distribution?
Second, some recommendations are too complex. They need to be formulated succinctly and they should only focus on essential points.  
Third, some of recommendations are too site-specific. They need to be revised in order to be of general relevance. Please find below some examples of such recommendations and some suggested revisions.  
	
	Too site specific 
	Suggested changes 

	R2
	At least during the early years of the project, REDD revenue should not be channeled  through the commune council or mainstreamed into the Commune Development fund 
	Distribute REDD+ revenue to the most downwardly accountable local institution such as village level representative bodies or community-based organization (at least in the beginning, avoid distributing REDD+ revenue to non-downwardly accountable institution such as the commune council. This may change when transparent and accountable distribution mechanisms have been established). 

	R3
	Members of the 20 participating villages should be considered as the main legitimate beneficiaries of REDD benefits 
	To reward their collective efforts the members who participated in REDD+ activities should be the primary REDD beneficiaries. 

	R6
	Community consultation, involving representatives from all 20 participating villages, will also occur at the ‘project level’ through the multi-stakeholder board (see above) in order to decide upon benefit distribution arrangements between villages.
	Community consultation involving all participating villages should be conducted in order to decide how benefits should be distributed among villages. 



Fourth, a number of recommendations need further clarification.   
· Recommendation 1 - A site-level, multi-stakeholder benefit-sharing board should be created for oversight of benefit-sharing activities, with clear links to existing institutions.
· Question: Who would be the members of this board? What would be its main functions? 

· Recommendation 4 – Village level representative bodies or community-based organizations should govern benefit distribution within the village, as far as possible given their capacity and the needs for good financial governance.
· Question: What is the relation between the two?  How do you envision balancing their capacity against the need for good financial governance? 

· Recommendation 5 - Community consultation and consent, through village-level bodies and wider village discussions, will be required to decide upon appropriate benefit types and benefit distribution at the village level.  As a result, some parts of the benefit-sharing arrangements may need to vary between villages, depending upon what is perceived to be fair, desirable and practicable.
· Question: What kind of consultation and consent do you refer to?  FPIC or consultation? 

· Recommendation 7 - The highest priority for use of REDD revenue at the site level should be to cover  categories  A  and  B in  the  diagram  above  (REDD  administration  and  SPF  core protection/community management activities). The next priority should be categories C and D (alternative livelihoods and other benefits/incentives).  Beyond a defined maximum level of local benefits any surplus funds should be used for REDD-related activities elsewhere.
· Question: According to figure, the surplus goes back to national budget. Does “elsewhere” mean national budget?  

· Recommendation 8- Even at low revenue levels some proportion of funds should be spent on local  benefits  and  incentives,  both  to  show  commitment  to  this  goal  and  to  allow  for procedures to be tested.
· Question: Can you exemplify the kinds of local benefits and incentives that you refer to? 

· Recommendation   9-  Benefit-sharing   calculations  in  SPF  should  not  be  based  on  the opportunity cost of foregoing categories of deforestation or logging that are clearly illegal. However,  there  should  be  fair  consideration  of  legitimate  opportunity  costs,  which  are expected to be quite low.
· Question: Why are the opportunity costs expected to be low? If for example, certain areas are potential sites for mining, palm oil or rubber plantation, the opportunity costs for these lands will be quite high.  

· Recommendation 10- Benefits delivered to communities should be set at a level that people are collectively willing to accept.  At a minimum, benefits will need to be valued enough by local communities to influence their behavior and to be perceived as fair given the levels of funding available.   Further analysis, consultation and negotiation will be required to assess what these levels are.

&

· Recommendation  11-  Benefits  should  be  delivered  as  a  combination  of  different  types, including   strengthened resource rights, alternative livelihood projects, and additional bonus incentives (see Table).   Input and ideas from villagers will be required, along with further analysis of livelihoods and local priorities, in order to make final decisions.   Provisions for benefit  types  to be adjusted  over  time,  if required,  should  also  be made  since  the social context of the REDD project is rapidly evolving.
· Comments for recommendation 10 and 11. These are very important points for REDD+ discussions. Can you please elaborate further on the usefulness and risk of providing cash as benefits as opposed to non-monetary benefits?   

· Recommendation 12– Social benefits derived from the protection and management of SPF will be considered as communal, and derived automatically from land-use planning and titling processes.  However, careful attention to social inequalities and power relations during the participatory process will be required to ensure equitable outcomes. 
· Question: How do you propose to pay careful attention? What do you envision as concrete measures to ensure equitable outcomes? 

· Recommendation 16- Priority criteria which could form a starting point for the benefit allocation system could be: (i) Number of families in the village; and (ii) the degree to which villagers adhered to agreed forest boundaries. If forest clearing occurs that was beyond villagers’ control (e.g. by outsiders) then special provisions may need to be made.
· Question: What about the criteria for forest carbon? Shouldn't benefits be distributed based also on the successful conservation and protection of forests? How to balance that concern against the concern with social equity. This is also a very important issue for REDD+, so please specify any suggestions you might have.
