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There is growing interest globally in REDD+ initiatives to help mitigate climate change; the Philippines is no exception. In this
paper, we review early REDD+ project experiences in the country. The guiding document for REDD+ in the Philippines is the
National REDD+ Strategy (PNRPS) which was prepared by a multisectoral group of authors. There are five REDD+ projects that
are underway.The critical factors emerging from these early REDD+ actions are the following: external support, local participation,
free prior and informed consent, capacity building, sustainability, national laws and policies, biodiversity conservation, and use of
safeguards. The pioneering projects reviewed here as well as the emerging lessons from them will hopefully provide a firmer basis
for future REDD+ actions in the country.

1. Introduction

Land use, land use change, and forestry (LULUCF), especially
tropical deforestation, are estimated to account for 1.6Gt C/yr
of anthropogenic emissions [1, 2] or around 17–20% of the
total greenhouse gas emissions [3, 4]. More recent calcula-
tions have lowered this to 1.2 Gt/yr or about 12% of global
emissions [5]. Despite its substantial contribution to total
emissions, implementation of strategies to reduce LULUCF
emissions is still in its infancy, especially in developing
countries. The socioeconomic costs of these initiatives, such
as alteration of livelihood practices, remain a challenge in
crafting an effective strategy that would reduce emissions and
address community benefits as well. Effective participation by
affected local communities is essential in shaping the project
success to reduce emissions [2]. A practical solution is to
provide compensation to land managers and farmers for the
opportunity costs of shifting land uses from high carbon
stocked to lower ones, for example, not to clear forests for
agriculture.

Carbonmarket, also known as cap and trade mechanism,
enables nations to meet their mitigation targets by counting

emission reductions even outside their national territory [6].
In the Philippines, there is a rising interest to participate in
the emerging carbon market such as the Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM) [7] and REDD+.Under CDM, developed
or Annex I countries can achieve their mitigation targets by
supporting emission-reducing projects in developing or non-
Annex I countries [6]. REDD+, on the other hand, is more
specific. It refers to reducing emissions from deforestation
and forest degradation, conservation of forest carbon stocks,
sustainable management of forests, and enhancement of
forest carbon stocks in developing countries [8]. The Can-
cun Agreements officially launched the REDD+ mechanism
under the UNFCCC [9].

Several reforestation and agroforestry projects are under
development in the Philippines in the last few years. However,
none of these has been registered under the CDM Executive
Board. The tedious and costly process of CDM discourages
resource-poor proponents to engage in the activity [10].
There are also many sectors who now advocate participation
in REDD+. REDD+ has a huge potential in the Philip-
pines [11, 12]. Communities hosting community-based forest
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management (CBFM) projects stand to gain under REDD+
as they have themost plausible tenurial instrument (e.g., Cer-
tificate of Ancestral Domain Title, Community-Based Forest
Management Agreements, or Certificate of Stewardship) to
implement an REDD+ project with respect to permanence
of emissions reduction. However, this will vary depending
on the REDD+ component [12]. CBFM sites contain forested
areas or are near-forested lands. Local communities within
CBFM sites can play a vital role in forest conservation.
Under the avoided forest degradation component, CBFM
communities could help reduce biomass loss from forests.
Some communities gather wood from forests for their own
use such as for timber and fuel wood which can be stabilized
with the identification of a community production area for
timber and fuelwood production. The communities can also
serve as guardians of the forest to prevent outsiders from
illegally cutting trees and thereby help lessen carbon loss.
With activities that enhance carbon stocks, CBFM commu-
nities will have greater potential to earn carbon payments
through such activities as assisted natural regeneration and
agroforestry.

Since 2010, there have been efforts to start REDD+
projects in the Philippines. The objective of this paper is
to review the initial REDD+ experiences in the Philippines
and draw lessons from the challenges faced by pioneering
projects. We draw our data from interviews with imple-
menters of early REDD+ actions in the country as well as
project documents and the existing literature.

2. REDD+ Policies and Initiatives in
the Philippines

Prior to Spanish conquest, the Philippines was bestowed
with abundant forests. Forests cover was about 90% (27
million ha) of the total 30million ha of the country’s land area
during the 1500s [13, 14]. In the years following the Spanish
conquest, significant conversion of forestlands into agricul-
ture occurred. Further degradation of the forests happened
during the American period because of the introduction of
modern logging in the country. By 1900s, the area covered
by forests was reduced to 20 million ha only [15]. From late
1950s to mid-1980s, large tract of forestland was awarded
to timber licenses resulting in significant reduction of 11
forestlands of the country [16]. As of 2008, about 7 million
ha of forests remain, around 1 million ha of which are old-
growth forests while the remaining forestlands are in different
states of degradation (Figure 1). The average deforestation
rate from 1969 to 1973 was estimated to be 170,000 ha
per year [17]. Another estimate put deforestation rate at
190,000 to 200,000 ha per year during the period 1977–1997
[18]. Drivers of deforestation include shifting cultivation,
conversion to permanent agriculture, ranching, logging, fuel
wood gathering, and charcoal making [19]. Although it is
recognized that logging and agricultural expansion are the
two major causes of deforestation, it is difficult to make
assumptions due to severe data problems at the local level
and lack of historical information [19]. The socioeconomic
and environmental impacts of forest degradation include
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Figure 1: Forest cover change in the Philippines (data from official
statistics of the Forest Management Bureau [60]).

widespread poverty, accelerated soil erosion, and massive
flooding of low-lying areas [14].

Alongside the degradation of the forest resources is loss
of huge amount of carbon and erosion of biodiversity of the
country. The Philippines has one of the richest biodiversity
resources in the world. It is in fact one of the world’s
17 megadiversity countries [20–22]. However, many of its
species are now threatened to become extinct. As of 2009,
about 641 threatened species are in the IUCN Red List [23].
To conserve biodiversity, themain strategy of the government
is through the implementation of the National Integrated
Protected Area System (NIPAS) Law. As of 2004, there were
already 99 declared protected areas with an aggregate area
of 2.9 million hectares under NIPAS [24]. However, many
of these declared protected areas remain to be paper parks
and continue to be unprotected because of the insufficient
financial resources and limited capacities for protected area
management of the government [25].

Various sectors are currently preparing for the country’s
engagement in REDD+ mechanisms. On the government
side, policies to support REDD+ implementation were devel-
oped. For example, REDD+ strategies were articulated in
Chapter 7 (Synergy of Adaptation and Mitigation) of the
National Framework Strategy on Climate Change (NFSCC)
which has been approved by the president [26]. The NFSCC
outlines the 12-year plan of the country as regards climate
change mitigation and adaptation. In April 2010, Executive
Order (EO) 881 was issued directing the Climate Change
Commission (CCC) to coordinate climate change initia-
tives of the different sectors/agencies including REDD+ and
other similar mechanisms. The same EO also designates the
Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR)
as the operational implementer of REDD+. Civil society
organizations, in collaboration with government institutions,
have spearheaded the development of the PhilippineNational
REDD+ Strategy (PNRPS). In 2010, the PNRPS was prepared
[27] and endorsed to CCC. Drafted by a pool of writers
from various civil society groups, the academe, research
institutions, local government units, andDENR, including its
bureau representatives like the Forest Management Bureau
(FMB), Ecosystems Research and Development Bureau
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Table 1: Projects related to REDD+ in the Philippines.

Name Location and area Main implementer Main sponsor Duration
Expected
carbon
benefits

Budget

(1) Climate-Relevant
Modernization of Forest
Policy and Piloting of REDD
in the Philippines

Southern Leyte/31,848
hectares

Department of
Environmental and
Natural
Resources-Forest
Management Bureau
(DENR-FMB )

German
Agency for
International
Cooperation
(GIZ)

October
2010–March

2013

42 tons of
carbon per

year
2.7M euros

(2) Advancing Development
of Victoria-Anepahan
Communities and Ecosystem
through REDD (ADVANCE
REDD)

Southern
Palawan/50,000
hectares

Non-Timber Forest
Products-Task Force
(NTFP-TF)
Fauna & Flora
International
Philippines (FFI)

European
Union (EU) Not specified Not specified 0.4M euros

(3) Community Carbon Pools
Programme (C2P2)

Southern Sierra
Madre mountain
range in Quezon
Province,
Luzon/144,000
hectares

Fauna & Flora
International
Philippines (FFI)
Non-Timber Forest
Products Task Force
(NTFP-TF)

European
Union (EU)
Team Energy
Foundation
Inc.

March
2010–2014 No estimates

0.4M euros
(initial
funding)

(4) Quirino Forest Carbon
Project-Quirino Province,
Luzon Island, Philippines

Quirino Province/177
hectares

Conservation
International (CI)

MoreTrees,
Inc.
(Japan-based
organization)

2009–2029 31,771 tCO2e
in 23 years.

USD 287,000
(initial)

(5) Philippine Peñablanca
Sustainable Reforestation
Project

Peñablanca,
Province/2,943
hectares

Conservation
International (CI)

Toyota Motor
Corporation
(TMC)

30 years
(actual years
not specified)

362,920
tCO2e in 30

years

USD 2.7M
over six years

(ERDB), Parks and Wildlife Bureau (PAWB), National
Commission on Indigenous People (NCIP), and National
Mapping, and Resource Information Authority (NAMRIA),
the PNRPS offers a number of strategies and correspond-
ing activities over a 10-year time period (2010–2020). The
PNRPS has seven components: (1) enabling policies; (2)
governance; (3) resource use, allocation and management;
(4) research and development; (5) measurable, reportable
and verifiable (MRV) conditions; (6) capacity building and
communication; and (7) sustainable financing. In recognition
of REDD+’s significance in the overall national climate
change mitigation effort, the National Framework Strategy
on Climate Change of 2010 included the national REDD+
Strategy as one of its key result areas for mitigation [28].
Further in 2011, the National Climate Change Action Plan
adopted the Philippine REDD+ Strategy as its main activity
to enhance resilience and stability of natural systems and
communities [29].

3. REDD+ Project Experiences

The Philippines is more actively engaged in pilot testing
REDD+ in the country compared with CDM. In this sec-
tion, we describe and analyze the initial REDD+ projects.
Table 1 summarizes the characteristics of five pilot REDD+
projects by different organizations. These projects are in var-
ious stages of development, ranging from conceptualization

to early phase of implementation.The first three projects were
established as REDD+ pilot projects.These projects are noted
as ongoing demonstration sites in the PNRPS.

The two projects of Conservation International (CI)
Philippines are within the Sierra Madre mountain range
which is the longest mountain range in the country where the
largest old-growth tropical rainforest tracts remain. Though
Sierra Madre range is declared as a protected area by the
government, environmental threats from human activities,
such as forest conversion, mining, and timber poaching,
continue to degrade much of the area, resulting in forest loss
and watershed degradation. The projects of CI Philippines
in the area aim to create alternative livelihood to the local
community, to protect and improve the habitats for plants and
animals, and to enhance ecological services such aswatershed
functions for steady provision of water. The projects were
initially intended as a forestry carbon project under the Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM). However, CDM only
allows afforestation and reforestations for forestry projects
and does not give much emphasis on socioeconomic or
noncarbon benefits to the community; thus the projects of CI
focus more on reforestation and agroforestry establishment
on parcels of land volunteered by the local communities.

The Peñablanca Sustainable Reforestation Project (PSRP)
and the Quirino Forest Carbon Project (QFCP) were the first
projects in the Philippines to pass the Climate, Community
and Biodiversity (CCB) Standards in 2009, earning a Gold
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Standard for integrating community and biodiversity benefits
in the project implementation. In 2011, the QFCP was the
first in the country to be accredited under the Verified
Carbon Standards (VCS) program, one of the main global
standards and quality assurance system for accounting of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction in the voluntary
carbon market. With the VCS accreditation of QFCP, it can
be assumed that the CI projects are very much veering into
the voluntary carbon market. There is also the possibility
of scaling up the projects to REDD+, noting that the sites
have protected forest covers which cannot be included under
CDM. We included them in this review even if it is not yet
certain whether they will become REDD+ projects because
the lessons they have generated could be valuable going
forward with REDD+ in the country.

Geographically, all the projects are in Luzon and Visayas
islands with none in the southern island or Mindanao. In
terms of forest landmanagement,most projects include refor-
estation and agroforestry components which also fall under
theCDM.This is due to the prevalence of denuded open lands
in project sites. There is also strong emphasis on capacitating
stakeholders, particularly in terms of forest project planning,
management,monitoring and evaluation, and other technical
and management skills needed to ensure the sustainability
of the projects. Some projects have estimated the amount
of carbon to be sequestered, which could be an indication
of the project’s readiness in entering the carbon market, or
the level of technical skills and know-how provided by the
implementers in their project areas. Some projects, aside
from reforestation activities, are also conducting studies on
Philippine forest policies, drivers of deforestation and forest
degradation, carbon rights, and assessment of free prior
and informed consent (FPIC) implementation. In terms of
funding, most of them are supported by foreign donors such
as the GIZ and EU.

4. Lessons Learned

REDD+ activities in the Philippines are experiencing almost
the same problems as other countries readying for REDD+,
that is, conflicting and weakly enforced forest policies, lack of
knowledge and involvement of local people, tenurial conflicts
and insecurity, and absence of proper accounting and MRV
system among other issues [30–32]. In this section, we
distil the lessons emerging from the early implementation
of REDD+ activities in the Philippines. These lessons, as
presented in Table 2, were gleaned from interviews with
project participants as well as review of relevant documents.
Positive and negative characters on the table denote strengths
and weaknesses, respectively.

4.1. External Support. All projects reviewed were being
funded and/or implemented by at least one international
organization. This shows that an important driver for early
REDD+ action in the Philippines is external financial and
technical support. External financial and technical support
pushes preparatory REDD+ activities, such as introduc-
tion, capacity building and engagement of stakeholders,

assessment of drivers of deforestation, andpiloting of REDD+
sites.These activities adhere to the first phase, or the readiness
phase, of the 3-phase approach suggested in the 2009 Merid-
ian Report [33], an approach which PNRPS also followed.
The second phase involves development of national policy
framework for the implementation of REDD+; while third
phase will focus on the full implementation of REDD+ activ-
ities with actual performance-based payment mechanism
established.

As in many countries, the challenge is how to finance
preparatory activities before funds from REDD+ carbon
credits become available hopefully during Phase 3 of the 3-
phase approach. REDD+ requires significant funding to get
the technical, policy, and implementation elements together
and up to par with the global standards. Globally, it is not
yet clear how REDD+ can be supported sustainably in the
long run. The United Nations Framework Convention on
ClimateChange (UNFCC)will have to reach a legally binding
post-2012 climate agreement that would determine whether
REDD+ will be financed through fund-based, market-based,
or a combination of the two financial resources. For now,
initiatives are currently being financed by international orga-
nizations, assisted on ground by local NGOs and government
units.

Because REDD+ is quite a new mechanism in the Philip-
pines, even the early adopters struggled a lot, especially with
the kind of expertise that is needed to deliver the various com-
ponents of REDD+. For instance, in the preparation of the
PNRPS which was spearheaded by the civil society groups,
support from international donors was needed. Likewise, in
capacity building activities that will help prepare the country
in REDD+ implementation, the Philippine government had
to rely on the grant given by the UN-REDD Programme
amounting to USD 500,000. Although the government,
both local and national level, seemed supportive of REDD+
initiatives and are, in fact, important stakeholders of the
projects listed in this paper, they were not exactly seen much
at the forefront of activities, particularly during the initial
introduction of REDD+ in the country. Efforts by the civil
groups were recognized and supported by the DENR and the
Philippine Climate Change Commission (CCC); however,
these actions from the national government onlymaterialized
around the time of the validation of the PNRPS.

One possible reason for the government’s passive role
is that unlike the CDM which requires national-level man-
agement andmonitoring and intergovernmental transactions
and collaborations, REDD+ is still a voluntary mechanism
and currently has no binding international agreement to
encourage action from the government sector. As such, the
role of the government in REDD+ implementation in the
country is not yet clear.

Although the government poses a more active role in
implementing CDM in the country, it should be noted that,
as of May 31, 2012, none of the projects registered at the
CDM executive board are under the forest category [34].
It seems that there is no incentive for the government to
engage in forestry carbon projects, whether it is under CDM,
the voluntary carbon market, or possible REDD+ financing
mechanism. At the same time, it should also be noted
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Table 2: Summary of strengths and weakness of projects related to REDD+.

Critical factors 1 2 3 4 5
(1) External
support (+) GIZ (+) EU (+) EU (+) MoreTrees, Inc. (+) TMC

(2) Local
participation

(+) POs are actively
participating
(−) Nonavailability of
local counterpart funds
caused delay of
activities

(−) In conflict with the
interests of local
government units
(LGUs) which
prioritize mining
applications

(+) Indigenous peoples
community actively
participating
(−) Complex
arrangements since the
project covers several
provinces

(−) Issue on benefit
sharing

(−) Conflicting with
LGU’s interest

(3) Free prior
and informed
consent

Not applicable (−) Spent more than a
year to secure the FPIC

(−) Spent almost a year
to secure community
endorsement/FPIC

Not applicable Not applicable

(4) Training of
stakeholders

(+) Capacity
development of DENR,
LGUs and partners

(+) Community
training on carbon
mensuration and
biodiversity assessment
(+) LGU as one of the
partner implementer

(+) Able to develop
community REDD+
champions
(+) Capacity building
of LGUs, IPs, and other
stakeholders involve

(+) Community
capacity building

(+) Community
capacity building

(5)
Sustainability

(+) Alternative
livelihood

(+) Enterprise and
infrastructure
development aid

(+) Provision of
livelihood and
enterprise development
activities.
(+) Integration of
REDD+ in the
Ancestral Domain
Sustainable and
Development Plan

(+) Establish 22 ha
of agroforestry
from which the
local communities
derive additional
income and
improve the
long-term
productivity of
their farms

(+) Alternative
livelihood through
reforestation,
enhancement planting,
and agroforestry

(6) National
laws and
policies

(−) RA 7942:
Philippine Mining Act
of 1995 (persistence of
mining/mineral
development zone
despite the existence of
policy framework on
forest conservation and
governances)

(−) Tenurial conflict
(−) various national
statutes in place (e.g.,
IPRA, NIPAS and
Local Government
Code)

(−) Tenurial conflict

(7) Biodiversity
conservation

(+) Protection of
5,000 ha natural forests
and establishment of
2,000 ha species-rich
reforestation

(+) Protection of key
biodiversity areas

(+) Protection of key
biodiversity areas

(+) Reforestation
of 155 ha with
indigenous species
suitable to bring
back forest
condition and
appropriate
biophysical
requirement of the
site

(+) Reforestation using
indigenous forest tree
species
(+) Distribution of
efficient rice hull and
firewood stoves and
fuelwood plantation
development were also
included in the project
to help reduce
deforestation.

(8) Use of
safeguards

(+) Community-Based
Forest Management
(CBFM)

(+) IPRA and SEP
clearance

(+) IPRA and
DENR-PAWB GP

(+) Community-
Based Forest
Management
(CBFM)

Legand
(1) Climate-relevant Modernization of Forest Policy and Piloting of REDD in the Philippines.
(2) Advancing Development of Victoria-Anepahan Communities and Ecosystem through REDD (Advance REDD).
(3) Community Carbon Pools Project (C2P2).
(4) Quirino Forest Carbon Project.
(5) Philippine Penablanca Sustainable Reforestation Project.
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that the government, as represented by DENR, is involved in
three of the projects reviewed and has continued to recognize
and support efforts of other organizations in their work on
REDD+. Another possible reason for the passive role of the
government in these forestry carbon projects is the coun-
try’s greater emphasis on adaptation rather than mitigation
measures, as stated in the National Climate Change Action
Plan (NCCAP) 2011–2028 [35], due to the country being an
insignificant emitter of carbon and being one of the most
vulnerable countries to the effects of climate change. The
NCCAP also recognizes the potential of carbon markets,
which include future REDD+ financing mechanism, as a
source of adaptation financing. Thus, it is expected that the
Philippine government will hold a more active stance in
carbon projects and REDD+ in the future.

4.2. Local Participation. A very important component of
REDD+ is the participation of local communities living near
or within the project sites. Local participation helps project
proponents in designing activities to fit the needs of the
local community and, at the same time, avoid conflicts and
resistance [36]. Project introduction, solicitation of consent,
and cooperation building are some of the most critical
and time-consuming initial activities needed to be done
in order to facilitate the involvement of the communities.
However, these same activities had caused delays in all the
project sites, with some having longer delays than others due
to uncooperative communities, logistic and administrative
issues, conflicting personal interest of stakeholders, and
social opposition to REDD+ due to cultural beliefs and
anticommercialism sentiments.

For example, complex arrangements, policies, and pro-
cedures of government units are some of the major sources
of problems, particularly in project sites that cover multiple
areas and towns such as the Fauna & Flora International
Philippines (FFI Philippines) project site in the Southern
Sierra Madre Mountain Range which spans across four
provinces. The time to convene and transact with officials
and representatives from different towns and provinces can
be a tedious and expensive process. Further, in FFI’s project
site, conflicts arise from non recognition of the IPs ancestral
domain by the local government unit and vice versa with
the IPs nonrecognition of the forest land use plan crafted by
the local government unit of General Nakar. The opposing
views of these major stakeholders over the ownership or the
right to manage the land hampered the implementation of
capacity building activities and assessments as arising issues
are carefullymanaged first prior to implementing any activity.
Managing this relationship issue of these stakeholders ate up
a significant amount of project time.

In another case, payments and benefits from REDD+ are
not enough to convince the community to forfeit opportunity
cost, as in the case of Berong, Quezon in Palawanwherein the
local government officials decided to choose mining instead
of participating in the REDD+ demonstration project of the
Non-Timber Forest Products Tasks Force (NTFP-TF). Based
on an interview, deliberate amendment of ordinances for
environmentally critical areas is done by local policymaker

to accommodate mining operations. Moreover, it is difficult
to develop an effective forest governance mechanism and
benefit-sharing arrangement for future carbon revenues due
to culture of corruption.

Cultural beliefs and anticommercialism sentiments were
also cited as reasons for some communities to oppose
REDD+. There are those who disagree with the commod-
ification of carbon, saying that forest conservation and
rehabilitation are the responsibility of the government and
community. The commodification of carbon is believed to
also take away the responsibility from developed countries
who are heavy emitters of GHG by dispersing efforts and
making developing countries do activities that the developed
countries should be doing.

Participation is critical particularly at the initial phase,
and important all throughout the duration of the project to
facilitate better communication, coordination, and reduction
of possible problems and conflicts in the project. Community
involvement, coupled with security of tenure and access to
forest resources, fosters a sense of forest ownership and
greater commitment to forest protection efforts of the local
people [37], and increases the chance of the project to become
sustainable.

4.3. Free and Prior InformedConsent (FPIC). Asmandated by
law, an FPIC certificate needs to be secured from theNational
Commission on Indigenous People (NCIP) if the project area
overlaps with indigenous domain. FPIC is fundamental in
getting the communities and indigenous people to embrace
REDD+ and the activities related to it.

A REDD+ project is a departure from a “business-as-
usual scenario” where the drivers of deforestation and degra-
dation will be avoided. This means that the forest-dependent
communities must find alternative livelihoods that will not
result in deforestation and forest degradation and, if possi-
ble, will contribute to the maintenance, conservation, and
improvement of the forest. It is essential that the whole
community takes part to ensure that the goals of the project
shall be delivered for the long haul. Thus it is important that
the communities at the grassroots level understand and agree
with the objectives of REDD+ regardless of the length of
time involved in the process of soliciting their participation;
otherwise, the project will isolate the very people it tries to
help [38].

Securing FPIC certification is also one of the chief causes
of delay in the implementation of an REDD+ project. The
process of getting a certificate may take a minimum of 70
days and could even take about a year or more to finish. The
process could be further aggravated by the size of project area
or if it encompasses several local communities, as this will
prove expensive and tedious during the conduct of meetings
with the communities. In the case of FFI Philippines, after
at least 10 months of work to secure the Agta communities’
consent, the team had to wait for additional months to finally
work on the processing of the issuance of the Certificate of
Precondition (CP) from the NCIP. The NCIP has yet to issue
the CP for the project.
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Similarly, the Advance REDD project of NTFP-EP spent
almost a year to accomplish the consent of the communi-
ties. A lot of time is being spent on convening with the
communities and processing of CP alone. There is also the
possibility of the community not consenting to the project;
thus implementers could either spend more time to convince
the community or find some other area to work with.

4.4. Training of Stakeholders. Designing and implementing
an REDD+ project requires a lot of technical skills such
as proposal making, nursery establishment and manage-
ment, data gathering, community organizing, monitoring
and evaluation, and livelihood skills for community devel-
opment. Familiarization with the UN Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Executive Board
(EB) updates on Project Design Documents (PDD), Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM), Voluntary Carbon Stan-
dards (VCM),Climate, Community, and Biodiversity (CCB)
processes, and prescriptions and requirements is also needed.
Project implementers train local communitymembers on the
basics of these skills to enable them to participate and to help
in the management and monitoring of the project. Enabling
the community members to participate can reduce reliance
on external experts and, consequently, reduce operational
cost of the project while providing them with additional
livelihood [39]. It is not surprising that the initial stages of
project implementation tended to be capacity-building inten-
sive. Additionally, developing community REDD+ champi-
ons has been worthwhile in the Southern Sierra Madre pilot
but it has taken the project significant amount of time to
develop key individuals from the local communities. Com-
munity champions are individuals and organizationswho live
or are embedded in the community and who support the
benefits and potentials of REDD+ to the community. These
champions are important to help sustain REDD+ advocacy
within the community by helping implementers in their
activities and promoting the project to others. Considering
that main implementers of most of the REDD+ projects
reviewed in this paper are based from outside the project
areas, REDD+ champions are needed in order tomaintain the
momentum of REDD+ advocacy within the sites.

On the negative side, convening local people, assessing
the basic skills needed, and finding resource persons whowill
teach may take a long time.There is also the issue of differing
skills and capabilities of individuals of the community. In
some cases, educated affluent groups in the community may
have more to gain in projects, than, say, poor uneducated
individuals.This scenario may lead to elite capture, if affluent
class, particularly the local leaders, are to gain leverage by
having more access to resources and influence over the
project. Elite capture has been noted in some projects in
the Philippines, particularly in areas where there is high
socioeconomic inequality and individuals in the community
are not well organized [40, 41]. Donors and implementers
of projects are advised to utilize project design as a tool to
prevent elite capture by reinforcing community participa-
tion, highlighting goals and accountability, and establishing
monitoring and evaluation procedures in the design [42].

On the downside, if technical andmanagerial responsibilities
are to be given to individuals with poor educational back-
ground and skills, then there might be the possibility of low-
quality work output, which may prove to be a problem par-
ticularly with activities requiring high levels of technical skills
(i.e., carbon stocktaking, monitoring and evaluation). Project
implementers would have to clearly assess the different levels
of skills present in the community in order to determine
whether it would be better to conduct further trainings or
to outsource the skills needed, as dictated usually by the
presence of funds and allotted timeframe given.

Regardless of the time and resources consumed, capac-
ity development is still needed to strengthen local forest
protection and management capabilities and facilitate the
decentralization of resource management responsibilities to
the local community level. The involvement and training
of local communities are considered effective strategies for
REDD+, since these actions have proven to solve many of the
local drivers of deforestation aswell as provide a cost-effective
alternative in conducting carbon monitoring and inventory,
as shown in REDD+ pilot cases in Cambodia [37], inMexico,
and Tanzania [39].

4.5. Sustainability. For projects that have gone through the
initial stages and are currently in the implementation and
monitoring phase, such as the Quirino and Peñablanca
projects of CI, the next logical step would be to continue,
maintain, and possibly expand the project. Projects do not
last forever; if livelihoods are dependent on them, chances
are people may revert to their old destructive practices
eventually, thus possibly rendering the project a failure. It
is important that the changes brought about by the project
in the lives of the community are maintained or improved
through time, particularly if the development aims to ensure
environmental sustainability. Communities living near the
area are an important aspect of the dynamics of the environ-
ment and can either be a positive or negative factor in the
continuation of REDD+ [43].

The inclusion of cobenefits is seen as one of the possible
solutions to the problem of sustainability of REDD+. Coben-
efits pertain to the additional benefits, other than climate
mitigation, that can be derived from the implementation
of improved forest management and conservation through
REDD+ [44]. These co-benefits may appear in the form
of socioeconomic and livelihood benefits, and biodiversity
conservation, and improvement of ecosystem services such
as watershed protection and reduced soil erosion. Four out
of five projects reviewed, aside from providing technical
assistance and conducting activities to improve environmen-
tal services and carbon stocks, also focused in providing
livelihood programs to the community that will help them
augment their income or convince them to convert from
destructive to nondestructive activities.The REDD+ demon-
stration sites of the NTFP-TF and FFI Philippines provide
enterprise and infrastructure development aid to the com-
munity, such as improving water facilities and constructing
a honey processing center. The projects continue to help
the community amidst some opposition against REDD+
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from certain groups in the community. In the case of CI
projects, the co-benefits came in the form of additional
income from the products and crops derived from the trees
planted in the reforestation and agroforestry farming, as well
as distribution of efficient rice hull stoves to the community
and development of fuelwood plantation.

4.6. National Laws and Forest Policies. While the CCC
and the DENR have recognized the potential of REDD+
through the National Framework Strategy on Climate
Change (NFSCC) by including the implementation of the
PNRPS as one of the activities in the 2011–2028 National
Climate Change Action Plan (NCCAP), REDD+ has yet to be
fully mainstreamed at the national level.The government has
yet to bring down these policies and actions at the subnational
level. Currently, the government has been helping the local
government units (LGUs) in developing their Local Climate
Change Action Plan (LCCAP) as mandated by the Climate
Change Act of 2009, as well as initiating the implementation
of the NCCAP. But more concrete actions on climate change
and REDD+ are yet to be seen.

Another main issue is the lack of cohesion in forest
policies, laws, and roles of departments/units within the
government, a problem that persists in a lot of countries
implementing REDD+ [45]. Though CCC and DENR have
been moving to resolve the issue, it will still take a while to
streamline policies and departments, particularly laws that
may greatly affect implementation of REDD+ such as the
Mining Act of the Philippines and land tenure policies.

National laws and policies are needed in order to
strengthen the legal framework of REDD+ implementation
to enhance links of local communities to various government
and nongovernment agencies for REDD+ financing and
collaboration, facilitate the implementation of the REDD+
or forestry carbon projects, and ease the minds of potential
investors. Such are the reasons why all of the projects include
in their component support at the national level to push
enabling laws for REDD+ and forest policy reforms.

4.7. Biodiversity Benefits as an Integral Part of REDD+.
REDD+ actions may have positive and/or negative effects to
biodiversity [46].

The PNRPS considers a triple currency: carbon, biodi-
versity, and community. In essence, the PNRPS is not only
focused on carbon sequestration and valuation, but it also
pays equal attention to conservation of biodiversity and
improvement in local community.These follow logically from
two considerations. First, the Philippines harbors one of the
richest biodiversity resources in the world. The country is
one of the megabiodiversity countries due to its geographical
isolation, diverse habitats, and high rates of endemism. Based
onThe 4th Philippine National Report to the Convention on
Biological Diversity [47], the Philippines contains 2/3 of the
earth’s biodiversity and about 70–80%of the world’s plant and
animal species. Also, the country ranks 5th in the number
of plant species and maintains 5% of the world’s flora. At
the same time, the Philippines is also considered as one of
the world’s biodiversity hotspots because of the large number

of endangered and threatened species and habitats which
makes it one of the world’s conservation priority areas.

Second, the Philippine uplands, where most of the
remaining forests are located, are also home to perhaps up
to 20 million people who belong to the poorest class. There
seems to be little chance of relocating these people outside
forest lands (such as areas designated for forest cover even
if most of them have no forests today). Even protected areas
are inhabited by throngs of people. Many of the upland
communities including indigenous peoples rely on forests
and agriculture for their livelihoods.Thus, success of REDD+
hinges to a great extent on providing alternative sustainable
livelihoods to local settlers.

Globally, current carbon sequestration schemes, includ-
ing REDD+ initiatives, are mostly focused on carbon and
trees. Such focus was noted in some studies [48, 49] to have
potential detrimental effects on the overall biodiversity of
the forest, particularly since forest conservation and carbon
sequestration projects are primarily designed for protection
and rehabilitation of timber trees and have little to no
mechanism or activities devoted to protection of animals and
nontimber species. Although carbon sequestration programs
suggest “taking into account” environmental impacts on
biodiversity and natural ecosystems, such vague wordings
cannot be interpreted as concrete directives to include bio-
diversity concerns in the projects.There is the possibility that
REDD+ projects, with its focus on carbon sequestration, may
compel communities or implementers to only protect and
plant timber species that store high volume of carbon and
disregard other plants or tree species. If this happens, then
REDD+ projects in the Philippines may disrupt the very bio-
diversity the country is trying to protect. All these unchecked
aspects in REDD+ initiatives may eventually result in biodi-
versity loss, which, in turn, affects also the resiliency of the
ecosystem. Ecosystem resiliency pertains to the ability of the
forest ecosystem to recover from unpredictable disturbance
such as fires, natural disasters and invasive species. Forests
with high levels of biodiversity are more resilient and have
greater chance of recovery and are therefore more adaptable
to climate change and are able to continue storing carbon for
a long time [50].

Also, issues such as poaching or excessive hunting are not
given much attention. This is in light of the recent studies
that bush meat hunting of selected species, which act also as
seed dispersers, is directly connected to the shifting in tree
species composition of forest in countries such as Thailand,
Cameroon, and Panama [51–53]. It was discovered that 70–
90% of tree species rely mostly on these hunted animals for
seed dispersal. The studies in Cameroon and Thailand have
also linked the removal of large-bodied seed dispersers to the
loss of larger tree species that store high amounts of carbon.

Co-benefits for biodiversity and community, which may
or may not directly involve carbon sequestration but will
affect the overall function of the ecosystem, should also
be included in the design of REDD+. However, current
standards, such as that of the Climate, Community and
Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA), include indicators that are
mainly related to forest carbon stocks. While it presents
a system of checklist of biodiversity impacts, it does not
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consider other biodiversity determinants of species presence
or abundance that are not, in any way, related to just forest
carbon stocks, such as hunting or decline of population
of prey species outside the REDD forest areas or crash in
the breeding cycle despite studies that linked biodiversity
changes to carbon sequestration [54].

If the Philippines intends to stick to the triple currency,
they will also need to recalibrate the methods in quantifying
impacts of avoided deforestation. These methods should
quantify the positive and negative impacts of deforestation,
considering that biodiversity is one of themajor environmen-
tal concerns of the country.

4.8. Use of Safeguards. The Cancun Agreements specify the
systems and information that developing countries need to
have in order to undertake REDD+ activities. One of these
is a system for providing information on how safeguards
are being addressed and respected throughout the imple-
mentation of REDD+ activities, while respecting national
sovereignty [55]. “Safeguards” is often used in reference
to measures, such as policies or procedures, designed to
prevent undesirable outcomes of actions or programmes [56].
They aim to address both direct and indirect impacts to
communities and ecosystems by identifying, analyzing, and
ultimately working to mitigate risks [57]. They also provide a
mechanism for consultation and disclosure of information.

Safeguards have been a contentious topic in the REDD+
debate. Some argue that safeguards could potentially make
implementation of REDD+more complex and expensive and
therefore less able to compete with other land uses, or with
other sources of carbon credits [56]. On the other hand, oth-
ers argue that the safeguards do not go far enough to protect
the culture and livelihood of forest-dependent communities.
The policies and mechanisms to ensure these safeguards are
effectively addressed are not yet fully developed. A Subsidiary
Body for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) work
programme is in place over the next year to develop guidance
on a system for providing information on how safeguards are
being addressed and respected, while considering national
sovereignty.

Uncertainty in how safeguards are to be addressed could
slow down the negotiation process and the implementation
of REDD+ activities. A cost-effective way to do this is
to adapt existing national safeguards for forestry projects.
However, there is lack of knowledge on how existing national
safeguards can be used for REDD+ implementation.

Many developing countries have existing national safe-
guards related to forestry projects and activities. In the
Philippines, the existing national safeguards include the
Philippine Environmental Impact Statement System (PEISS),
Community- Based Forest Management (CBFM), Philippine
Strategy for Sustainable Development, Indigenous Peoples
Rights Act, Wildlife Resources and Conservation Act, and
Strategic Environmental Plan for Palawan Act. These rel-
evant national safeguards can serve as the starting point
in the formulation of safeguards specifically for REDD+.
The PEISS is the most important institutional mechanism
that addresses biophysical and socioeconomic safeguards

of forestry projects, among others. Forestry projects are
classified under environmentally critical projects and there-
fore require a full-blown environmental impact assessment
(EIA). In addition, most forestry projects (including REDD+
projects) are located in environmental critical areas which
require the conduct of EIA. The EIA process explicitly
requires consideration of socioeconomic impacts to indige-
nous peoples and women. Community-Based Forest Man-
agement (CBFM) as a national strategy in upland develop-
ment is also guided by environmental and socioeconomic
safeguards such as those related to property rights. There
also exists a Philippine Strategy for Sustainable Development
which contains indicators that can be used as a basis in
forming safeguards for REDD+ projects.

The Indigenous Peoples Rights Act of 1997 (Republic
Act 8371) stipulates in Section 17 Chapter 4 (The Right
to Self-Governance and Determination) that “the IPs shall
have the right to determine and decide their own priorities
for development affecting their lives, beliefs, institutions,
spiritual well-being, and the lands they own, occupy or use.
They shall participate in the formulation, implementation,
and evaluation of policies, plans, and programs for national,
regional, and local development which may directly affect
them.” Hence, its implementing rules and regulation articu-
lates, that a proponent of a policy, plan, project or programme
affecting an indigenous people’s community or an entire
ancestral domain shall be required to secure a free and prior
informed consent (FPIC). Such that in the process of securing
the FPIC, the IP communities shall have full disclosure of
the project’s activities, impacts and the responsibilities of all
parties involve.

In terms of safeguarding biodiversity, the Philippines
has its Wildlife Resources and Conservation Protection Act
(Republic Act 9147). The act provides the conservation and
protection of wildlife species and their habitats to promote
ecological balance and enhance biological diversity, the reg-
ulation in the collection and trade of wildlife to carry out
the Philippines commitment to international conventions,
and the instigation or assistance in scientific studies on the
conservation of biological diversity.

Unique to the Palawan Islands Group is the Strategic
Environment Plan (SEP) for Palawan Act (RA 7611), which
provides graded system of protection and control to the area.
Environmentally Critical Areas Network (ECAN) serves as
its main strategy.The ECAN among its many provisions shall
ensure the following: conservation and protection of forest,
watershed protection, preservation of biological diversity,
protection and preservation of tribal culture, protection of
the rare and endangered species and their habitat, provision
of areas for environmental and ecological research, education
and training, and the provision of areas for tourism and
recreation. Thus, projects that support the objectives of SEP,
in this case an REDD+ project, shall seek clearance from the
PalawanCouncil for SustainableDevelopment (themandated
agency to implement the SEP Guidelines).

It is recommended that safeguards for REDD+ consider
these existing safeguards to minimize duplication and reduce
bureaucratic requirements for its implementation.
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5. Concluding Remarks

ThePhilippines forestry sector has been neglected for so long.
Many sectors see REDD+ as a potential source of financing to
implement a comprehensive forest conservation anddevelop-
ment program in the country.There is a real danger that some
sectors may view REDD+ finance as a panacea for all that ills
the forestry sector. There is therefore a need to temper the
enthusiasm with evidence-based information.

Review of the pioneering REDD+ projects in the Philip-
pines revealed that external financial and technical sup-
port, local participation, free and prior informed consent,
training of stakeholders, sustainability, national laws and
policies, biodiversity conservation and safeguards are crucial
in REDD+ development in the country. Since the country
is in the early stage of adapting REDD+ projects, there
are several challenges such as lack of funds and expertise,
passive participation of the government, and conflicting
interests with the local government plans. Hence, partnership
with local funding institutions will be helpful to ensure the
sustainability of REDD+ projects. Moreover, legal framework
of REDD+ should be strengthened by national laws and
policies to enhance links of local communities to vari-
ous government and nongovernment agencies for REDD+
financing and collaboration. The limitations faced by the
pioneering projects do not imply low potential of REDD+ in
the country. The existence of national policies and programs
such as Philippine Environmental Impact Statement System
(PEISS), Community-Based Forest Management (CBFM),
Philippine Strategy for Sustainable Development, Indigenous
Peoples Rights Act, Wildlife Resources and Conservation
Act, and Strategic Environmental Plan for Palawan Act could
be a good starting point in the formulation of national
REDD+ safeguards. Moreover, the active participation of
the civil society, which has even led to the formulation of
National REDD+ Strategy, has proven to be essential in the
development of REDD+ initiatives in the country.

Learning from the pioneering projects can guide future
REDD+ actions in the country. There are still several areas
where information and experience are sorely lacking. First,
there is still very limited information on baseline forest
degradation rates. Biomass and carbon density surveys must
be conducted to determine current levels as well as rates of
accretion or decline. Second, reforestation and tree planting
in the uplands have been slow to take off in the country
due to numerous technical and governance reasons. Current
REDD+ discussions have not included new and innovative
ways to overcome these barriers. Business-as-usual set of
strategies may simply repeat the failed experiences of forestry
projects in the past. The Philippines has almost 100 years
of reforestation experience but the country has not reaped
much success. A review of reforestation in the Philippines
showed that reforestation rate significantly lagged behind
deforestation rate [58]. From 1960 to 2002, the annual average
area planted is about 41,000 ha per year which is less than
50% of the annual deforestation rate for the same period.
More importantly, the actual success rate of the reforestation
effort could be less than 30% in many cases. Official statistics
report the area planted for the year but do not track what

portion still exists. This is validated by the fact that available
maps do not show where the reforested areas are [59]. Third,
there is very limited experience in the country in paying for
an environmental service like carbon. How proceeds from
carbon payments will be distributed to local communities
must be carefully studied to avoid perverse social outcomes.
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