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n  Environmental and social safeguards policies and procedures are designed to  
avoid, mitigate or minimize adverse environmental and social impacts of projects  
and strategies and to implement those that produce positive outcomes for people  
and the environment. Safeguards are a cornerstone of technical and financial  
support for REDD+. 

n  REDD+ safeguards provide a foundation for delivering non-carbon benefits related  
to sustainable development. These include strengthening forest governance and 
management of natural resources, encouraging socially-inclusive participation in 
policy-making, increasing information transparency, and promoting recognition of  
the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities (IPLCs) for their territories, 
lands, natural resources and traditional livelihoods and cultures. These multiple  
benefits may contribute to improved social, environmental and economic performance 
and produce more enduring results.

n  Discussions about REDD+ social and environmental safeguards must be carried  
out in a multistakeholder process at the national or subnational level conducted  
in a transparent, participatory, socially-inclusive manner with respect for gender  
considerations.

n  As the risks associated with REDD+ activities are directly related to the local  
conditions of each country and each region, the effective involvement of groups that 
can be directly affected by REDD+ activities—especially indigenous peoples, local 
communities and smallholders—is critical to defining which safeguards are appropriate.

Key Messages
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 intRoduCtion 

there is no universally accepted defini-
tion of safeguards. Originally the term 
was coined to label the measures that 
non-government organizations (NGOs) 

and other stakeholders demanded from 
multilateral financial institutions (MFIs) to 
protect local communities and environments 
from the potentially negative side effects of 
development projects. Years later the term 
was adopted by several multilateral environ-
mental agreements (MEAs).

In general terms, safeguards provide a set  
of principles and criteria to ensure that a 
programme, project or activity does not harm 
local communities and the environment, apply 
specific rules of engagement for affected parties, 
and engage in a transparent consultation and 
participation process in the project planning 
and implementation process. When safeguard 
policies were introduced at MFIs and MEAs 
they also served to push for improvements at 
the national level in cases where national 
safeguards were absent or lacking. 

If well-designed, REDD+ initiatives could 
strengthen community land and resource 
rights, empower community institutions and 
increase local income through benefit sharing—
and also provide incentives to protect 
biodiversity and ecosystem services. Yet, 
REDD+ has also sparked concerns about 
possible adverse impacts on indigenous  
and community rights and livelihoods, such 
as restrictions on land and resource rights, 
increased centralization of forest manage-
ment and inequitable benefit sharing. 
Concerns also exist that in absence of 
environmental safeguards, REDD+ imple-
mentation could favour plantations over 

natural forests and monoculture crops over 
biologically diverse ecosystems. 

Safeguards are intended to protect against 
social and environmental damage or harm. 
They help prevent negative environmental 
and social outcomes as a result of a particular 
project or policy while also enhancing the 
multiple benefits in maintaining biodiversity 
and ecosystem services, strengthening 
community land and resource rights, empow-
ering community institutions, and enabling 
sustainable development through benefit-
sharing mechanisms. Safeguards cover a 
broad range of issues in addition to social  
and environmental impacts, including issues 
of good governance (e.g. accountability, 
effectiveness, efficiency, fairness/equity, 
participation and transparency), respect  
for rights (e.g. property rights, procedural 
rights and other human rights, such as the 
rights of women and indigenous peoples), 
and sustainability and emissions integrity. 
Throughout all phases of REDD+ project 
design and implementation, safeguards allow 
for risks to be better evaluated, assessed  
and reduced—and provide a mechanism for 
consultation and disclosure of information. 

 inteRnational poliCy Context 

The UNFCCC is the main 
standard-setting body for 
safeguards that countries will 
have to follow in their imple-
mentation of REDD+. Beyond 

that there are a plethora of initiatives, tools 
and mechanisms that are or can be used to 
guide REDD+ implementation, including the 
World Bank’s Strategic Environmental and 
Social Assessment (SESA) and Environmental  

and Social Management Framework  
(ESMF), the CCBA and CARE REDD+ Social 
& Environmental Standards (REDD+ SES) 
initiative, and the UN-REDD Programme 
Social and Environmental Principles and 
Criteria (SEPC). This section will outline  
the main decisions and standards emerging 
under the UNFCCC and provide a short 
description of other bodies and their role  
in REDD+ safeguards.

COP 16: Cancun, 2010
At the UNFCCC Conference of parties (COP) 
16 in Cancun, developing country Parties 
wishing to engage in REDD+ activities were 
asked to develop a “system for providing 
information on how [safeguards] are being 
addressed and respected throughout the 
implementation of [REDD+], while respect-
ing sovereignty”.1 The UN Subsidiary Body  
for Scientific and Technical Advice (SBSTA)  
was further asked to develop guidance on 

safeguard information systems. At COP 16, 
parties also adopted the following set of social 
and environmental safeguards for REDD+:2

a.  That actions complement or are consistent 
with the objectives of national forest 
programmes and relevant international 
conventions and agreements; 

b.  Transparent and effective national forest 
governance structures, taking into account 
national legislation and sovereignty; 

c.  Respect for the knowledge and rights of 
indigenous peoples and members of local 
communities by taking into account 
relevant international obligations, national 
circumstances and laws, and noting that 
the United Nations General Assembly has 
adopted the United Nations Declaration 
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples; 
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d.  The full and effective participation  
of relevant stakeholders, in particular 
indigenous peoples and local 
communities; 

e.  That actions are consistent with the 
conservation of natural forests and 
biological diversity, ensuring that [REDD+ 
activities] are not used for the conversion 
of natural forests but are instead used to 
incentivize the protection and conserva-
tion of natural forests and their ecosystem 
services and to enhance other social and 
environmental benefits;

f.  Actions to address the risks of reversals; 

g.  Actions to reduce displacement of 
emissions.

Safeguard (a) of the Cancun Agreement  
also specifically states that REDD+ actions 

“complement or [be] consistent with… relevant 
international conventions and agreements.” 
In order to adhere to this safeguard, actors 
must first understand which international 
conventions and agreements are relevant and 
what these conventions require. In addition, 
the remaining six safeguards speak to rights 
and responsibilities outlined in international 
instruments. Safeguard (c), for instance, 
emphasizes “respect for the… rights of 
indigenous peoples and… local communities”, 
which are outlined in human rights instru-
ments such as the United Nations Declaration 
on Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) and the 
United Nations Declaration on Human Rights.

COP 17: Durban, 2011
At COP 17 in Durban, parties reached a 
decision on safeguard information systems.3 
The guidance stated that safeguard informa-
tion systems should be country-driven and 
implemented at the national level, be 
transparent and accessible to all stakeholders, 
and build on existing systems. Additionally,  
it was agreed that developing country parties 
undertaking mitigation activities (referred  
to in decision 1/CP.16, paragraph 7) should 
provide a summary of information on how  
all of the safeguards are being addressed and 
respected throughout the implementation of 
the activities. 

While civil society called on the parties to 
develop more specific guidance—including 
guidance on types of information that SIS 
should include (Daviet, 2012)—no further 
discussion on safeguards took place at the 
2012 Doha meeting.

UNDRIP
The landmark United Nations Declaration on 
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) 
embraces a comprehensive approach of the 
duty of states to consult with indigenous 
peoples on decisions affecting them. 
Consultation is indeed found throughout  
the declaration regarding specific concerns 
and rights of indigenous peoples.4 It is also 
affirmed as an overarching principle in Article 
19, which asserts: “States shall consult and 
cooperate in good faith with the indigenous 
peoples concerned through their own 
representative institutions in order to obtain 
their free, prior and informed consent before 
adopting and implementing legislative or 
administrative measures that may affect them.” 
Free, prior and informed consent (FPIC) is 
also based on the right to self-determination.5 

FPIC refers to the principle that indigenous 
peoples have a right to give or withhold 
consent to actions that will affect them, 
especially actions affecting their lands, 
territories and natural resources. While FPIC 
remains a right recognized only by international 
law to indigenous peoples, it is increasingly 
recognized that the basic principles underlying 
FPIC are also relevant to non-indigenous 
communities (WWF 2011b). 

CBD
The Convention on Biological Diversity  
(CBD) has periodically provided guidance  
to the UNFCCC on ways to maximize biodi-
versity conservation and the provision  
of ecosystem services within the implementa-
tion of REDD+.6 In 2010, parties agreed  
upon a new Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 
2011–2020 that includes several targets  
highly linked to REDD+ activities in order  
to serve CBD’s strategic goal to stop  
biodiversity loss by 20207 (see Table 1).

taBle 1: CBd aiCHi taRGetS 2011-2020 tHat aRe ReleVant to tHe iMpleMentation  
oF Redd+ enViRonMental SaFeGuaRdS

Target 5 Stop deforestation,  
fragmentation and  
degradation of forests

By 2020, the rate of loss of all natural habitats, including forests, is at least 
halved and where feasible brought close to zero, and degradation and 
fragmentation is significantly reduced

Target 7 Achieve sustainable use 
management of forests

By 2020 areas under forestry are managed sustainably, ensuring 
conservation of biodiversity

Target 11 Protect forests of high 
biodiversity value and 
for ecosystem services

By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial areas, especially areas of 
particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services, are 
conserved

Target 14 Restore and safeguard 
forest ecosystem 
services

By 2020, ecosystems that provide essential services, including services 
related to water, and that contribute to health, livelihoods and well-being, 
are restored and safeguarded, taking into account the needs of women, 
indigenous and local communities and the poor and vulnerable

Target 15 Restore forests and 
contribute to carbon 
stocks

By 2020, ecosystem resilience and the contribution of biodiversity to 
carbon stocks has been enhanced through conservation and restoration, 
including restoration of at least 15 per cent of degraded ecosystems, 
thereby contributing to climate change mitigation and adaptation and to 
combating desertification
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Additionally, a mandate was given at CBD 
COP 11 in Hyderabad to continue developing 
advice on indicators for safeguards by CBD 
COP13 and to deliver a progress report on the 
enhanced collaboration between the UNFCCC 
Secretariat and other initiatives in order  
to support parties in capacity building and 
compiling information on biodiversity 
safeguards.

Multilateral finance institutions  
and voluntary standards
Three safeguard initiatives are most fre-
quently discussed in the international 
discourse on REDD+ activities: the World 
Bank’s Forest Carbon Partnership Facility 
(FCPF), UN-REDD Programme’s Social and 
Environmental Principles and Criteria (SEPC),8 
and REDD+ Social and Environmental 
Standards (REDD+ SES). The remainder  
of this section will discuss each of these 
safeguards in more detail. For more informa-
tion on multilateral finance institutions see 
the Accessing Finance chapter.

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)
The FCPF applies the World Bank’s social  
and environmental safeguards to its REDD+ 
programmes9 (although in the future these 
safeguards may be changed or supplemented 
by other FCPF procedures). The World  
Bank’s safeguards objective is “to prevent  
and mitigate undue harm to people and their 
environment in the development process.”10

A “Common Approach” to Social and 
Environmental Safeguards for Multiple 
Delivery Partners was mandated by the 
Participants Committee for the FCPF REDD+ 
Readiness programmes. The Common 
Approach is designed to provide the World 
Bank and other FCPF Delivery Partners with 
a common platform for risk management and 
quality assurance in the REDD+ readiness 
preparation process, using the safeguard 
policies of the World Bank as a minimum 
acceptable standard. The Common Approach 
is based on the World Bank’s Operational 
Policies (OP).

These World Bank safeguards were developed 
for project-based lending and may not be well 
suited to national (or subnational) REDD+ 
processes (Moss and Nussbaum, 2011).  
The potential gaps between the World Bank’s 
Operation Policies and the Cancun Accord 
include: FPIC, conversion of natural forests, 
the rights of local communities and respect 
for traditional knowledge. Where the 
environmental and social safeguard policies 
and procedures of a Delivery Partner differ 
from those of the World Bank and apply to 
activities undertaken under the FCPF 
Readiness Fund, Delivery Partners  

are required to demonstrate “substantial 
equivalence” to the “material elements” of  
the World Bank’s existing social and environ-
mental safeguards policies (FCPF, 2011). 

The FCPF adopted the use of a Strategic 
Environmental and Social Assessment  
(SESA) and the preparation of an 
Environmental and Social Management 
Framework (ESMF) to ensure compliance 
with the World Bank’s safeguard policies  
at the earliest stage of decision-making. A  
SESA also creates a platform for the partici-
pation of key stakeholders, including IPLCs 
that depend on forest resources. The ESMF  
is a key output of the SESA and is intended  
to form the foundation of the overall safe-
guards approach for the implementation  
of a country’s REDD+ strategy. 

In addition to complying with the operation 
policies cited above, application of the 
Common Approach involves adherence  
to four sets of guidelines: 

n  Guidelines and Generic Terms of Reference 
for Strategic Environmental and Social 
(SESAs) and Environmental and Social 
Management Frameworks (ESMFs); 

n  FCPF/UN-REDD Guidelines on 
Stakeholder Engagement in REDD+ 
Readiness; 

n  FCPF Guidance on the Disclosure  
of Information; 

n  FCPF Guidelines for Establishing 
Grievance and Redress Mechanisms  
at the Country Level.

 national and SuBnational optionS 

A country-level or subnational 
REDD+ safeguard system can 
be thought of as comprising 
three major elements 
(REDD+SES, 2012): 

n  Policies, laws and regulations that state 
the objectives and the instruments to 
safeguard communities and environments 
from possible negative impacts of REDD+ 
and improve their opportunities to benefit 
from it;

n  Grievance and redress mechanisms  
that enable stakeholders affected by 
REDD+ to receive feedback and appropriate 
responses related to the implementation  
of safeguards;

n  Safeguard information systems (SIS) 
that collect and provide information on 
how safeguards are being addressed and 
respected.

These core components are supported by 
institutions and processes and procedures 
that are essential to operationalize them. 

WeBinaR Video: ReleVanCe oF 
ConSultation and FpiC to Redd+
LEARNING SESSION 4
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un-Redd pRoGRaMMe 
UN-REDD’s interpretation of environmental safeguards11 
is “the adoption and integration of precautionary 
environmental and social principles and considerations 
into decision making processes. The objective of such 
safeguards is to prevent and mitigate undue harm to 
the environment and people at the earliest possible 
planning stage. Safeguards can appear as a combina-
tion of minimum standards and best practice guidelines” 
(Moss and Nussbaum, 2011). The UN-REDD programme 
has established Social and Environmental Principles 
and Criteria (SEPC) as a guiding framework to (1) 
address social and environmental issues in UN-REDD 
National programmes and other UN-REDD 
Programme-funded activities and (2) to support 
countries in developing national approaches to  
REDD+ safeguards in line with UNFCCC. 

The SEPC includes all the Cancun safeguards and 
provides significant further detail to the conditions for 
meeting them in addition to elements not specified in 
the Cancun safeguards, including: transparency and 
accountability of fiduciary and fund management 
systems; gender equality; free, prior and informed 
consent of indigenous peoples; no involuntary 
resettlement; equitable benefit sharing; and avoidance 
or minimization of natural forest degradation. These 
additional provisions in the SEPC aim to help countries 
meet their commitments to relevant UN conventions, 
treaties and declarations, beyond the UNFCCC.

The UN-REDD Programme and FCPF have collaborated 
to produce the joint Guidelines on Stakeholder 
Engagement in REDD+ Readiness with a Focus on 
Indigenous Peoples and Other Forest-Dependent 
Communities. The joint guidelines provide background 
and context on the inclusion of indigenous peoples and 
other forest-dependent communities in REDD+ and 
were developed to guide countries in their work on 
stakeholder engagement in REDD+ in activities 
supported by both or either initiative.

UN-REDD+ has further engaged in a consultative 
process to produce UN-REDD Programme Guidelines 
on Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC), in support 
of the right to FPIC in partner countries. The main 
objective of the guidelines is to provide a normative, 
policy and operational framework for UN-REDD 
Programme partner countries to seek FPIC, as and 
when appropriate, as determined by the Programme 
partner country in consultation with relevant 
rights-holders.

UN-REDD also recognizes that neutral and fair 
mechanisms for grievance, conflict resolution and 
redress must be established and accessible during  
the design and implementation of REDD+ policies and 
activities. Along with FCPF, UN-REDD has the most 
developed publicly available policy about grievance 
mechanisms.

Redd+ SoCial and enViRonMental StandaRdS

The REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards 
(REDD+ SES) were developed through a multi-stake-
holder process, facilitated by the Climate, Community 
and Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) and CARE 
International.12 The standards aim to build support for 
government-led REDD+ programmes implemented  
at the national or subnational level (Moss  
and Nussbaum, 2011). 

The current REDD+ SES version consists of principles, 
criteria and indicators (REDD+ SES, 2012).

n  Principles provide the key objectives that guide  
high social and environmental performance of 
REDD+ programmes. 

n  Criteria define the conditions that must be met 
related to processes, impacts and policies in order 
to deliver the principles.

n  Indicators define quantitative or qualitative 
information needed to show progress toward 
achieving a criterion. Each of the framework 
indicators aims to assess one aspect that is 
important to address in order to achieve the 
criterion. The indicators fall into three main 
categories:

›  Policy indicators assess policies, strategies, legal 
frameworks and institutions related to the REDD+ 
programme that should be in place. 

›  Process indicators assess whether and how a 
particular process related to the REDD+ programme 
has been planned, established and implemented. 

›  Outcome indicators assess the impacts  
of the REDD+ programme.

 FoCuS  FoCuS 
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Goal setting 
In order to establish safeguard systems, 
countries will need to go through a process  
of goal setting and an assessment of existing 
safeguards for REDD+ (REDD+SES, 2012). 
This must be carried out with government 
leadership and through a multi-stakeholder 
process that defines the safeguard priorities 
by identifying the relevant stakeholders, 
including related risks, costs, burdens and 
benefits incurred by these groups, and 
establishing why the safeguards are needed, 
for example, in response to international 
commitments such as the UNFCCC safe-
guards and those required by donors as well 
as development priorities and stakeholder 
concerns within the country. 

Tools that are useful in defining the goals of a 
country’s safeguards approach are the Social 
and Environmental Principles and Criteria 
(SEPC) and UN-REDD’s guidelines (the 
UN-REDD/FCPF Stakeholder Engagement 
Guidelines and UN-REDD FPIC Guidelines). 
The SEPC provides more detailed criteria that 
can be used to unpack the Cancun safeguards. 
The UN-REDD and FCPF provide guidance 

on how to ensure the participation of indig-
enous peoples and other forest-dependent 
communities in REDD+ schemes, including 
how to apply the principle of FPIC.

Once the country-specific goals for safeguards 
are defined, the next steps for development of 
the safeguards system are to conduct a review 
and gap analysis of existing policies, laws, 
regulations, institutions and procedures 
leading to development of new ones as needed 
and a similar process for establishment of  
the grievance redress mechanism and the SIS. 
The elements of the safeguards system are 
developed by building from and strengthening 
any relevant existing elements already 
established in the country and developing 
new elements as needed. All of these elements 
require a transparent and participatory process. 

Participation in the development  
of safeguards 
The development of REDD+ social and 
environmental safeguards should be based on 
a multi-stakeholder process conducted at the 
national or subnational level in a transparent, 
participatory and socially-inclusive manner 
with respect for gender considerations. 

In Brazil, this process was led by civil society 
and was overseen by a multi-stakeholder 
committee made up of representatives of the 
private sector, environmental organizations, 
indigenous peoples, local communities and 
smallholders, large agricultural producers 
and research institutions with projects in  
the Amazon Region. Notably, a decision  
was made not to include any government 
representative in the committee; however, 
government agencies involved in the subject 
were kept informed about the progress of the 
safeguard development process (Bonfante, 

Voivodic and Filho—Piracicaba, 2010). The 
Brazilian social and environmental safeguards 
for REDD+ are considered minimum 
requirements for any REDD+ initiative in the 
Brazilian Amazon that is developed, financed 
and implemented by any combination of 
governments, private entities (including 
carbon market-based mechanisms) and  
civil society organizations. These safeguards 
can be applied to national and subnational 
government-led programmes as well as 
projects (Gomes et al., 2010). The Brazilian 
experience provides a best-practice methodol-
ogy for a participatory development of social 
and environmental criteria. This process has 
been documented in Developing Social and 
Environmental Safeguards for REDD+:  
A guide for a bottom-up approach (Bonfante, 
Voivodic and Filho—Piracicaba, 2010). 

In Indonesia, the process of developing and 
implementing safeguards is government-led. 
A draft of social and environmental safeguards 
and a safeguards system was developed  
by the National REDD+ Task Force and  
was complemented by input from academia, 
NGOs and government agencies. The task 
force then identified several pilots for  
testing the system.

Capacity building for effective 
participation
As demonstrated in the experience in Brazil, 
the engagement of indigenous peoples, local 
communities, small-landholders and social 
movements is crucial to ensuring the effec-
tiveness of safeguards by incorporating the 
main concerns of the people who live in and 
depend on the forest.

Capacity building of indigenous and local 
communities and their organizations is widely 
recognized as a key foundation for securing 
the opportunities that REDD+ may provide 
and addressing its risks, contributing to more 
equitable and sustainable REDD+ initiatives. 

Capacity building helps support a number  
of priorities of indigenous peoples and local 
communities with regard to REDD+. These 
include: 

n  Understanding climate change, its impacts, 
what REDD+ is, and the potential benefits 
and risks of REDD+ initiatives;

n  Participating fully and effectively in 
development of REDD+ programmes/
strategies at multiple levels (village, 
subnational, national, international);

n  Deciding whether or not to participate in 
REDD+ activities, in keeping with rights  
to free, prior and informed consent;

n  Managing activities that will generate 
reduced emissions from deforestation and 
degradation;

n  Monitoring results of REDD+ activities,  
as part of monitoring, reporting and 
verification (MRV) of REDD+ climate, 
social and biodiversity impacts.

WeBinaR Video: enSuRinG SoCial  
SaFeGuaRdS in Redd+
LEARNING SESSION 8

W W F  F O R E S T  A N D  C L I M A T E  p R O g R A M M E

aCHieVinG Redd+tRaCKinG Redd+Redd+ GoVeRnanCeContentS additional ReSouRCeS

SoCial and enViRonMental SaFeGuaRdS // 44

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_U7nwd4wqrw&feature=youtu.be


Recognition of the importance of community 
capacity building for successful REDD+ has 
prompted development of a range of training 
materials for indigenous and local communi-
ties. These community-oriented materials aim 
to present complex issues concerning global 
climate change and developments in interna-
tional climate policy and financing in ways 
that will (a) be accessible to rural communi-
ties; (b) inform indigenous communities in 
particular of the opportunities and protec-
tions afforded to indigenous peoples in their 
engagements with REDD+ initiatives; (c) 
provide information on both potential 
opportunities and risks associated with 
REDD+; and (d) promote best practices for 
the information-sharing element of free, prior 
and informed consent. For more information, 
see the WWF resource guide Capacity 
Building Materials on REDD+ for Indigenous 
Peoples and Local Communities.

FPIC is increasingly recognized as a best 
practice in conservation and development for 
avoiding conflicts and grounding activities in 
equitable agreements with indigenous as well 
as non-indigenous communities. Accordingly, 
several soft-law instruments call for forest-
dependent communities to be consulted if a 
REDD+ programme or project is going to be 
implemented on land that they inhabit, use or 
access for subsistence or livelihood activities. 
These instruments include: the World Bank 
Operational Guidelines on Involuntary 
Resettlement, UN-REDD draft Social and 
Environmental Principles and Criteria, 
UN-REDD draft Guidelines for Seeking the 
Free, Prior and Informed Consent of 
Indigenous Peoples and Other Forest-
Dependent Communities, and the Climate 
Community and Biodiversity Alliance 

(CCBA)-CARE Voluntary REDD+ Social  
and Environmental Standards. 

Practical methodologies for FPIC are still 
evolving and need to be specific to local 
cultures and contexts. However, a number  
of recent publications have outlined general 
procedures for FPIC, including as a resource 
for ensuring that rights to FPIC are respected 
and supported, including guidance from 
RECOFTC/GIZ, Oxfam and the Forest 
Peoples Programme and WWF’s Resource 
Guide on “Free, Prior, Informed Consent and 
REDD+: Guidelines and Resources”, which 
outlines a general set of procedures for use  
by WWF programmes working on REDD+ 
(WWF, 2011b). For further guidance, the 
UN-REDD Programme’s “Guidelines on Free, 
Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC)” outlines 

a normative policy and operational frame-
work for seeking and obtaining FPIC in the 
context of REDD+.

Policies, laws and regulations
When developing national and subnational 
safeguards, countries should consider their 
national legal and institutional frameworks  
in defining safeguard goals that align with 
national development priorities along with 
their commitments to international treaties 
and the requirements of multiple delivery 
partners and REDD+ funding sources. This 
involves translating to the local context the 
unspecific decisions and guidance from 
UNFCCC on safeguards. Several countries 
(including Brazil, Ecuador, Indonesia, DRC 
and Mexico) are making progress in develop-
ing such safeguard policy frameworks. This 
process engages representatives of govern-
ment and civil society to determine which 
safeguard goals will be important for REDD+ 
in their national context and how to imple-
ment them. 

There are several approaches to building 
policies, laws and regulations for safeguards 
(Swan and McNally, 2011). A national starting 
point begins with an assessment of existing 
REDD+ relevant safeguard policies and 
measures, such as national forestry and 
agricultural sector strategies, land tenure 
legislation, protected area strategies and 
indigenous people’s policies, adapted by the 
country and comparing these with interna-
tional safeguard requirements to understand 
the gaps and weaknesses. Alternatively, 
countries may wish to begin by adopting or 
adapting an existing multilateral or voluntary 
international safeguards (e.g. CCB) frame-
work. This framework would be expanded 
according to national priorities and existing 

in-country policies and procedures. Selection 
of the base international framework would 
require comparative analysis of the various 
options against criteria determined by 
national stakeholders based on their different 
values and perspectives. Moreover, selection 
may depend on the country’s participation in 
international initiatives (e.g. FCPF or 
UN-REDD). 

These options are not mutually exclusive  
and can be combined. A hybrid approach 
would begin with identifying key elements of 
existing international safeguard frameworks 
relevant for the country in terms of content 
(what are the main environmental and social 
risks posed by REDD+) and commitment 
(what is the level of environmental and social 
performance to aim for).

A crucial step in all of these options is the 
in-country analysis of major risks and 
envisaged benefits specific to that country 
context. A risk-benefit assessment would 
inform development of the identified key 
elements into a national set of safeguards, 
which would cover the major risks and 
envisaged benefits as identified by in-country 
stakeholders and ensure minimum safeguard 
compliance. 

Several tools are available to help countries 
assess and plan to avoid or mitigate risks. 
Environmental and social management 
frameworks (ESMFs), for instance, can aid in 
the process of creating national risk manage-
ment plans. Countries receiving funding from 
the FCPF are required to create ESMFs as 
part of their SESA processes. At the more 
local level, most funding institutions require 
some form of social and environmental plan 
in association with investments in 
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a Multi-StaKeHoldeR initiatiVe to deVelop Redd+ SaFeGuaRdS in BRazil
To view more Inspiring Practice case studies, visit bit.ly/REDDlearn

Context
Following the emergence of REDD+ as a promising 
financing alternative at the 2007 UNFCCC conference  
in Bali, development of numerous REDD+ projects and 
state-level policies began independently in the Brazilian 
Amazon, without a guiding policy framework at the 
national level (a situation that has continued into 2013). 
Regionally based social groups started claiming a voice 
in REDD+ discussions at various levels. Their primary 
concern was the potential social and environmental risks 
associated with REDD+.

In late 2009, representatives from 15 organizations—
including grassroots organizations, social and 
environmental NGOs, research institutions and the 
private sector—decided to develop guidelines for  
REDD+ social and environmental safeguards. 

These guidelines would:

n  Involve multiple stakeholders;
n  Influence state and federal regulations under 

discussion;
n  Develop minimum social and environmental criteria 

(safeguards) to serve as a reference for REDD+ 
projects and programmes in Brazil; 

n  Not be a new certification standard.

Expected changes

n  Strengthen forest governance and management of 
natural resources by indigenous peoples and local 
communities;

n  Encourage public participation in the policy-making 
process;

n  Coordinate action among all stakeholders involved;
n  Increase information transparency; 
n  Generate respect for and awareness and recognition 

of the rights of indigenous peoples and local 
communities for their territories, lands, natural 
resources, and traditional livelihoods and cultures. 

Achievements
The participants began this work by electing a smaller 
oversight committee representing diverse sectors and a 
facilitator from a single organization (IMAFLORA, Institute 
for Agriculture and Forest Certification and Management). 
Based on a review of the pertinent literature, the facilitator 
developed a first draft that was reviewed by the oversight 
committee and then subjected to a process of public 
consultation. This process took place over a period of 150 
days, during which the draft was placed on the Internet 
for public comments. In addition, the oversight committee 
organized four meetings with over 150 participants 
representing social groups in the Amazon and one 
meeting with representatives from over 40 companies in 
São Paulo. Each 3-day meeting in the Amazon included 
two days of capacity building and a final day focused  
on discussing safeguards. To assure transparency and 
traceability, all comments about the guidelines made 
during these meetings were registered, identified by 
source and posted on the Internet. 

n  The oversight committee reviewed and provided 
answers to all the comments (which were also posted 
together with the comments on the Internet) and, 
based on the input provided, prepared a final draft  
of the guidelines, which consist of seven general 
principles and 29 associated criteria. 

n  These guidelines have been presented to the federal 
and state governments for the purpose of incorporating 
safeguards in new regulations. They have also been 
presented to designers of and participants in REDD+ 
projects, to obtain public commitments to adhere to 
safeguards. 

Challenges
The challenge still remains to empower indigenous 
peoples and local communities to a position from which 
they can make critical decisions on any carbon project 
within their forested territories in order to prevent 
companies or state interests from taking advantage  
of them, buying credits through unjust purchase 
contracts and disrespecting their rights. 

Lessons learned
If the bottom-up public consultation approach is adopted 
for the development of safeguards for REDD+ in different 
realities and at different levels in the world, REDD+ 
policies will be developed with greater governance and 
social and environmental justice.

*  To facilitate application and adaptation to other contexts,  
details about this consultation process have been published in 
English, Spanish, Portuguese and French and are available at:  
www.observatoriodoredd.org.br
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Recognizing and respecting customary rights 
to lands, territories and resources promotes 
effective stewardship of forests and safeguards 
against potential displacement risks. 
Furthermore, rights to lands and resources 
will also determine who is eligible to benefit 
from REDD+. Securing community forest 
tenure is fundamental to ensuring REDD+ 
benefits reach communities. Community 
tenure broadly refers to the diversity of 
tenure systems found in a given community 
(including both communal and individual 
property) while tenure security refers to 
certainty that rights to land are recognized, 
respected and protected (Springer and Larsen, 
2012). WWF’s report “Community Tenure 
and REDD+” discusses key elements of 
equitable and effective tenure systems that 
can provide a foundation for community-based 
REDD+ and how community tenure can be 
promoted and supported in the context of 
REDD+ processes (Springer and Larsen, 2012).

Grievance and redress mechanisms
Grievance, conflict and redress mechanisms 
are designed to receive, assess and resolve 
complaints of directly affected stakeholders, 
in this case related to REDD+ implementa-
tion with a view to taking corrective action. 
Typically, these mechanisms focus on flexible 
approaches to resolving disputes through 
options such as fact-finding, dialogue, 
facilitation or mediation. A well-designed 
grievance mechanism should offer:

n  Improved responsiveness to concerns;

n  Early identification of problems;

n  Increased trust, accountability and 
credibility among stakeholders;

n  Easy and reliable access;

n  Clear communication of process and 
service standards to users; 

n  Quick resolution of complaints; 

n  Expeditious communication of results  
to complainants; 

n  Availability of options related to mediation 
and conciliation; 

n  The possibility of accessing judicial 
mechanisms if users are not satisfied with 
the outcomes of the mediation offered by 
the grievance and redressing mechanism. 

There are five basic building blocks to design 
an effective grievance mechanism (World 
Bank, 2011):

n  Organizational commitment: The 
implementing institution recognizes and 
values the grievance process as a means  
of strengthening public administration, 
improving public relations, and enhancing 
accountability and transparency.

n  Principles: An effective grievance and 
redressing mechanism usually embodies 
six core principles: fairness, objectiveness 
and independence, simplicity and accessi-
bility, responsiveness and efficiency, speed 
and proportionality, and participatory  
and social inclusion.

n  People: The project provides training to 
the staff working on grievance redress so 
they can effectively carry out their roles.

n  Processes: Grievance redress processes 
play an important role in project activities.

n  Analysis: Project management regularly 
analyses reports and other monitoring  
and evaluation data on grievances.

Grievance mechanisms can be built at 
multiple levels. 

project-level activities. These usually include 
environmental management plans, indigenous 
peoples plans, and/or resettlement plans. In 
addition, pre-existing domestic rules, such as 
EIA laws and poverty alleviation strategies, 
may be useful for supporting REDD+ safe-
guard planning processes. After plans to avoid 
harm and produce benefits are identified and 
included in strategy documents, work plans, 
and other relevant country processes, these 
plans must be implemented. Such implemen-
tation can entail various types of activities, 
including distribution of information, hosting 
of consultations, passage of new regulation, 
creation of new institutions, and ensuring 
that the interest of local communities is 
respected.

An analysis of policies, laws and procedures 
should also include an assessment of tenure, 
including challenges and opportunities to 
address tenure issues in REDD+ contexts and 
consideration of how tenure issues are treated 
in emerging REDD+ frameworks. Tenure can 
be defined as a “bundle of rights” that may 
include various combinations of access rights, 
withdrawal rights, management rights, 
exclusion rights and alienation rights 
(Schlager and Ostrom, 1992). Both customary 
and statutory tenure systems are often 
composed of complex combinations of these 
rights, which may also vary across the specific 
geographical area or natural resource to which 
they refer. In the context of REDD+, carbon 
has become another resource for which rights 
need to be clarified. Customary tenure refers 
to systems derived from traditional or 
ancestral occupancy and use of lands and 
resources while statutory tenure refers to 
rights formally enshrined in the laws of a 
state. Historically, many customary and 
statutory systems have been overlapping. 
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Safeguard information systems
Countries undertaking REDD+ activities  
need to develop country-level SIS that enable 
them to respond to requirements under the 
UNFCCC to ensure social and environmental 
risks are minimized and benefits enhanced. 
As outlined above, REDD+ countries may  
also need to respond to the requirements of 
organizations providing support for REDD+ 
activities. SIS provide a systematic approach 
for collecting and reporting information on 
how REDD+ safeguards are being addressed 
and respected throughout the implementation 
of REDD+. While the specific design of SIS 
will vary between countries, all SIS are likely 
to include the following components  
(Peskett and Todd, 2012):

n  Criteria and indicators to determine 
whether a particular policy, law or regula-
tion is being effectively implemented.  
The indicators provide the parameters  
for determining what information needs  
to be collected;

n  Methodologies for collection of information 
for each indicator, by whom, how and how 
often the information collection should be 
carried out (e.g. sample size, frequency, etc.);

n  Framework for provision of information 
and how information is shared and made 
public and what consequences arise. 

A REDD+ SIS could be built on existing 
country systems, such as those to monitor 
and report on biodiversity conservation under 
the CBD; or countries may develop other 
appropriate systems. 

Collection of data at the national level could 
focus on the data that the country needs to 
alert authorities when safeguards are not 

being applied, to collect data that could  
be used for compliance actions, or to make 
adjustments to the policy design to more 
effectively achieve the programme’s social 
and governance policies and procedures.

Nepal’s National Forest Management 
Information System (NAFIMS) is being 
designed to monitor and report on the 
non-carbon aspects prioritized for monitoring 
over the course of REDD+ implementation. 
These aspects are key quantitative and/or 
qualitative variables related to livelihood 
enhancement, biodiversity conservation, 
ecosystem services provision, key governance 
factors pertinent to REDD+ implementation, 
and impacts of the REDD+ strategy on the 
forestry sector. The system will also be 
reporting on how the safeguards are being 
addressed and respected in the course of 
implementation of REDD+ activities, with due 
attention to the specific monitoring provisions 
included in country’s ESMF (Ministry of 
Forests and Soil Conservation, 2012).

 WWF VieWpoint 

Social and environmental 
safeguards are prominently 
reflected in the REDD+ Five 
Guiding Principles that were 
originally developed by WWF, 

CARE and Greenpeace. These include: 

n  Climate: REDD+ demonstrably contributes 
to greenhouse gas emission reductions with 
national goals working toward a global 
objective.

n  Biodiversity: REDD+ maintains  
and/or enhances forest biodiversity  
and ecosystem services.

n  Livelihoods: REDD+ contributes to 
sustainable and equitable development  
by strengthening the livelihoods of 
forest-dependent communities.

n  Rights: REDD+ recognizes and respects 
the rights of indigenous peoples and local 
communities.

n  Fair and Effective Funding: REDD+ 
mobilizes immediate, adequate and 
predictable resources for action in priority 
forest areas in an equitable, transparent, 
participatory and coordinated manner.

WWF has elaborated further on the REDD+ 
guiding principles focused on rights and 
livelihoods to identify the following key issues 
for equitable and effective REDD+ initiatives:

n  Full and effective participation: Full  
and effective participation of indigenous 
peoples and local communities in develop-
ing, implementing, monitoring and 
evaluating REDD+ programmes at multiple 
levels (local, subnational, national, interna-
tional)—including with respect for gender 
considerations—requires both capacity 
building, to ensure that communities are 
well informed about potential benefits and 
risks, and processes that enable involvement 
of relevant rights-holders and stakeholders.

n  Free, prior and informed consent  
(FPIC): WWF’s Statement of Principles  
on Indigenous Peoples and Conservation 
recognizes the right of indigenous peoples  
to free, prior and informed consent (FPIC) 
from governments on projects affecting their 
customary lands and resources and states 
that WWF will not promote or support 
interventions affecting customary lands  
and resources that have not received FPIC.

n  Secure community forest tenure: 
Recognizing and respecting customary 
rights to lands, territories and resources 
can support more effective stewardship of 
forests and safeguard against potential 
displacement risks. Clear rights to lands 
and resources will also significantly 
influence who ultimately receives any 
future benefits from REDD+. Therefore, 
securing community forest tenure—with 
attention to gender differences—is funda-
mental to ensuring that REDD+ benefits 
reach communities.

n  Equitable sharing of REDD+ benefits: 
REDD+ initiatives could provide additional 
streams of income to communities, which 
could help make the conservation and 
sustainable use of forests more valuable 
than other land uses to communities. 
Realization of these benefits will depend 
upon funding strategies that prioritize 
incentives for forest community men and 
women, many of whom are the historic 
stewards of natural resources, as well as on 
good governance of financial mechanisms 
(including within communities) to ensure 
that benefit sharing is equitable and 
transparent.

WWF has also advocated strongly for 
environmental safeguards. In developing the 
REDD+ guiding principle on biodiversity, 
WWF is advocating:

n  Zero net deforestation and forest  
degradation by 202013: WWF stresses  
that: (a) most natural forests should be 
retained—the annual rate of loss of natural 
or semi-natural forests should be reduced  
to near zero; and (b) any gross loss or 
degradation of pristine natural forests 
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would need to be offset by an equivalent 
area of socially and environmentally sound 
forest restoration. In this accounting, 
plantations are not equated with natural 
forests as many values are diminished 
when a plantation replaces a natural forest.

n  Forest biodiversity related CBD targets: 
WWF’s view is that these targets must  
be supported by REDD+ national and 
subnational strategies and plans.  
(see Table 1).

WWF also has developed safeguards along-
side its preparations for Global Environmental 
Facility (GEF) accreditation and policies on 
involuntary resettlement, gender, etc.

 FuRtHeR ReSouRCeS 

Publications
Free, Prior, and Informed 
Consent in REDD+—Patrick 
Anderson, February 2011—
RECOFTC and GIZ | 

Guidelines for Seeking the Free, Prior, and 
Informed Consent of Indigenous Peoples  
and other Forest Dependent Communities 
UN-REDD+ Programme 2012.

Colchester, M. 2010. Free, Prior and 
Informed Consent—Making FPIC Work for 
Forests and Peoples. The Forest Dialogue, 
New Haven, CT, USA. bit.ly/1c9K5Ht 

Scoping Dialogue on Free, Prior,  
and Informed Consent, available at:  
environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/free-
prior-and-informed-consent/
scoping-dialogue-on-free-prior-and-
informed-consent

Field Dialogue on FPIC in Indonesia, available 
at: environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/
free-prior-and-informed-consent/
free-prior-and-informed-consent-indonesia-
field-dialogue

Hill, C., Lillywhite, S., and M. Simon. 2010. 
Guide to Free, Prior and Informed Consent. 
Oxfam, Victoria, Australia. bit.ly/1bAMAzE

Anon. 2008. Free, Prior, Informed Consent 
and the Roundtable on Responsible Palm Oil. 
Forest Peoples Programme, Moreton-in-
Marsh, UK. bit.ly/1a3thNl 

Colchester, M., Ferrari, M.F. 2007. Making 
FPIC—Free, Prior and Informed Consent—
Work: Challenges and Prospects for 
Indigenous People. Forest Peoples 
Programme, Moreton-in-Marsh, UK.  
bit.ly/173MF9O 

Epple, C., Dunning, E., Dickson, B., C. Harvey. 
2011. Making Biodiversity Safeguards for 
REDD+ Work in Practice. Developing 
Operational Guidelines and Identifying 
Capacity Requirements (Summary Report). 
UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge, UK.  
bit.ly/173Nu2v

GEO BON. 2011. Adequacy of Biodiversity 
Observation Systems to support the CBD 
2020 Targets. A report prepared by the 
Group on Earth Observations Biodiversity 
Observation Network. Pretoria, South Africa. 
bit.ly/1ho9tqG

Greenpeace. 2012. Forest & People First: the 
Need for Universal REDD+ Safeguards. 
Greenpeace International, Amsterdam, 
Netherlands. bit.ly/1aPksI8

Pistorius, T., Schmitt, C.B., Benick, D.,  
and S. Entenmann. 2010. Greening REDD+: 
Challenges and opportunities for forest 
biodiversity conservation. University of 
Freiburg, Freiburg, Germany. bit.ly/19o7b6a

SCBD. 2011. REDD+ and Biodiversity. 
Montreal, Technical Series No. 59, 68 pages. 
Available at: www.cbd.int/ts

Daviet, F. and Larsen, G. 2012. Safeguarding 
Forests and People: A Framework for 
Designing a National Safeguards System. 
WRI, Washington, DC, USA. bit.ly/18TNKWB

Walter, M. and Kahlert, G. 2010. Forest 
Carbon Standards—WWF Assessment Guide. 
WWF-Germany, Berlin, Germany.  
bit.ly/GBt9MC

 BiBlioGRapHy 

BONFANTE, T.M., VOIVODIC, M. and 
FILHO—PIRACICABA, L.M. 2010. 
Developing Social and Environmental 
Safeguards for REDD+: A guide for 
bottom-up approach. Imaflora.

DAVIET, F. 2012. Making the Most of a Second Chance: 
What Next for REDD+ Safeguards? [Online]. Available: 
insights.wri.org/news/2012/02/making-most-second- 
chance-what-next-redd-safeguards

GOMES, R., BONE, S., CUNHA, M., NAHUR, A. C., 
MOREIRA, P. F., MENESES-FILHO, L. C. L., VOIVODIC, 
M., BONFANTE, T. and MOUTINHO, P. 2010. Exploring 
the Bottom-up Generation of REDD+ Policy by Forest-
dependent Peoples. Exploring the Right to Diversity in 
Conservation Law, Policy, and Practice. Available at:  
www.ipam.org.br/publications

MINISTRY OF FORESTS AND SOIL CONSERVATION. 
2012. Framework Structure National REDD-plus Strategy 
of Nepal. Babarmahal, Kathmandu.

MOSS, N. and NUSSBAUM, R. 2011. A Review of Three 
REDD+ Safeguard Initiatives. Forest Carbon Partnership 
Facility and UN-REDD Programme, Geneva, Switzlerland. 

PESKETT, L. and TODD, K. 2012. Putting REDD+ 
Safeguards and Safeguard Information Systems Into 
Practice. In: UN-REDD (ed.) UN-REDD Programme Policy 
Brief. UNDP. New York, NY, USA.

REDD+ SES. 2012. REDD+ Social and Environmental 
Standards (version 2). REDD+ SES, Washington, DC, 
USA. bit.ly/1dYknn7

ROE, S., STRECK, C., PRITCHARD, L. and J. 
COSTENBADER. 2013. Safeguards in REDD+ and Forest 
Carbon Standards: A Review of Social, Environmental and 
Procedural Concepts and Applications. Climate Focus, 
Washington, DC, USA. bit.ly/1hoe2Bv

SCHLAGER, E. and OSTROM, E. 1992. Property-Rights 
Regimes and Natural Resources: A Conceptual Analysis. 
Land Economics, 68(3). University of Wisconsin, Madison, 
Wisconsin, USA. bit.ly/1a3CJAu

Springer, J. and Retana, V. 2013 in prep. Free, Prior, 
Informed Consent and REDD+ (updated version).  
WWF, Washington, DC, USA. To be available at:  
bit.ly/WWF-REDDpubs

Springer, J. and Larsen, P.B. 2012. Community Tenure  
and REDD+. WWF, Washington, DC. Available at:  
bit.ly/WWF-REDDpubs 

SWAN, S. and MCNALLY, R. 2011. High-Biodiversity 
REDD+: Operationalising Safeguards and Delivering 
Environmental Co-benefits.SNV, The Hague, The 
Netherlands.

UN-REDD PROGRAMME. 2013. Guidelines on Free,  
Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC). UN-REDD, Geneva, 
Switzerland.

WORLD BANK 2011. Feedback Matters: Designing 
Effective Grievance Redress Mechanisms for Bank-
Financed Projects. World Bank, Washington, DC, USA.

Springer, J. 2011. Capacity Building Materials on REDD+ 
for Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities. WWF, 
Washington, DC, USA. bit.ly/17yw8iw

W W F  F O R E S T  A N D  C L I M A T E  p R O g R A M M E

aCHieVinG Redd+tRaCKinG Redd+Redd+ GoVeRnanCeContentS additional ReSouRCeS

SoCial and enViRonMental SaFeGuaRdS // 49

http://bit.ly/1c9K5Ht
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/free-prior-and-informed-consent/scoping-dialogue-on-free-prior-and-informed-consent
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/free-prior-and-informed-consent/scoping-dialogue-on-free-prior-and-informed-consent
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/free-prior-and-informed-consent/scoping-dialogue-on-free-prior-and-informed-consent
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/free-prior-and-informed-consent/scoping-dialogue-on-free-prior-and-informed-consent
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/free-prior-and-informed-consent/free-prior-and-informed-consent-indonesia-field-dialogue
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/free-prior-and-informed-consent/free-prior-and-informed-consent-indonesia-field-dialogue
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/free-prior-and-informed-consent/free-prior-and-informed-consent-indonesia-field-dialogue
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogue/free-prior-and-informed-consent/free-prior-and-informed-consent-indonesia-field-dialogue
http://bit.ly/1bAMAzE
http://bit.ly/1a3thNl
http://bit.ly/173MF9O
http://bit.ly/173Nu2v
http://bit.ly/1ho9tqG
http://bit.ly/1aPksI8
http://bit.ly/19o7b6a
http://www.cbd.int/ts
http://bit.ly/18TNKWB
http://bit.ly/GBt9MC
http://insights.wri.org/news/2012/02/making-most-second-chance-what-next-redd-safeguards
http://insights.wri.org/news/2012/02/making-most-second-chance-what-next-redd-safeguards
http://www.ipam.org.br/publications
http://bit.ly/1dYknn7
http://bit.ly/1hoe2Bv
http://bit.ly/1a3CJAu
http://bit.ly/WWF-REDDpubs
http://bit.ly/WWF-REDDpubs
http://bit.ly/17yw8iw


 end noteS 

1. See UNFCCC Section III C of 
Decision 1/CP.16 
2. Appendix I of Decision 1/CP.16.
3. Decision 12/CP.17.
4.  See UNDRIP Articles 10, 11, 15, 17, 

19, 28, 29, 30, 32, 36 and 38
5. The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples affirms in its Article 3 that “indigenous 
peoples have the right to self-determination.  
By virtue of that right they freely determine their political 
status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural 
development”.
6.  See CBD Decision IX/16, Decision X/33, Decision X/2 

and Decision XI/19.
7.  Decision X/2.
8.  It should be noted that while FCPF’s safeguards are 

mandatory, SEPC is voluntary.
9.  web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/

EXTPOLICIES/EXTSAFEPOL/0,,menuPK:584441~pag
ePK:64168427~piPK:64168435~theSitePK:584435,00.
html.

10.  go.worldbank.org/WTA1ODE7T0
11.  www.un-redd.org/multiple_benefits_sepc/tabid/54130/

default.aspx
12.  www.redd-standards.org
13.  Zero Net Deforestation and Forest Degradation 

(ZNDD): WWF defines ZNDD as no net forest loss 
through deforestation and no net decline in forest 
quality through degradation. ZNDD provides some 
flexibility: it is not quite the same as no forest clearing 
anywhere, under any circumstances. For instance,  
it recognizes people’s right to clear some forests for 
agriculture, or the value in occasionally “trading off” 
degraded forests to free up other land to restore 
important biological corridors, provided that  
biodiversity values and net quantity and quality  
of forests are maintained. 
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