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Foreword

In December 2015, all Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) adopted the 
Paris Climate Agreement. This international agreement is the first to commit all countries to a binding target of limiting global 
warming to below 2°C and to endeavor limiting it to 1.5°C. It sets forward the goal of achieving worldwide greenhouse gas 
neutrality in the second half of the century.

In Paris, world leaders reaffirmed that forests have an important role to play in achieving this ambitious long-term goal. Countries 
are encouraged to implement activities that aim at reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, and the role 
of conservation, sustainable management of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks (REDD-plus) in accordance with 
relevant decisions by the UNFCCC Conference of the Parties. In this regard, adequate and predictable financial resources, 
including results-based payments, will play an important role.

The Government of the Philippines is already implementing a wide array of policies for forest protection and sustainable forest 
management (SFM). These include the issuance of a logging moratorium in natural forests, the National Greening Program, the 
Community-based Forest Management Strategy as well as the Philippine National REDD-Plus Strategy (PNRPS), which are 
implemented by the Forest Management Bureau of the Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR-FMB) with 
a wide range of actors.

The ongoing REDD-plus readiness phase is building all elements of a national REDD-plus system: a National Forest Monitoring 
System; a national Measurement, Reporting, and Verification system; a Forest Reference Emission Level/Forest Reference Level; 
and a Safeguards Information System. An important component of the PNRPS is the cross-cutting strategy of “sustainable 
financing,” which stipulates the importance of seeking diverse long-term funding, exploring different fund management and 
distribution options, and ensuring the equitable sharing of benefits across government levels and between stakeholders. 

To link emission reduction performance to concrete incentives for forest protection, SFM, and safeguards within a national 
REDD-plus system, a financing and benefit-sharing mechanism needs to be in place. The present report is the result of an 
extensive study of financing and benefit-sharing options for REDD-plus in the Philippines. It provides a proposal for such a 
mechanism, which considers potential international and national sources, and ensures their efficient and effective use as well as 
the equitable, fair distribution of both monetary and non-monetary benefits.

The consultant team, comprised of Dr. Unna Chokkalingam and Atty. Edna Maguigad, in close collaboration with various 
stakeholders, developed this proposal as well as differentiated recommendations for its operationalization, for which we would like 
to extend our deep appreciation.

This study was conducted within the project “Preparation of a National REDD-plus Mechanism for Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
and Conservation of Biodiversity in the Philippines” (National REDD-plus System Philippines), which is implemented by 
DENR-FMB and the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH. The project is part of the 
cooperation of the Philippines and Germany under the bilateral Climate Program funded through the International Climate 
Initiative of Germany’s Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety.

It is anticipated that the proposal and the recommendations of this report are taken up by the relevant policy-making bodies to 
establish an efficient, effective, and equitable financing and benefit-sharing mechanism that is part of the national REDD-plus 
system and in line with the Philippines’ effort toward forest and climate protection.
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Executive summary

The tropical forests of the Philippines have experienced substantial deforestation and forest degradation over the last century. 
Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and the role of conservation, sustainable management of 
forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks (REDD-plus) is a potential mechanism to generate sustained revenue for the 
Philippines’ forest conservation and rehabilitation efforts, and support the livelihoods of its upland communities. Under the 
Philippine National REDD-Plus Strategy (PNRPS), which places equal importance on biodiversity, community, and carbon, 
protected areas (PA), ancestral domains (ADs), and areas with Community-based Forest Management Agreements (CBFMAs) 
would be the priority areas for REDD-plus implementation as they represent the majority of the remaining forests in the 
Philippines and offer the greatest opportunities to deliver social co-benefits. 

The PNRPS is part of the National Framework Strategy on Climate Change and of the National Climate Change Action 
Plan 2011–2028, giving it a legally binding nature under the Philippine climate regime. It is further part of the Philippine 
Development Plan. Executive Order 881 issued on April 26, 2010 authorized the Climate Change Commission (CCC) to 
include in the scope of its coordination the programs and action plans relating to REDD-plus, and designated the Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) to serve as operational implementer of REDD-plus and as manager of REDD-plus 
resources acquired by the government. 

This paper presents a draft REDD-plus financing and benefit-sharing concept based on a review of the international REDD-
plus framework and opportunities for results-based financing, experiences from other countries, Philippine literature and legal 
framework, interviews and focus group discussions with key informants, and presentations and outputs from a benefit sharing 
consultation workshop held in Manila on May 14, 2015. In Sections 4 and 5, the paper covers both the financing mechanism 
and structure (at the national level and vertical distribution down), and benefit-sharing arrangements in forest management units 
(FMUs) on the ground. 

The paper proposes either a sub-fund of the existing People’s Survival Fund (PSF) or a new dedicated national REDD-plus fund 
linked to national-level Measuring, Reporting, and Verification (MRV) and accounting to attract targeted funding for REDD-
plus-related actions and outputs from a diversity of sources and disburse it effectively. 

•	 The	first	option	is	to	attempt	to	insert	REDD-plus	into	the	existing	climate	change	fund—the	PSF—by	expanding	its	
mandate. The Fund already has a legal framework and a multi-stakeholder board, and is open to financing from a variety 
of sources. The CCC is mandated to work on REDD-plus with DENR as the operational arm. However, PSF has an 
adaptation focus, and the possibility of using it for REDD-plus relies on the CCC mainstreaming REDD-plus into 
its overall climate change agenda. Further, numerous modifications will have to be made such as adding forest-related 
agencies DENR and National Commission on Indigenous Peoples (NCIP) to the Fund Board, linking the fund to 
the proposed NMRC for REDD-plus oversight, linking it to a REDD-plus MRV and Safeguards Information System 
framework, and expanding rules and guidelines to suit REDD-plus performance payments to various agencies and FMUs 
as per selected allocation criteria. 

•	 The	second	option,	the	ideal	option,	is	a	stand-alone	national	REDD-plus	fund	with	a	public–private	partnership	model,	
more specifically, a private/non-government organizational setup but with key government agencies also represented 
on the board. Distinct fund management rules, REDD-specific requirements and standards for transparency and 
accountability, professional management, and independent monitoring and verification could be put in place as required. 
Policy making and oversight through the NMRC could be separated from fund management and disbursement for checks 
and balances. Such a fund, if well managed, could attract financing from a variety of sources including international 
donors, private sector, Local government units, civil society organizations, and others. Experiences from the Philippine 
Tropical Forest Conservation Foundation and Foundation for the Philippine Environment could be drawn upon for fund 
creation and management.

Both options (inserting REDD-plus into PSF or creating a new public–private fund for REDD-plus) would require some legal 
action, at least an Executive Order, as well as possibly government funds for setting up and operationalizing the fund structure.

All legislated PAs and ADs with Certificate of Ancestral Domain Titles, given their relatively large size, could be directly included 
into the national forest monitoring system with baselines set for forest-related carbon emissions from each of these areas. CBFMA 
areas could be aggregated at the provincial level and targeted through larger policy actions and programs to scale up impacts and 
reduce transaction costs, and/or incentivized on a performance basis for agreed REDD-plus actions such as forest protection of a 
distinct area or planting a number of trees. Individual PAs, ADs, and CBFMA holders can then choose to participate in REDD-
plus on a voluntary basis through internal consultation and based on their REDD-plus potential. To avoid leakage, national and 
local authorities could incentivize PAs, CBFMAs, and ADs with REDD-plus potential to join or initiate strategic policies and 
programs that result in positive REDD-plus outcomes overall in PAs, CBFMAs, and ADs across the province or nation. REDD-
plus plans could be linked to existing municipal and city forest land use plans. 
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Payments for national-level emissions reductions (ER) performance come into the national REDD-plus fund and then get 
channeled down directly to the FMUs following existing sharing rules, into the PA’s Integrated Protected Area Fund (75%), an 
AD REDD-plus community trust fund (or account in existing AD trust fund), and a new provincial CBFMA REDD-plus trust 
fund as no fund exists at that level (87.5%). The LGUs can automatically receive 40% of the gross collection of taxes, charges, 
fees, and share of the government from the utilization and development of national wealth including REDD-plus within their 
jurisdictions. The government’s (national and LGU) gross collections from REDD-plus through shares, taxes, and other charges 
can be used for providing REDD-plus support services, rewarding forest areas with high forest cover and low emissions due to 
good forest stewardship in the past, and conducting overall policy and enforcement actions for scaled-up REDD-plus outcomes.

From the funds received at the national level for ER performance against the national baseline, a percentage should be first set 
aside in a reserve fund in case there is a future reversal of ER achieved. For distribution of the remaining funds and benefits 
among the FMUs, we propose using an adapted version of the stock–flow approach outlined for a division of benefits between the 
Federal Government and the states of the Amazon.

Section 5 discusses benefit sharing on the ground and identifies key beneficiaries within ADs, PAs, and CBFMA areas along with 
recommended types of benefits and incentives. The decisions on types and combinations of benefits and incentives could be based 
on a combination of performance, FMU management plan requirements, and local needs identified through local consultation 
processes and agreements. The NMRC would set the broad national guidelines and rules for REDD-plus implementation and 
benefit sharing, and allow room for flexibility at the local levels. 

PA- and AD-level funds are subject to existing principles and rules on management and distribution of such funds provided in 
the National Integrated Protected Areas System Act, and the Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act and NCIP guidelines, respectively. 
For funds that flow to existing community organizations, the POs in CBFMA areas, and the POs or cooperatives in PACBRMA 
areas, they have auditors within their staff and are also required to submit independently audited financial statements on an 
annual basis to account for all fund inflows and disbursements. Additional financial guidelines and safeguards can be included 
for REDD-plus implementation in all FMUs as required. Capacity needs to be built up at the FMU and local community levels 
for more rigorous compliance with monitoring, auditing, and reporting requirements. There are existing dispute mechanisms at 
the community level such as those under customary law in ADs, Protected Area Management Board-issued dispute procedures 
in PAs, and the Katarungang Pambarangay or Barangay Justice System under RA 7160 or the Local Government Code, which 
can be availed by all communities. All these mechanisms can be adapted for REDD-plus-related conflicts; hence, creating new 
institutions for this purpose is not recommended. 

Finally, in Section 6, the paper sets forth requirements and recommendations for the operationalization of the concept. Annex 
1 provides a snapshot of evolving REDD-plus financing and benefit-sharing scheme ideas in Southeast Asia. Annex 3 lists the 
key informants interviewed for preparing this concept paper, and Annex 4 provides details of the REDD-plus benefit sharing 
workshop held on May 14, 2015.
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1
Introduction

1.1 Forest cover and trends
The tropical forests of the Philippines have experienced extensive deforestation and degradation in the last century. Forest cover dropped 
from about 70% of the land area in 1900 to roughly 57% in the 1930s, 24.7% in 1980, and 21.5% in 1988, driven by intensive logging, 
agricultural expansion, and upland migration (Chokkalingam et al. 2006). 

As per official data available from the National Mapping and Resource Information Authority (NAMRIA) and the Forest Management Bureau 
(FMB), forest cover increased to 7.17 million hectares (or 23.9% of the land area) in 2003 and then dropped again to 6.8 million hectares 
(or 22.8% of the land area) in 2010 (Table 1). The Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) attributes the increased 
forest cover from 1988 to 2003 to logging moratoriums and export bans, as well as intensive reforestation efforts under the Forestry 
Sector Loans I and II. Most (70%) of the recent decline in forest cover from 2003 to 2010 is apparently on alienable and disposable (A&D) 
lands.

15 
 

Table 1. Forest cover change in the Philippines from 2003 and 2010 

Area 
(hectares) 

 Closed Open Mangrove Total 

2003 Total 2,560,872 4,360,166 247,362 7,168,400 

FL 2,480,644 3,797,409 153,577 6,431,630 
A&D 80,228 562,757 93,785 736,770 

2010 Total 1,934,032 4,595,154 310,532 6,839,718 
FL 1,850,475 4,281,515 200,120 6,332,110 

A&D 83,557 313,639 110,412 507,608 

Change Total (626,840) 234,988 63,170 (328,682) 

FL (630,169) 484,106 46,543 (99,520) 
A&D 3,329 (249,118) 16,627 (229,162) 

% Change Total –24.48% 5.39% 25.54% –4.59% 

FL –25.40% 12.75% 30.31% –1.55% 
A&D 4.15% –44.27% 17.73% –31.10% 

Source: Sibucao et al. 2014. 
A&D—alienable and disposable land; FL—forestland.  
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However, looking more in detail at change in types of forest cover from 2003 to 2010 presents a different picture. Closed forest 
declined by 25% in designated forestland. Open forests increased by 12% in forestland and decreased by 44% in A&D land. 
Thus, there appears to be continuing deforestation in designated forestlands as well as altered forest condition with some closed 
forests giving way to open forests indicative either of degradation or conversion to other types. Mangroves increased in both 
forestland and A&D land. 

Bulk of the 2010 forest cover (6.3 million hectares or 92%) is on classified forestland and the rest on A&D land. About 53% of 
the land area of the Philippines or 15.8 million hectares is classified as forestland. Roughly 60% of this forestland is not forested 
at present. 

Forest cover change from 2003 to 2010 was also reviewed in Integrated Forest Management Agreement (IFMA) and Community-
based Forest Management Agreement (CBFMA) areas. In IFMA areas assessed, which covered 42% of existing IFMAs, forest 
cover decreased by 74,927 hectares or 18.49%, and closed forest decreased by 56,662 hectares or 39%. In the 360 CBFMA areas 
assessed, which represent 20% of CBFMAs issued nationwide, the total forest cover decreased by 23,778 hectares or 3.73%. In 
these CBFMA areas, the closed forest also decreased by 18% (Sibucao et al. 2014). 

What is the scope for REDD-plus1 in the Philippines? Currently available national-level data from 2003 to 2010 indicate scope 
for reducing deforestation in some forestland areas, and substantial scope for enhancement and possibly reducing degradation 
as well. The review of forest cover change in CBFMA and IFMA sites suggests considerable scope for avoided deforestation in 
these areas. Overlaying land tenure over the forest cover data would indicate scope for REDD-plus in different forest areas or 
management units including PAs and ADs.

On February 2011, the President issued Executive Order (EO) 23, Declaring a Moratorium on the Cutting and Harvesting of 
Timber in the Natural and Residual Forests and Creating the Anti-Illegal Logging Task Force, as well as EO 26, launching the 
National Greening Program (NGP). The NGP aims to plant 1.5 billion trees in 1.5 million hectares in forestlands, mangrove 
and PAs, ADs, civil and military reservations, urban areas under the greening plan of local government units (LGUs), inactive 
and abandoned mine sites, and other suitable lands from 2011 to 2016. The NGP is funded by the national government through 
annual budget appropriations to the DENR and then to the FMB. 

With 1 year to go, completion is at 80% of the target. The minimum acceptable survival rate for the program is 85%, and in cases 
where survival rate is below the minimum, DENR requires contracted NGP beneficiaries to replant. The overall net outcome of 
this reforestation program will likely be reflected in the next forest resources assessment. In terms of linking NGP activities with 
REDD-plus, the NGP did not develop a baseline at the onset for comparison of program outcomes that could be easily rewarded 
through REDD-plus performance-based payments. However, this would not totally preclude the NGP from REDD-plus 
performance-based payments as a national forest cover increase from 2010 on compared with a historic baseline could be used to 
receive REDD-plus payments.

1.2 Forest tenure and administration
The	Philippines	is	an	archipelago	of	7,107	islands,	divided	into	three	big	island	groupings—Luzon,	Visayas,	and	Mindanao.	The	
country is divided into 17 administrative regions, which in turn are divided into provinces, cities, municipalities, and barangays. 
The Philippine uplands are occupied and cultivated by roughly 24 million people (both indigenous and migrant groups) 
whose main source of livelihood is intimately linked with the forest and its resources. On these lands, a large percentage of the 
population suffers from extreme poverty (Garinga et al. 2015). Thus, the challenge is how to address the interlinked problem of 
poverty, deforestation, and degradation. 

Forest and/or forestland in the country consist of the following main areas (Table 2):

•	 PAs	overseen	by	the	DENR	Biodiversity	Management	Bureau	(BMB;	240	PAs	covering	5.4	million	hectares	in	different	
stages of recognition) 

•	 ADs	based	on	the	Indigenous	Peoples	Rights	Act	(IPRA)	supported	by	the	National	Commission	on	Indigenous	Peoples	
(NCIP; 177 ADs with Certificate of Ancestral Domain Titles [CADTs] covering 4.7 million hectares and an additional 
3.4 million hectares in process for obtaining CADTs) 

•	 Forest	reserves	and	timberland	directly	overseen	by	FMB	and	DENR
•	 Local	conserved	areas	managed	by	communities	in	partnership	with	LGUs

1  Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and 
enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries—UNFCCC climate change mitigation mechanism.
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Three	primary	agencies	oversee	and	support	bulk	of	the	forest	areas	in	the	country—FMB	(DENR),	BMB	(DENR),	and	NCIP.	
The DENR, pursuant to EO 192,2 series of 1987, and EO 292,3 series of 1987, is the primary government agency responsible for 
the sustainable management and development of the country’s natural resources including those in ADs.

The concept of “forestland” is fluid at present and needs to be revisited as it primarily refers to timberland and not to PAs, which 
fall under the category of National Parks, another land classification distinct from forestlands. FMB at present recognizes 13 PAs 
as forest areas under National Parks following their establishment as PAs under a RA passed by the Philippine Congress. These 13 
legislated PAs represent only a fraction (894,262 hectares) of the 5,449,661 hectares (240 PAs) presently under the supervision of 
BMB. DENR should strive to resolve at the earliest the legal classification of the remaining 4.6 million hectares of forest under 
BMB supervision to enable effective planning and management of the areas. 

Further, aside from the 177 CADTs covering 4.7 million hectares, the NCIP is processing 193 CADT applications covering 
3.5 million hectares,4 and there are also 724 identified ADs covering 6,338,460 hectares based on NCIP records. Overall, these 
figures comprise 14.5 million hectares or an area equivalent to almost all forestlands in the Philippines, illustrating the magnitude 
of areas with overlapping claims.

Exactly how much remains as forestland/timberland under FMB oversight after past and ongoing reallocation, delineation, and 
demarcation as titled ADs, legislated and/or proclaimed PAs is an open question. 

Within the forest and forestland areas listed above are other tenurial instruments such as CBFMA, IFMA, and Socialized 
Industrial Forest Management Agreement (SIFMA) issued by FMB at different times in the past decades, most of them with 
tenure durations of 25 years, renewable for another 25 years. Note, however, that at present, under EO 23, FMB is prohibited 
from granting tenure rights like CBFMA, IFMA, SIFMA, and others with a logging component in natural/secondary forests as 
well as to issue or renew any logging permits in natural/secondary forests with some exceptions. 

BMB	also	issues	a	community	tenurial	instrument—the	Protected	Area	Community-based	Resource	Management	Agreement	
(PACBRMA)—in	PAs.	PACBRMA	is	issued	only	within	multiple	use,	sustainable	use,	and	buffer	zones.	Except	for	PACBRMA,	
which are relatively small in area, a number of the tenurial instruments issued in the past overlap with AD areas. However, there 
are also 37 Certificate of Ancestral Domain Claim/CADTs found within the 240 PAs in the Philippines.5 Surprisingly, there 
are 18 private land titles occurring within the 100 proclaimed PAs, which are now the subject of an omnibus bill currently 
undergoing deliberation in the Senate. These private titles in forestlands are considered invalid; however, the State, through the 
DENR, should file a case for cancellation of the titles and reversion of the said lands to forestland.

Existing tenurial instruments issued by FMB in areas now recognized as ADs will not be renewed upon expiry unless the 
holder submits a Certification Pre-condition issued by the NCIP attesting to the fact that a Free and Prior Informed Consent 
(FPIC) process was completed by the holder-applicant and that the community has given consent to the renewal of the tenurial 
instrument. In this process, a benefit-sharing agreement between the AD holder and the CBFMA, IFMA, and SIFMA holder 
should have been part of the Memorandum of Agreement forged during the FPIC process.

CBFM is the stated forestry sector strategy of the Philippines, and there are 1,884 CBFM agreements issued to date covering 
1.6 million hectares (FMB 2013). A CBFMA, by definition, treats the area as public land, and a production sharing agreement 
concession is given to the CBFMA holder subject to benefit sharing with government. The CBFMA as a whole covers a 
substantial area and is intended to support a large upland population in earning its livelihood through sustainable forest 
management activities. REDD-plus could incentivize and reward CBFMA holders for sustainable forest management and 

2  Section 4 of EO 192 states: “The Department (DENR) shall be the primary government agency responsible for the conservation, 
management, development, and proper use of the country’s environment and natural resources, specifically forest and grazing lands, 
mineral resources, including those in reservation and watershed areas, and lands of the public domain, as well as the licensing and 
regulation of all natural resources as may be provided by law, in order to ensure equitable sharing of the benefits derived there from 
for the welfare of the present and future generations of Filipinos.”

3  Title XIV, Chapter 1, Section 2, Paragraph 13 of EO 292 (Administrative Code) provides that “[i]n the discharge of its responsibility the 
Department shall be guided by the following objectives: Assume responsibility for the assessment, development, protection, licensing 
and regulation as provided for by law, where applicable, of all energy and natural resources; the regulation and monitoring of service 
contractors, licensees, lessees, and permit for the extraction, exploration, development and use of natural resources products; the 
implementation of programs and measures with the end in view of promoting close collaboration between the government and the 
private sector; the effective and efficient classification and sub-classification of lands of the public domain; and the enforcement of 
natural resources and environmental laws, rules and regulations….”

4  NCIP Ancestral Domains Office data as of April 17, 2015.
5  BMB data as of April 13, 2015.
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protection; however, transaction costs will be high given that there are many CBFMA holders with small holding sizes. The 
REDD-plus implementation and benefit-sharing strategy will have to take note of and address this issue appropriately. Further, 
the complex system of permits and licenses for resource utilization at present does not facilitate income generation or effective 
protection of the area in practice, and often results in indiscriminate use of resources.

There is also a mix of 1,920 other forest tenure instruments issued by FMB covering 1.3 million hectares (FMB 2013)  as well as 
untenured timberland areas under FMB. 

Under the Philippine National REDD-Plus Strategy (PNRPS), community-managed areas are the priority Forest Management 
Units (FMUs) for REDD-plus. The PNRPS also gives equal importance to biodiversity along with community and carbon. Thus, 
ADs, CBFMAs and PAs would be the priority areas for REDD-plus implementation in the Philippines in the first instance. 
FMUs in the Philippine context refer to a specific site on the ground with a specific forest management regime, for example, an 
AD with a CADT, a PA, a CBFMA area, or a watershed reserve.

To implement REDD-plus in the international context, it is important that clear legal forest management areas or units are 
established on the ground with clear managers and management plans. In other countries like Indonesia, this requirement has 
resulted to working on “one map” policies to resolve conflicting, unclear tenure arrangements. From the analysis above for the 
Philippines, three key types of FMUs with clear forest owners/managers emerge for targeting national REDD-plus policies, 
programs,	actions,	and	benefit-sharing	schemes	at	present—13	legislated	PAs	and	100	proclaimed	PAs,	subject	of	the	omnibus	bill	
pending in Senate; ADs with CADTs; and CBFMA areas aggregated to a larger jurisdictional level (proposed is provincial level). 

A single map is currently being prepared under FMB to clarify and delineate tenure across different forest areas across the 
Philippines and address currently overlapping tenure in many areas. This initiative should be fast-tracked for REDD-plus 
implementation and benefit sharing, as well as for overall sustainable forest management and conservation. Overlapping tenure 
instruments discovered during this tenure mapping can be clarified and harmonized using the mechanisms under the 2012 Joint 
Administrative Order among the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR), DENR, Land Registration Authority, and NCIP. 
The final map indicating precise spatial locations and boundaries of different FMUs should help clarify the rights holders and 
beneficiaries for each FMU on the ground and, thus, eligibility for implementing REDD-plus actions and receiving rewards. 
Clarifying rights holders and securing tenure in untenured and conflicting claim areas could also be a REDD-plus action and 
benefit.

1.3 REDD-plus readiness progress
The Philippines developed its National REDD-Plus Strategy (Philippine REDD-plus Strategy Team 2010) based on extensive 
consultations among a range of actors representing government (both national and local), civil society organizations, academe, 
private groups, and community representatives. The strategy itself was written by diverse stakeholders involved during a series of 
national and local consultations from early 2009 to 2010. It was approved by DENR in August 2010 and subsequently endorsed 
by the Climate Change Commission (CCC). The strategy was presented in a side event during the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Cancun meeting in 2010. The PNRPS is anchored in legally binding instruments 
under the Philippine climate regime. It became part of the National Framework Strategy on Climate Change (NFSCC) and 
of the National Climate Change Action Plan (NCCAP) 2011–2028 signed by the President, which are in turn based on the 
Climate Change Act of 2009 (Republic Act [RA] 9729). This gives the PNRPS a quasi-normative status. It has also been included 
as part of the Philippine Development Plan. EO 881 issued on April 26, 2010 authorized the CCC to include in the scope 
of its coordination the programs and action plans relating to REDD-plus and designated the DENR to serve as operational 
implementer of REDD-plus. Under the EO, any support from the United Nations and other international organizations for 
REDD-plus shall be managed and utilized by the DENR in accordance with its organic mandate. 

Some of the stakeholders from the key forested provinces involved in formulating the strategy formed part of the REDD-plus 
Community of Practitioners and Champions supporting awareness and capacity building for the PNRPS.

The PNRPS aims to empower forestland managers and support groups in sustainably and equitably managing forestlands and 
ADs with enhanced carbon stock and reduced greenhouse gas emissions. Besides reducing forest degradation and deforestation, 
the strategy targets poverty alleviation, biodiversity conservation, and improved governance. An important component of the 
PNRPS is the cross-cutting strategy of “sustainable financing,” which stipulates the importance of seeking diverse long-term 
funding, exploring different fund management and distribution options, and of ensuring the equitable sharing of benefits, across 
government levels and between stakeholders.

The PNRPS envisioned a multi-sectoral governance approach to REDD-plus that recognizes the need for national-level REDD-
plus oversight and management through the National Multi-stakeholder REDD-plus Council (NMRC) but prioritizes the 
decentralization of natural resource management (rights, responsibilities, and benefits) under subnational structures, called 
the Provincial Multi-stakeholder REDD-plus councils (PMRC). The PMRC will oversee REDD-plus implementation and 
coordination at the provincial level and potentially across various FMUs in the province. The current draft resolution with the 
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Table 2. Forest management areas or units in the Philippines 

FMUs Area  
(hectares) 

Status Institutions 
responsible 

Legal 
framework 

Management 
plans, 
permits 

Remarks 

240 PAs 5,449,662  13 established 
by law 

 100 proclaimed 
but awaiting 
legislative 
action through 
omnibus bill on 
PAs 

 Others pending 
assessment 

BMB DENR at 
national level; 
PASu at PA 
level. 
PAMB as the 
governing body 
in each PA. 

NIPAS Act of 
1992 

PAMP PACBRMA 
tenurial 
instrument can 
be issued for 
communities 
within buffer 
and multiple 
use zones 

177 ADs 4,691,758  177 issued 
CADTs 

 Additional 193 
CADTs for 
3,499,888 
hectares in 
process 

NCIP, DENR as 
regulatory 
authority and 
technical 
support 
provider, LGUs, 
IPOs. Governing 
body designated 
under IPS. 

IPRA, 1997 ADSDPP CADT holders 
can sign MOAs 
with companies 
and other 
external 
agencies 

1,884 
CBFMAs 

1,600,000 Some are within ADs 
and can be renewed 
on expiry only upon 
securing FPIC from 
CADT holders. 

FMB DENR, 
PENRO, CENRO, 
PO 

EO 263, Sec. 1 
(1995); DENR 
AO 96-29: 
Rules and 
regulations for 
the 
implementation 
of EO 263 

CRMF 
RUP, WPP, 
transport 
permits 

 

1,920 other 
forest tenure 
instruments 

1,300,000 Some are within ADs 
and can be renewed 
on expiry only upon 
securing FPIC from 
CADT holders. 

FMB DENR, 
PENRO, CENRO 

DENR AO 96-24 
for SIFMA; 
DENR AO 99-53 
for IFMA 

Annual work 
plan, RUP, 

WPPP, 
transport 
permits 

IFMA, SIFMA, 
CSC, FLAg, 
FLAgT, and 
FLGMA 

LCAs  Forest areas 
declared by LGUs 
together with the 
DENR-BMB for 
conservation 

Community 
managed in 
partnership with 
LGUs 

   

Co-managed 
areas 

  DENR and LGUs RA 7160, Local 
Government 
Code; DAO 92-
30a; DENR-DILG 
JMC 1998-01b; 
DENR-DILG 
JMC 2003-01c; 
DENR DAO 
2010-07d 

  

Timberland 
and forest 
reserves 

 Area to be reconciled 
following 
legislation/titling of 
ADs, PAs, and others 

FMB, DENR PD 705 or 
Revised 
Forestry Code 

  

Total 13,041,420+      

Forestland  15,805,325      
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a DENR DAO 1992-98: Guidelines for the Transfer and Implementation of DENR Functions Devolved to the Local 
Government Units. 

b DENR-DILG JMC 1998-01: Manual of Procedures for DENR-DILG-LGU Partnership on Devolved and Other Forest 
Management Function. 

c DENR-JMC 2004-32: Strengthening and Institutionalizing the DENR-DILG-LGU Partnership on Devolved and Other Forest 
Management Functions (2003). 

d DENR DAO 2010-07: Guidelines on the Continuing/Phased Devolution of Environment and Natural Resources (ENR) 
Functions to Local Government Units. 

ADSDPP—Ancestral Domain Sustainable Development and Protection Plan; CENRO—Community Environment and Natural 
Resources Office; CRMF—Community Resource Management Framework; CSC—Certificate of Stewardship Contract; DAO—DENR 
Administrative Order; DILG—Department of the Interior and Local Government; FLAg—Forest Land Use Agreement; FLAgT—
Forest Land Use Agreement for tourism Purposes; FLGMA—Forest Land Grazing Management Agreement; IPO—indigenous 
peoples’ organization; JMC—Joint Memorandum Circular; LCA—local conserved area; NIPAS—National Integrated Protected 
Area System; PAMB—Protected Area Management Board; PAMP—Protected Area Management Plan; PASu—Protected Area 
Superintendent; PD—Presidential Decree; PENRO—Provincial Environment and Natural Resources Office; PO—people’s 
organization; RA—Republic Act; RUP—resource use permit; WPPP—wood processing plant permit. 
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CCC for constituting the NMRC states that the NMRC will be headed by DENR, and CCC will exercise policy oversight. The 
NMRC will have 10 members including the NCIP, National Economic and Development Authority (NEDA), Department of 
the Interior and Local Government (DILG), DAR, and Department of Foreign Affairs; representatives of indigenous people and 
indigenous cultural communities, the private sector, civil society organizations (CSOs), or academe; and the president of the 
National CBFM Federation. 

REDD-plus will follow a national approach based on national-level monitoring and accounting, and the government will play a 
key role in implementation and regulation. Project-level activities are to be allowed only during the readiness phase. The current 
readiness phase is coordinated by technical working groups representing the seven components of the PNRPS. CSOs are part of 
these technical working groups. In May 2014, the FMB created a REDD-plus unit to oversee implementation and coordination 
of the PNRPS.

Forest policy studies6 were undertaken on drivers of deforestation, review of forest policies, carbon rights, and assessment of 
FPIC implementation. In terms of the legal framework for REDD-plus, at present, there are no Philippine laws that explicitly 
define forest carbon rights and identify its claimants. Determination of forest carbon rights can guide distribution of benefits 
across various beneficiaries within FMUs linked to tenure and forest stewardship. However, there are numerous existing laws and 
regulations that already govern the preservation, utilization, and development of the country’s natural resources. These laws by 
themselves provide almost complete guidance for REDD-plus implementation. 

Through the envisioned national approach, performance-based payments will likely be based on national-level REDD-plus 
performance and inflows into a national-level financing structure with consultations and decision making on the allocation 
criteria for vertical distribution of the benefits to different jurisdictions, FMUs, and stakeholders on the ground. In terms of 
legal and policy guidance for benefit sharing, there are existing guidelines on benefit sharing under the Local Government Code, 
NIPAS law, IPRA law, and CBFM rules, among others. For distribution among LGUs and their inhabitants, it is provisioned that 
the LGU’s shares in carbon revenues are akin to its share in the distribution of income from national wealth.

It is to be pointed out that benefits in the REDD-plus context encompass far more than mere carbon emission reductions and 
include direct and indirect benefits such as (Auhagen 2014):

•	 Direct benefits that arise from the implementation of a REDD-plus project, program, and policy. REDD-plus 
implementers derive gains from international carbon markets, donor agencies, or national budgets.

•	 Indirect benefits for communities (improved access to non-timber forest products) and ecosystems (e.g. improved water 
and soil quality, biodiversity protection, and local climate stabilization).

•	 Indirect benefits for improved governance, through, for example, secured tenure rights and strengthened law 
enforcement, and enhanced participation in decision making.

The Philippines has numerous ongoing REDD-plus demonstration projects at present. These include an initial three pilot 
projects—the	FMB-Deutsche	Gesellschaft	für	Internationale	Zusammenarbeit	(GIZ)	GmbH	project	in	Southern	Leyte	province	
covering the municipalities of Bontoc, Silago, Sogod, Tomas Oppus, and Maasin City; and the Fauna & Flora International–
Non-Timber Forest Products-Exchange Program projects in the municipality of General Nakar in Quezon Province and in the 
municipalities of Narra and Quezon in Palawan. There are now new sites under the FMB-GIZ National REDD-plus System 
Project in the municipalities of Caraga, Manay, and Tarragona in Davao Oriental; in the municipalities of Oas and Ligao City in 
Albay; and in Borongan and Maydolong in Samar. The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) B+WISER 
Project is also conducting REDD-plus activities in the Northern Sierra Madre Natural Park in Cagayan Province and in the 
Southern Sierra Madre Mountain Range in General Nakar, Quezon Province.

A proposed safeguards framework and guidelines have been developed with principles, criteria, and indicators (PCI), and a 
Safeguards Information System (SIS) is being created. A national-level Measuring, Reporting, and Verification (MRV) concept 
has also been developed along with ideas on subnational MRV approaches on the REDD-plus pilot sites. A registry concept has 
also been drafted. 

In 2012, there was a series of stocktaking exercises and discussions among representatives of government agencies and REDD-plus 
stakeholders on potential corruption risks under the implementation of the PNRPS (Ateneo School of Government 2013). The 
discussions have shown that the Philippines has a relatively comprehensive legal framework, in terms of policies, laws, regulations, 

6  The policy studies were undertaken by the “Climate-relevant Modernization of the National Forest Policy and Piloting of REDD 
Measures in the Philippines” under the funding support of the International Climate Initiative of the German Federal Ministry for the 
Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB), in collaboration with other REDD+-related projects and under 
the auspices of the DENR- FMB. The studies are available at http://climatechange.denr.gov.ph/index.php?option=com_docman&task=cat_
view&gid=17&Itemid=4.
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and programs, on corruption. However, it is in the enforcement of these where the greatest difficulty lies. In addition, REDD-
plus will likely face corruption-related roadblocks and challenges given its fundamental ties with existing forestry practices and 
institutions. There is no doubt that the integrity of REDD-plus, as a national forest management strategy in the climate context, 
will depend on a country’s ability to identify and systematically address gaps and institutional weaknesses that breed corruption 
within and outside the forestry sector.

The PNRPS emphasized that prior to the first REDD-plus full implementation in 2020, risks such as the issue on access and 
benefit sharing must be addressed. The particular area of concern includes the limited access to resources, equitable benefit-sharing 
arrangements, and the absence of clear performance-based payment schemes, among others. This concept paper on REDD-plus 
financing and benefit-sharing arrangements is another piece in the REDD-plus readiness framework. The financing and benefit-
sharing system will be an integrated part of the overall national REDD-plus system, closely linked to the PNRPS, MRV system, 
PCI, and SIS.

1.4 Tasks and methodology
This REDD-plus financing and benefit-sharing concept paper is the result of a study conducted over a period of 24 days from 
April to May 2015 under the “National REDD-plus System Philippines” Project, with the following main tasks:

•	 Design	a	concept,	based	on	prevailing	laws	and	regulations	and	the	undertaken	analysis,	for	Philippine	REDD-plus	
financing and benefit-sharing scheme that provides options and operational recommendations on overarching principles, 
type of benefits, conditions upon which benefits are received (input- and output-based mechanisms), fund governance, 
management and distribution, as well as monitoring and conflict resolution. 

•	 Develop	recommendations	for	the	operationalization	of	the	concept,	based	on	the	three	priority	areas	for	REDD-plus	in	
the	Philippines—ADs,	CBFMA	areas,	and	PAs.

The concept presented is based on a review of the international REDD-plus framework and opportunities for results-based 
financing, experiences from other countries, the Philippines’ legal framework and literature, interviews and focus group 
discussions with key informants (see Annex 3), and presentations and outputs from a benefit-sharing consultation workshop held 
in Manila on May 14, 2015 (see Annex 4). It takes into account concerns raised about incentivizing performance and ensuring 
equity, while also considering other key principles such as efficiency, transparency, and accountability. The paper builds on 
previous work of the project on benefit-sharing concepts (Auhagen 2014; Garinga et al. 2015).

The paper covers two key components:

1. Financing mechanism and structure (at the national level and vertical distribution down)
2. Benefit-sharing arrangements in FMUs on the ground

Rationalization and justification are provided for different elements of the concept proposed in this paper. Wherever available, 
different options are presented for consideration along with their pros and cons. 
Finally, the paper sets forth requirements and recommendations for the operationalization of the concept.
In Annex 1, the paper outlines developments in financing architecture and benefit-sharing arrangements in other Southeast Asian 
countries. Annex 2 provides the list of references consulted as background material for preparing this draft concept paper. Annex 
3 lists the key informants who provided inputs during interviews and focus group discussions in May 2015, and Annexes 4 and 5 
provide details about the benefit-sharing consultation workshop held in Manila on May 14, 2015.
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2
Objectives of a REDD-plus financing 
and benefit-sharing scheme

As envisioned in the PNRPS and adopted in the NCCAP 2011–20287 and the Philippine Development Plan 2011–2016,8 
REDD-plus, and thus a financing and benefit-sharing scheme under REDD-plus, would seek to “empower forestland managers 
and support groups that sustainably and equitably manage forestlands and ancestral domains with enhanced carbon stock and 
reduced greenhouse gasses emissions.” It would also seek to alleviate poverty (particularly for indigenous peoples [IPs] and local 
communities), conserve biodiversity (and other environmental services), and improve governance (including increased tenure 
security and land ownership). 

REDD-plus financing and benefit-sharing mechanism capable of financing long-term, large-scale conservation, enhancement, and 
sustainable management efforts in the forestry sector would be ideal. The PNRPS emphasized that the benefit-sharing mechanism 
should incentivize participation in REDD-plus and ensure reduced emissions, address equity issues, improve livelihoods, and 
strengthen LGU function and service provision. 

The PNRPS builds on the premise that community and biodiversity are to be equally considered together with carbon. On March 
24, 2014, the Philippine government, with involvement of REDD-plus stakeholders, submitted views on non-carbon benefits 
in REDD-plus implementation pursuant to the call for submission by the 38th Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological 
Advice of the UNFCCC. The submission stated that areas or categories of non-carbon benefits recognized in the Philippines 
include, but are not limited to:

1. Improved forest governance, including strengthened security of tenure and land ownership;
2. Accounted ecosystem services provided by forests, including biodiversity conservation;
3. Increased forest resilience and synergies with climate change adaptation;
4. Improved socio-economic benefits, alleviation of poverty, and livelihood improvements, particularly of indigenous 

cultural communities (ICCs)/IPs and local communities; and
5. Preserved and reinforced cultural and spiritual values, sustainable indigenous knowledge systems, customary governance, 

technologies, skills, and practices on forest and ecosystem management.9  

7  Climate Change Commission Resolution No. 2, series of 2011. National Climate Change Action Plan (NCCAP) 2011–2028, November 22, 
2011.

8  Philippine Development Plan 2011–2016, Chapter 10 Conservation, Protection and Rehabilitation of the Environment and Natural 
Resources.

9  Philippine government submission to UNFCCC SBSTA, March 24, 2014. Views on non-carbon benefits in REDD+ implementation.
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3
Overarching principles and requirements for a

Philippine REDD-plus financing and benefit-sharing scheme

3.1 General
Overarching accepted principles of benefit-sharing schemes are that they should be effective, efficient, equitable, transparent, and 
ensure accountability as described below.
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4
Proposed results-based REDD-plus 
financing mechanism and structure

4.1 Key elements and desirable features
The REDD-plus financing mechanism and structure for the Philippines should ideally be a credible well-managed transparent 
system that is able to attract financing from diverse sources and disburse the same effectively and efficiently to achieve the 
objectives of sustainable forest management (SFM) and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, while generating biodiversity and 
local community benefits. 

The private sector and international donors are more likely to contribute if the mechanism operates independently from politics, 
has sound professional management in place, there are streamlined clear criteria and processes for receipt and disbursement 
to incentivize SFM and poverty alleviation, operations and reporting are transparent and ensure accountability, and there is 
independent monitoring and oversight. Multi-stakeholder policy making and governance builds confidence and trust in the 
system and what it seeks to achieve. 

The types of questions that would need to be answered include: 
•	 What	will	be	the	sources	of	financing?
•	 What	is	the	optimal	structure	or	mechanism	for	receiving,	managing,	and	disbursing	the	finance—fund,	budget,	or	

project-level	transactions?
•	 If	a	fund,	then	what	type	of	fund?
•	 Who	hosts	it	and	who	manages	it?
•	 How	should	it	be	managed	and	governed?	This	includes	considerations	of	policy	and	legal	framework,	institutional	

arrangements, safeguards, monitoring, verification, oversight, enforcement, and transparency.
•	 How	should	funds	be	disbursed?	Through	what	levels,	processes,	forms,	and	allocation	criteria?	
•	 How	will	the	mechanism	be	linked	to	the	REDD-plus	safeguards	and	MRV	system?

4.2  Relevant examples of financing and benefit-
sharing mechanisms and structures

Some examples of relatively well-functioning financing mechanisms and structures include the Amazon fund in Brazil, the 
Philippine Tropical Forest Conservation Foundation (PTFCF) and the national environment fund managed by the Foundation 
for the Philippine Environment (FPE), the Indonesia Climate Change Trust Fund (ICCTF), and the Bolsa Floresta Program in 
the State of Amazonas. The Integrated Protected Area Fund (IPAF) at the national and local levels in the Philippines, and the 
People’s Survival Fund (PSF) also provide useful experiences in terms of multi-stakeholder approach to public fund governance. 
Below is a brief description of these mechanisms and insights that can be drawn from them. Countries in Southeast Asia are still 
working on developing their REDD-plus financing and benefit-sharing mechanisms, and Annex 1 provides a summary of their 
efforts and evolving ideas.
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4.2.1 PTFCF

The PTFCF is a foundation that manages the Philippine–US “debt-for-nature” funds under the US Tropical Forest Conservation 
Act (TFCA). In 2002, the US and the Philippines signed a bilateral debt reduction agreement under the TFCA wherein the 
US waived USD 8.1 million in outstanding loan interest to put up a fund for the conservation of tropical forests in the country 
(PTFCF 2015). The fund operates until 2016 and focuses on community-based conservation efforts. USD 6 million have been 
disbursed to date. 

In 2013, another agreement for a “debt-for-nature” fund for USD 31.8 million was allocated for the PTFCF fund. The new 
conservation trust fund is from 2015 up to the next 10 years and focuses on REDD-plus readiness (PTFCF Executive Director 
Jose Andres Canivel, pers. comm.). The second grant will scale up its own grant making from PHP 2 million per project every 
year for 3 years to PHP 6–10 million pesos per year for 5 years.

The PTFCF fund is a sinking fund as compared to an environment fund that is usually endowment-based and must be self-
sustaining. The Foundation has a nongovernment organization (NGO)-led board comprising of five representatives from the 
non-governmental sector and also has two representatives from the US (USAID and US Embassy) and two representatives from 
the Philippines (DENR Secretary as vice chair and Department of Finance [DOF] Secretary), besides the PTFCF Executive 
Director. The funds flow directly from the fund manager to beneficiaries or service providers, and have been able to achieve 
targeted outcomes efficiently and effectively. PTFCF has also been successful in mobilizing USD 4 million in additional financing 
from the private sector, government, and community counterparts toward PTFCF activities in the form of labor (guards deputed 
to guard mangroves), land voluntarily offered by community members, LGU allowances for deputed forest guards, and cash and 
in-kind contributions by the private sector.

4.2.2 FPE Environment Fund, Philippines10

The FPE is a NGO that manages a national environment fund that is a mixed fund with private sector governance. In 1990, a 
memorandum of agreement (MOA) between the Philippine and US governments established the Natural Resources Management 
Program to support NGO activities for the purpose of creating an endowed, private, non-profit foundation for the environment. 
The funding for this program came from the first US–Philippine debt-for-nature swap, the fund initially managed by World Wide 
Fund for Nature-US in 1991 and transferred to FPE in 1994. The purpose of the fund is to be an endowment that can provide 
sustainable financial support to on-the-ground initiatives on biodiversity conservation, among other objectives. 

The endowment fund that FPE manages was initially valued at USD 22 million. As an endowment fund, the grant allocation 
from the fund is dependent on the interest earned by the endowment every year. Earnings averaged 9.3% per annum in the 
1990s. Aside from the earnings from the fund, the FPE has also generated additional funds from various international donors 
like the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, World Resources Institute, United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP), Ford Foundation, World Bank, and USAID. Local companies, banks, and corporate foundations have also contributed 
donations in cash and in-kind to FPE’s environmental projects.

The highest governing body of the FPE is the Board of Trustees composed of 11 members from the NGO, People’s Organization 
(PO), academe, and the private and government sectors. The Board has two members each from Luzon, Visayas, and Mindanao 
regions, who all come from NGOs, POs, or academic institutions located in these regions. There are four at-large members who 
may come from any sector, including business, church, and interfaith groups, provided one is from an international NGO and 
the 11th represents someone from the DOF or Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas (government). At present, an Undersecretary of the 
DOF who heads the Bureau of Treasury sits as the government representative. However, note that inside the Board, each member 
acts on his/her personal capacity and should neither seek nor be expected to promote the interests of the organization he/she is 
affiliated with.

The FPE has four professional fund managers composed of three local banks/investment divisions and one overseas fund manager. 
A Regional Advisory Committee in Luzon, Visayas, and Mindanao along with a Pool of Experts provides technical assistance to 
the foundation in grant making. The Foundation has a grants online management system that accepts various requests for support 
within FPE’s strategies and priorities. Besides managing its own endowment fund, FPE is now the NGO grants manager of the 
Global Environment Facility Small Grants Program in the Philippines. 

10 Foundation for the Philippine Environment (FPE). Official website. http://fpe.ph/.
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4.2.3 IPAF, Philippines

The IPAF is a national conservation trust fund established through a national law, the National Integrated Protected Area Systems 
(NIPAS) Act. The IPAF fund is a mixed fund from private and public sources. Funds coming from income from lease rentals, fees 
from the use of multiple-use zones, fees from the permitted sale and export of flora and fauna, and other resources derived from 
PAs can be considered as public funds. There are also contributions from industries and facilities directly benefiting from the PA 
pursuant to an agreement with the Protected Area Management Board (PAMB), as well as donations, endowments, and grants 
to the PAs. All revenues generated by PAs are to accrue to the IPAF, and therefore, any incentive or performance-based payment 
received by the PAs for REDD-plus will also accrue to the IPAF.

The fund is governed by the PAMB, a multi-stakeholder governance body in the PA headed by the DENR and composed of the 
heads of the LGUs, and sectoral representatives from the community, academe, and CSO. The PAMB needs to establish the fund 
under existing DENR-BMB guidelines and have the account under an authorized government depository bank. The IPAF can 
have several accounts depending on the nature and purpose of the fund through a PAMB resolution. In the case of REDD-plus 
revenues for PAs, the PAMB can set up a REDD-plus fund account as part of the IPAF sub-fund. Management of the fund is 
shared by the PAMB and the Protected Area Superintendent (PASu).

The revenues are divided between the PAs (75%) and the central IPAF fund (25%). PAs formerly had to turn in 100% of 
their revenues to the IPAF central fund, and then subsequently receive 75% of the share. Following recent changes in fund 
management in September 2013, the PA can automatically retain 75% of its collection in the IPAF sub-fund at the PA level and 
use it on site, and send in only the 25% due to the IPAF central fund. This has addressed the previous challenges of PAs efficiently 
accessing their 75% share from the central IPAF fund. 

The PA level IPAF fund is flexible in terms of benefit distribution, and NGOs, communities, and LGUs can access it through 
proposals and by signing a MOA with the PAMB. The Board approves proposed projects based on management plans for the 
entire jurisdiction. PAs are to report to BMB on collections and spending every 3 months. 

The 25% in the IPAF central fund is for supporting the IPAF governing board and allocation to non-revenue earning PAs 
who can access the funds through grants on a case-by-case basis. Non-earning PAs have to make a proposal to the Department 
of Budget and Management (DBM) to access the funds, and BMB is to also approve the proposal. There is a long list of 
requirements from DBM and slow processing time for accessing the funds.

The IPAF governing board was formerly led by the DENR Secretary with four representatives from DENR and other government 
agencies, two from accredited NGOs, and two representing indigenous communities. The high-level composition of the Board 
made it difficult to convene. Now, the Board’s composition has been altered to lower ranking officials for ease in scheduling 
meetings and speeding up decision-making processes. 

4.2.4 The PSF

The PSF created under RA 1017411 is a special fund in the National Treasury that will finance climate change adaptation 
programs and projects based on the NFSCC.12 The NFSCC identifies key result areas to be pursued by the Philippines in key 
climate-sensitive sectors in addressing adverse effects of climate change both under adaptation and mitigation.

The creation of the PSF is primarily for financing adaptation; however, this does not preclude the PSF from receiving funds 
from mitigation actions like REDD-plus. Moreover, under the framework strategy and the its action plan, the NCCAP, the 
implementation of the PNRPS is pursued as a strategy for mitigation as well as adaptation, where on top of domestic efforts 
toward the reduction of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, and the enhancement of forest carbon stocks in the 
country, REDD-plus can also create an opportunity to strengthen the forestry sector’s capacity to adapt to the impacts of climate 
change by enhancing ecosystem services and establishing safeguards for the realization of multiple environmental and social 
benefits.13 

11 RA 10174, An Act establishing the People’s Survival Fund to provide long-term finance streams to enable the government to effectively 
address the problem of climate change, amending for the purpose RA 9729, otherwise known as the “Climate Change Act of 2009,″ and 
for other purposes, August 16, 2012.

12 Section 18, RA 10174.
13 Section 85, NFSCC, April 28, 2010.
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PSF is a national climate change fund that can be accessed directly by accredited LGUs and community organizations based 
on certain eligibility criteria formulated by its fund management board, the PSF Board. The Board is chaired by the DOF with 
the following members: Vice Chairperson of the CCC; Secretary of DBM; Director-General of NEDA; Secretary of DILG; 
Chairperson of the Philippine Commission on Women; and sectoral representatives from academe or scientific community, 
business, and NGOs. The sectoral representatives serve only for 3 years, and the others are ex-officio members.

There are two sources of funds for the PSF, the public fund from the National Treasury and funds from donations, endowments, 
grants, and contributions. The latter can be both from private and public as well as from national and international sources.14 The 
law provides that the PSF will have an initial amount of PHP 1 billion enacted in the General Appropriations Act (GAA). The 
GAA is the national appropriation law passed by Congress every year to finance government operations. Disbursement from the 
PSF will be made through annual appropriations in the budget of the CCC. 

Aside from the government-led multi-stakeholder board, the PSF Law, and its Revised Implementing Rules and Regulations 
(R-IRR), CCC Resolution No. 4, series of 2013 provides for built-in check and balance provisions to ensure that the PSF is 
adequate and that management and disbursement are consistent with the purpose of the fund. Some of the provisions are as 
follows:

•	 The	balance	of	the	PSF	may	be	increased	as	the	need	arises,	subject	to	review	and	evaluation	by	the	Office	of	the	President	
and the DBM of the accomplishments of the CCC and other concerned LGUs;

•	 The	balance	of	the	PSF	shall	not	revert	to	the	general	fund	of	the	government;
•	 That	the	PSF	shall	not	be	used	to	fund	personal	services	and	other	operational	expenses	of	the	CCC;
•	 Neither	can	it	be	availed	by	the	CCC;
•	 The	CCC	shall	submit	to	Congress	and	the	DBM	a	semi-annual	physical/narrative	and	financial	report	on	the	utilization	

of the PSF,15  or reports or actions required by the Congressional Oversight Committee;
•	 All	transactions	under	PSF	are	subject	to	government	accounting	and	auditing	rules	and	regulations;
•	 Representatives	from	vulnerable	and	marginalized	groups	in	the	adaptation	projects	to	be	supported	by	the	fund,	

community representatives, and/or NGO counterparts may participate as observers in the project identification, 
monitoring, and evaluation process of the CCC.

The CCC is mandated to formulate mechanisms that ensure transparency and public access to information regarding funding 
deliberations and decisions. The PSF Board shall ensure an independent third-party evaluation and auditing of activities 
supported by the fund, taking into consideration the principles of transparency and accountability, and government accounting 
and auditing rules and regulations. The PSF board, aside from the overall strategic guidance in the management and use of the 
fund and issuing approval of projects, can identify additional sources for the fund. 

Funds for the PSF were appropriated in the years 2013 and 2014. However, no disbursement has been possible because there 
were no project proposals, and the R-IRR of the revised Climate Change Law has not yet been officially published. Official 
publication would be required to validate the legality of the PSF Board’s actions, including the eligibility of the selection criteria 
for LGUs that were finally approved by the Board in January 2015. Selection criteria have not yet been approved for community 
organizations. 

4.2.5 Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program (4Ps), the Philippine Conditional 
Cash Transfers (CCTs)

The 4Ps is a national human development and anti-poverty government program implemented in the Philippines since 2007 
through the Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD) in partnership with the Department of Education, 
Department of Health, and the DILG, and in coordination with the LGUs. The program uses the conditional cash transfer 
scheme to ensure that children belonging to targeted poor households grow up healthy and stay in school, and is thus a 
performance-based payment for actions.

The beneficiaries are from a list of identified poor households based on the database of the Listahanan, formerly known as the 
National Household Targeting System for Poverty Reduction. Besides being classified as poor, beneficiaries must have children 
aged 0–18 or have a pregnant member at the time of the enumeration, and must be willing and able to comply with the 

14 Section 19, RA 10174.
15 Section 19, RA 10174.



28 Philippine REDD-plus financing

conditions of the program as part of their co-responsibilities. The children beneficiaries are covered until they exceed the age of 18 
or finish high school, whichever comes first.

There	are	two	main	types	of	grants	under	the	4Ps—the	health	grant	of	PHP	6,000	(USD	132)	annually	for	each	household	and	
an education grant of up to PHP 3,000 (USD 66) per child for one school year. From the two grants, a household can get a 
total of PHP 15,000 (USD 332) annually, assuming that they have three eligible children. The health conditions are centered on 
children getting regular preventive health checkups, growth monitoring and vaccines, and de-worming in barangay health centers, 
and pregnant women availing of pre- and post-natal care and being attended to during childbirth by a trained health professional. 
The education grant is conditional on children 6–18 years old being enrolled in primary/secondary school or an alternative 
learning system, and children 3–5 years old must attend a daycare/preschool program. These schoolchildren should have at least 
85% school attendance.

The	implementation	of	the	CCT	is	supported	by	three	major	systems—the	Compliance	Verification	System	(CVS),	the	
Beneficiary Update System (BUS), and the Grievance Redress System (GRS). The CVS is a verification tool used to report 
compliance of the beneficiaries to the conditions, and BUS records and updates the status or condition of the beneficiaries. It 
also captures, validates, records, and reports changes in the data of the beneficiary. The BUS is connected to a payment system, 
which processes the payment of grants based on the results of compliance verification. It monitors and ensures the conduct of 
payment to the household beneficiaries of the program. Households receive their grants every 2 months through a cash card from 
a	government	depository	bank—the	Land	Bank—or	through	other	conduits	authorized	by	the	Land	Bank	such	as	Globe	Remit,	
rural banks, First Consolidated Bank, and cooperative financial institutions.

The GRS captures and resolves complaints. The complaints are received via various modes such as calls, grievance forms, texts, 
social networking sites, snail mails, and electronic mails. These are addressed and solved at the national, regional, provincial, 
and municipal levels depending on the type of complaint. Based on the DSWD Program Implementation Report for the 
second quarter of 2014, a total of 31,491 complaints were received by the GRS for that quarter and 8,882 or 28.20% have been 
resolved, and the rest is in process. The top three complaints are about not being listed, payment-related categories, and contested 
compliance verification data. The DSWD explained that the first two take longer to resolve, hence the low resolution rate for the 
said quarter.

As of June 25, 2014, there are 4,090,667 households registered under the program (DSWD 2014). This program has received 
mixed reactions from the various sectors. One issue being raised is regarding poor targeting or poor selection of beneficiaries, 
supported by the fact that DSWD delists many of its target beneficiaries. In November 2011, there were already 171,947 
households (representing 7.5% of the total 2.3 million household beneficiaries that the program had served in that year) delisted 
from the program. The delisted households included those who were found to be not poor or those with stable income sources, 
and those who did not comply with the program’s conditions (Reyes and Tabuga 2012). This shows the need to improve the 
mechanisms of identifying the beneficiaries to minimize leakage and exclusion. The CCT administrative machinery as well as 
its supporting systems can be used as a model mechanism for channeling down REDD-plus funds directly to the FMUs and 
beneficiaries.

4.2.6 CCTs for Environmental Services (eCCT) 

In response to the continuing degradation of upland forest areas and coastal resources in the Philippines, the DSWD, the 
members of the National Convergence Initiative, and GIZ jointly decided in 2011 to launch a pilot project on “Conditional 
Cash Transfers for Environmental Services” (GIZ 2012). GIZ then supported the development of the concept and its piloting 
in Southern Leyte. The underlying assumption is that residents of uplands and coastal zones are often faced with an income 
depression when moving to more sustainable practices, which puts these sustainable practices out of their reach, even when these 
would be financially viable over the longer term. eCCT proposes to bridge the transition period with conditional payments that 
remove barriers to sustainable practices and, thus, in a larger sense, to sustainable rural development.

The “simplified eCCT” approach was proposed for the pilot, which assumes that covering households’ rice consumption needs in 
exchange for meeting environmental conditions will suffice to achieve the desired environmental impact. This would help keep 
the costs of the pilot in check and allow the rollout of the first payments at the earliest, though costs for any household-level 
intervention will likely remain high. 

The first findings suggested that the concept’s requirements for eligible plots were too stringent for forestlands in the area and 
that the issuance of sub-agreements in co-management areas may be limited to collective rights, similar to the existing CBFM 
approach but with stronger LGU involvement. As eCCT was conceived as a household-level program that would especially cater 
to newly registered individual tenure right holders, such a change in regulatory framework conditions would require the concept 
to be adapted. An approach is being developed by GIZ to meaningfully re-focus the program on larger sustainability issues such 
as conversion of unclaimed forestland to grasslands or agricultural lands rather than sustainability of land use at the individual 
plot level, and preparing for a possible re-orientation toward a collective approach. These results provide some indicators for 
meaningful targeting of REDD-plus performance payments to reduce deforestation and forest degradation, suggesting that a 
collective approach rather than an individual household-level approach may be more useful. 
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4.2.7 Amazon fund, Brazil

Brazil uses the Amazon fund to raise donations to support its efforts to prevent, monitor, and combat deforestation, as well as to 
promote the preservation and sustainable use of forests in the Amazon Biome. The fund is professionally managed by the Brazilian 
Development Bank (BNDES), a state-owned company under private law that has the flexibility to raise and invest funds free of 
political interference. It has a Guidance Committee that sets up the fund guidelines and follows up on the results attained. The 
Guidance Committee is organized into three blocks comprising of the federal government (different agencies), state governments, 
and civil society. Each block holds one vote on committee decisions, and each member holds one vote inside his/her block. 

Inflows into the fund are linked to a robust forest monitoring system conducted by an independent institution and verification of 
the Ministry of Environment’s emissions reduction (ER) calculations by an independent technical committee of experts. The fund 
has been able to raise USD 916 million in performance-based funding from both public and private sector donors. Broad policy 
measures (such as establishment of new PAs, regularization of timber production, and blocking of agricultural credit to non-
compliant landholders) as well as effective law enforcement have resulted in significant reduction in deforestation at the national 
level. 

The funds are primarily distributed to projects that propose to combat deforestation based on clear eligibility criteria. Annually, 
the fund goes through a financial audit and a compliance audit for the approved projects as per the established criteria and 
guidelines. A criticism is that there is no clear link between ER and the fund disbursements, and the fund does not directly 
incentivize or reward ER actions and actors on the ground. Disbursements are slow given the proposal raising and review process, 
and the states would like a direct share of the revenues for their contributions and initiatives. 

4.2.8 Bolsa Floresta Program, State of Amazonas, Brazil

Brazil	has	ongoing	REDD-plus	activities	at	different	levels—national,	subnational	in	different	states,	and	project-level	activities.	
The Juma Sustainable Development Reserve Project in Amazonas State, one of the earliest REDD-plus projects, begun with the 
establishment of a PA in a region that would be almost completely deforested under the “business-as-usual” scenario if the current 
land use practices in the region continued. The project’s programs and activities include development and implementation of a 
reserve management plan, strengthening of environmental monitoring and control, income generation through the promotion of 
sustainable businesses, community development (access to clean water, healthcare, information, and others), and direct payment 
for environmental services to traditional communities under the Forest Allowance Program or “Bolsa Floresta Program” for 
halting deforestation. The allowance program directly benefits some of the most vulnerable populations who are dependent on the 
forest for their survival. 

The project is managed by the Amazonas Sustainable Foundation (FAS), a non-profit private foundation that was created in 
partnership with the Government of the State of Amazonas to trade the environmental services provided by the State’s PAs and 
to invest all of these funds in the implementation of the PAs (IGES n.d.). Technical assistance is provided by the Institute for 
Conservation and Sustainable Development of Amazonas. The project implementers provide investors and donors with the 
guarantee that the execution and completion of the project comply with all of the relevant legal, governmental, and regulatory 
structures. Marriott International is supporting the project implementation, with an annual investment of USD 500,000 per 
year, for 4 years, combined with revenues from hotel guests to offset their carbon emissions (USD 1/room/day). The project has 
adopted certification to voluntary market standards for carbon, as well as the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards.

FAS has an initial endowment fund of about USD 23 million invested to generate funds for its activities. This endowment was 
created with donations from the Government of the State of Amazonas and private investors, who also provide additional funds 
for the operation of the Foundation and project activities. All the carbon credits generated by the Project belong to FAS and 
afterward will be sold to Marriott International at a price not less than USD 1 per ton of CO2. The Juma RED Project is expected 
to generate more than USD 189 million by 2050 through the sale of RED carbon credits. The base price for the initial carbon 
credits will be negotiated, to guarantee the financial sustainability that the project requires to achieve its environmental and social 
objectives. An endowment fund will be created to guarantee project sustainability. Endowment funds are received from a donor 
with the restriction that the principal is not expendable. The FAS Administrative Board is in charge of approving the Investment 
Objective and Policy, which drive the portfolio decisions. 
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4.2.9 ICCTF (2013)

The ICCTF is a national funding entity created by the government that aims to act as a catalyst to attract investment and to 
implement a range of alternative financing mechanisms for climate change mitigation and adaptation programs in Indonesia. 
Indonesia’s Ministry of National Development Planning (BAPPENAS) is the administrating organization with UNDP formerly 
serving as the interim trustee. The design of the ICCTF is to be implemented in two stages:

•	 In	the	first	step,	the	ICCTF	will	be	created	as	an	“Innovation	Fund,”	which	involves	grant	funding	(mainly	public	
finance) from development partners and other contributors to be used for activities without financial returns.

•	 At	a	later	stage,	the	ICCTF	may	advance	by	establishing	a	“Transformation	Fund,”	which	involves	available	funding	such	
as public–private partnerships, loans, and world capital market sources that could harness private sector finance. The 
introduction of a carbon market is also under consideration.

ICCTF focuses on three priority windows: land-based mitigation, energy, and adaptation and resilience. Sectoral ministries 
on their own or through joint proposals with NGOs or academic institutions, and local governmental bodies are invited to 
submit proposals for activities to be funded by the ICCTF. In addition to project selection criteria such as impact, sustainability, 
scalability, and synergy, the capacity and experience required to conduct large and innovative projects in a short time frame, and 
whether the projects are high priority for the Ministries concerned, are also considered.

A program management unit, consisting of a steering committee, a technical committee, a secretariat, and a trustee, is responsible 
for the programmatic and technical oversight of the ICCTF in collaboration with development partners and other contributor-
supported programs. The Ministerial Steering Committee, with two NGO representatives, provides overall policy guidance 
and direction to the ICCTF process and is responsible for fund management, monitoring, and evaluation. The Technical 
Committee headed by the Director of BAPPENAS, and consisting of staff from BAPPENAS, the Ministry of Finance, and other 
line ministries, advises the Steering Committee in all technical matters. The Secretariat, consisting of members with technical, 
administrative, and financial expertise, supports the daily operations of the Program Management Unit and supports the 
committees in administering grant agreements, proposals, and approvals. The Trustee is a party (formerly UNDP) legally trusted 
to manage funds provided by the fund contributors for the purpose of the ICCTF and report to the Steering Committee.
The ICCTF has so far received non-refundable contributions of USD 11.21 million from Australia, Sweden, and the UK, out of 
USD 21.01 million pledged by them. So far, under the “Innovation Fund,” USD 9.51 million have been approved and granted 
to line ministries to support climate change-related projects within the government of Indonesia. Out of these, USD 5.03 million 
have been disbursed to date.

4.3 Potential sources of financing and eligibility 
requirements

The PNRPS envisioned drawing on a wide range of funding options from different possible sources for continuity and long-term 
sustainability of conservation and forest management efforts. This includes: 

•	 Voluntary	financing—international	grants	and	voluntary	markets
•	 Compliance	carbon	markets
•	 Fund-based	financing	from	mandated	payments	(taxes,	levies,	and	others)	for	polluting	countries	and	industries
•	 Bundling	carbon	with	other	ecosystem	services	to	avail	of	broader	payment	for	environmental	service	(PES)	prospects	
•	 Capitalizing	on	climate	change	adaptation	funding	for	forest	protection	and	ecosystem	services	to	improve	forest	

management and governance, thus linking adaptation and mitigation.

Potential financing sources for national REDD-plus results-based payments in the Philippines at present include:
1. Voluntary financing 

•	 International	grants	(and	loans)—UNFCCC-linked	Green	Climate	Fund	(GCF),	the	World	Bank’s	Forest	Carbon	
Partnership Facility (FCPF) Carbon Fund, BioCarbon Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes, Germany’s 
REDD Early Movers’ (REM) Fund, and Norway’s International Climate and Forests Initiative (NICFI)

•	 Private	sector	contributions	to	public	funds	and	programs	for	corporate	social	responsibility	(CSR)	purposes
•	 Voluntary	carbon	markets	(projects,	jurisdictional)
•	 Domestic	government	at	various	levels

2.	 Compliance	carbon	markets—Japan’s	Bilateral	Offset	Credit	Mechanism	(BOCM)	and	California’s	compliance	market

Of the above, the most promising at present for the national to subnational approach of the Philippines in line with the Warsaw 
Framework requirements are the GCF, REM, and private sector contributions to public funds and programs. Norway has 
contributed with Germany to the REM in Columbia and Ecuador, so co-funding by both governments is a possibility as part 
of REM. The government and other stakeholders could already explore these potential options for results-based financing for 
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national and subnational REDD-plus, and take the next steps to comply with the requirements. Summaries of the financing 
options are provided below with more detail on the promising ones for the Philippines. 

Bundling carbon with other ecosystem services to serve multiple goals and avail of broader PES prospects, along with capitalizing 
on climate change adaptation funding for forest protection and ecosystem services, could definitely be explored. 

There is also future potential for an international compliance carbon market and/or fund-based financing from mandated 
payments (taxes, levies, and others) for polluting countries and industries, based on the international agreement to be forged as 
well as individual national climate change-related policies and actions. 

4.3.1 GCF, UNFCCC

The GCF is the UNFCCC financial mechanism to support projects, programs, policies, and other activities in all developing 
country parties to the UNFCCC. USD 10.2 billion in voluntary contributions have been pledged to the fund to date. The first 
programs and projects are to be funded in the second half of 2015. The initial resource mobilization will be followed by a formal 
replenishment process once 60% of total contributions to the GCF Trust Fund have been approved for projects and programs. 
This would also be the trigger for future replenishment, based on voluntary contributions. The Durban decision on the GCF does 
not address how to secure sufficient long-term capitalization of the fund, which is linked to wider UNFCCC negotiations on 
long-term finance pending the forging of a new agreement on climate change in Paris in December 2015. 

A separate performance measurement framework (PMF; Logic Model and Performance Measurement Framework for REDD-
plus Results‐based Payments [RBP]) for ex post REDD-plus results-based payments in accordance with the methodological 
guidance in the Warsaw Framework for REDD-plus was adopted in 2014. Greenhouse gas emission reductions and removals 
in tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per year are considered to be the measurement factor of REDD-plus performance. 
Results-based payments will be made for reduced emissions (verified tCO2e) from deforestation and forest degradation, 
reduced emissions and increased removals through the conservation of forest carbon stocks and sustainable management of 
forests, and increased removals through the enhancement of forest carbon stocks as a result of implementation of the national 
and subnational programs. Reporting is to be done by executing entities biannually or as otherwise defined. The Fund’s 
REDD-plus RBP mechanism will seek to avoid double‐counting for emission reductions. The PMF results, indicators, and 
associated methodologies will be refined and adapted as needed based on the experience gained and lessons learned from the 
implementation.

The Fund will disburse RBPs in accordance with the guidance in decision 9/CP.19, which requires:

•	 Results	in	tCO2e that have undergone technical analysis referred to in 14/CP.19
•	 A	Reference	Emission	Level/Reference	Level	that	has	undergone	technical	assessment	referred	to	in	13/CP.19
•	 The	most	recent	summary	of	information	showing	how	all	the	safeguards	referred	to	in	1/CP.16	have	been	addressed	and	

respected, consistent with 1/CP.16, 12/CP.17, 9/CP.19, and 12/CP.19
•	 A	national	strategy	or	action	plan	as	referred	to	in	1/CP.16
•	 Information	on	the	national	forest	monitoring	system	as	referred	to	in	14/CP.19

Funding is based on calls for proposals. Proposals are to be vetted by an independent technical panel for compliance with six 
agreed investment criteria: that they meet the Fund’s interim environmental and social safeguards, its gender policy, and financial 
and other relevant policies. Only funding proposals that have received a no-objection clearance by a national designated authority 
(NDA) or a country’s focal point can be submitted. CCC is the NDA for the Philippines and exercises policy oversight over 
programs and action plans relating to REDD-plus and other similar mechanisms. 

Proposals can be submitted by accredited implementing entities and intermediaries that can meet the standards of the fund. 
This includes national and subnational governments, NGOs, national development banks, private sector, and other agencies. 
Countries can also access funding through accredited international and regional entities (such as multilateral development banks 
and UN agencies, and also through regional development banks and regional institutions). The Board is also exploring the 
possibility of direct access by developing countries where they (e.g. through climate change trust funds) receive allocations and 
make their own decisions on how to program resources.

In order to access funding from the GCF, institutions have to go through a rigorous process of “accreditation,” designed to ensure 
that they are capable both of strong financial management and of preventing unforeseen environmental or social harm. The 
institution should:

•	 Be	a	legally	established	entity	(subnational,	national,	regional,	or	international;	public	or	private)	that	operates	in	the	
fields of climate change mitigation or adaptation in developing countries 

•	 Apply	for	accreditation	through	the	Fund’s	Online	Accreditation	System,	in	which	the	entity	demonstrates	that	its	
institutional policies and track record are sufficiently strong to meet the Fund’s fiduciary standards, environmental 
and social safeguards, and gender requirements
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•	 Go	through	a	rigorous	assessment	process,	first	by	the	Secretariat	of	the	Fund	and	then	by	an	independent	technical	
Accreditation Panel, to ensure that it meets the required standards

•	 If	recommended	by	the	Accreditation	Panel,	be	accredited	by	the	GCF	Board

There are different categories of accreditation based on size, complexity, and risk level of the program or project to be 
implemented. This allows for small to large institutions to be accredited.

The Fund’s Board already accredited seven institutions in March 2015, allowing them to submit proposals to access the Fund’s 
resources. Once proposals are accepted, these institutions will be able to start delivering funding. 

4.3.2 REM Program 

The REM Program was commissioned by the German Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development in 2012 and 
explicitly targets and rewards pioneers in forest conservation, setting a precedent for others to follow. The REM Program is 
financed through resources of the German government’s Energy and Climate Fund and is implemented through the German 
Development Bank (KfW) and GIZ. REM is a worldwide program aimed at national approaches and large-scale subnational 
initiatives, rather than project-level activities. It only supports avoided deforestation.

It combines readiness support through GIZ with carbon finance through KfW. Carbon finance includes incentive (ex ante) 
payments to promote forest conservation through KfW and performance payments (ex post) for proven emission reductions 
(tCO2e). Proxy indicators such as Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change tier 1 or country-specific targets along with 
conservative assumptions about carbon prices can be used to reduce transaction costs. The timetable and content of REM 
funding is flexible, allowing it to be tailored to the successes and needs of the early movers. The exact process and requirements 
for payments are based on bilateral negotiations and a bilateral agreement between the REM Program and the respective country. 
Verification of emission reductions can be done either by an independent panel of experts or an accredited third-party reviewer. 

Early movers are those that have already made sufficient progress in REDD readiness and have large-scale conservation programs 
in place at national or subnational levels that can be rapidly developed into performance-based REDD programs. REM follows 
the procedures and standards required under German development cooperation, the climate change negotiations, and FCPF. It 
supports early mover programs that have transparent and accountable legal and institutional frameworks, high MRV standards, 
clear and equitable benefit sharing, effective consultation, and safeguards. 

Criteria for incentive payments under REM are:
•	 Establishment	of	a	reference	level
•	 Deforestation	drivers	identified	and	counteractive	measures	developed
•	 Elementary	data	on	forest	ownership	are	available
•	 MRV	and	registry	systems	are	being	developed
•	 At	least	50%	of	the	benefit	is	shared	with	forest	owners/users,	e.g.	IP	and	small-scale	farmers
•	 Women	participate	in	benefit	sharing
•	 The	REDD-plus	regulatory	and	institutional	system	is	transparent
•	 Safeguards,	and	consultation	and	participation	processes	based	on	FPIC	or	comparable	national	standards

Additional criteria for ER payments are:
•	 Reference	level	established,	with	system	at	subnational	level	compatible	with	national	framework
•	 National	targets	for	combating	deforestation	and	reducing	emissions	established	including	consistent	targets	at	

subnational level
•	 MRV	and	registry	systems	present
•	 Systems	are	in	place	to	address	permanence	risks
•	 Significant	own	contribution	in	REDD	ER	(level	depending	on	country	category)

REM	supports	avoided	deforestation	in	three	countries	to	date—the	State	of	Acre	in	Brazil,	Ecuador,	and	Columbia.	Norway	also	
contributes to the program in Ecuador and Columbia. Germany’s 2013 agreement committed to pay up to USD 43 million for 
8 million tons of emissions reductions in Acre over 5 years (IKI 2013). The voluntary agreement accounted for about one-quarter 
of the total demand for forest carbon offsets in 2013. Germany’s and Norway’s December 2014 agreement with Ecuador and 
Colombia (Goldstein 2014) commits to paying USD 55–65 million for 11–13 million tons of verified emissions reductions over 
3 years (2015–2017) if reduced deforestation is achieved. Payments will be based on a carbon price of $5 per ton. 
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4.3.3 Private sector financing—contributions to public funds and programs

The private sector also contributes to public funds and programs besides direct purchase of offsets from carbon projects. Many 
national and international public funds are open to contributions from the private sector, foundations, international NGOs, 
and other non-government entities, for example, Petrobas contributes to the Amazon fund, private investors contribute to the 
FAS endowment fund in the Juma RED project, and Unilever contributes to the BioCarbon Initiative for Sustainable Forest 
Landscapes. The private sector in the Philippines appears to be interested in supporting conservation and reforestation programs 
in the Philippines, and PTFCF reports having received cash contributions as well for its community conservation efforts.

4.3.4 FCPF Carbon Fund

The deadline for applying to participate in the World Bank’s FCPF Carbon Fund for REDD-plus results-based payments ended 
in April 2015. The Fund will test financial incentives for emissions reductions through national or jurisdictional pilots. To qualify 
for participation, nations must first participate in the FCPF Readiness Fund, and their readiness packages must be endorsed by 
the Participants Committee. The countries that do participate would have to reduce emissions beyond the reference scenario 
to receive payments. Many countries have submitted their Emissions Reduction Program Idea Notes, and these are under 
consideration.

4.3.5 BioCarbon Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes

The BioCarbon Fund Initiative for Sustainable Forest Landscapes is a multilateral fund, supported by donor governments (UK, 
Norway, Germany, and US) and managed by the World Bank. It seeks to promote reduced greenhouse gas emissions from the 
land sector, from deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries (REDD-plus) and from sustainable agriculture, 
as well as smarter land use planning, policies, and practices. The Initiative will provide grant funding and technical assistance 
(BioCFplus) to support transformational change in developing countries, and results-based payments for achieved emission 
reductions (BioCarbon Fund). The Fund aims to support 4–6 jurisdictions in reducing emissions via advancing climate-smart 
agriculture and sustainable forest management. To select the jurisdictions, a series of high-level quantitative and qualitative 
indicators around three areas are being considered: REDD-plus, agriculture, and enabling environment and governance. Ethiopia 
and Zambia have already been selected.

4.3.6 Japan’s BOCM

Japan’s BOCM (Government of Japan 2015) commenced in 2013 to facilitate the meeting of its climate mitigation goals of 
allowing a 3.1% increase (based on 1990 levels) in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 through international offsets. Japan would 
enter into agreements with developing country governments to implement and appropriately evaluate greenhouse gas reduction 
projects in different sectors and count such reductions for offsetting emissions in Japan. Both public and private sector funds 
would be used. 

Since 2010, the Japanese government has conducted feasibility studies of hundreds of offset-generating projects or programs 
located in Asia, Latin America, and Africa, including REDD-plus projects for potential inclusion in the BOCM and to develop 
MRV standards and methods for the projects. There were none in the Philippines.

So	far,	Japan	has	signed	bilateral	agreements	with	12	countries	under	the	BOCM	since	2013—Indonesia,	Vietnam,	Laos,	Costa	
Rica, Kenya, Palau, Cambodia, Mexico, Maldives, Ethiopia, Bangladesh, and Mongolia. Three projects/programs in these 
countries have been registered with the BOCM since 2014. REDD-plus projects have not been adopted yet, and it is unclear 
what the rules and eligibility criteria will be if it does. 

4.3.7 NICFI bilateral REDD-plus partnerships 

Norway, as part of its International Climate and Forest Initiative, has entered into bilateral agreements with three countries, Brazil 
(USD 1 billion), Guyana (USD 250 million), and Indonesia (USD 1 billion), for performance-based payments for REDD-plus. 
The	contracts	are	different	for	each	country—an	apparently	results-based	and	otherwise	hands-off	contract	for	Brazil,	a	quite	
detailed performance-based contract for Guyana, and a phased approach for Indonesia. These are a result of the specific country 
circumstances and bilateral negotiations. 
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Financial management was entrusted to a multi-layered fund in Brazil, to the World Bank in Guyana, and to the UNDP 
UN-REDD in Indonesia. The contracts with Brazil and Guyana had well-defined performance criteria in terms of emissions 
reductions: a clearly set reference level for deforestation, an emission factor (100 tC/ha), and a fixed payment (USD 5/tCO2). 
Reference levels and a similar payment scheme are to be worked out for Indonesia (or rather the pilot provinces) for phase III. 
Choice and definition of other performance criteria and indicators were not specified in detail in the agreements with subsequent 
negotiations and different assessments on performance. 

Norway has also contributed to multilateral funds such as the FCPF Carbon Fund and provided co-financing for the REM 
Program in two countries.

4.3.8 California compliance market

In 2006, the State of California in the US passed the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) and instituted a cap-and-
trade program to enable it to meet the objective of its climate change legislation to reduce 2020 emissions to 1990 levels. 
The program accepts offsets sourced from US forest projects and may accept a limited number of international offset credits 
including international REDD-plus credits that are generated against state-level accounting. California signed a memorandum 
of understanding with Chiapas (Mexico) and Acre (Brazil) to cooperate on building these potential linkages. No guidance or 
standards have been released yet for international REDD-plus offsets. Development of jurisdictional and nested REDD-plus 
recommendations is currently under way by the Governors’ Climate and Forests Task Force’s REDD Offset Working Group.

4.3.9 Voluntary carbon markets (VCM for specific projects or subnational 
jurisdictional level)

In the absence of a compliance-based mechanism and in the interim before one is potentially forged at the UNFCCC, the 
private sector is providing performance-based payments for agriculture, forestry, and land use-related ER through the VCMs. 
Contributions were driven by CSR motivations or to demonstrate industry leadership by taking action on climate change. 

Ecosystem Marketplace’s annual reports on state of the forest carbon markets since 2009 have been tracking transaction volumes 
and values in both compliance and VCMs. Total transaction volume has reached a cumulative total of USD 1.051 billion from 
2005 to 2013 (Goldstein and Gonzales 2014). The voluntary forest carbon markets add to USD 741 million or 70% of the total 
cumulative forest carbon value transacted up to 2013. 

Demand for offsets has been rising with a 7% increase in volume transacted from 2012 to 2013 (27–29 million tons) with 20.3 
million tons transacted by the private sector. However, the value dropped from USD 198 to 140 million, representing an average 
price drop from USD 7.7 to 4.8 per tCO2e. A total of USD 100 million was transacted by the private sector, and the rest came 
mainly from KfW. 

More than 80% of offsets transacted were from REDD-plus projects (24.7 MtCO2e), and the majority of those were sourced 
from Latin America. Afforestation/reforestation was the most popular project type according to the number of transactions 
reported; however, volumes were low (3.5 MtCO2e). Average REDD offset process was $4.9/tCO2e in 2013, and afforestation/
reforestation offsets commanded the highest prices of any project type at USD 9.5/tCO2e. 

The VCMs are linked to projects and jurisdictional initiatives that follow different standards with their own detailed guidelines, 
rules, and eligibility criteria. At the moment, the VCM is the key financing source for REDD-plus. However, project-level 
funding, mostly coming from the private sector, is a “drop in the bucket” compared to the billions that developed country 
governments are expected to commit to reducing deforestation in developing countries. VCM’s role in the future under a new 
international climate change agreement, and whether and how it can be reconciled with a national-level approach based on 
UNFCCC and national policy guidance, is unclear.
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4.4 Philippine national REDD-plus financing 
arrangements and management framework

4.4.1 Options for receiving and channeling funds 

There are three broad options for receiving and channeling REDD-plus results-based financing:

1. Funds flowing into the overall government budget and then fragmented down to different forest-related agencies and 
forest management units 

2. Through direct payment for REDD-plus projects at the site level
3. Through a national fund

 
1. Funds flowing into the overall government budget and then being fragmented down to different government 

agencies dealing with or servicing local FMUs has an advantage in that a separate fund or sub-fund does not need to 
be established. It could be implemented as part of existing budgetary processes and institutional structures through 
the DOF and the DBM. 

 
 However, such an arrangement could dilute the REDD-plus efforts and detract potential donors, as it will be 

challenging to operationalize distinct fund management requirements and rules, and target and track fund use for 
REDD-plus-related actions and rewards. Such an arrangement could also be vulnerable to politics and any existing 
bureaucratic processes. It will also be difficult to put in place required transparency, multi-stakeholder participation 
in policy making and fund management, and independent monitoring and verification.

2. Under the PNRPS, the project-based approach can be carried out in the interim prior to the establishment of a full-
fledged national REDD-plus mechanism in line with the UNFCCC REDD-plus framework and payments received 
for national-level emissions reductions supported by national-level MRV and accounting. The government has to 
decide whether direct funding can flow from carbon offset buyers to project proponents on the ground, under 
the planned national REDD-plus approach to be adopted. The PNRPS suggests that the Philippines should also 
explore diverse fund management arrangements, including direct links between carbon buyers and sellers, and direct 
payments to subnational level initiatives.

3. To implement a national-level approach, a stand-alone national-level REDD-plus fund, or a sub-fund/window 
of an existing fund, would be useful to attract targeted funding for REDD-plus-related actions and outputs from 
a diversity of sources such as international governments, bilateral and multilateral agencies, the private sector, 
foundations, NGOs, the Philippine national government budget, and LGUs, for example, PSF in the Philippines, 
Amazon fund in Brazil, and stand-alone national REDD-plus funds or sub-funds of existing national funds being 
planned in Indonesia and Vietnam. Experience from Typhoon Yolanda that hit the Central Philippines in November 
2013 suggests that rescue and rehabilitation efforts would have benefitted from the presence of a targeted national 
fund that could have been used to absorb resources from a wide range of donors and disburse it effectively.

 NGP, PTFCF, FPE, and PES experiences in the Philippines suggest that the private sector and, potentially, 
foundations, NGOs, and a range of other agencies could be very interested in supporting forest conservation, 
reforestation, and SFM in the Philippines. Having a credibly managed targeted permanent fund or sub-fund with 
clear guidelines and criteria for fund use, monitoring, and safeguards implementation could go a long way in 
generating trust and support from various entities. 

4.4.2 Options for a national REDD-plus fund, or sub-fund/window of an 
existing fund

Different options for a national REDD-plus fund, sub-fund, or window are presented in Table 3 along with their pros and cons 
for consideration. The information presented here requires cross-checking with DOF, whose inputs were pending at the time of 
writing this report.
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Table 3. Different options for a national REDD-plus fund, sub-fund, or window 

Options Pros Cons 

1. Insert REDD-plus into 
existing PSF that is 
related to NRM and CC 
(create a REDD-plus sub-
fund or window)  

 PSF is an existing climate-related fund 
that could potentially be used for REDD-
plus. It already has a defined framework 
and IRR 

 Based on the NFSCC, which covers both 
mitigation and adaptation  

 EO 881 mandates CCC (fund chair) to 
work on REDD-plus with DENR as the 
operational arm 

 Multi-stakeholder board 
 PSF can get appropriations through the 

GAA 
 Open to financing from different sources, 

public, private, national, international 
 Board can identify additional sources for 

the fund  
 Accredited LGUs and community 

organizations can access the fund  
 Subject to government accounting and 

auditing rules and regulations  
 Board to ensure independent third-party 

evaluation and auditing of activities 
supported  

 Mandated to be transparent 

 PSF mandate is restricted to 
adaptation, and it would require 
another legal/policy action to include 
performance-based mitigation actions. 
New legal action could be long and 
tedious. 

 Key forest-related agencies DENR and 
NCIP are not on the governing board 

 Fund distribution is only to accredited 
LGUs and community organizations, and 
not to national government agencies 
and others 

 Fund distribution is based on project 
proposals. Will require modifications to 
deliver performance-based payments as 
per agreed criteria 

 Existing processes and staffing may 
need modification to link to REDD-plus 
requirements such as REDD-plus 
safeguards and MRV systems 

 May be tied to politics and subject to 
bureaucratic procedures 

2. Set up new government 
fund using existing 
mandates governing 
natural resources (e.g. 
environmental fund related 
to water) 

 Do not need a law to establish, quite 
easy 

 Officials can be sanctioned for 
mismanagement 

 Not as specific as a targeted new fund 
 May be restricted to a single agency 

and not able to serve as a multi-
sectoral fund 

 Funds could be diverted for other 
purposes 

 Existing processes and staffing may not 
suit the new requirements 

 High corruption risks—technical 
malversation 

3. Set up new fund within 
government-related bodies 
(NGA, GOCC, or GFI) 

 Very specific 
 Permanent 
 Can create clear rules and guidelines for 

purpose 
 Less risk of leakage 
 Can create governance structure required 

Only through legislation—long, tedious, and 
expensive process 

3a. NGA  Under public administrative code—
officials can be sanctioned for 
mismanagement 

 Mechanisms requiring transparency 

High corruption risks—technical malversation 

3b. GOCC-NRM   More technical/professional management 
 Additional layer of governance-specific 

body oversees GOCC 
 Officials can be sanctioned for 

mismanagement 

 

3c. GFI (such as Land 
Bank or Development Bank 
of Philippines) 

 Even more technical/professional 
management 

 Officials can be sanctioned for 
mismanagement 

 Not mandated by law to be very 
transparent 

 Less accountability 
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1 
 

4. Set up new fund 
through private or non-
government sector, or 
through PPP 

a. Private financial 
institution (e.g. BNDES 
Brazil) 

b. Non-government/private 
organization or PPP (e.g. 
PTFCF, FPE) 

 Very specific to the purpose  
 A regulation or issuance at department 

level between key agencies could be 
sufficient for establishment 

 Can be independent from politics 
 Could set up a multi-stakeholder system 

for policy making and management of 
the fund and disbursements  

 Can institute technical/ professional 
management 

 Can separate the policy making and 
oversight from the financial management 

 Can set up independent monitoring and 
auditing procedures as required  

 Could attract a variety of funding 
sources, mobilize additional funds more 
easily, and also make low-risk 
investments 

 Could set up more REDD-specific 
requirements and standards for 
transparency, accountability, etc. 

 Less tedious investment, management, 
and disbursement process 

a. Private financial institution 
 Not fully backed up by government 

machinery 
 Less government accountability  
 Not mandated by law to be very 

transparent 
 

b. PPP 
 Has some level of government backing 

and accountability 

BNDES—Brazilian Development Bank; CC—climate change; CCC—Climate Change Commission; DENR—Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources; FPE—Foundation for the Philippine Environment; GAA—General Appropriations Act; GFI—
government financial institution; GOCC—government-owned and -controlled corporation; LGU—local government unit; NCIP—
National Commission on Indigenous Peoples; NFSCC—National Framework Strategy on Climate Change; NGA—national 
government agency; NRM—natural resource management; PPP—public–private partnership; PSF—People’s Survival Fund; 
PTFCF—Philippine Tropical Forest Conservation Foundation. 

 

4.4.3 Two potential fund options, and their benefits and challenges 

4.4.3.1 Option 1: Insert REDD-plus into PSF as a sub-fund
The PSF is an existing climate-related fund overseen by the CCC that can potentially be used for receiving and disbursing 
REDD-plus performance-based payments. It already has a defined framework and IRR. Despite the PSF being created primarily 
for adaptation, it is based on the NFSCC, which covers both mitigation and adaptation, and REDD-plus is to play a role in both 
adaptation and mitigation. EO 881 mandates CCC to work on REDD-plus with DENR as the operational arm. Expanding the 
PSF to include REDD-plus may be a better and realistic option rather than creating a new fund.

PSF is managed by a multi-stakeholder board, and accredited LGUs and community organizations can access the fund. It is 
subject to government accounting and auditing rules and regulations, and the Board is to ensure transparency and independent 
third-party evaluation and auditing of activities. At present, the fund receives appropriations through the GAA, but it is the 
Board’s intention to identify additional funding sources as well. The Fund is open to financing from a wide variety of sources, 
public and private, national and international, which would suit the multiple-source financing potential of REDD-plus. 

However, numerous modifications will have to be made to enable PSF to manage and disburse national REDD-plus funds. First, 
given that PSF’s mandate is restricted to adaptation, another legal/policy action will be required to expand its mandate and clearly 
cover forest-related mitigation as well so as not to dilute REDD-plus goals. New legal action could be long and tedious. 

Second, there is no forestry technical expertise in the present PSF Board as the key REDD-plus agencies such as DENR and 
NCIP are not represented. The Board would need to be expanded to include DENR, NCIP, and any other critical forest-related 
stakeholders. The PSF would also need to be linked to NMRC oversight and governance for REDD-plus financing and benefit 
distribution, as well as to the REDD-plus safeguards and MRV systems.

PSF distribution is only to accredited LGUs and community organizations, and based on project proposals. Fund disbursement 
procedures will have to be modified and expanded to include performance-based payments as per agreed on allocation criteria to 
different organizations and stakeholders including government agencies and funds in different FMUs. 
Finally, the overall feasibility of this proposal to include REDD-plus within the PSF will largely depend on the CCC’s 
prioritization and mainstreaming of REDD-plus into its overall climate change agenda.
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4.4.3.2 Option 2: New PPP fund
An ideal fund option to incentivize SFM and ER, while supporting poverty alleviation and biodiversity conservation in the 
Philippines, could be a new fund managed through a private/non-government organizational setup but with key government 
agencies also represented on the board similar to PTFCF. Such a PPP fund could be created more easily than a pure government 
fund, and its daily management kept independent from politics and bureaucratic procedures. Policy making and oversight 
through the NMRC could be separated from fund management and disbursement. IPAF experience suggests that a too high-
level board is unnecessary and could constrain operations given unavailability of officials to meet regularly. Therefore, the board 
overseeing the fund should be more of a functioning board that can meet as required, and make decisions and disbursement in a 
timely manner within the overall fund framework and guidelines.

The fund could be set up to abide by REDD-specific requirements and standards for transparency and accountability, and linked 
directly to the national REDD-plus MRV system and SIS. Sound professional management could be instituted along with 
independent monitoring and auditing procedures as required. Such a fund, if well managed, could attract financing from a variety 
of sources including international donors, private sector, CSOs, and others. Experiences from PTFCF could be drawn upon for 
fund creation and management.

Participants at the benefit-sharing workshop on May 14, 2015 recommended that a separate fund body for REDD-plus could be 
created through an EO in the short-term using EO 881, the Philippine Development Plan 2011–2016, and NCCAP as a basis. 
Once the NMRC is constituted by the CCC as envisioned in the PNRPS, the NMRC could begin to exercise policy oversight 
over the already established fund. 

The long-term option is to still wait for the CCC to constitute the NMRC before creating a fund. The NMRC would then 
promulgate a resolution creating the fund and fund management board. The funds coming from a variety of sources including the 
government for this national REDD-plus program performance could be deposited in a government bank like the Land Bank, 
which already has the experience and established machinery for distributing to rural communities under the CCT Program. 
Government effort, and perhaps substantial government funds as well, would be required to set up and establish the fund 
structure. Once the independent professional management structure is up and running, the government will distance itself to 
function mainly as a member of the policy board.

4.4.4 National fund management framework and links to MRV and SIS

Whether adopting Option 1: inserting REDD-plus into the PSF or Option 2: a new PPP fund model, NMRC would be the 
overall policy making and governance body for both the national REDD-plus activities and the funds. However, NMRC would 
only set guidelines for fund distribution and leave fund management and cash disbursement to the fund management board. 

The designated national MRV institution would provide the annual national forest emission reduction figures and information 
on safeguards implementation. The results could be independently verified by a technical committee attached to the REDD-plus 
fund, and fund disbursements made to various FMUs as per the proposed process in Section 4.6 and the proposed allocation 
criteria in Section 4.7. Ideally, the technical committee should consist of domestic and foreign experts drawn from different 
sectors but independent from the REDD-plus implementing agencies. The committee members should have sound qualifications, 
skills, and experience in forestry and natural resource monitoring, safeguards operationalization, and other fields as required. They 
should have a good track record. Further, they should only serve for a defined fixed term to reduce corruption risks and provide 
opportunities for bringing other available expertise on board.

The BMB, NCIP, and FMB would verify the proposed plans and benefit-sharing arrangements coming from the FMU levels 
within their jurisdictions to ensure they match with any PA, AD, or CBFMA guidelines and requirements. The Fund’s technical 
committee will then verify the proposed plans and benefit-sharing arrangements to ensure that they are in line with overall 
REDD-plus and fund guidance, and safeguard requirements. 

Monitoring of REDD-plus actions and financial management will be overseen by BMB, FMB, NCIP, and CCC, and then 
verified by the MRV institution, if independent of DENR (else by another independent institution not involved in REDD-plus, 
e.g. the National Statistics Office). NMRC would issue reporting requirements for the MRV institution, fund managers, BMB, 
FMB, and NCIP. Public transparency of the reporting is recommended to enhance credibility, attract financing, and ensure good 
governance. 

One problem with a national fund approach for REDD-plus is that the private sector and other entities may wish to see their 
funding go to targeted sites or actions to witness and showcase the direct effects of their contributions. A possible way to enable 
such targeted action yet encourage contributions to a common pool could be through the “tagging of their contributions” to a 
particular site or action, and directing a certain percentage of their contribution specifically to the targeted site or activity.

A national mechanism does not deter the implementation of a subnational jurisdictional approach (e.g. on islands), which, if 
required, could be fit into the national accounting and funding mechanism with the subnational baselines adding up to a national 
baseline, and benefit distribution based on relative jurisdictional performance.
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4.5 FMU participation in REDD-plus
Prior to making REDD-plus plans and programs at the FMU level, it would be useful to determine which PAs, ADs, and 
CBFMA-related areas across the country have REDD-plus potential, that is, can generate viable emissions reductions and/or 
carbon removals to make significant efforts worthwhile. Updated forest cover change data and clear land tenure data are required 
to identify baselines and REDD-plus potential for different FMUs. If comprehensive land tenure mapping is still ongoing, then 
areas with already clear land tenure could be prioritized at the start.

All legislated PAs and ADs with CADTs, given their relative large size, could be directly included into the national forest 
monitoring system with baselines set for forest-related carbon emissions from each of these areas in a consistent manner (see 
proposed approach in Section 4.7). Then, the individual PAs and ADs can choose to participate in REDD-plus on a voluntary 
basis through internal consultation and based on their REDD-plus potential. PAs would pass a PAMB resolution indicating 
willingness to engage in REDD-plus. ADs would follow the customary law, and pass a resolution signifying consent and sign a 
MOA with NCIP, DENR, or NMRC, or all of them (can be determined). A risk that needs to be safeguarded against in CADT 
areas is that strictly following the customary law could result in inequitable decision making. 

For CBFMAs, baseline setting and MRV of ER would incur high transaction costs given the large numbers and small sizes of 
holdings. Therefore, we recommend aggregating CBFMA areas at the provincial level in forested provinces and targeting them 
mainly through larger policy actions and programs to scale up impacts and reduce transaction costs. Alternatively, CBFMA 
holders could also be incentivized on a performance basis for agreed REDD-plus actions such as planting a number of trees. For 
such input-oriented performance measurement, a representative from the CBFMA PO federation recommended that CBFMA 
holder databases be developed at the Community Environment and Natural Resources Office (CENRO) level with REDD-plus 
targets, actions, and performance included, and then scaling it up to provincial levels. Individual CBFMA holders could choose 
to participate in REDD-plus on a voluntary basis through internal consultation and based on their REDD-plus potential. They 
would decide in a general assembly and pass a resolution signifying consent. Other stakeholders/community members can be 
consulted, but the decision is internal to the CBFMA holder. 

Decision-making process within FMUs should be inclusive, participatory, gender sensitive, and transparent in order to avoid risks 
such as non-performance of agreed actions, revenue leakage, elite capture of benefits, and other inequities. If current guidelines 
for FMUs do not ensure inclusive and equitable decision-making processes, then additional guidance would need to be provided 
for REDD-plus decision making. It also calls for a good social preparation process and building of related structures in POs. 
Adequate funds should be set aside for this in the REDD-plus readiness phase. The participating FMUs would be required to 
include REDD-plus goals and actions in their overall area management plans.

If	REDD-plus	participation	is	voluntary,	what	happens	if	there	is	leakage?	BMB,	FMB,	NCIP,	and	the	LGUs	could	incentivize	
PAs, CBFMAs, and ADs with REDD-plus potential to join or initiate strategic policies and programs that result in positive 
REDD-plus outcomes overall in PAs, CBFMAs, and ADs across the province, region, or nation. REDD-plus plans could be 
linked to existing municipal and city forest land use plans. 

4.6 Proposed model for channeling down of benefits 
to FMUs and institutional support at each level 

Payments for national-level ER performance (see Section 4.3) come into the national REDD-plus fund (see Section 4.4) and 
then get channeled down (as in Figure 1) for incentivizing SFM and conservation in the three priority forest areas or FMUs. 
Recommendations are that the funds follow the CCT model, direct to FMU and community bank accounts and do not pass 
through additional jurisdictional levels (LGUs at province, city, municipality, and barangay levels) as far as possible (see Figure 
1). This will help streamline benefit flows, and avoid leakage and additional transaction costs and time. Further, the LGUs 
can automatically receive 40% of the gross collection of taxes, charges, fees, and share of government from the utilization and 
development of national wealth within their jurisdictions (see Channel 4 in Figure 1). 

4.6.1 Channel 1: PAs

We propose that existing funding procedures for benefit sharing in PAs are followed, and 75% of the performance-based REDD-
plus payment (see Section 4.7 for proposed baselines, performance measures, and allocation criteria) for the participating PA flow 
directly from the national fund into the individual PA’s IPAF fund. In addition, following existing procedures, 25% of the PA’s 
REDD-plus earnings could be directed to the central IPAF fund for BMB to provide REDD-plus support services, reward PAs 
with high forest cover and low emissions due to good forest stewardship in the past, and conduct overall policy and enforcement 
actions for scaled-up REDD-plus outcomes across PAs. It is recommended that REDD-plus funds within the IPAF at national 
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and PA levels be kept separated from other funds through a separate REDD-plus account to aid targeted REDD-plus action 
and benefit sharing. PAMB can, through a resolution, open a REDD-plus account in a government bank to receive REDD-plus 
revenues or shares. 

BMB at the national level would provide policy guidance, support, and oversight for REDD-plus implementation in PAs, as well 
as approval of management plans and local benefit-sharing arrangements. The Provincial Environment and Natural Resources 
Office (PENRO), CENRO, and local LGUs could provide technical assistance and implementation support at the local level. 
PAMB and PASu would be directly responsible for area management, and development of management plans and benefit-sharing 
arrangements within the PAs.
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Figure 1. Vertical distribution of benefits from national to FMU level—proposed model 

* Taxes, fees, and share of government from REDD-plus revenues to FMUs as national wealth utilization, 60% to national 
government and 40% to LGUs. 

AD–Ancestral domain; BMB—Biodiversity Management Bureau; CBFMA—Community-based Forest Management Agreement; 
CCC—Climate Change Commission; DENR—Department of Environment and Natural Resources; FMB—Forest Management 
Bureau; FMU—forest management unit; IPAF–Integrated Protected Area Fund; LGU—local government unit; MRV—measuring, 
reporting, and verification; NCIP—National Commission on Indigenous Peoples; NMRC—National Multi-stakeholder REDD-plus 
Council; PA—protected area; PDC—Provincial Development Council; PTWG—Provincial Technical Working Group; RDC—Regional 
Development Council. 
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4.6.2 Channel 2: ADs 

We propose that performance-based REDD-plus payments for the participating AD flows directly from the national fund into 
the AD REDD-plus community trust fund, which can be created through the AD’s customary governance process following 
appropriate NCIP guidelines. The REDD-plus community trust fund is subject to existing NCIP rules on management and 
distribution of such funds.

Technical assistance can be provided to the ADs by PENRO, CENRO, and local LGUs in coordination with NCIP at the local 
level. The indigenous political structure (IPS) is responsible for area and fund management, and the benefit-sharing arrangements 
among community IP members. 

4.6.3 Channel 3: CBFMAs

We propose that REDD-plus incentives and benefits for CBFMAs flow from the national fund into a provincial CBFMA REDD-
plus trust fund, which can be created through a local ordinance. This trust fund could be managed by the Provincial Technical 
Working Group (PTWG) or the Provincial Development Council (PDC). As recommended in the PNRPS, a new REDD-plus 
institution need not be created at the provincial level but built upon the existing PDC. The PDC or the new PTWG could 
effectively serve as the envisioned “provincial multi-stakeholder REDD-plus council” with an expansion of their membership and 
mandates. PENRO would support REDD-plus technical implementation on CBFMA sites, and PTWG would manage the fund 
and provide policy oversight.

Following the existing regulations on CBFMA revenue sharing, half of the 25% share of government from the CBFMA REDD-
plus income would flow to, or be sent directly to, the government budget at the national level. The remaining 87.5% will enter 
the provincial CBFMA REDD-plus trust fund. 

Participating CBFMA holders would be directly responsible for area management, including REDD-plus, and drafting of 
management plans and REDD-plus benefit-sharing arrangements within the CBFMAs. REDD-plus plans and benefit-sharing 
arrangements would then pass up to the PTWG or PDC for verification against REDD-plus safeguards and further up to the 
Regional Development Council (RDC) for regional coordination and oversight. PENRO and CENRO in coordination with local 
LGUs provide technical support on the ground in CBFMA areas. Additionally, the private sector could play a supportive role for 
livelihood development, providing investments, linkages, transport, marketing, and processing services. 

4.6.4 Channel 4: Government collections for utilization of national wealth

The national government can apply taxes, fees, and other charges on the utilization and development of national wealth across the 
country or directly receive a share from the income as in the CBFMA case (half of the 25% share of government of the CBFMA 
REDD-plus income). REDD-plus is a form of utilization and development of national wealth, and REDD-plus revenues earned 
by FMUs could be subject to such taxes, charges, and sharing, which would flow to, or be sent directly to, the government budget 
at the national level. 

The LGUs automatically receive 40% of this gross collection of taxes and other charges from the utilization and development 
of national wealth within their jurisdictions, and the remaining 60% is retained by the national government. The national 
government and the LGUs could use their respective proportions of the taxes, fees, and shares from REDD-plus to provide 
REDD-plus support services and conduct overall policy, programs, and enforcement actions for scaled-up REDD-plus outcomes 
in FMUs within their jurisdictions. Some of the gross REDD-plus tax and charge collection could be used to reward ADs and 
other forest areas with high forest cover and low emissions due to good forest stewardship in the past.

4.7 Proposed allocation criteria from national to FMU 
level

The primary beneficiaries would be FMUs with REDD-plus potential and voluntarily taking up REDD-plus. From the funds 
received at the national level for ER performance against the national baseline, a percentage should be first set aside in a reserve 
fund in case there is a future reversal of ER achieved. 
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For distribution of the remaining funds and benefits among the FMUs, we propose to use the stock–flow approach adapted 
from “the conceptual proposal for a division of efforts and potential benefits from reduced deforestation between the Federal 
Government and the states of the Amazon” (Governors’ Climate and Forests Task Force 2014). Using the stock–flow approach (as 
elaborated in Table 4), the balance of the funds can be distributed to different FMUs (as illustrated in Figure 2). 

1. To each participating PA and AD using national-level MRV and their relative stocks and performance as compared to 
their baselines. 

2. To the central IPAF fund for any positive performance of non-participating PAs. This amount can also be used to 
absorb negative performance in other years. BMB can then devise a strategy to generally reward or bring these PAs on 
board as needed.

3. To an AD REDD-plus reserve fund at the level of NCIP for any positive performance of non-participating ADs. This 
amount can also be used to absorb negative performance in other years. NCIP and DENR can then devise a strategy 
to generally reward or bring these areas on board as needed.

4. To the provincial CBFMA REDD-plus trust fund for provincial forest stocks and performance in forest areas outside 
ADs and PAs, which include CBFMAs and other tenurial instruments, as well as untenured forestland. This fund 
could be used for CBFMA-related REDD-plus policy/program actions and/or action-based performance rewards and 
services for participating CBFMAs in the province. 
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Figure 2. Allocation of REDD-plus incentives to individual FMUs based on forest stocks and ER performance as per 
calculations in Table 4 (hypothetical) 

AD—ancestral domain; CBFMA—Community-based Forest Management Agreement; FMU—forest management unit; IPAF—
Integrated Protected Area Fund; MRV—measuring, reporting, and verification; PA—protected area; REL–reference emissions 
level. 

  

Alternatively, the funds accruing to non-participating ADs, PAs, and areas outside ADs and PAs in items 2, 3, and 4 above 
could be used for scaled-up policies and actions incentivizing ADs, PAs, and CBFMAs overall to do REDD-plus or facilitating 
improved management and enforcement that automatically leads to REDD-plus outcomes, for example, issue tenure to 
communities, prepare FMU management plans, enter into conservation agreements with communities, enhance monitoring, and 
enforcement.
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Table 4. Calculating relative forest stocks and ER performance for distribution of remaining funds or credits (all 
figures are hypothetical) 

Participating FMUs Current 
forested 
area in FMU 
(ha) 

% of current 
national 
stock 

FMU baseline 
deforestation rate – 
verified deforestation + 
verified reforestation 
(ha) 

FMU or area 
contribution to 
reduced 
deforestation and 
increased forest 
cover in the country 

Allocation based 
on stocks and 
flows (giving 
equal weight to 
both)* 

AD1 870,000 12.8% 5,000 – 2,000 + 0 = 
3,000 

3000 / 500,000 = 
0.6% 

= (12.8 + 0.6) / 2 
= 6.7% 

AD2 590,000 8.6% 5,000 – 1,000 + 3,000 = 
7,000 

1.4% 5% 

AD3 780,000 11.4%  20% 15.7% 

PA1 700,000 10.3%  7% 8.65% 

PA2 1,000,000 14.7%  30% 22.35% 

Non-participating 
PAs** 

570,000 8.3%  5% 6.65% 

Non-participating 
ADs** 

380,000 5.6%  15% 10.3% 

Outside ADs and PAs 
(national total – sum 
of above)*** 

1,910,000 28.3%  21% 24.65% 

National total 6,800,000 100% 200,000 - 100,000 + 
400,000 = 500,000 

100% 100% 

Source: Adopted from Governors’ Climate and Forests Task Force 2014. 

* An alternative would be to only take performance and not existing stocks. 

** Indicative of leakage (if negative) or good performance (if positive) in non-participating ADs and PAs.  

*** Indicative of leakage (if negative) or good performance (if positive) in areas outside PAs and ADs, which include 
CBFMAs and other tenurial instruments, as well as untenured forestland. This could be divided on a provincial basis 
based on provincial stocks and flows in areas outside ADs and PAs, and used for CBFMA-related REDD-plus programs 
and incentives.  

AD—ancestral domain; FMU—forest management unit; PA—protected area. 

  

It is advisable to include fewer REDD-plus activities and keep the baseline calculations simple and easily implementable, at least 
at the start. The currently active REM Fund and the Amazon Fund include avoided deforestation only. Given the importance 
of reforestation in the Philippines, both avoided deforestation and reforestation should be considered. The National Forest 
Monitoring System could track annual changes in forest cover (deforestation and reforestation) and compare it to the baseline 
deforestation rate in the FMUs. Assessing and monitoring other eligible REDD-plus activities of SFM and avoided forest 
degradation are more complicated and could be developed and included at a later time if needed. 

Carbon/ER calculations per hectare of avoided deforestation or enhancement of stocks would, in the proposed approach, 
be required for NMRC and CCC reporting to the UNFCCC and used as a basis for receiving payments for national-level 
performance, and not for internal distribution of performance payments within the country. Table 4 provides an illustration of 
how the proposed stock–flow approach could be used to allocate REDD-plus funds or benefits to the different FMUs. All figures 
are hypothetical.
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Additional options that could be built into the allocation criteria to FMUs include: 

1. Baselines built not just on past deforestation rates but also adjusted for national circumstances (more complicated 
and needs clear justification and consistency across areas)

2. Inclusion of forest degradation and SFM
3. Consideration of other factors (e.g. presence of high conservation value forest, in particular, for PAs; culturally 

appropriate and area-specific poverty index; access to basic services)
4. Consideration of other performance indicators besides stocks and ER performance (e.g. agreed actions completed, 

increased biodiversity and other environmental services, success in family planning, successful livelihood 
enhancement) 

5. Inclusion of other major FMU types beyond the prioritized three
6. Opportunity for FMUs to access funds based not only on performance but also needs for funds through submission 

of proposals following guidelines and criteria (disbursement will be slower if all based on proposals, but a proportion 
could be distributed in this manner if desired).
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5
Proposed benefit-sharing 
arrangements within FMUs

5.1 Beneficiaries
Beneficiaries within FMUs could include owners and rights holders, managers, those incurring opportunity and implementation 
costs, facilitators (project developers, government), and marginalized/vulnerable segments who depend on the resources. We 
recommend identifying beneficiaries in the participating FMUs and organizing a core beneficiary group as in the Climate 
Adaptation Support Service-PES scheme. Other beneficiaries/stakeholders outside the core group should be consulted in the 
development of the scheme. Identifying the beneficiaries may require initial delineation of areas, survey, and registration of 
occupants and other stakeholders as a first step.

Workshop participants identified the beneficiaries, both primary beneficiaries and other stakeholders, within ADs, PAs, and 
CBFMA areas as presented in Table 5.

5.2 Horizontal distribution of benefits and incentives 
within FMUs

Within the individual PAs, ADs, and provincial aggregation of participating CBFMAs, benefits could be distributed based on 
a combination of performance, management plan requirements, and needs identified through local consultation processes and 
agreements. The PA, AD, or provincial aggregation of participating CBFMAs may choose any or all of the following options:

•	 Implement	general	policies	or	action	programs	that	result	in	ER	and	overall	community	benefits	and	services	in	their	
respective PAs and ADs, and across participating CBFMA areas in the province. The policies and programs could 
be based on needs identified in the FMU management plans and/or needs identified through local consultation 
processes and agreements.

•	 Reward	performance	of	promised	actions	(such	as	planting	X	number	of	trees,	not	ER)	at	the	community	or	PO	level	
through performance agreements. 

•	 Distribute	the	funds	as	cash	and	non-cash	incentives,	livelihood	options,	and	community	services	based	on	needs	
identified through local consultation processes and agreements. 

Section 5.3 provides a wide range of benefits where the FMUs can choose from. It would be important to ensure that:
•	 The	benefit	distribution	at	the	ground	level	is	in	line	with	agreed	management	plans	(including	REDD-plus	goals	

and actions) of individual PAs, ADs, and CBFMAs if they already exist; 
•	 The	decision-making	process	for	benefit-sharing	arrangements	within	FMUs	is	inclusive,	participatory,	and	gender	

sensitive; 
•	 It	is	in	compliance	with	national-level	guidelines	and	requirements	including	REDD-plus	and	benefit-sharing	

safeguards; and
•	 It	is	effective	in	incentivizing	needed	action;	is	efficient,	equitable,	and	transparent;	and	ensures	accountability.
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Table 5. Beneficiaries within FMUs and steps to confirm their status 

FMUs Beneficiaries Short-term steps Long-term steps 

PA (including LCA 
and ICCA)* 

PA occupants (PACBRMA holders, 
IP, non-IP)  

 

Conduct survey and register 
PA occupants to ascertain 
occupants and their legal 
status 

Awarding of PACBRMA 

Occupants in downstream areas or 
buffer zones (benefitting, for 
instance, from ecosystem services) 

Delineation of impact zones Benefit from PES schemes 
(e.g. for downstream 
communities in terms of 
watershed protection) 

LGUs, State (BMB, PASu—the chief 
operating DENR officer on site), 
PAMB, other facilitators 

  

AD* IPs as owners, migrant IPs, non-IPs Community mapping, 
household count 

Census of people and 
organizations 

Titling 

LGUs, State (NCIP, DENR), other 
facilitators 

  

CBFMA aggregated 
at provincial level* 

Primary beneficiaries—CBFM POs Database of POs  

Secondary beneficiaries—LGUs, 
farmers, local communities, State 
(FMB, government budget), other 
facilitators 

  

Low-emitting high 
forest cover PAs, 
ADs, and CBFMAs** 

Occupants within Community mapping, 
household count in ADs 

Registration of occupants 
within PAs 

Database of POs. 

 

Sources: Interviews, workshop discussions, PNRPS. 

* With REDD-plus potential and voluntarily taking up REDD-plus. 

** Those without REDD-plus potential. 

AD—ancestral domain; BMB—Biodiversity Management Bureau; CBFM—Community-based Forest Management; DENR—
Department of Environment and Natural Resources; FMB—Forest Management Bureau; FMU—forest management unit; ICCA—
indigenous peoples’ community conserved area; IP—indigenous people; LCA—local conserved area; LGU—local government 
unit; NCIP—National Commission on Indigenous Peoples; PA—protected area; PACBRMA—Protected Area Community-based 
Resource Management Agreement; PAMB—Protected Area Management Board; PASu—Protected Area Superintendent; PO—
people’s organization. 

  

NMRC would set the broad national guidelines and rules for REDD-plus implementation and benefit sharing, and allow room 
for flexibility at the local levels, recognizing the primacy of customary law in AD areas. Perhaps, the benefit-sharing guidance 
could encompass PES benefits as a whole, rather than REDD-plus or carbon benefits alone. 

Participating CBFMA holders will need to attend a provincial assembly supported by the PTWG to decide on the incentive 
mechanism across CBFMAs in the province. PAs and ADs would conduct internal consultations and pass resolutions approving 
their agreed benefit-sharing arrangement and roles and responsibilities of different actors. 

These benefit-sharing agreements at the FMU level would be verified by BMB, FMB, and NCIP to ensure that they match with 
any general area guidelines and requirements. The National REDD-plus Fund’s technical committee will then verify the proposed 
plans and benefit-sharing arrangements to ensure that they are in line with overall NMRC REDD-plus and fund guidance and 
safeguard requirements. 

Initial results from the eCCT piloting suggest that any performance payments for environment services including REDD-plus 
could be meaningfully focused on a collective approach rather than on an individual household level and targeted at collective 
management of larger areas.
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5.3 Types of benefits and incentives recommended on 
the ground 

Recommended types of benefits and incentives within different FMU types are presented in Table 6 along with remarks and 
safeguards. The recommendations are drawn from the PNRPS, expert interviews, and working group discussions on the topic. 
General consensus was that all suggested benefits and incentives could potentially be used but not necessarily simultaneously. 
The decisions on types and combinations of benefits and incentives should be shaped by the needs of the specific community; 
the forest management plans; and key environmental, social, and governance safeguards. There is a need to look beyond financial 
returns to other benefits that can be gained alongside when implementing REDD-plus.

5.4 Management and governance of funds and 
performance at local levels

The overall governance of funds at the local level, which includes management of funds linked to performance, varies depending 
on the classification of the FMUs and the nature of incentives being given, the latter is whether to reward individual/household 
performance or is it incentives for the community or an entire provincial populace. The CCT model could be drawn upon for 
compliance verification of actions and benefit distribution at the local levels.

5.4.1 PAs

For REDD-plus funds inflows into the PA as an FMU, the existing NIPAS already provides guidance in this aspect. First, REDD-
plus funds are subject to the NIPAS provisions for revenue sharing, which is 75:25 in favor of the PAs. PAMB will exercise policy, 
management, and financial oversight on how funds are received and allocated, which must be consistent with the duly approved 
PA Management Plan and internal rules of procedure of the specific PAMB. Further, the law provides that disbursements 
from the Fund shall be made solely for the protection, maintenance, administration, and management of the system, and 
duly approved projects endorsed by the PAMBs, in the amounts authorized by the DENR. As an IPAF fund, the prevailing 
government accounting, procurement, and transparency rules apply to it. To establish the validity of the fund, the following are 
proposed minimum requirements that should be met by the PAMB:

1. Issue a resolution to the effect that their PA is undertaking REDD-plus activities;
2. The chosen REDD-plus activities are linked to existing targets in their management plans or is found consistent with 

the overall mission of the management plan;
3. That the resolution also authorizes the PASu to lead and undertake REDD-plus activities and may create an 

Executive Committee that will be in charge of the more frequent management decisions of the fund as well as issues 
related to REDD-plus activities and performance;

4. Compliance with general consultation requirements or FPIC, if appropriate, to ensure that the resolution gets 
support from communities inside the PAs;

5. That a special account for REDD-plus should be opened in a government depository bank to receive the incentives 
from REDD-plus; and

6. A resolution instituting the benefit distribution process of the 75% of the REDD-plus sub-IPAF fund, which 
includes a grievance mechanism, if none exists.
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Table 6. Recommended types of benefits and incentives for communities and other stakeholders within FMUs 

Types of benefits Recommendations  
Pros and risks 

Additional remarks and safeguards 

1. Cash payments to 
household level  

Possible and useful for household needs in all 
areas 

However, risk is that it is too easily spent 
rather than invested. There are no means to 
monitor, and transaction costs for deployment 
are high.  

 

PAs—Better to deliver benefits through 
ecosystem goods and services (e.g. rural 
electrification; downstream 
communities, through an irrigation 
association, pay in-kind as agricultural 
goods for watershed protection) 

CBFMAs—Other benefits preferred like 
training for livelihood, equipment, tools, 
health services, education 

2. Cash payments to 
community—divided 
opinion on its 
appropriateness for PAs 

Possible and useful in all areas 

Transaction costs are lower compared to cash 
distribution to individual household level; it 
can be transparent and subject to peer 
pressure and community accountability.  

Risks are that such payments can cause 
conflicts within the community and be subject 
to corruption and elite capture. 

May be preferable to provide services 
instead 

If instating community cash payments, 
use guidelines are required at 
community level to ensure 
accountability—can be established 
through a resolution.  

3. Livelihood strategies 
(e.g. fruit trees, 
plantation products, 
value adding such as 
through processing units 
for NTFPs) 

Highly recommended in all areas Should be low-emission and forest-
friendly strategies 

4. Health, education, 
potable water, and other 
community services 

Highly recommended in all areas  

5. Facilitate increased 
tenure security via 
permitting and titling 

Highly recommended in all areas: 
 PAs—PACBRMA 
 ADs—CADT 
 CBFMAs—issuance, renewal, RUP, WPPs, 

transport permits  
 Untenured areas—determine best land use 

and issue appropriate tenure and 
management arrangements 

Streamline and harmonize tenure 
issuance and permitting processes. Have 
unified tenure and permitting guidelines 
and decentralized approval.  
 
Enforce the procedures and deadlines 
for consideration and approval. 

6. Support preparation of 
FMU management plans 
that include REDD-plus 
and adaptation 

Highly recommended in all areas:  
 PAs—PAMP 
 ADs—ADSDPP 
 CBFMA—CRMF 
 Integration of PAMP, ADSDPP, and CRMF 

within LGU FLUP 

The DENR is mandated to provide 
technical support to all FMUs and so 
are LGUs and NGAs. 

7. Capacity building  Recommended for communities in all areas—for 
orientation on SFM and conservation, 
implementing REDD-plus measures, monitoring, 
and others.  

Also for PA wardens and bantay gubat. 

 

8. Investment and 
extension support for 
identified actions as per 
management plans  

Highly recommended in all areas For example, planting, protection 
measures, soil analysis, species–site 
matching, silviculture 



48 Philippine REDD-plus financing 49Benefit-sharing scheme

5.4.2 ADs

Implementing REDD-plus in ADs should take into account that understanding intangible forest carbon as a source of potential 
benefits for the community could be challenging for IPs; hence, work is needed to ensure that the underlying concepts are 
understood before fund governance and management are discussed. For REDD-plus funds in AD areas, whether with CADT or 
not, minimum principles are provided under the IPRA and relevant NCIP guidelines, as follows, which would be relevant for the 
creation and management of an AD REDD-plus community trust fund: 

1. The principle of primacy of customary law and the principle of self-determination should guide fund management 
and governance at the AD level; 

2. The duly documented and affirmed IPS as the tribal governance mechanism that identifies the leaders and processes 
in fund creation, management, and benefit sharing;

3. The creation of a community trust fund for REDD-plus can be the subject of a resolution/decision of the IPS 
designated governance leader. The community trust funds will support Ancestral Domain Sustainable Development 
Protection Plan (ADSDPP) preparation or implementation, as appropriate; and

4. The fund, whether with CADT or not, is a private community fund and is therefore under minimal supervision, 
with NCIP exercising minimal fund oversight.

However, NCIP could issue appropriate REDD-plus benefit-sharing guidelines for beneficiaries within ADs. NCIP is mandated 
to monitor all activities of IPs in ADs. As it will be a government REDD-plus program, NCIP and NMRC can also monitor 
financial disbursements as per agreed benefit-sharing arrangements within the AD. As a REDD-plus safeguard, independent 
auditing and reporting requirements to NCIP could be required for IPOs in ADs, similar to that for registered POs that have to 
submit audited reports to the Securities Exchange Commission (SEC) or the Cooperative Development Authority. 

NCIP is currently revising its new guidelines for processing the registration of ICCs/IPs, which will then provide the basis for 
identifying the legitimate beneficiaries and fund managers. NCIP, at present, also provides technical support to ICCs/IPOs for 
effective fund management. 

5.4.3 CBFMAs and PACBRMAs

CBFMA and PACBRMA holders could also establish their own trust funds for any monetary inflows from REDD-plus. 
However, CBFMA income, which may include REDD-plus payments, is subject to sharing agreements with the government. 
The sharing agreement is based on the gross income and not the net income, which is challenging for CBFMA holders. However, 
this issue may not be significant if direct cash transfers to the community levels are minimized for all of the reasons elaborated in 
Section 5.3 and more of an emphasis placed on programs and services instead. 

Existing community organizations, the POs in CBFMA areas, and the POs or cooperatives in PACBRMA areas can manage 
and disburse the funds as agreed. The POs and cooperatives have auditors within their staff, and as registered organizations with 
SEC or the Cooperative Development Authority, they are also required to submit independently audited financial statements 
on an annual basis to account for all fund inflows and disbursements. If they do not fulfil this legal reporting requirement, their 
registration as an organization will be rendered inactive and then cancelled. 
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9. Support to, and 
deputation of, PA 
wardens, forest 
protection guards  

Suggested for PAs, but some form of forest 
protection could be relevant for all FMUs 

 

10. Build up capital for 
future investment 

Suggested for ADs but relevant for all FMUs  

11. Market information 
system 

Suggested for CBFMAs but also relevant for 
PES and such in all FMUs 

 

AD—ancestral domain; ADSDPP—Ancestral Domain Sustainable Development and Protection Plan; CADT—Certificate of 
Ancestral Domain Title; CBFMA—Community-based Forest Management Agreement; CRMF—Community Resource Management 
Framework; DENR—Department of Environment and Natural Resources; FLUP—forest land use plan; LGU—local government 
unit; FMU—forest management unit; NGA—national government agency; NTFP—non-timber forest product; PA—protected area; 
PACBRMA—Protected Area Community-based Resource Management Agreement; PAMP—Protected Area Management Plan; 
RUP—resource use permit; WPPP—wood processing plant permit. 
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5.4.4 Governance safeguards, monitoring, and capacity 

A proposed Philippine REDD-Plus Safeguards Framework and Guidelines addresses identified governance, socio-economic, and 
environmental risks associated with the pursuit of REDD-plus from readiness to implementation. The document, which was 
formulated through a transparent and inclusive multi-stakeholder process, includes monitoring of actions such as benefit sharing 
and coordination among relevant agencies, organizations, and stakeholders. This framework is now guiding the development and 
establishment of a SIS.

Any additional safeguards required with regard to REDD-plus fund management and benefit-sharing mechanisms as per the 
Warsaw Framework and the Philippine REDD-plus Safeguards Framework beyond that provided for in the existing laws and 
regulations should be added in the NMRC guidelines for all FMUs and REDD-plus agencies and participants. Further, a 
practicable SIS will go a long way toward ensuring good financial governance as well.

The fund custodians at the FMU and local levels should have no pending case involving moral turpitude. Due diligence clearance 
from relevant government agencies and professional associations, to the effect that these custodians have no pending cases 
involving moral turpitude, should be institutionalized in the NMRC REDD-plus guidelines.

Specific databases of CBFMA holders, IPs, and others should be created for REDD-plus purposes if they are to be rewarded for 
performance. This provides the basis for monitoring what has been performed against the actions promised in the performance 
agreements and for benefit sharing. NMRC should issue national guidelines for monitoring. IPs, POs, and LGUs should be 
involved in the monitoring. A certain amount of funds should be set aside for such costs.

Capacity for management at the FMU and local community levels needs to be built up for more rigorous compliance with 
monitoring, auditing, and reporting requirements as per the PNRPS and the proposed safeguards framework and guidelines. 
Technical assistance and capacity building should be provided to IPs, CBFMA holders, and local communities for working with 
funds. 

5.5 Grievance mechanisms
One of the recommendations from national safeguards discussions is that REDD-plus should not be implemented in areas with 
existing conflicts as potential benefits may create another layer of conflict. Conflicts refer to land tenure conflicts, boundary 
disputes, peace and security-related conflicts, and intra-tribal conflict. However, resolving land tenure conflicts can be part of the 
REDD-plus readiness activities or a REDD-plus benefit, and this presents a way forward given the numerous ongoing land tenure 
conflicts in forest areas in the Philippines.

The proposed safeguards criteria state that benefit sharing is mandated to be in mutually agreed, binding, and enforceable 
schemes, and that there is an identified process for effective resolution of any disputes over rights to lands, territories, and 
resources related to the program.

Under the PNRPS, national and subnational REDD-plus coordinating bodies, the NMRC, and the PMRC are envisioned to 
have dispute resolution functions within their scope of responsibilities. However, these bodies should be considered as appellate 
bodies or affirmation bodies, which will have jurisdiction to entertain grievances and disputes related to REDD-plus that was 
not resolved at the local levels. RDCs and PDCs, the latter envisioned to be the proposed PMRC, can play an important role in 
dispute resolution among agencies as they approve all development plans in a region.

The grievance mechanism for benefit sharing should be accessible to, and understood by, all REDD-plus stakeholders. Institutions 
and persons given dispute resolution functions should be capacitated to resolve issues in a timely and efficient manner. The CCT 
GRS that captures and resolves complaints is also a model that could be explored when designing the REDD-plus grievance 
mechanism.

Moreover, alternative dispute resolution16 methods such as mediation, arbitration, and conciliation should be the primary 
mode of resolution. Under RA 9285, passed in 2004, the State encourages and actively promotes the use of Alternative Dispute 

16 “Alternative Dispute Resolution System” means any process or procedure used to resolve a dispute or controversy, other than by 
adjudication of a presiding judge of a court or an officer of a government agency, as defined in this Act, in which a neutral third party 
participates to assist in the resolution of issues, which includes arbitration, mediation, conciliation, early neutral evaluation, mini-trial, 
or any combination thereof” (Section 3, RA 9285, An Act to institutionalize the use of an Alternative Dispute Resolution System in the 
Philippines and to establish the Office for Alternative Dispute Resolution, and for other purposes, April 2, 2004).
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Resolution (ADR) as an important means to achieve speedy and impartial justice, and avoid clogging the court docket. 
Subsequently, the Philippine Supreme Court has also integrated ADR methods in resolving cases pending before all courts in the 
Philippines, including environmental cases. In 2012, the Supreme Court promulgated the Rules of Procedure for Environmental 
Cases, which covers the civil, criminal, and special civil actions involving the enforcement or violation of the Forestry Code, 
NIPAS, IPRA, RA 9147 or Wildlife Conservation and Protection Act, and RA 9175 or the Chainsaw Act, among others. Under 
the said rules, specialized Green Courts are designated to hear environmental cases, and special remedies such as Writ of Kalikasan 
(Writ of Nature), Writ of Continuing Mandamus, and Environmental Protection Orders are available. Procedures that are 
appropriate and designed for environmental cases are now provided to protect and promote the constitutional right of the people 
to a balanced and healthful ecology. These are all applicable to REDD-plus.

There are existing dispute mechanisms at the community level that can be used for REDD-plus-related conflicts, and creating new 
institutions for this purpose is not recommended. The conciliation under the Katarungang Pambarangay (KP) or Barangay Justice 
System (RA 7160 or the Local Government Code) is an effective way of settling disputes among community members. The KP is 
a community-based mechanism for resolution of conflicts between community members and can be used within the FMUs. The 
KP provides a forum for arriving at mutually acceptable solutions where leaders of the community act as intermediaries in the 
process offering mediation and conciliation. In most cases, it is only when this community mechanism fails to resolve the dispute 
that the parties are allowed to bring the matter to court.

In ADs, the MOA in the FPIC process should explicitly include provision for a grievance mechanism as a remedy against 
non-implementation of the provisions of the MOA, and there should be a clear process if the community dispute resolution 
mechanism fails. In the absence of a grievance procedure specified in the MOA, the Barangay Justice System under the Local 
Government Code, specifically the Indigenous Modes of Dispute Resolution, is applicable. In barangays, where majority of the 
inhabitants are certified by the National Statistics Office to be IPs/ICCs, the indigenous systems of settling disputes apply to them 
through their Councils of Tribal Elders or other forms of traditional mechanism. However, the laws of Sharia apply in Muslim-
dominated barangays, and settlements under the Sharia system have the same force and effect as those derived through the 
Barangay Justice System. 

It is recommended that benefit sharing conflict resolution within ADs be resolved using the customary law, and this is a model 
that could be adopted. It is not based merely on punitive measures but emphasizes that the community or communities 
continue/s to live in a harmonious way even after the dispute. However, communities require support services for negotiating fair 
deals while making agreements to avoid conflicts and for conflict management. 

In PAs, PAMB serves as the platform for grievance resolution and is mandated to promulgate internal rules governing the 
resolution of any dispute or claim filed before it. All decisions of the PAMB may be appealed to the DENR Secretary, but the 
Secretary can reverse or modify a decision of the PAMB only on the grounds that the same violates existing laws, rules, and 
regulations, or is contrary to the Management Plan.
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6
Requirements and recommendations for 

operationalization of the concept

Below is a list of requirements and recommendations for operationalizing REDD-plus performance-based financing and benefit 
sharing,	based	on	the	three	priority	areas	(see	reasoning	in	Section	1.2)	for	REDD-plus	in	the	Philippines—ADs,	CBFMA	areas,	
and PAs. Most are overall requirements for receiving financing and distributing benefits, and some are specific to the concepts 
developed and proposed in this paper in Sections 4.4–4.7.

1. Scale up the thinking on REDD-plus from project level to national and subnational levels where the funding 
opportunities now exist, and potential scale of implementation and impact can be bigger. Potential REDD-plus 
approaches, actions, and incentives at the larger scale are more varied and extensive than what is available at a project 
site level.

2.	 The	three	key	forest-related	agencies—FMB,	BMB,	and	NCIP—should	discuss	and	move	forward	in	a	coordinated	
fashion	for	REDD-plus	implementation—resolving	jurisdictional	conflicts,	engaging	with	the	new	emerging	forest	
and landscape tenure arrangements, and clarifying their respective roles and responsibilities in relation to REDD-
plus.

3. Fast-track the one map initiative, clarify FMU delineation and demarcation, secure tenure arrangements in all open 
access areas, and resolve pending overlapping claims and conflicts on the ground. 

 
 There are two ways of looking at the land tenure issue. Clear land tenure could be viewed as a fundamental 

prerequisite for implementing REDD-plus on the ground, with implementation only in spatial areas with distinct 
legitimate tenure holders or managers. Alternatively thinking on a larger scale and at the policy level, demarcating 
and proclaiming FMUs, and resolving and securing tenure arrangements on the ground (as in Brazil and elsewhere) 
can also be undertaken as REDD-plus actions or benefits resulting in larger-scale reduced deforestation.

4. Explore and engage with realistic immediate funding opportunities that exist for REDD-plus performance-based 
actions, mainly the GCF and REM, and follow through on meeting their requirements.

5. Identify the national MRV institution and processes for all REDD-related MRV including MRV of safeguards.

6. Generate updated forest cover data and trends for clearly assessing national REDD-plus potential, the REDD-plus 
activities to focus on, and the drivers to address.

7. Determine the national baseline for REDD-plus, as well as corresponding baselines for PAs and all ADs with 
CADTs.

8. Identify and document communities and other stakeholders within and around FMUs through household count, 
community mapping, registration, and databases. This could be used subsequently for identifying REDD-plus 
beneficiaries, signing performance agreements, organizing and incentivizing REDD-plus actions, and issuing 
community tenure instruments.

9. Clarify the rights to carbon in the different FMUs including PAs, ADs, and CBFMAs.



52 Philippine REDD-plus financing 53Benefit-sharing scheme

10. Set up and operationalize a credible national REDD-plus fund (either stand-alone or as part of an expanded PCF) at 
the earliest to capture emerging financing prospects, along with an efficient and effective fund management structure. 
If stand-alone, ideally use a PPP model and draw from the experiences of the Amazon fund, ICCTF, PTFCF, FPE, 
and IPAF (see options and proposed models in Section 4.4).

11. Discuss and decide on the model for vertical distribution of benefits from national performance-based payments (see 
proposal in Section 4.6) as well as the allocation criteria to FMUs on the ground to incentivize forest protection and 
SFM, while contributing to social and environmental objectives (see proposal in Section 4.7).

12. Set up the envisioned REDD-plus governing body, the NMRC, at the national level.

13. Elevate the national REDD-plus unit, which is to serve as the secretariat for the NMRC, to a high level within the 
central DENR, ideally as part of a re-established Climate Change Office attached to the Office of the Undersecretary 
and Chief of Staff. This will be more acceptable to all government agencies and stakeholders as a diversity of skill sets 
and mandates are required.

14. Once the NMRC is established, have it adopt the REDD-plus fund, if already established, and make guidelines and 
general principles for REDD-plus implementation, fund management and governance, benefit sharing, monitoring, 
reporting, verifying, and institutional arrangements, among others.

15. BMB, NCIP, and FMB should draft and promulgate Administrative Orders providing general guidelines for use 
when deciding on REDD-plus participation, local fund creation and management, benefit-sharing arrangements, 
and grievance mechanisms for PAs, ADs, and CBFMA areas.

16. Decide which institution will serve as the PMRC for support to, and coordination of, scaled-up provincial REDD-
plus implementation in CBFMA areas.

17. Complete the forest management plans in PAs and ADs, and integrate it into the forest land use plans at the LGU 
level.

18. Build the capacity of institutions and people at national, LGU, FMU, and community levels for REDD-plus 
implementation, organization, project management, fund management, benefit sharing, fund governance, 
monitoring, verifying, reporting, negotiation and conflict management.

19. Generate a budget for operationalizing the financing and benefit-sharing concept and related activities by exploring 
interested sources such as the PTFCF.
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Annex 1. Evolving REDD+ financing and benefit-sharing scheme ideas 
in SE Asia 

Indonesia 

 

 Badan Pengelola REDD+ agency (BP REDD)
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Vietnam 
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Option 2 Option 1 

Viet Nam receives revenues into a National REDD Fund (stand alone fund, 
or sub-fund of an existing fund), overseen by a broad-based, multi-
stakeholder governing body 

10. Staff of National REDD Fund calculate provincial shares of the total 
revenues based on provincial performance 

11. Staff of the National REDD Fund calculate implementations, transaction 
costs, and opportunity costs incurred by the central government and 
subtract these amounts from the gross revenues 

12. Net revenues are distributed to Provincial REDD Funds (mirrored on the 
National Fund, and also with participatory governance structures), 
according to R

P
 coefficients 

13a. Provincial REDD Fund staff repeat 
steps 10-12 to determine distribution of 
net REDD revenues to District Funds  

13b. Provincial REDD Fund staff are 
responsible for disbursement to 
ultimate beneficiaries 

14. Provincial/District Fund staff (depending on Option 1 or 2) determine net 
revenues to be distributed to ultimate beneficiaries, and deliver payments 
or other benefits 

15. Agencies monitor disbursement activities 

16. Agencies responsible for providing recourse in the event of disputes 
undertake actions to ensure that all beneficiaries are able to register a 
complaint if desired 

18. Staff of the National REDD Fund initiate independent external auditing 
of National, Provincial, and (if relevant) District REDD Funds 

2 
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Annex 2. References and background documents 

Philippine laws, regulations, and policy documents 
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Philippine policy studies produced under the DENR-GIZ REDD+ projects 

Other Philippine literature 
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International literature 
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Annex 3. List of participants in interviews and focus group discussions 
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Annex 4. National Consultation Workshop on REDD+ Benefit Sharing 
Schemes 

Workshop rationale 
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Agenda 



66 Philippine REDD-plus financing 67Benefit-sharing scheme

 
 
 

 

 

 



68 Philippine REDD-plus financing

Annex 5. Workshop participants 
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