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The Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI) is a research and training pro-
gram, focusing on environmental governance in Africa. It is jointly managed by the 
Council for the Development of Social Sciences Research in Africa (CODESRIA), 
the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the Univer-
sity of Illinois at Urbana Champaign (UIUC). It is funded by the Swedish Interna-
tional Development Agency (SIDA). The RFGI activities are focused on 12 coun-
tries: Burkina Faso, Cameroon, DR Congo, Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique, Nigeria,            
Senegal, South Africa, South Sudan, Tanzania, and Uganda. The initiative is also 
training young, in-country policy researchers in order to build an Africa-wide net-
work of environmental governance analysts.

Nations worldwide have introduced decentralization reforms aspiring to make local 
government responsive and accountable to the needs and aspirations of citizens so as 
to improve equity, service delivery and resource management. Natural resources, es-
pecially forests, play an important role in these decentralizations since they provide 
local governments and local people with needed revenue, wealth, and subsistence. 
Responsive local governments can provide forest resource-dependent populations 
the flexibility they need to manage, adapt to and remain resilient in their changing 
environment. RFGI aims to enhance and help institutionalize widespread respon-
sive and accountable local governance processes that reduce vulnerability, enhance 
local wellbeing, and improve forest management with a special focus on develop-
ing safeguards and guidelines to ensure fair and equitable implementation of the 
Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) and 
climate-adaptation interventions.

REDD+ is a global Programme for disbursing funds, primarily to pay national gov-
ernments of developing countries, to reduce forest carbon emission. REDD+ will 
require permanent local institutions that can integrate local needs with national and 
international objectives. The results from RFGI Africa research will be compared 
with results from collaborators in Asia and South America in order to enhance 
RFGI comparative scope, and to broaden its geographic policy relevance. 
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Struggles for control over and access to nature and natural resources; struggles over 
land, forests, pastures and fisheries, are struggles for survival, self determination, 
and meaning. Natural resources are central to rural lives and livelihoods: they 
provide the material resources for survival, security, and freedom. To engage in 
the world requires assets that enable individuals, households, and communities 
to act in and on the world around them. The ability to accumulate assets and 
the ability to access government and market services depends partly on such 
resources along with the political-economic infrastructure – rights, recourse, 
representation, markets, and social services – that are the domain of government. 
Democracy, which both enables and requires the freedom to act, is predicated 
on these assets and infrastructures. Since the 1980s, African gov ernments have 
been implementing local government decentralization reforms aimed at making 
local government more democratic by making them responsive and accountable 
to citizen needs and aspirations; in many places this has been done through 
a decentralisation of natural resource governance to local administrations. In 
order to be responsive to individual, household and community demands, local 
governments, too, need resources and decision-making powers. There must be 
a public domain – a set of public resources, such as forests or fisheries, which 
constitute this domain of democracy, the domain of decisions and services that 
citizens can demand of government. Natural resources, when decentralized 
into the domain of local authority, form an important part of the resources of 
individuals, households, communities and governments, making possible this 
move toward local democracy.  
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Natural resources provide local governments and people with wealth 
and subsistence. While nature is not the only source of rural income, the 
decentralization of natural resources governance is a core component of lo-
cal government reform. However, governance reforms have been implement-
ed in a context broadly characterized by an enduring crisis of the Western 
economic and financial systems, which in turn has stimulated privatization and 
liberalization in every sphere of life, including nature. The process has deprived 
local governments of public resources – depriving individuals and communities 
of a reason to engage, as a powerless government is not worth trying to influence. 
Privatization is depriving forest-dependent peoples of their access to formerly 
‘public’ or traditionally managed resources. Nation al governments, as well as 
international bodies such as the United Nations programme, titled the Reducing 
Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD), further this 
trend as they collaborate with private in terests to promote the privatization of 
natural resources. The resulting en closures threaten the wellbeing of resource-
dependent populations and the viability of democratic reforms. 

The specter of climate change is deepening the crisis of enclosure. A key re-
sponse to climate change has been the attempt to mitigate greenhouse gas emis-
sions through enhancing the capacity of forests in the developing world to store 
carbon, ostensibly for the benefit of the atmosphere as well as the communities 
who use these forests. UN REDD seeks to pay communities, through their na-
tional governments, to conserve their forests as carbon storage. A plus ‘+’ was 
added to REDD, forming REDD +, to call for improved ecosystems services, 
forest management, conservation, forest restoration and afforestation to enhance 
the capacity for carbon storage. Designed on the basis of similar payments for 
environmental services (PES) schemes, REDD+ has the potential to inject vast 
new sums of money into local resource use and governance. In the context of 
fragile local governments, nascent democracies and powerful private interests, 
such cash inflows result in the commercialization and privatization of forests and 
natural resources and the dispossession of local resource users. This financializa-
tion of natural resources grossly diminishes the scope for democratic natural re-
source governance schemes. To be sure, the implementation of REDD+ can also 
learn from and avoid the pitfalls experienced in these PES schemes, especially 
if they represent local interests in natural resource governance decision making. 

The Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI) is an Africa-wide 
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environmental-governance research and training program focusing on ena bling 
responsive and accountable decentralization to strengthen the repre sentation of 
forest-based rural people in local-government decision making. Since January 
2012, the programme has carried out 33 case studies in 12 African countries, with 
comparative cases Nepal and Peru, to assess the con ditions under which central 
authorities devolve forest management and use decisions to local government, 
and the conditions that enable local govern ment to engage in sound, equitable 
and pro-poor forest management. Aimed at enabling local government to play 
an integrative role in rural development and natural resource management, these 
case studies are now being finalized and published to elicit public discourse and 
debate on local government and local democracy. This Working Paper series 
will publish the RFGI case stud ies as well as other comparative studies of 
decentralized natural resources governance in Africa and elsewhere that focus 
on the interesction between local democracy and natural resource management 
schemes. Using the con cepts of institutional choice and recognition, the cases 
deal with a compre hensive range of issues in decentralized forest management 
in the context of REDD+, including the institutional choices of intervening 
agencies; the effects of such choices on accountability and representation; and 
the rela tionships between local government and other local institutions. The 
series will also include syntheses discussing the main findings of the RFGI 
research programme. 

Based at CODESRIA, and funded by the Swedish International Devel-
opment Agency (SIDA), the RFGI is a three year collaborative initiative of 
CODESRIA, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC) and 
the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN). RFGI work ing 
papers and documents, including the background papers, the RFGI pro gramme 
description, and the RFGI Methods Handbook, can be found on line at:
-  http://www.codesria.org/spip.php, 
- http://www.iucn.org/fr/propos/union/secretariat/bureaux/paco/

programmes/paco_forest/thematiques_et_projets/gouvernance_and_iucn_
tools/projets_en_cours/_programme_de_recherche__initiative_pour_la_
gouvernance_democratique_des_forets_/

-  UIUC http://sdep.beckman.illinois.edu/programs/democracyenvironment.
aspx#RFGI
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1

 Introduction
Several African countries are endowed with abundant forest resources that can 
be used to trap carbon dioxide (CO2), which is considered the main climate 
change-causing greenhouse gas (GHG).1 Of particular mention are the rain-
forests of central and eastern Africa. The Congo Basin, which is part of Afri-
ca’s 635 million hectares of forest, harbours the world’s second largest block of 
rainforest(Mantlana 2011). The forests, according to UNEP (2006:200) can 
‘play an important role in carbon sequestration, and by investing in forest de-
velopment and conservation, countries can benefit from carbon trading.’ It is 
against this background that reducingemissions from deforestation and forest 
degradation (REDD) in developing countries, which has since been upgraded to 
REDD+ with an added focus on enhancing forest carbon stocks in developing 
countries, is premised. REDD+ is viewed as a way of mitigating climate change 
by utilizing Africa’s, and other continents’, forest resources. The concept argues 
for providing incentives for communities to conserve their forest resources, 
which then contributes to halting the rate of CO2 that is being emitted into the 
atmosphere. A detailed discussion on forest-based climate mitigation and adap-
tation initiatives, centring mainly on REDD+, will be provided in this paper.

This paper provides background information on REDD+in Africa for the 
Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI), a collaborative initiative in-
volving the Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa 
(CODESRIA), the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) 
and the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC). RFGI focuses on 
enabling democratic decentralization in forest management in forest-based rural 
populations in Africa.Because REDD+ projects have implications for commu-
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nities that are dependent on forest resources for their livelihoods, local people 
should be represented in forestry and REDD decisions. The project, working 
in 10 African countries, seeks to ‘enhance and help institutionalize widespread 
responsive and accountable local governance processes that reduce vulnerability, 
enhance local wellbeing, and improve forest management [all which are] neces-
sary ingredients of any sustainable REDD+ and climate adaptation strategy’(Sall 
et al. 2010). This review paper presents background for the various REDD+ pilot 
projects and other carbon sequestration initiatives in selected African countries, 
while arguing that for REDD+ projects to be successful, they have to pay atten-
tion to the different tenurial arrangements and identify who the real beneficiaries 
of the projects are. 



2

Desk Study Methods
This study utilized secondary sources to gather the required information. It re-
lied heavily on the availability of online literature on REDD+ and forest-related 
climate adaptation activities in Africa. The majority of the information materi-
als were sourced electronically with the African Development Bank (AfDB), 
Centre for International Forestry Research (CIFOR) and the Green Resources 
AS (GRAS), a Norwegian company involved in carbon sequestration projects 
especially in east Africa, providing the bulk of the material. Some information 
was also sourced from regional blocs, such as the Southern African Develop-
ment Community(SADC) through its REDD+ NETWORK, from which 
country-specific information on REDD+ activities or REDD+ readiness was 
obtained. 

The desk research approach is essential for snapshot studies. However, it has 
a number of limitations as it only documents projects that are widely written 
about, or those in online documents. It misses out on some project documents 
or reports that are only available in hard copies in government offices and offices 
of project implementers. To counter this, a number of people were contacted 
although the response rate was lower than anticipated.

It is limited too, in that it rarely documents issues that result in bad public-
ity for the project. These issues might include how the project has negatively 
impacted on indigenous people or has actually led to leakage with people who 
were originally using that forest, now ‘degrading’ other areas. This is because, in 
most cases, project evaluations are written in a way that focuses mainly on their 
positive impacts so that they can be appealing to donors and would-be benefi-
ciaries. Such evaluations rarely criticize the project implementation, especially 
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when the reports are drafted by the project implementers themselves, instead of 
by independent evaluators.

The language barrier also poses a huge challenge to desk-reviews. The re-
searcher was not familiar with other languages apart from English. Although 
some international websites provided the English versions of most publications 
whose original language was anything but English, there is no denying the fact 
that some important issues might still have been lost in translations.

Using secondary literature sources exposes the researcher to risks of recycling 
incorrect interpretations of the research findings (Bryman 2008). This is because 
the original analysis might be influenced by bias and/or other factors that might 
not be instantly clear to any other researcher intending to use that analysis.

The other challenge is found in the amount of literature published on a cer-
tain subject such as REDD+. The researcher is either faced with an insurmount-
able task of narrowing down the focus from a large pool of resources (Bryman 
2008) or an absolute dearth of information with very little of it available in the 
public domain. The latter was true with some countries such as Burkina Faso 
where not much has been published on the country-level REDD+ projects.
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What is REDD+?
The evolution of reducingemissions from deforestation (RED) as a form of cli-
mate financing has taken just over half a decade. The concept started when RED 
was initiated in 2005 at the 11th meeting of the Conference of Parties (COP11) 
to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFC-
CC) after it was realized that the Kyoto Protocol, an international environmen-
tal agreement to regulate the amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, was 
limited in its scope as it only included afforestation and reforestation in trying 
to curb the release of CO2 into the atmosphere. It was argued that this exclud-
ed other forms of trapping CO2 such as avoided deforestation. The second ‘D’ 
representing forest degradation was added in 2007 at COP13 in Bali, Indone-
sia (Merger et al. 2011), while the concept was then upgraded to REDD+ at 
COP15 in Copenhagen, Denmark, in December 2009. The concept was wid-
ened to include sustainable forest management (SFM), ‘forest conservation and 
enhancement of carbon stocks in forests’(Merger et al. 2011:551). There is al-
ready talk of adding another plus (+) to make it REDD++ whereby such an ap-
proach would take ‘into account emissions from agriculture and other land uses, 
as part of a broader AFOLU (agriculture, forestry and other land use) program’ 
(Minang et al. 2009:3).

According to Mantlana (2011:1), REDD+ is ‘a global initiative to slow, halt, 
and reverse forest loss and the related emissions in developing countries.’ The 
initiative’s main objective is to create a financial value for the carbon trapped 
by the forest (Caravani et al. 2010). As a result of their carbon trapping capac-
ity, forests are viewed as carbon sinks. REDD+ is a ‘mechanism that provides 
compensation to tropical countries for reductions in deforestation – making the 
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forests worth more standing than cleared’ (Boucher et al. 2011:7). It is a scheme 
whereby these carbon markets are offset producing carbon credits that can be 
bought by countries, or different entities in the countries that are deemed to be 
the heavy polluters, especially the Annex 1 countries under the Kyoto Protocol 
(see Appendix 1 for the list).2  It is more of a compensatory gesture whereby these 
countries buy the credits, in the form of fundable projects being implemented in 
the developing nations who are also heavily affected by climate change. This jus-
tification is founded on the climate justice discourse, which argues that ‘there can 
be no grand global [climate change] bargain without justice at its core’(Adams 
and Luchsinger 2009:33). This is because, as argued by Adger et al. (2006:3), 
‘the distribution of climate change impacts is likely to be unjust, and that climate 
change impacts are likely to create new vulnerabilities, the causes and distribu-
tion of which are unfair.’ The most affected are the least responsible for causing 
the phenomena (Long et al.2010).

The ongoing REDD+ pilot projects are being used to test and strengthen the 
REDD+ approach so that there can be a successful implementation in the post-
2012 period. A number of developing countries and advocacy organizations are 
arguing for the inclusion of REDD+ initiatives in any post-2012 climate change 
agreement that is expected to succeed the current commitment period of the 
Kyoto Protocol, which comes to its end in 2012. There is no denying the fact that 
if successfully implemented, REDD+ will become pivotal to tackling the climate 
change challenge (Peskett and Stephenson 2010). It is aimed at mitigating climate 
change by supporting the implementation of policies in developing countries that 
aim to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, while at the 
same time working towards enhancement and sustainable management of forests 
(Peskett and Stephenson 2010). The argument, as shown above, is that forests 
provide more benefits when they are intact than when they are degraded.

The focus on REDD+ is also premised on the understanding that ‘deforest-
ation and forest degradation are key causes of climate change, responsible for 
about 15 per cent of global warming pollution’ (UCS 2009 in Boucher et al. 
2011:6). It is further argued that ‘trees contain enormous amounts of carbon 
[which constitutes] about 50 per cent of the weight of wood,’ and when the trees 
‘are cut, this carbon is released into the atmosphere as carbon dioxide’(Boucher 
et al. 2011:6). This is an undesirable outcome as the CO2 that is released into the 
atmosphere is a main cause of climate change. 
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There are a number of African countries where REDD-related activities such 
as carbon sequestration, payment of ecosystem services (PES) and the main-
stream REDD+ and REDD++ activities are already being implemented. How-
ever, this paper focuses mainly on RFGI’s four core countries: Burkina Faso, 
Ghana, Mozambique and Uganda, while using Cameroon, Democratic Republic 
of the Congo (DRC), Mali, Senegal, South Africa, The Sudan3 and the United 
Republic of Tanzania as the comparative countries.
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Deforestation, Forest Degradation
and Drivers of Change

To further understand what REDD+ is endeavouring to achieve, it is crucial that 
the terms deforestation and forest degradation are defined and differentiated as 
well as identifying the drivers of change. Boucher et al. (2011) posits that defor-
estation is when a forest that was once there has been cleared, while forest degra-
dation is when there has been some disturbance in the forest cover, even though 
the canopy might still remain.There are differing views on what constitutes de-
forestation and degradation, and the politics involved both in the definitions and 
the processes (Blaikie 2001; Blaikie and Brookfield 1987).

Deforestation, however, is argued to be high in Africa due to a wide range of 
factors (UNEP 2006). Table 1 shows deforestation and reforestation rates in RFGI 
core and comparative countries between 1980 and 1995. Reforestation rates are pre-
sented as higher than deforestation in the respective countries presenting a picture 
of various country-level initiatives to address deforestation challenges in Africa. De-
forestation and forest degradation are not new phenomena. People have been cut-
ting down trees for a long time, clearing land mainly for crop production (Boucher 
et al. 2011; Marzoli and Del Lungo 2009). This makes it difficult to conclusively 
argue that the process is environmental degradation instead of development. It is, 
of course, unthinkable that forest replacement for agricultural purposes would be 
viewed as degradation by the ‘responsible’ farmers (Blaikie and Brookfield 1987). 

However, agricultural practices in Africa are still seen as the main cause 
of deforestation and forest degradation since ‘there is growing pressure to in-
crease the area under agriculture to meet the food requirements of the growing 
population’(UNEP 2006:204-206). 
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Apart from agriculture, deforestation in developing countries is also associat-
ed with a high demand for energy in an environment where there is already a lack 
of energy alternatives. Most communities rely on forest resources for fuelwood 
and charcoal production. In fact, more than 90 per cent of the rural households 
in eastern, western and southern Africa are dependent ‘on woodfuel, including 
fuelwood and charcoal, for their energy requirements’ (UNEP 2006:198). Ap-
pendix 2 presents the estimated charcoal production for RFGI countries. As of 
2010, DRC, Ghana, Mozambique and Tanzania were estimated to be producing 
more than 1.5 million tones of charcoal each per year. In addition, there are other 
non-timber forest products (NTFPs) that people draw from the forests. 

NTFPs help in enhancing household income in much the same way as tim-
ber-based products such as woodfuel and woodcarvings. The NTFP benefits are 
usually drawn from ‘ecotourism, the crafts industry, the traditional medicine sec-
tor, the pharmaceutical industry and bush meat trade’ (UNEP 2006:199).The 
value of the tree is not only in the amount of money that can be made out of 
auctioning the products that can be made from it (Maathai 2010). 

In fact, scientists are only now beginning to understand the vast range of 
services - natural, social, psychological, ecological, and economic – that forests 
perform: the water they clean and retain; the climate patterns they regulate; 
the medicines they contain; the food they supply; the soil they enrich; the car-
bon they entrap; the oxygen they emit; the species of flora and fauna they con-
serve; and the peoples whose very physical existence depends on them (Maathai 
2010:86).

Deforestation and forest degradation are not new phenomena. People have 
been cutting down trees for a long time, clearing land mainly for crop production 
(Boucher et al. 2011; Marzoli and Del Lungo 2009). This makes it difficult to 
conclusively argue that the process is environmental degradation instead of de-
velopment. It is, of course, unthinkable that forest replacement for agricultural 
purposes would be viewed as degradation by the ‘responsible’ farmers (Blaikie and 
Brookfield 1987). However, agricultural practices in Africa are still seen as the 
main cause of deforestation and forest degradation since ‘there is growing pressure 
to increase the area under agriculture to meet the food requirements of the grow-
ing population’ (UNEP 2006:204-206). 

Quantifying how much the NTFPs contribute to deforestation and forest deg-
radation in Africa is, however, a very difficult task. Belcher and Schreckenberg 
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(2006) argue that although engagement in NTFP projects is premised on the idea 
that they will encourage biodiversity conservation, in some cases they actually re-
sult in either intensive or extensive harvesting of the forest species. This is because 
when there is an incentive to harvest, people are likely to harvest large portions 
of forests, or will target a particular species depending on its market demand. The 
biggest challenge though is that for as long as people will find benefit in the for-
ests, they will not define this process as deforestation or forest degradation.

Kaimowitz and Angelsen (1998) quoted in Anke et al. (2008:31) argue that 
‘more roads, higher agricultural prices, lower wages and a shortage of off-farm 
employment generally [lead] to more deforestation.’ However, they also con-
clude that ‘the effects of agricultural input prices, household income levels, ten-
ure security, population growth, poverty reduction, national income, economic 
growth, and foreign debt’on deforestation remain unclear (Anke et al. 2008). On 
population growth, this contradicts with the popular but controversial notion 
of the ‘tragedy of the commons,’ which argues that the more inhabitants there 
arein a particular location, the higher the chances of resources of that area being 
severely depleted (Hardin 1968).

The argument of population growth and poverty as contributing to deforesta-
tion and forest degradation is, however, picked up by SADC, which has com-
mitted to supporting its member states in identifying and exploiting the benefits 
of REDD+.4 The regional bloc argues that the main drivers of deforestation in-
clude ‘the expansion of agriculture, shifting cultivation and unregulated logging. 
All these are connected to high population growth, persistent poverty, increased 
energy demand and weak regulation and management of forests’(SADC 2011a). 
This, therefore, requires that there be sustainable management of forests, and 
REDD+ appears to be geared towards that goal. Bond et al. (2010:11) argues 
that ‘the reasoning behind REDD+ is that forests are converted to other uses, 
primarily agriculture, because it makes economic sense to the land managers and 
users, i.e. the returns from converted landscape exceed the returns from the natu-
ral forest or woodland.’ As such, those with the forest access and usage rights 
should be compensated for conserving those forests. Conserving the forests need 
to be more profitable than forest clearance for agricultural and charcoal produc-
tion. Without that profitability, REDD+ will not be likely to succeed.



5

REDD+ Funding

There are three major funding platforms for REDD+ projects, excluding NGO 
and INGO funding. These are the World Bank’s Forest Carbon Partnership 
Facility (FCPF), the Forest Investment Program (FIP) and the UN-REDD                
Programme.

The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) is a global partnership that is 
currently hosted by the World Bank’s Carbon Finance Unit. It became opera-
tional in 2008. The FCPF is mainly involved in providing technical assistance to 
developing countries to develop their national REDD+ strategies and systems, 
test approaches that can demonstrate REDD+’s capability, and in providing 
performance-based payments for emission reductions programmes. The Readi-
ness Fund and the Carbon Fund are the two mechanisms through which support 
is channelled (FCPF et al. n.d.). Appendix3 shows the list of donors funding 
REDD+ projects under the FCPF.

The Forest Investment Program (FIP)

The Forest Investment Program (FIP) is another funding platform fallingunder 
the Strategic Climate Fund (SCF) framework. 

[The FIP] is one of the two funds within the framework of Climate Invest-
ment Funds. [It] supports developing countries’ efforts to reduce deforesta-
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tion and forest degradation and promotes sustainable forest management 
that leads to emission reductions and the protection of carbon reservoirs. 
It is an implemented joint partnership of the African Development Bank, 
the Asian Development Bank, the European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, the Inter-American Development Bank and the World Bank 
Group (FCPF et al. n.d.).

FIP’s objective is ‘to promote the sustainable management of forests and to in-
crease investments in order to help the countries in reducing emissions of green-
house gases due to deforestation and forest degradation’ (AfDB 2010a:15).
Under the FIP work, AfDB has supported the Republic of Congo, the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), Burkina Faso and Ghana in preparing their 
national FIP strategies. Some REDD projects, such as the Geographically Inte-
grated EcoMakala+ REDD Pilot Project in DRC, are bankrolled through the 
Congo Basin Forest Fund (CBFF)(AfDB 2010a). The CBFF is a multi-donor 
fund that was established in 2008 to support forest management initiatives in 
the Congo Basin (Caravani et al. 2010). It, too, falls under the FIP.

The UN-REDD Programme

The UN-REDD Programme, a United Nations (UN) collaborative initiative, 
was launched in September 2008 as a capacity-development agency to assist 
developing countries in preparing and implementing REDD+ strategies so as 
to become REDD+ ready (UN-REDD n.d.). The program, which banks on 
the expertise of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
(FAO), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), provides support to three African 
countries – DRC, Tanzania and Zambia – froma pool of 13 countries world-
wide. In addition, there are other African countries that are not directly funded 
by the UN-REDD Programme, but attend the various fora that the Programme 
organizes. These include the Central African Republic (CAR), Ethiopia, Gabon, 
Ivory Coast, Kenya, Nigeria, Republic of Congo, and Sudan.

The governments and/or regional groupings that have committed to funding 
the UN-REDD Programme are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2: Contributions to the UN-REDD Programme (all amounts in US$)

Country/ government Commitments Deposits Deposit rate 
(%)

Norway 84,406,889 84,406,889 100

Denmark 8,076,988 8,076,988 100

Spain 3,046,138 3,046,138 100

Japan 1,314,700 1,314,700 100

Total 96,844,715 96,844,715 100

Source: Multi-Partner Trust Fund 

 http://mdtf.undp.org/factsheet/fund/CCF00

Norway: The Major Funder

A closer look at the REDD+ funding presented above shows that Norway isone 
of the major funders. The country’s International Climate and Forest Initiative 
(NICFI) was launched in December 2007 in Bali. Norway pledged approxi-
mately $500 million per year to REDD programming. The argument behind 
NICFI funding is that climate and development should be mutually supportive 
of each other (Norad 2011a). In addition to providing bilateral support to Tan-
zania and to other civil society and research organizations through the Norwe-
gian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad)administered grants, NIC-
FI channels most of the funding through multilateral programmes. According to 
Norad (2011a), these channels include:

a. the UN-REDD programme; 
b. the World Bank’s FCPF and FIP, and the Guyana REDD+ Investment 

Fund (GRIF); and
c. the AfDB-hosted CBFF.

The fact that Norway is the major funder of REDD+ projects in Tanzania is 
not without its challenges though. At times, the Norwegian interventions in 
the country risk theREDD process in the country being termed a ‘Norwegian 
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project’ resulting in other investors distancing themselves from Tanzania because 
they feelthat they do not have a role to play in the country. As such, REDD+ 
initiatives in the country risk losing funding if Norwegian policies and focus 
change. However, ‘REDD is expected to remain at the core of Norwegian devel-
opment cooperation in Tanzania’ (Norad 2011b:40).



6

REDD+ in RFGI Countries
The following sections present the findings showing the various REDD+ pilot 
projects in RFGI core and comparative countries.

Burkina Faso

Burkina Faso is one of the poorest countries in Africa. A staggering 97 per cent 
of the population relies on fuelwood as their main source of energy. In addition, 
firewood and charcoal constitute 85 per cent of energy consumption, and energy 
demand in the capital, Ouagadougou, is attributed to deforestation of the supply 
area within the city’s 150 kilometre (km) radius (Westholm and Kokko 2011).

Although Burkina Faso is seen as having the lowest estimated mitigation po-
tential compared to the other pilot countries under the FIP, there is still great 
potential for emission reductions as the country has ‘vast areas of tropical semi-
arid lands’ making up for its ‘low per-hectare carbon content’ (Westholm and 
Kokko 2011:12).

REDD+ is still in its infancy in Burkina Fasothough and not much is pub-
lished on the REDD+ projects in the country.5 The Burkinabe government, 
however, ‘is committed to establish necessary policies and to make institutional 
changes that will transform land-use dynamics, forest governance, and the flow 
of resources to local communities’ and has initiated the process of developing a 
REDD+ Readiness Strategy following the methodological steps of the FCPF 
(MEDD 2011:61). The Government has expressed enthusiasm to engage in 
REDD+ related activities. It ‘seeks to improve the management of its dry for-
ests and open savannah woodland and intends to take advantage of the emerg-
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ing international REDD+ mechanism’ (FIP 2011:3). The country’s Readiness 
Preparation Proposal (R-PP) document was expected to be ready by the end of 
October 2011. Burkina Faso is not supported under the FCPF, whichprovides 
technical support to countries to develop their REDD+ strategies in order to be-
come REDD+ ready, but is keen to submit its R-PP document to the FCPF Par-
ticipant Committee on a voluntary basis (FIP 2011). It is, however, supported 
by AfDB through the FIP to develop its national FIP strategy (AfDB, 2010a). 
Appendix 4 presents REDD+ and carbon forestry projects in Africa with a par-
ticular focus on RFGI countries.

Table 3: Proposed REDD+ projects in Burkina Faso

Project Budget 
(million 
USD)

Implementing 
agency

Potential funders

Decentralized Sustainable 
Forest Management 
(PGDDF)

11.5 World Bank Luxembourg, Sweden, and 
Denmark. 

Global Environment 
Facility (GEF), the 
BioCarbon fund and 
Nordic Development 
Fund (NDF).6

Participatory 
Management of State 
Forests (PGPD)

11 African 
Development 
Bank (AfDB)

World Bank, Luxembourg 
and Sweden

Forest Products 
Utilization and Value 
Chains (FIP/PVPF/DF)

6 World Bank Luxembourg, Sweden, 
Denmark and NDF.7

Information sharing and 
lessons-learning (ISL)

1.5 World Bank through FIP

Source: MEDD (2011)
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Ghana

In Ghana, the development of a legal, policy, and institutional framework for 
REDD+has been identified as one of the main challenges that might delay or 
hinder the country from effectively benefitting from the opportunities presented 
by REDD+ initiatives. The Ghanaian forest legal framework leans more on com-
mercial timber production. As such, just like timber, carbon stored in the forests 
is bound to be classified as an economic commodity (Katoomba 2009). Bamfo 
(2010) argues that ‘climate change could bring financial opportunities to Gha-
na’s forest sector if the governance challenges facing the sector are well addressed’ 
without further specifying what thesechallenges include. In addition, affores-
tation and reforestation (A/R), the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), 
carbon sequestration, REDD+ and land use, land-use change and forestry (LU-
LUCF) are seen as the carbon finance tools of relevance to Ghana (Bamfo 2010).

Ghana’s economy is largely dependent on cocoa production, especially for the 
export market. ‘Cocoa is Ghana, Ghana is cocoa’ is one statement that is not 
uncommon in Ghana.  In fact, cocoaproduction,which has been credited with-
reducing poverty in cocoa-producing households from 60.1 per cent in the early 
1990s to 23.9 per cent as of 2005, has also seen the land for cocoa trees expand-
ing at an annual growth rate of five (5) er cent (World Bank 2007). According 
to Richards (2009), a key REDD action, included in the more degraded high 
forest reserves, is to increase productivity and income of existing cocoa farms 
so that these farmers have less need to abandon the farms for new forest areas. 
Such an approach‘should be complemented by measures to improve livelihood 
and income options in the source areas of migrant farmers’ (Richards 2009:17).

Just like in Burkina Faso, REDD+ is relatively new in Ghana. The REDD+ 
Secretariat is hosted in the country’s Forestry Commission (FC), which is in the 
process of compiling an inventory of REDD+ initiatives in the country. The 
country submitted its Readiness Plan Idea Note (R-PIN) to FCPF in 2007, 
which was developed by the FC, IUCN, the Ministry of Lands and Natural 
Resources (MLNR), Forestry Research Institute of Ghana (FORIG), CIFOR, 
and the University of Ghana’s Centre for Remote Sensing and Geo-Information 
Services (CERGIS). The R-Plan development stage started in April 2009 after 
the country’s R-PIN was accepted in July 2008, and the R-Plan provides a road-
map towards achieving REDD+ Readiness in Ghana. The country is currently 
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implementing its R-Plan, and is developing its technical and institutional ap-
proach to REDD+. The R-Plan implementation is expected to be completed in 
2012. This stage sees pilot projects being run in the country and lessons being 
learnedfrom those pilot projects before REDD+ is fully scaledup (FC 2007).

Appendix 4 presents the REDD+ pilot projects in Ghana, RFGI countries 
and other African countries.

Mozambique

According to the SADC REDD+ Network, ‘almost 70 per cent of Mozambique 
(54.8 million hectares) is forest and 80 per cent of Mozambique’s population (20 
million people) live in forest-dependent areas where the incidence of poverty runs 
at 54 per cent’(SADC 2011b). These statistics differ by each source with Marzoli 
(2007), quoted in Wertz-Kanounnikoff et al. (2011) arguing that the total forest 
cover in Mozambique is estimated at around 40 million hectares, which translates 
to 51 per cent of the country.It is further argued that there is widespread deforesta-
tion and forest degradation in the country, and the annual deforestation rate stands 
at 0.22 per cent (SADC 2011b). This rate was even higher between 1990 and 
2005, when it was pegged at 0.58 per cent, according to Marzoli (2007 in Wertz-
Kanounnikoff et al. 2011). A number of drivers have been identified as leading to 
deforestation and forest degradation in Mozambique, among them illegal logging, 
veldt fires, and agricultural production (Wertz-Kanounnikoff et al. 2011). 

REDD+ is barely understood by the general populace in Mozambique. The 
people working on the REDD+ process also possess scant knowledge about the 
concept, while information about CDM and other carbon credit projects in the 
country is very restricted (Ambiental n.d.). However, Mozambique has been in-
volved in REDD+ initiatives since 2008 when the country ‘prepared and sub-
mitted to the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) [its] Readiness Plan 
Idea Note (R-PIN). A National REDD+ Working Group was established in 
2009’ (Wertz-Kanounnikoff et al. 2011:3). From then on, the Working Group’s 
work plan was developed and revised, and the draft REDD+ strategy has been 
subjected to government and public consultations. The country is considering 
submitting its R-PP to the FCPF.

In addition, Mozambique is involved in a South-South partnership with Bra-
zil. The project, South-South REDD: A Brazil-Mozambique Initiative for zero 
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deforestation that is supported by the International Institute for Environment 
and Development (IIED), has four main areas:

a. The development of a process towards National REDD Strategy includ-
ing a national multi-stakeholder dialogue, the strengthening of institu-
tional capacity and pilot demonstration projects;

b. Discussion about how to implement policies and measures proposed in 
the National REDD Strategy;

c. Development of viability studies for pilot mechanisms for PES and public 
policies related to REDD;

d. Dissemination of experiences of this South-South REDD collaboration.8

Refer to Appendix 4 for other REDD+ and carbon credit projects in Mozam-
bique and other African countries. The Mozambique Carbon Livelihoods Trust 
(MCLT) was launched in 2007 (Powell 2007). It aims to ensure ‘that the com-
munity and individual farmer proceeds of carbon offset sales from Envirotrade 
Carbon Livelihoods projects’ in the country are safeguarded. Through the Fund, 
which is also known as the ‘Fundacao Carbono Para Vida,’about one third of the 
proceeds go directly to MCLT and ‘are paid out to [the] individual farmers over 
seven years, to the community trust funds annually and in other payments for 
forest management and conservation’ (Powell 2007).

Sofala Community Carbon Project

One of the few documented projects in the country, the Sofala Community 
Carbon Project (SCCP), seeks to develop ‘sustainable land use and rural devel-
opment activities in communities within the Gorongoza National Park buffer 
zone… [and] to improve rural livelihoods, engage in habitat restoration, forest 
management and conservation of biodiversity and generate verified emission re-
ductions (VERs)’(Envirotrade 2009:10). The project is sometimes referred to 
as the N’hambita Community Carbon Project. A brief project profile appear-
ing on the RIO+20 United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development 
(UNCSD) website9 presents the following as its benefits:

a. A minimum of two-thirds of carbon credit sales revenues are to be re-
turned to the local community in the form of contracted payments to 
farmers and community activities and payment for in-country services;
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b. Prevention of the release, or sequestration of, more than 250,000 tons of 
CO2 ;

c. Restoration and protection of more than 10,000 ha of forest;
d. Increased project opportunities for carbon buyers.

Box 1: The Sofala Community Carbon Project
SCCP had a pilot phase that started in 2002 with 53 farmers in N’hambita and 
Munhanganha wards participating. The project implemented its research and de-
velopment phase between 2003 and 2008. Since 2008, the project, which is under 
the Plan Vivo flagship, has been financed by carbon sales and investment from En-
virotrade Carbon Limited (ECL) and managed through its local subsidiary, the En-
virotrade Mozambique Limitada (EML), and is working in Gorongosa and Zambezi 
Delta. It provides the smallholder farmers with an option to choose a land-use sys-
tem from a pool of nine different systems that include seven agro-forestry, one ag-
ricultural, and one forestry system. The individual farmers then sign a contract with 
the project developer based on the type of land-use system they wish to engage in. 
However, the farmers are not restricted to signing one contract.
The contract ‘includes a carbon calculator derived from the technical specification’. 
The project developer monitors the implementation of the landuse and the annual 
monitoring results and then guide the amount of credits that will be ‘issued to the 
buyers and retired on the public Markit [Environmental] Registry.’  The agro-forest-
ry and agricultural systems are the favourite of a majority of smallholder farmers in 
the project area.

Area Number of farmers Number of contracts
Gorongosa site 1,422 3,968
Zambezi Delta 412 605
Total 1,834 4,573

In addition, REDD has been adopted on 9,599 hectares (ha) in the Gorongosa site. 
The SCCP envisages paying between US$433 and US$808 per ha over a period of 
seven years for the carbon sequestered by the chosen land-use activities, and that this 
will significantly contribute to household income. In comparison to the period prior 
to SCCP, smallholder farmers in the project site were earning an average annual 
income of US$50. The SCCP, however, will pay annual payments of US$116 per 
household. The project encourages other ‘activities such as bee-keeping, sustainable 
timber logging, [and] processing of NTFPs.’

Source: (Envirotrade 2010)
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Table 4 provides a summary of SCCP agroforestry and REDD+ activities in Mo-
zambique as of 2010.

Table 4: Summary of Sofala agro-forestry and REDD+ activity

System name and description tCO2 per 
hectare

Area 
managed 

in project (ha) 

Faidherbia, dispersed interplanting of 
a nitrogen-fixing tree with reverse phrenology 
in the machamba

117 1,088 

Cashew, planting a cashew orchard 137 178

Homestead, planting fruit and shade trees 
around the homestead 

154 131

Mango, planting a mango orchard. 115 55

Woodlot, planting a woodlot of indigenous 
tree species to provide firewood. 

184 189

Boundary, planting a border of trees around
 the field or machamba or indigenous tree 
species to reforest the area. 

12 tCO2 
/100m 

2,472

Gliricidia, dispersed interplanting 
of a nitrogen-fixing tree. 

37 54

No-burning of agri-residues, a payment 
to the farmer to incorporate agri-residues and 
not burn them in piles which is baseline scenario. 

26 2,249

REDD+ , a conservation programme, which 
rewards communities and individuals 
for protecting zones from deforestation 
and degradation. 

Dependant 
on 

stratification 
39-158 

9,495

Total area managed in project (ha) 11,744 

Source: Goodman (2010)
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Lessons from Mozambique

A number of lessons have been learned from other carbon projects in Mozam-
bique. The Zambézia Community Forest Climate Project whose framework was 
designed between 2008 and 2009 identified 4,700 ha ‘in the Maungo commu-
nity near Mocuba town with potential to host a REDD+A/R program’ (Indufor 
2009:2). The Maungo community was consulted and agreed to hosting the af-
forestation and reforestation (A/R) project in their area, while local NGOs and 
local government have pledged their technical support to the project (Indufor 
2009).

The project identified the following major lessons regarding climate forest 
projects in the country, as presented by Indufor (2009):

1. Contrary to the belief that Mozambique is a large country with large 
swathes of unused land, the land is actually in use, one way or the other, 
and communities depend on it for cattle grazing, charcoal making and 
small-scale cultivation. Indufor (2009) argues that this presents opportu-
nity costs whether or not these activities are legal because communities 
already have their uses of the land. These uses should be taken into con-
sideration when implementing any type of project that relies on land re-
sources available to those communities. As such, it is essential that climate 
forest projects are not seen to infringe on communities’ rights to access 
and use that land without providing an alternative.

2. Entrance into the carbon market encounters various challenges. It is ar-
gued that the market has not effectively reached out to the poorest coun-
tries, and this is compounded by the fact that forests are not accounted for 
in the Kyoto Protocol and neither are they included in the European Un-
ion Emissions Trading Scheme(EU ETS). This is regardless of the fact that 
they are considered as highly effective in halting climate change. There are 
arguments for forests to form part of the post-2012 climate agreement 
that will succeed the first Kyoto Protocol commitment period.

3. The capacity of Mozambicans on climate change issues, and how for-
ests relate to climate change, is limited. Indufor (2009) argues that even 
though a number of NGOs have pledged support to REDD+ activities, 
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only the N’hambita project (also known as SCCP) has so far been fully 
implemented in Mozambique. The capable national experts have a general 
dislike of working in the rural areas, and engaging willing international 
experts escalates the project implementation costs.

4. Carbon projects should limit leakage of deforestation to other areas. The 
Zambézia Community Forest Climate Project was initially developed to 
focus on avoided deforestation activities only before it was decided that 
REDD+ would also be promoted with a view to increasing the commu-
nities’ awareness on the potential carbon value of native forests. Avoided 
deforestation is usually criticized for failing to avoid leakage as the com-
munities might shift their deforestation activities to other locations. As 
such, REDD+ projects should support other income-generating activities 
simultaneously with REDD+A/R activities.

5. In order to keep communities interested in the REDD+ projects, regu-
lar and upfront payments are required. The communities need to be con-
vinced that the projects will provide them with real and tangible benefits, 
and there is no better way of doing so than making regular and upfront 
payments to them.

The following are some of the lessons from stakeholder consultations prior to the 
formulation of the Zambézia Community Forest Climate Project framework:

1. Forest climate projects must be developed under an internationally recog-
nized offset standard.

2. Communicating the concept and principles of a ‘carbon project’ to rural 
communities in Mozambique is extremely challenging.

3. Carbon projects can take a long time to develop.
4. Upfront external investment is a pre-requisite for the start-up phase of a 

community carbon project.
5. A management organization that will coordinate and manage the activi-

ties is critical to the success of the project (Indufor 2009).
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Uganda

There are a number of carbon-offset schemes in Uganda. These are listed in Ap-
pendix 4. However, Box 2 profiles one of the proposed carbon forestry projects 
in Uganda, the Kachung Forest Project (KFP).

Box 2: Kachung Forest Project
The Kachung Forest Project (KFP),which is developed, implemented, and man-
aged by the Lango Forest Company (LFC), was formerly known as the Ugandan 
branch of the Norwegian Afforestation Group (NAG Uganda),  in Dokolo District. 
The source of livelihood for the people in Dokolo is mainly agriculture, with 78.9 
% engaged in subsistence farming.The project, applying the afforestation and re-
forestation (A/R) methodology, proposes to ‘establish and manage exotic and in-
digenous plantations on approximately 2,130 ha of degraded grass and shrubland.’ 
It is argued that the successful implementation of the project is dependent on good 
relations between the implementers and the local communities. The KFP, there-
fore, proposes to work with a number of stakeholders. The project, which is now 
registered by the UNFCCC as a CDM project, is being implemented on land that 
was acquired by the LFC in 1999 under a 50-year contract, which can be renewed 
upon expiration.

Source: (GRAS 2010a)

Lessons from Uganda

A number of lessons can be drawn from Uganda’s experience with REDD+ and 
other carbon forestry projects. Table 5 presents a few benefits and risks associ-
ated with projects in the East African country.
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Table 5: Possible benefits and risks for communities arising 
from carbon forestry projects

Benefits Risks
• Economic benefits to local 

communities in the form of cash 
incomes as well as through access to 
non-timber forest products (NTFPs) 
(e.g. in the Plan Vivo project, 
participants receive timber revenues 
and 60% of the carbon credit sales).

• Financial assistance to government 
agencies such as the NFA or UWA 
to invest in forest conservation or 
planting with some benefits for local 
communities. (e.g. revenue from carbon 
credit sales, timber and NTFPs in the 
Nile Basin Reforestation Project).

• Generation of other locally valued 
ecosystem services such as more 
regular and higher quality water 
supplies and control of soil erosion and 
sedimentation. 

• Prioritising areas with clearer land 
tenure and/or creating pressure to 
‘formalise’ land tenure.

• Shortage of arable land linked to the 
increased value of forests.

• Inadequate financial and technical 
capacity for communities to engage 
directly in carbon sequestration 
projects.

• Displacement of communities [and] 
loss of access to resources (e.g. cases are 
reported in commercial plantations in 
Kibaleand Mt. Elgon).

• Lack of understanding of contractual 
conditions can lead to communities 
being tied into long and inflexible 
contracts thatmay restrict their 
favoured land management practices.

Source: Kasimbazi (2010:8)

REDD+ IN RFGI Comparative Countries

The RFGI comparative countries include Cameroon, the DRC, Mali, Senegal, 
South Africa, The Sudan and Tanzania. Appendix 4 presents REDD+-related 
projects from these countries and other projects worth noting from other coun-
tries in Africa. 

The role of the DRC and its neighbours in future REDD+ success is im-
mense considering that the Congo Basin is the second largest forest block in 
the world, as earlier presented. The DRC Government has recognized this and 
believes it can exploit the opportunities for the country’s economic and social 
development. The government ‘intends to make REDD+ a major program for 
the preservation of its forest resources, which will be integrated into its national 
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social and economic development policy’(MECNT 2009:13).
As presented earlier, the Geographically Integrated EcoMakala+ REDD Pilot 

Project is one of the projects in the vast central African country. The project‘aims 
to help reduce deforestation and poverty in the Congo Basin’ (AfDB 2010a:iv). 
The following are its specific objectives:

a. To increase forest cover and improve the living conditions of forest dwellers;
b. To establish the necessary basic condition for Democratic Republic of 

Congo (DRC) to become eligible for carbon market benefits and PES 
(AfDB2010a).

The country, however, which has experienced the burden of conflict for decades, 
faces challenges of weak institutions to ensure sustainable forest management. 
Meanwhile, Box 3 presents the REDD Pilot Project in Cameroon.

Box 3: The REDD Cameroon Pilot Project (2008-2010)
Cameroon has been actively involved in the REDD process since 2005. The coun-
try has made progress in terms of technical and organizational developments for 
the implementation of REDD. 
The Ministry of Environment and Nature Protection (MINEP) in collaboration 
with the Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife (MINFOF) are coordinating REDD 
activities nationally. Since 2007, the country has encouraged the development of 
REDD pilots to assess the feasibility of a potential REDD mechanism. 
The REDD Cameroon pilot project was initiated in 2007 after consultation be-
tween MINEP and GAF AG, an international remote sensing company based in 
Germany. The REDD Pilot Project was designed to integrate itself fully in the 
overall REDD Readiness efforts of the Government of Cameroon.

Source: http://www.redd-services.info/sites/default/files/Flyer_COP16_Website.pdf
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Discussion
Although a number of REDD+ initiatives on the continent have been presented, 
this should not imply that the projects are not without challenges. Successful im-
plementation of REDD+ activities faces a number of constraints, for example:

a. Establishing baselines against which payments for reduced reforestation 
can be made;

b. Monitoring, reporting and verifying the changes in land use;
c. Ensuring that the changes made are permanent;
d. Taking measures to ensure that deforestation is simply not migrated to 

another location (leakage);
e. Resolving legal and policy issues in order to clarify who owns the carbon 

and who should benefit from its conservation;
f. Establishing the levels of payments necessary to ensure changes in land use 

(Bond et al. 2010).

In addition, as learnt from the reported stakeholder consultations in Mozam-
bique, communicating the concepts and principles of carbon projects to the 
communities is highly challenging (Indufor 2009). As such, community mobili-
zation becomes difficult to achieve. In Uganda, there is a lack of understanding 
of the legal obligations and privileges of communities involved in REDD+ and 
carbon forestry projects too (Kasimbazi 2010).

With deforestation still of great concern in Africa, and RFGI countries in 
particular, it becomes apparent that deforestation and forest degradation need to 
be curbed, and it might be argued that there is no other beneficial way to do this 
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than through participating in REDD+ projects. However, it should be noted 
that this is not that simple, and the groups of those who benefit and/or lose as a 
result of the projects are diverse, yet REDD+ is premised on the notion that it 
will help communities neighbouring the forests, while at the same time reducing 
the emissions into the atmosphere, as the consequence of these emissions has 
been proven to be harmful. It is, therefore, important to probe the following 
questions if REDD+ and carbon forestry projects are to be a success:

a. Who is entitled to land and what level of access do they have to that land?
b. Of what benefit is the forest to the people who access it?
c. Is the rural poor benefiting from REDD+, the CDM and/or carbon se-

questration projects? What is their level of benefitting, if any?
d. What is the role of the central government in the projects considering 

large portions of the land in most of the countries in Africa is state land?
e. What are the contractual arrangements in place, and are the participating 

communities privy to their legal obligations and/or privileges?

Sustainability of REDD+ in Africa

In as much as REDD+ programs are expected to be sustainable, and the chang-
es permanent, it should be noted that the programs also need to answer ques-
tions relating to their resilience to natural phenomena. This is mainly because 
although countries and communities might work hard to conserve forests, they 
(the forests) are particularly vulnerable to ‘natural variations and perturbations 
[implying] that storage is uncertain, [further] raising questions about the poten-
tial permanence of the actions taken’ (Vatn and Vedeld 2011:6). For example, the 
KFP in Dokolo District, Uganda, is argued to be vulnerable to fire outbreaks. 
However, there are strategies in place to limit the occurrence of and damage by 
fires to the project (GRAS 2010a). It is essential therefore that fire management 
is among a pool of risk management strategies for every REDD+ project in Afri-
ca, especially those countries that are vulnerable to high incidences of forest fires.

There is need to ensure that REDD+ does not end up undermining the ca-
pacity of local communities to adapt to future challenges impacting on their live-
lihoods. For example, in Ghana where cocoa production is seen as a major con-
tribution to poverty reduction, REDD+ should be seen as being in synch with 
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efforts to reduce poverty instead of undermining them. As FAO et al. (2008), 
cited in Ribot (2011), argue, there is a possibility that the REDD (and REDD+/
REDD++) consortia might end up depriving ‘communities of their legitimate 
land-development aspirations’ thereby eroding their culturally engraved conser-
vation values. If REDD+ is to succeed, and if it is to be accepted by the commu-
nities as an initiative that contributes to their development, instead of their un-
derdevelopment, then REDD+ investors should ensure that these concerns are 
addressed from the very beginning. According to Ribot (2011), it is important 
that the locals’ enfranchisement and emancipation be considered, in addition 
to the three E’s+ (3Es+) advocated for by CIFOR, i.e. effectiveness, efficiency, 
equity, and co-benefits, if the rights of local people are not going to be infringed 
upon by REDD+ projects. Only then can it be argued that a real plus (+) has 
been added to REDD (Ribot 2011).

There are questions too regarding the sustainability of some funding sources. 
For example, Tanzania’s REDD+ projects are already viewed as a Norwegian 
project (Norad 2011b). This suggests that some stakeholders might not be in-
terested in supporting REDD+ initiatives in Tanzania because they are viewed 
as a Norwegian project. At the same time, the East African country risks losing 
financial support in the event that Norway casts its interests elsewhere.

Carbon Rights Ownership

It is of great importance that REDD+ clarifies a number of issues too, such as 
who owns the carbon rights, who is involved in contracting, and who exactly 
will receive the payments. In short, who are the beneficiaries and are they worth 
the benefit? Some mechanisms pay to national governments, mainly because of 
the cheaper transaction costs compared to paying forest owners or users directly. 
In such cases, it is necessary to explore how benefits from REDD+ and carbon 
credit schemes then trickle down to communities and how efficiently that is 
done. National governments are associated with frustrating levels of red tape and 
corruption that might end up discouraging communities from participating in 
REDD+ initiatives. However, there are arguments that payments ‘should ide-
ally be made directly to forest owners/users making the land-use decisions. This 
would provide an incentive to individual forest owners/users to make informed 
decisions on the land use choices’ (Karousakis and Corfee-Morlot 2007:35). In a 
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number of cases though, the private investors own the carbon rights. This is the 
case with the Mt. Elgon reforestation project in Uganda where FACE Founda-
tion owns the CO2 credits while the Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) owns 
the trees and other related proceeds(Lang and Byakola 2006).

In southern Africa, discussions about carbon rights have been very limited, 
and these appear to follow the same path as the mineral rights in the region, 
which are vested in the state, leaving communities with no rights (Bond et al. 
2010). They further argue that if carbon rights were to be classified as a mineral, 
this ‘would severely limit communities’ access to REDD+ incentives’. Mineral 
rights in the region tend to supersede other national legislation because of the 
economic importance of mining (Bond et al. 2010:25). It is important, therefore, 
that REDD+ and carbon forestry projects give consideration to communities’ 
access rights instead of totally excluding them from their sources of livelihoods.

The legality of the projects and communities’ say in those projects are some of 
the issues to ponder. According to an evaluation report of the N’hambita project 
in Mozambique, the ‘N’hambita community now have legal certificate to land-
use since the project has worked closely with a Mozambique-registered NGO, 
ORAM, and the community to register the communities [sic] legal status in 
terms of Mozambique land law’ (Marzoli and Del Lungo 2009:14). 

REDD+ and Security of Land Tenure

Among the challenges facing REDD+ implementation are those associated with 
the different land tenure systems in existence in the countries, the feasibility 
of the projects, the conflicts on the continent, the illegal activities that might 
draw back the benefits of A/R and/or avoided deforestation, high poverty levels, 
and the lack of capacity prevalent in the communities (Henry et al. 2008).Land 
tenure systems vary from country to country. However, in most cases in Africa, 
much of the land is state-owned, and as such, the State has the sole right to lease 
the land to any investor, and the same speaks forA/R projects under REDD+ 
programs. The most common tenure regimes in southern Africa include state, 
private, or freehold and communal land (SADC 2008). Table 6 presents the vari-
ous tenure systems in Uganda.
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Table 6: Tenurial arrangements in Uganda

Mailo • Involves holding of registered land in perpetuity [thereby resulting in 
better preservation of woodlands or forests]

• Restricts access through leasing/renting, especially where landlords 
are resident

Customary • Land held according to the customs of a particular community [and] 
the use of forests and woodlands is ‘virtually open-access’ 

• Challenges might arise when the owners of the land, that is the 
community, might find it beneficial to turn the land into private 
tenure and agriculture instead of keeping it under communal 
management.

Freehold • Landholder is allowed to exercise full powers on the land; produce 
what they wish; use the produce from the land in a way they wish; 
sell, lease, or subdivide the land. The carbon rights under this 
arrangement, therefore, belong to the owner of the land.

Leasehold • This tenure system is created by contractual agreement between 
the landlord and tenant for a defined period of time. The landlord 
is entitled to rent or premium, and the conditions of the lease 
determine who the owner of the carbon rights will be. Once the lease 
expires, the landlord assumes the full rights of the land.

Source: Kasimbazi (2010)

The local people’s access to land is threatened by forest carbon projects too. For 
example, in Mozambique, where large portions of land are being transferred to 
foreign investors, there are fears that local people will be denied access to resourc-
es such as wildlife and indigenous forests that they ‘have traditionally relied [on] 
for much of their subsistence’ (SADC 2008:31).  In cases like these, REDD+ 
projects only become more of a curse than a blessing.

There are arguments that some tenurial arrangements in Africa discriminate 
against women, as resource tenure is legally allocated to men (Bryant 2001). It 
thereforewould be interesting to find out how the benefits of participating in 
REDD+ initiatives will trickle down to women in the communities, especially to 
widows, single mothers, young girl-headed households, and unmarried women 
- whether divorced or never married - as these mightbe women not entitled to 
land ownership. However, land ownership in Malawi is inherited either follow-
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ing a patrilineal system whereby land is inherited through the husband’s lineage, 
or the female lineage in a matrilineal system (Lunduka 2009). These systems of 
course have their constraints, and either spouse is bound to feel insecure because 
they do not own the land; their position is highly vulnerable in the event of 
death of the spouse who owns that land, divorce or the land being bequeathed to 
the spouses’ relatives and not to their children (Lunduka 2009).

Conflict, Commercial Logging and Forest Management

Conflicts are particularly challenging to REDD+, especially in Africa, as forests 
are used by armed militias as their refuge and as a base to launch their warfare 
from. Examples include the DRC’s Virunga National Park that has been used by 
rebels in recent years, and forests of northern Uganda, southern Sudan and CAR 
that have been the refuge for Uganda’s Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) in its over 
20 years of rebellion in northern Uganda (UNEP 2007). The forests also pro-
vide refuge for displaced populations who need shelter and fuelwood for energy, 
and will understandably use forest resources at their immediate disposal. In Cen-
tral Africa, for example, several conflicts in the past few decades have displaced 
people and caused significant land degradation through deforestation (UNEP 
2006).

Commercial logging is viewed as a major cause of deforestation and forest 
degradation in Africa(UNEP 2006). This is exacerbated by the fact that there 
is a lack of capacity to effectively curb illegal logging on the continent as the 
majority of forest departments face acute staff and equipment shortages (UNEP 
2006). Illegal loggers are exploiting the existence of such weak institutions, and 
if REDD+ activities are going to realize the benefits intended, the institutional 
capacity for forest governance in these countries will have to be enhanced. The 
weak institutions are also seen as a legacy of conflicts that have bedevilled the 
continent, particularlyin relation to the DRC (AfDB 2010a).
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Box 4: The Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT)

FLEGT is the European Union’s response to the problem of illegal logging of forests 
around the globe. The FLEGT Action Plan provides a number of measures to prohibit 
illegal timber from entering the European markets, to improve the supply of legal tim-
ber and to increase the demand for responsible wood products.
Trade accords entered into between the EU countries and timber exporting countries 
are essential in combating illegal logging of forests in these countries. The trade ac-
cords are known as Voluntary Partnerships Agreements (VPAs). The signatories to 
these accords receive good forest governance support.
The EU seeks to ban illegally-produced wood products from entering its market too. 
This is facilitated under the EU Timber Regulation.
Cameroon, CAR, DRC, Gabon, Ghana, Liberia and the Republic of Congo are the 
African countries that are currently implementing or negotiating FLEGT VPAs with 
the EU. FLEGT information missions have also been carried out to Côte d’Ivoire and 
Sierra Leone. 

Source: (EFI 2008) and http://www.euflegt.efi.int/portal/home/vpa_countries/in_africa/

Avoided leakage for sustained avoided deforestation

It is still too premature to seek empirical evidence of leakage, or lack of it,although 
‘domestic leakage may significantly affect subnational REDD schemes’ (Wunder 
2008:69). It is therefore essential that any REDD+ project should apply strin-
gent measures to curb leakages. This can only be achievedby providing alterna-
tives to restricting access to,and usage of, the forests by the surrounding com-
munities. There should be an alternative to their traditional medicine, timber, 
and fuelwood requirements. To highlight the importance of finding alternative 
sources of energy, it is argued that ‘reducing the reliance on wood fuel energy and 
protecting the forest would promote sustainable resource use, protecting biodi-
versity and the economic sectors that rely on forest resources … The REDD+ 
mechanism [therefore] offers an important source of financing that should facili-
tate conservation’(Watkiss et al. 2011). In Burkina Faso, for example, the promo-
tion of alternative, non-fossil energy sources is seen as a wise strategy to reduce 
the pressure put on the forests by demand for fuelwood (Westholm and Kokko 
2011). While in the charcoal production project in Nkoranza District, Ghana, 
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more efficient earthen mounds and/or kilns are seen as options to sustainably 
produce charcoal by reducing amounts of wood needed.

Uganda is an example of a country where national parks have also significantly 
reduced deforestation (Kanninen et al. 2007). However, this does not mean that 
for REDD+ to succeed, then new ‘fortresses’ should be created disregarding the 
surrounding communities’ access and usage rights to those forests, as this only 
heightens conflicts with neighbouring communities. If these conservation parks 
are going to be created, they should consider the benefits that people were draw-
ing from the forest resources, and ensure that there is a sustainable alternative to 
those forest resources; otherwise, it might be very difficult to ensure permanence 
and avoid leakages.

REDD+/++: In-Country Capacity

REDD+ programming is fairly new to most RFGI countries. As such, there are 
several challenges associated with this. For example, Indufor (2009) argues that 
there is limited capacity on climate change and REDD+ issues in Mozambique. 
Similarly, the understanding of REDD+ among national and local interest 
groups in Ghana is still weak (IUCN 2011). As such, it is necessary that the com-
munities are fully engaged, and their capacity to make decisions is strengthened. 
Capacity development needs to transcend to the entities, either public or private, 
that are involved in REDD+ related activities as well.
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Conclusion
In this study, various projects in RFGI core and comparative countries, and Afri-
ca in general, were outlined, as well as sources of climate finances. The main argu-
ment is that for REDD+ to succeed on the continent, it will have to address the 
challenges that abound, and ensure that communities who should benefit from 
the initiatives are the real beneficiaries. It is not uncommon to find indigenous 
groups being left out of land investment projects, and REDD+ should not fall 
into that same trap of having alienated the indigenous people. It is important to 
note that REDD+ is still a new concept, and the majority of the ‘ordinary’ peo-
ple do not understand the concept yet. The fact that REDD+ is still new contrib-
utes to the challenges associated with accessing information on REDD+ projects 
in the countries. It is possible that some projects might fall within the realm of 
REDD+ and carbon credit schemes, yet the project implementers might not 
necessarily view the projects as such. This study, therefore, should be viewed as 
a start to understanding REDD+ and carbon credit schemes in the RFGI coun-
tries. Admittedly, it is not exhaustive of all the projects on the continent, and 
RFGI’s engagement with researchers in each of the core and comparative coun-
tries is important to compile a comprehensive inventory of REDD+ and forest 
carbon projects in Africa.





Notes

1. Other GHGs that are responsible for climate change include methane 
(CH4), Nitrous oxide (N20), Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), Perfluorocar-
bons (PFCs), and Sulphur hexafluoride (SF6).

2. Heavy polluters are not just limited to Annex 1 countries though. There are 
other industrialised countries as well as emerging economies that pollute 
huge amounts of GHGs yet they are not mandated by the Kyoto Protocol 
to cut their emissions.

3. The country was officially divided into two on 9 July 2011 with the creation 
of South Sudan as the newest country in Africa.

4. Of the RFGI project countries, only DRC, Mozambique, South Africa and 
Tanzania are SADC member states.

5. This was confirmed by Lisa Westholm (FOCALI) too. She said that to her 
knowledge, “there are no fully running carbon credit projects in Burkina 
Faso.” However, she referred to a proposed INERA carbon sequestration 
project near Koudogou.

6. The Nordic Development Fund (NDF) is the joint development finance 
institution of the Nordic countries - Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway 
and Sweden. It finances projects in cooperation with other development in-
stitutions, and provides grant financing for climate change interventions in 
low-income countries. Its Nordic Climate Facility (NCF) provides funding 
for challenging and innovative climate change approaches (www.ndf.fi).

7. The project is also expected to ride on the achievements of many other 
projects implemented by national NGOs, e.g. NATURAMA, GEF/NGO 
Burkina Faso, the Network MARP/Burkina Faso, Women Forestry Fel-
lowships in Burkina Faso/AMIFOB, as well as international NGOs such 
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as TREE AID, Christian Aid, AZN/Terre verte, Agroforestry and Forestry 
Promotion Association (APAF), SOS Sahel, New Tree, and civil society as-
sociations. This will help in establishing management agreements with for-
est user organizations, promoting active research, participatory planning 
methods and production, and marketing of forest products.

8. See more at http://www.iied.org/natural-resources/key-issues/forestry/
south-south-redd-brazil-mozambique-initiative

9. See more at http://www.uncsd2012.org/rio20/index.php?page=view&typ
e=99&nr=32&menu=62

10. The Markit Environmental Registry allows accountholders to manage all 
their environmental credits- carbon, biodiversity, water, ecosystems - in one 
place. Issuances are audited by the registry to ensure they have received ap-
propriate accreditation and to check that they have not been previously is-
sued. Credits receive a unique reference number so they may be monitored 
through their entire lifecycle. Retired credits are held and can be viewed on 
the registry, ensuring the same credits are not re-issued or sold at a later date 
(http://www.markit.com/en/products/registry/markit-environmental-
registry.page).

11. Previously avoided deforestation technical specification, renamed in line 
with FAO definitions. It involves the conservation of miombo woodland in 
Mozambique, and, as reported in the 2010 SCCP annual report, the project 
was still undergoing peer review.

12. Area size is an approximation as agroforestry contracts may overlap on the 
same fields. Total agroforestry contract area is, therefore, greater than the 
absolute land contracts are on.

13. Green Resources AS (GRAS) became a major shareholder of NAG (Ugan-
da) in 2006, effectively buying NAG out.

14. Virtual open access assumes that tenure is done haphazardly, thereby ex-
posing the land to Hardin’s controversial ‘tragedy of the commons’ theory 
(Hardin, 1968). As such, defining the land as open access is misleading con-
sidering that there are certain customary laws that determine who cultivates 
where and who can cut what type of trees and where. It is not appropriate, 
therefore, to define customary land tenure in this context as ‘virtually open 
access’.
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15. This is further supported by Isilda Nhantumbo in a blog on the IIED web-
site. Isilda identifies the creation of ‘private conservation areas’ that would 
keep local people out and the possibility that the local people and national 
government might lose their rights to access land that they have used for 
generations further impacting on their food security as some of the risks as-
sociated with REDD+ projects in Mozambique. For more, see http://www.
iied.org/sustainable-markets/blog/redd-mozambique-new-opportunity-
for-land-grabbers

16. Cameroon and DRC are the only RFGI countries participating in FLEGT.
17. At the time of publication of the Kyoto Protocol Reference Manual on Ac-

counting of Emissions and Assigned Amount (in 2008), the amendment to 
the Kyoto Protocol that contains an emissions target for Belarus (–8%) had 
not been ratified by a sufficient number of Parties for it to enter into force.

18. Countries with economies in transition have flexibility in the choice of base 
year.

19. Country which has declared its intention not to ratify the Kyoto Protocol.
20. Within the TOU, three protected areas exist: the Takamanda National 

Park; the Mone Forest Reserve; and the Kagwene Gorilla Sanctuary.
21. This project is envisaged as a REDD++ project, the first of its kind in Africa 

(Mason 2010).
22. The project is also implemented in Mauritania.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Annex 1: Parties Under the Kyoto Protocol

Annex I Parties Emission limitation or 
reduction (expressed in 
relation to total GHG 
emissions in the base year or 
period inscribed in Annex B to 
the Kyoto Protocol) 

Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Estonia, European Community, Finland, France, 
Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, 
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Monaco, Netherlands, 
Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland

–8%

United States of America –7%
Canada, Hungary, Japan, Poland –6%
Croatia –5%
New Zealand, Russian Federation, Ukraine 0%
Norway +1%
Australia +8%
Iceland +10%

Source: UNFCCC (2008)
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Appendix 3: List of FCPF Donors

Donor Website
Agence Française de Développement 
(AFD)

http://www.afd.fr/jahia/Jahia/lang/en/
home

Government of Australia http://www.climatechange.gov.au/
international/publications/fs-ifci.html

Government of Canada http://www.climatechange.gc.ca/
Government of Finland http://www.formin.fi/public/default.

aspx?culture=en-US&contentlan=2
Government of Germany
a. Ministry of Economic Cooperation 

and Development – BMZ
b. Ministry of Environment – BMU 

http://www.bmz.de/en/index.html

http://www.bmu.de/english/aktuell/4152.
php

Government of Italy http://www.minambiente.it/home_it/index.
html?lang=it

Government of Japan
a. Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and 

Fisheries – MAFF
b. Ministry of Finance – MOF

http://www.maff.go.jp/e/index.html

http://www.mof.go.jp/english/index.htm
Government of Netherlands http://www.minbuza.nl/en/home
Government of Norway http://www.miljo.no/climate-and-forest-

initiative
Government of Spain http://www.meh.es/portal/
Government of Switzerland http://www.seco-cooperation.admin.ch/

index.html?lang=en
Government of the United Kingdom
a. UK Department of International 

Development
b. UK Department of Energy and 

Climate Change

http://www.dfid.gov.uk/

http://www.decc.gov.uk/
Government of the United States of 
America

http://www.state.gov/

Source: FCPF website (http://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/fcp/node/20)
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Source: AfDB 2010b, 2011b, CCBA: projects (www.climate-standards.
org/projects), Ferguson 2009, IISD 2008, Jindal 2006, Johns, Johnson and 
Greenglass eds., 2009, Katoomba 2010a, 2010b, GRAS 2009, 2010b, 2010c, 
2010d, Mason 2010, Mwayafu and Kimbowa 2011. More information was 
collected from the following websites: Africa Biocarbon Projects Database 
(http://www.asb.cgiar.org/PDFwebdocs/biocarbon%20database.pdf ); Car-
bon Catalog (http://www.carboncatalog.org/projects/); CASCADe Pro-
ject Information Brochure (http://www.ffem.fr/webdav/site/ffem/shared/
ELEMENTS_COMMUNS/U_ADMIFFEM/actualit%C3%A9s/CAS-
CADe%20Project%20Information%20Brochure%20ACF%20-%20Feb%20
2010.pdf ); CBF (http://www.cbf-fund.org/node/229/Current-Portfolio); 
Conservation International (http://www.conservation.org/learn/climate/for-
ests/Pages/projects.aspx); FACE (http://www.face-thefuture.com/en/projects/
kibale-national-park-rehabilitation-project); Forest Carbon Capital’ Forest Car-
bon Project Inventory: http://www.forestcarbonportal.com; Forests Climate 
Change, Global Database of REDD+ and other Forest Carbon Projects (http://
www.forestsclimatechange.org/redd-map/); IUCN Pro Poor REDD Project 
(http://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/forest/fp_our_work/fp_our_
work_thematic/redd/iucns_work_on_redd_plus_/iucns_pro_poor_redd_pro-
ject/); Jane Goodall (http://www.janegoodall.org/media/news/helping-local-
communities-take-lead-redd); Plan Vivo (http://www.planvivo.org/projects/
registeredprojects/trees-for-global-benefits-uganda/); TATEDO (http://www.
tatedo.org/cms/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=61&Item
id=64); The REDD Desk (http://www.theredddesk.org/countries/cameroon/
info/activity/redd_pilot_project_cameroon); and The World Bank 
(http://www.worldbank.org/projects).
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The Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI) is a research and training program, 
focusing on environmental governance in Africa. It is jointly managed by the Council for 
the Development of Social Sciences Research in Africa (CODESRIA), the International Union 
for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign 
(UIUC). Natural resources, especially forests, are very important since they provide local 
governments and local people with needed revenue, wealth, and subsistence. Responsive 
local governments can provide forest resource-dependent populations the flexibility 
they need to manage, adapt to and remain resilient in their changing environment. RFGI 
aims to enhance and help institutionalize widespread responsive and accountable local 
governance processes that reduce vulnerability, enhance local wellbeing, and improve 
forest management with a special focus on developing safeguards and guidelines to 
ensure fair and equitable implementation of the Reduced Emissions from Deforestation 
and Forest Degradation (REDD+) and climate-adaptation interventions.

RFGI is a programe of the Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa, International 
Union for the Conservation of Nature, and University of Illinois at Urbana–Champaign.

Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA) is an independent 
pan-African research organisation primarily focusing on social sciences research. It was established to 
promote and facilitate research and knowledge production using a holistic, multi-disciplinary approach. 
The Council is committed to combating the fragmentation of knowledge production, and the African 
community of scholars along various disciplinary and linguistic/geographical lines.
http://www.codesria.org

International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) is a leading authority on the environment 
and sustainable development focusing in part on ensuring effective and equitable governance of 
natural resource use. IUCN supports scientific research, manages field projects all over the world, and 
brings governments, NGOs, the UN and companies together to develop policy, laws and best practice. 
RFGI works with IUCN’s Regional Offices for Central and West Africa (PACO) and Eastern and Southern 
Africa (ESARO) and the Headquarters in Switzerland.
http://www.iucn.org  

University of Illinois at Urbana–Champaign is a public research-intensive university in the U.S. state 
of Illinois. A land-grant university, it is the flagship campus of the 
University of Illinois system. At UIUC, RFGI activities are part of the 
Social Dimensions of Environmental Policy Initiative (SDEP) of the 
Department of Geography and Geographic Information Science 
and the Beckman Institute. 
http://sdep.beckman.illinois.edu




