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Introduction 
 
The emergence of REDD+ has raised expectations among many stakeholders that greenhouse 
gas emissions can be reduced, while also supporting environmental and social co-benefits.  But 
concerns have also been raised, particularly among indigenous peoples and local communities, 
that REDD+ has the potential to undercut their rights, land tenure, and livelihoods. To prevent 
such adverse impacts, implementation of social, environmental and governance safeguards is 
fundamental to the success of REDD+. To ensure these safeguards are fully implemented, they 
must also be subject monitoring, reporting and independent verification to be able to 
demonstrate delivery of benefits. 
 
Parties in Copenhagen reached consensus on the need to support and promote seven 
safeguards when undertaking REDD+ activities (see:  decision text). Building on this 
momentum, there is now widespread recognition that monitoring, reporting and verification 
(MRV) of safeguards should be part of any REDD+ mechanism as it is developed, in order to 
ensure that: 
 
• REDD+ does not result in adverse impacts to people and ecosystems, and supports 

improved governance; 
• There is transparency, full participation, and accountability in all REDD+ activities, all of 

which are crucial to understanding the effectiveness and impacts of REDD+. 
 
Outside of formal discussions over international guidance on safeguards within the UNFCCC, 
voluntary and compliance safeguard standards are already being developed, designed and 
refined at multiple levels, including to (i) feed into a new global REDD+ mechanism; (ii) for 
government-led programs implemented at national or subnational levels, and; (iii) for all forms 
of fund-based or market-based financing.  However, many of those safeguards exist on paper 
only, standards and indicators are not harmonized and are inconsistently applied, and only 
some voluntary safeguard standards demonstrate solid verification processes.  
 
Thus, questions around how to harmonize and enforce the implementation of safeguards must 
now center on: 
 

• What guidance should be sent through an international treaty to governments, 
multilateral REDD+ programmes and the private sector regarding safeguards and their 
MRV in REDD+ implementation activities. 

• How can minimum social, environmental and governance safeguards be effectively 
monitored, reported and verified at the national level and reported up to the 
international level to promote sound governance of REDD+ activities? 

• How can the various existing safeguard standards and procedures be harmonized, 
among voluntary and emergent compliance markets, in practice? 

 

http://www.unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/awglca12/eng/14.pdf�
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To answer these questions, this paper draws heavily from case studies and best practices to 
illustrate how social and environmental safeguards can be included and implemented in a 
REDD+ mechanism.   The case studies in particular focus on the role that monitoring and 
independent verification of safeguards should play in demonstrating that REDD+ activities 
result in reduced emissions and do not have adverse social or environmental impacts. 
Governance safeguards are also critical to ensure coherent policies, participation, transparency, 
accountability, and the rule of law. The case studies present some options for how to address 
governance safeguards. Other sources, such as the May 2010 Chatham House proceedings, 
cover this subject in depth.1

 
 

Based on the case studies this paper argues that: 
• Social, environmental and governance safeguards are already integral to current 

REDD+ activities, but in most cases safeguards are not yet fully developed and are 
inconsistently applied.  This ranges from multilateral fora (the UNFCCC, Interim REDD+ 
Partnership, the Forest Investment Programme, Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and 
UN-REDD programme) to individual projects selling carbon offsets in the voluntary 
market.  

• The voluntary forest carbon market values safeguards as a key indicator of risk.  
Governments interested in capturing forest carbon revenue should look to the voluntary 
market for guidance on inclusion of safeguards, and ensure their national REDD+ MRV 
systems set a high-bar for inclusion of safeguards in REDD+ developments in their 
country. 

• The inclusion of social and environmental safeguards is a cornerstone of good 
governance, is cost-effective, can be easily built into national-level MRV systems, and 
need not restrict national sovereignty. 

Why an international agreement on REDD+ must include social and 
environmental safeguards 
An international agreement on REDD+ must influence the drivers of deforestation and land 
conversion, while simultaneously ensuring co-benefits for biodiversity, local communities and 
forest dependent peoples.  Universality of principles and targets in an international agreement 
is critical, as the Montreal Protocol has so successfully demonstrated (see below). An 
international protocol agreement containing adequate safeguard provisions creates a level 
playing field, and allows government jurisdictions preparing for implementing REDD+ 
programmes to move ahead on coherent action to meet those targets. Such an agreement 
should clearly distinguish between voluntary and compulsory measures to be adopted at the 
national level, and should set reasonable timeframes and milestones for attainment. It is also 

                                                      
 
 
 
 
1 Please refer to the May 2010 Chatham House proceedings and other sources. 

http://www.asb.cgiar.org/blog/index.php/2010/08/03/expert-workshop-on-monitoring-governance-safeguards-in-redd-report-and-background-papers/�
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important for environmental and social safeguards to be adopted and implemented through 
other initiatives (multilateral, bilateral and national) to ensure that these are present from the 
early stages of development and implementation, particularly in advance of an international 
agreement for REDD+. 

What will the MRV of safeguards entail? 
Effective monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV) of social and environmental safeguards is 
the requirement that:   

1) Internationally acceptable principles and criteria for social and environmental 
safeguards are included in all aspects of REDD implementation,  
2) Comprehensive national MRV systems including safeguards are in place in Phase 3 of 
REDD implementation,  
3) Progress in meeting those standards or operational procedures is periodically 
checked via independent third-party audit,  
4) Results of audits are made public, ensuring transparency. 

Why MRV more than just carbon 
One core function of national MRV efforts will be measuring greenhouse gas emissions and 
removals.  However, monitoring performance in relation to social and environmental 
safeguards, through all phases of REDD+, will be critical in order to ensure that reductions are 
permanent and additional, and to ensure transparency, accountability, give investors 
confidence, ensure indigenous and forest-dependent communities benefit from REDD+, and 
promote effectiveness of REDD+ programmes.  Verification and validation entities must have 
independence from the entities being monitored, and provide regular feedback in meeting 
safeguards in order to identify weaknesses and obstacles in REDD+ implementation. 

Social and environmental safeguards: Case studies 

How are safeguards currently included in REDD+ activities? 
The development of REDD+ is anticipated to follow three-phases: (1) REDD+ readiness: 
planning, preparation and capacity building; (2) policy implementation; and (3) receiving 
performance-based payments.  Voluntary forest carbon markets and bilateral arrangements 
will continue, and national-level MRV and accounting systems will need to include and reflect 
those activities. 
 
Guidance on monitoring in relation to governance and safeguards, as well as forms of reporting 
and verification, are being developed through the three multilateral mechanisms supporting 
REDD+ readiness—the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and UN-REDD Programme, both 
focused on Phase 1, and Forest Investment Programme, aimed at Phase 2. The process is 
evolving rapidly, and has reached the point where guidance is needed to inform its 
development and to support countries as they design their systems. 
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》UN-REDD Programme: The UN-REDD Programme was the first institution to recognise the 
importance of broad-based MRV and monitoring systems that include more than carbon. 
UN-REDD Programme is developing a draft  “do no harm “ approach to minimum social 
standards and an accompanying risk assessment tool.  But the May 2010  from a UN-REDD 
discussion on co-benefits recommends minimum standards and indicators on ecosystem co-
benefits should be established across multiple REDD+ implementation institutions. UN-REDD 
is also actively testing how to incorporate Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) into 
REDD+ readiness activities.  Both FCPF and UN-REDD are currently harmonizing readiness 
requirements, but it is unclear how the process will unfold regarding safeguards, and 
whether it will involve stakeholders. 

 

》Forest Carbon Partnership Facility: the FCPF has promoted good governance procedures and 
adequate consultation with stakeholders in REDD+ early action activities.  As the World Bank 
does not consider REDD readiness activities via FCPF to be a World Bank project, the World 
Bank Operation Procedures do not apply in a strict sense (though it is unclear at which point 
OP’s do apply).  Thus, the FCPF promotes Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment  
(SESA) guidelines into R-PP template components.  The most recent version of the FCPF -PP 
template

 

 includes Component 4b, which offers guidelines for countries to develop a 
monitoring system that includes “capability… to monitor rural livelihoods, conservation of 
biodiversity, key governance factors directly pertinent to REDD implementation in the 
country, and to assess the impacts of the REDD strategy in the forest sector.”  Component 4b 
recognizes countries will be unable to finalize MRV plans until the UNFCCC policy process 
provides further guidance.  The R-PP Component 4b requests countries to consider how 
establishing independent monitoring and review, involving civil society and other 
stakeholders and enabling feedback of findings to improve REDD implementation will occur. 
The SESA is criticized for containing weak assessments of environmental and social risks in 
the REDD readiness phase, and the World Bank Facility Management Team is criticized for 
not yet presenting standards or criteria by which country progress is measured and 
disbursement of funds justified during the readiness stage. 

A World Resources Institute, Global Witness, UN-REDD and Chatham House  of 16 country 
proposals submitted to the FCPF and the UN-REDD Programme as of March 2010 indicates 
that most countries are only focused on the MRV of carbon, and only a few have articulated 
plans for the MRV of safeguards, though only at the conceptual stage. The DRC and Viet Nam 
are highlighted as examples of how effective stakeholder engagement can occur within the 
UN-REDD programme.  The investigation found consideration of independent monitoring and 
oversight for REDD+ lacking in all 16 proposals.  
 

》The Forest Investment Program (FIP): The FIP  Document (version: July 7, 2009) is explicit 
about criteria and indicators for good governance and social and environmental safeguards 
in early action REDD activities, and the June 29, 2010 version of FIP  Criteria and Financing 
Modalities reinforces the need for proposals to detail how measurement and monitoring of 

http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/for/ewredd-01/other/ewredd-01-oth-un-redd-en.pdf�
http://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CB8QFjAB&url=http%253A%252F%252Fwww.forestcarbonpartnership.org%252Ffcp%252Fsites%252Fforestcarbonpartnership.org%252Ffiles%252FDocuments%252FTXT%252FR-PP_Template_English_v4%252001-28-10.doc&rct=j&q=R-PP%20template&ei=4GGrTPb6AY2WsgPO65XFAw&usg=AFQjCNGlT6I9iRleJe4_ewp8rAYyXHVPjw&cad=rja�
http://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CB8QFjAB&url=http%253A%252F%252Fwww.forestcarbonpartnership.org%252Ffcp%252Fsites%252Fforestcarbonpartnership.org%252Ffiles%252FDocuments%252FTXT%252FR-PP_Template_English_v4%252001-28-10.doc&rct=j&q=R-PP%20template&ei=4GGrTPb6AY2WsgPO65XFAw&usg=AFQjCNGlT6I9iRleJe4_ewp8rAYyXHVPjw&cad=rja�
http://www.fao.org/climatechange/21145-0-0.pdf�
http://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/sites/climateinvestmentfunds.org/files/FIP_Final_Design_Document_July_7.pdf�
http://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/node/1882�
http://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/node/1882�
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safeguards will occur.  While the FIP Investment Criteria reference these safeguards, the 
guidelines do not require compliance with relevant international environmental and human 
rights agreements (such as UNDRIP and FPIC). The FIP is expected to sunset once a new 
financial architecture has taken effect under the UNFCCC regime. 

 

》Voluntary forest carbon market projects: The inclusion of social and environmental 
safeguards is already recognized by the voluntary forest carbon offset market as a critical 
indicator of risk, with buyers of forest carbon offsets preferring credits that adhere to both 
carbon and co-benefit standards.  Ecosystem Marketplaces’ State of the Voluntary Carbon 
Markets 2010 reports that there is a demonstrated preference for performance based 
standards. According to Bloomberg New Energy Finance, forest carbon offsets validated to both 
Voluntary Carbon Standard + SOCIAL CARBON standards sold at US$ 7.8 t/CO2e in late 2009, 
which is US$ 5.5 more than offsets only validated to VCS standards (which sold at US$2.3 
t/CO2e.  The price premium for these credits can be attributed to carbon offset buyers’ 
willingness to pay a premium for social and environmental co-benefits which are independently 
audited and certified.  See international voluntary case studies below, for more information. 
 
Social and environmental safeguards have been incorporated to a greater or lesser extent in 
current REDD+ readiness activities, and so (i) ensuring that safeguards are adopted and 
implemented in the major multilateral, bilateral and national initiatives, plus voluntary carbon 
market projects, is critical; and (ii) policy guidance from the UNFCCC is essential to harmonize 
principles and criteria across institutions and scales of REDD+ implementation. 

Case studies:  models including social and environmental safeguards applicable 
to REDD+ 
 
The following case studies are detailed below, with more information on each one detailed in 
the table, and lessons from the Montreal Protocol, found in the appendix: 
 
Governance monitoring 

⇒ Global Witness’ Independent Forest Monitoring (IFM) 
⇒ Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI)  
⇒ EU Forest Law Enforcement Governance and Trade Voluntary Partnership 

Agreements (VPAs) 
 

These case studies offer examples of independent monitoring and/or validation of extraction 
activities and related governance issues.  All are voluntary on the part of the participating 
country.  All of these tools could compliment REDD+ implementation.   
 
One example is Independent Forest Monitoring (IFM), a programme of Global Witness, 
which is currently expanding on its ten-year experience in IFM delivery to develop 
Independent Monitoring of REDD (IM-REDD), which would offer a core building block for 
national REDD architecture and demonstrate traction on forest governance reforms to 

http://moderncms.ecosystemmarketplace.com/repository/moderncms_documents/vcarbon_2010.2.pdf�
http://moderncms.ecosystemmarketplace.com/repository/moderncms_documents/vcarbon_2010.2.pdf�
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address illegal activity.  IFM seeks to combat illegal logging and increase transparency, 
accountability, enforcement and governance in the forest sector.  IFM is now being 
incorporated as a component of FLEGT VPAs. 
 
The Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI) offers a global standard for managing 
revenues from oil, gas and mineral extraction.  It is a system for independently monitoring 
revenue transparency and reconciliation, based on standards and criteria, and requires 
companies to publish what they pay and for governments to disclose what they receive.  
These reports are independently verified and the process overseen by a multi-stakeholder 
group.  EITI could be adapted and applied to the REDD+ context—perhaps via creation of a 
“REDD+ Transparency Initiative”—that would independently monitor REDD+ financial flows.  
 
The EU Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT) Voluntary Partnership 
Agreements could also exist in parallel and integrate into REDD+ architecture (Ghana and 
other countries are already including the methodology in their R-PP submissions).  FLEGT is a 
timber legality verification system, which depends upon bilateral trade agreements between 
countries selling timber into the EU and EU countries.  Reporting occurs on two levels: the 
domestic level into national enforcement and regulatory institutions, and reports by an 
independent monitor to an international Joint Implementation Committee on the 
overarching integrity of the national control system. As mentioned above, IFM is increasingly 
being incorporated into VPAs. 

 
International voluntary standards with strong social and environmental safeguards 

⇒ Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification 
⇒ Climate, Community and Biodiversity (CCBA) project standards 
⇒ SOCIAL CARBON 
⇒ CCBA REDD+ Social and Env. Standards for governments 

 
These are largely sub-regional and project-level project design standards, with strong social 
and environmental safeguards (FSC, CCBA and SOCIALCARBON) that are applied in concert 
with forest carbon standards (e.g. VCS/CDM).  All are voluntary standards.   
 
Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification applies standards, certification and 
verification of forest management practices, with demonstrated success protecting social 
and environmental values (biodiversity and high conservation value forest delineation are 
strong).  FSC can compliment carbon standards, such as VCS, and is best suited to IFM and 
SFM activities in the REDD+ context.   The landscape approach to group certification under 
FSC could broaden geographic applicability to sub-regional and even national scales.  The FSC 
process sets 10 principles and criteria at a global level, and indicators are set at the national 
or regional level, allowing FSC to adapt to national and regional complexities.  Ground-based 
auditing is strong, and auditing costs (especially in group-certification contexts, where the 
costs is spread over multiple small-holders) is reasonable.   
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The CCBA project design standard includes validation and multiple-benefit impact 
assessment (verification) for voluntary land-based for voluntary carbon projects. It works in 
combination with a carbon accounting standard (eg. VCS/CDM). 
 
SOCIALCARBON similarly includes standards and indicators relevant to af-/re-forestation 
projects but can also be applied to REDD.  SOCIALCARBON requires projects to apply the 
standard's methodology tool box of indicators that points to degrees of sustainability 
correlated to six resources: social, human, financial, natural, biodiversity and carbon.  The 
framework is based on the Sustainable Livelihood Approach.  It is most often combined with 
VCS in order to measure co-benefits of carbon projects. 
 
All of the above standards contain principles, criteria and methodologies that could be 
scaled up for broader geographical application.  This has best been achieved with the 
Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance/CARE Social and Environmental standards 
for government-led programmes, which is designed to work with government-led programs 
implemented at national or state/provincial/regional levels and for all forms of fund-based 
or market-based financing.  The CCBA/CARE Social and Environmental standards for 
government-led programmes is based on a set of principles and criteria (with indicators 
being set at the national level) and a process for inclusion in MRV. Each principle contains 
criteria that must be met related to processes, impacts and policies.  This is being voluntarily 
implemented in 6 pilot countries: Ecuador, Tanzania, Nepal, Liberia, Acre (Brazil), Central 
Kalimantan (Indonesia). 
 

 
Current REDD+ monitoring and reporting standards and guidance applied by multilateral 

institutions financing REDD+ activities in phases 1 and 2 
⇒ World Bank “Operational Procedures” (OP 4.0) and policies 
⇒ International Finance Corporation 

 
The World Bank Operational Procedures (WB OP’s) are offered in this report as a case 
study, as they set adequate goal-posts and can be effective.  As mentioned on page 4, their 
applicability to REDD+ is almost non-existent at this time, as the World Bank does not 
consider REDD readiness activities via the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility to be a World 
Bank project, therefore safeguards do not apply in the strict sense.  WB OP’s start with 
determination of the relative impact risk of a proposed project, then applies ten safeguard 
policies, with stringency of the safeguards calibrated to the level of risk. 
 
The International Finance Corporation (IFC) offers a clearer picture of when standards apply 
in finance decisions and the role of measurement.  The IFC contains eight ‘Performance 
Standards on Social and Environment Sustainability.’  IFC also applies its Policy on Disclosure 
of Information.  The IFC has only invested in one forest carbon (CDM) project, and has one 
REDD deal in the review process.  The “Equator Principles,” adopted by over 60 investment 
banks in developed and developing countries, are based on IFC’s Performance Standards. 
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National standards including social and environmental safeguards for REDD+ 
⇒ China’s Panda Standard 
⇒ Brazil’s REDD+ Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria 

 
Perhaps due to the uncertainty and unpredictability of multi-lateral institutional application 
of safeguard policies, and certainly in response to bilateral funding agreements and civil 
society pressure on the need for safeguards, national standards are emerging.  As mentioned 
above, the CCBA/CARE Social and Environmental standards for government-led 
programmes, is a robust mechanism to monitor safeguard performance at the national level.  
There are two other voluntary standards taking shape.  China’s Panda Standard was 
developed to serve the Chinese voluntary domestic offset market, and is geared towards 
poverty alleviation co-benefits.  While it seeks to achieve validation and registration, it is 
unclear at this time what the co-benefit standards and criteria are.  In contrast, Brazil’s 
REDD+ Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria lay out explicit principles and 
criteria to guide private sector and government REDD+ activities and is meant to compliment 
international forest carbon certification systems. 

 

The Case Studies:  Factors of success for REDD+ 
All the case studies provide various standards, principles/criteria and guidance to inform 
national REDD+ MRV development that incorporates social and environmental safeguards.  
Factors of success and applicability to REDD+ include: 
 
Universal application of principles and goals, with flexibility at national level on how to meet 
those 

⇒ The Montreal Protocol is the best example of this, achieved via numerical reductions 
with timeframes for adoption.  Also, trade controls resulted in protocol adopters 
influencing the decisions of those countries opting out, with the result that the protocol 
enjoys almost universal application.  This is a critical lesson for REDD+, as leakage and 
the accompanying social and ecological impacts must be mitigated in order for global 
emissions reduction targets to be met. 

⇒ The EU FLEGT VPA’s illustrate the dangers associated with not attaining universal 
application.  FLEGT has been criticized on the basis that individual country 
commitments could be undermined when producer countries that are not part of FLEGT 
can provide a route through which illegally produced timber from VPA countries could 
enter the EU. 

 
Independent, third party validation, with information made public:  

⇒ Success of all three of the governance monitoring approaches (IFM, EITI and FLEGT) 
relies on independent, third-party verification, with information made public.  This is 
critical for building trust between entities (such as between exporters and importers 
and between investors and recipients) and ensuring standards are met.  
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⇒ In the voluntary forest carbon sector, CCBA and FSC provide the most well-tested and 
cost-effective examples of adequate inclusion of safeguards. FSC is respected for its 
delineation of high conservation value forest areas, employment of effective ground-
based auditing of specific logging practices, stakeholder engagement and independent 
third-party verification of compliance with social and ecological co-benefits.  The rapid 
and broad uptake of the CCBA standard across geographic areas and project types is a 
testament to the utility and flexibility of the standard—26 projects have been approved, 
most of which are in the southern hemisphere. 

⇒ Systems for independent review of country submissions to the FCPF and UN REDD 
Programme are already underway, to enable countries to improve their readiness 
activities.  Based on current multilateral/bilateral and voluntary carbon market project 
practice, governments seeking to incorporate independent third-party validators into 
monitoring compliance with REDD+ social and environmental safeguards should aim for:  
a) validators accredited as a “Designated Operational Entity” (within the right sector) 
under the CDM Executive Board; b) those validators listed as a Certification Body for 
sustainable forest management audits under the Forest Stewardship Council in the 
corresponding geographical area; c) validators accredited under ISO 14065:2007 with an 
accreditation scope specifically for the AFOLU under the Voluntary Carbon Standard. 

⇒ Many of the above auditors can simultaneously audit a project against multiple 
standards (such as the Voluntary Carbon Standard, SOCIALCARBON, CCB, FSC, or CDM), 
which decreases the cost burden.  Auditors should be identified and brought into the 
process as early as possible.  

 
Performance-based, with compliance tied to access to funding and markets: 

⇒ Compliance with standards and goals must be tied to access to markets and funding.  
Both IFM and FLEGT’s timber legality verification system have been effective in 
addressing what many have identified is a key blockage to the potential success of 
REDD—illegality in the forest sector—which could undermine carbon emission 
reductions, undermine investments, and adversely affect permanence and leakage.  
Countries effectively participating in IFM and FLEGT gain access to markets and funding 
they would not otherwise.  Similarly, the Montreal Protocol has leveraged compliance 
through the threat of loss of access to Multilateral Fund funding. 

⇒ A critical aspect of FLEGT’s success has been based on EU Member States’ adoption of 
green public procurement policies that require timber and timber products to be from 
legal and sustainable sources (such as France, Germany and the UK). A number of EU 
private sector timber trade federations have made commitments through Codes of 
Conduct to eliminate illegally harvested timber from their supply chains. Several major 
banks have put in place policies to ensure clients are not associated with illegal logging 
activities (such as ABN-AMRO and HSBC). 

⇒ The EITI solidly demonstrates the tie between standards and transparency and access 
to financing:  Many international financial institutions (IMF; Asian, African and Inter-
American Development Banks, European Investment Bank and others) incorporate the 
EITI into their lending and technical assistance activities, and some have adopted 

http://cdm.unfccc.int/DOE/list/index.html�
http://www.accreditation-services.com/accreditation_of_cbs.html�
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compulsory disclosure requirements for extractive industry projects.  Thus, compliance 
with EITI standards is seen as critical to access financing for projects in higher risk 
countries. 

⇒ In the voluntary forest carbon sector, adequate inclusion of social and environmental 
safeguards is viewed as a prerequisite of lower-risk investments.  Forest carbon offsets 
from projects that comply with both forest carbon standards and social and ecological 
co-benefit standards consistently sell at higher prices.  According to Bloomberg New 
Energy Finance, forest carbon offsets validated to both Voluntary Carbon Standard + 
SOCIAL CARBON standards sold at US$ 7.8 t/CO2e in late 2009, which is US$ 5.5 more 
than offsets only validated to VCS standards (which sold at US$2.3 t/CO2e).  Thus the 
inclusion of co-benefits is valued as being greater than the carbon value alone.  

⇒ While compliance markets are expected to behave differently than voluntary markets 
(credit buyers will be less willing to pay more for multiple benefits), compliance forest 
carbon markets are still predicted to value low-risk exposure.  Demonstration of 
compliance with social and environmental standards will be essential.  Thus, civil-society 
and private sector-initiated principles and processes developed to compliment or align 
with government-led activities, such as CCBA REDD+ Social and Environmental 
Standards, and Brazil’s Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria, are preparing 
for this. 

 
Cost: 
Costs must be manageable yet adequate to serve the needs of verifying compliance with social 
and environmental safeguards, which should include both desk-based and field-based audits.  

⇒ IFM provides a good example of how cost-effective reporting and verification can occur, 
based on experience in Cameroon: estimate is US$630,000 per year (based on 5.6 
million hectares, is US$0.09 per hectare). 

⇒ Large-scale verification and auditing can be very cost-effective.  The State of Wisconsin 
in the US has the largest Forest Stewardship Council group certification (809,000 
hectares compliant with Great Lakes regional FSC standard and national FSC standard), 
which includes 42,000 parcels in the Wisconsin Managed Forest Law (MFL) group of 
smallholders.   Because the application of FSC standards is over such a large area and is 
spread over so many members, the average annual external audit cost per acre about 
US $0.0079 or less than 8 tenths of a cent per year.  That works out to $.42 per parcel 
per year (this does not include their forest management plan costs).  This incredibly low 
cost is largely due to MFL’s internal monitoring and enforcement mechanisms, which 
keep risk to minimal levels. As a result, external audit sampling intensity is light. Other 
contexts in which risks would be higher would require more site visits, and costs would 
increase.  

⇒ Establishing endowment funds for monitoring, independent verification or building 
independent audits costs into project budgets is essential to ensure adequate funding 
over time.  This has jeopardized the success of IFM in Nicaragua, and to a lesser degree 
in other IFM countries.  The Montreal Protocol meets this need via its Multilateral Fund, 
which has helped support developing country administrative costs. 

 

http://www.fscus.org/news/?article=534�
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Sovereignty: 
The above case studies are highlighted because they all respect national sovereignty.  The 
Montreal Protocol is perhaps the most successful example of an international accord that set 
strong global targets, and then allowed national governments to decide how they would meet 
those.  

⇒ All governance monitoring case studies overcame sovereignty issues by relying on 
national governments to invite in or host the initiative.  Countries opt in because it is in 
their interest to (in case of FLEGT, it’s due to access to EU markets for timber products; 
with IFM, it improves the capacity and credibility of forest authorities and enforcement 
agencies). 

⇒ The uptake of CCBA REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards in pilot countries 
demonstrates how countries already recognize the competitive advantage of 
demonstrating adherence to social and environmental standards. 

 
Adequate stakeholder engagement: 
Trust and transparency are essential elements for all governments to strive for in REDD+ 
processes at all levels.  A distinction must be made between public access to information and 
having a meaningful seat at the table, influencing decisions at the board (decision-making) 
level.  

⇒ IFM and EITI illustrate the benefit of including stakeholders and enforcement officials 
in the design of monitoring systems.  In the case of IFM, the multi-stakeholder 
reporting panel conducts a peer review of the monitors’ assessments.  EITI enables the 
multi-stakeholder teams to select the independent validator and oversee the validation 
process. 

⇒ FLEGT has had success with multi-stakeholder roundtables, established at the outset, 
to set up national plans to reduce illegal logging.  The best examples those contexts 
where stakeholders have helped identify relevant forest laws and shaped verification 
indicators.  Ghana is applying the FLEGT stakeholder engagement methodology in their 
R-PP. 

⇒ Brazil’s REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards aim to involve stakeholders in both 
the decision-making and benefit-sharing process. 

⇒ CCBA REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards strive for transparent and 
participatory monitoring, which also included tracking revenue streams (similar to EITI), 
stakeholder engagement, as well as adequate dispute resolution mechanisms. 

 
Why verification of safeguards is a critical aspect of MRV: 
In the REDD+ context, monitoring and reporting of safeguards will be part of national-level 
greenhouse gas MRV systems, so participatory monitoring of safeguards compliance including 
government and other key stakeholders could be an effective approach.  Stakeholder review of 
monitoring reports should be part of the verification of compliance with safeguards. A 
cornerstone of the governance monitoring case studies is the independent nature of auditing or 
verifying findings and country- or company-submissions, and the role of stakeholders in 
reviewing audits or even determining verification indicators (and reviewing audit reports) as in 
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the case of FLEGT.  The most critical aspect of successful verification (or validation) processes is 
the meaningful involvement of stakeholders and the independent and transparent nature of 
verification activities. 

III. Recommendations 

An international protocol agreement must define minimum standards for social 
and environmental safeguards in REDD+ 

1. The UNFCCC must provide policy guidance by including the currently bracketed text on 
safeguards in the AWG-LCA text in a final accord.  This is critical in order to harmonize 
principles and criteria across institutions and scales of REDD+ implementation.   

2. The UNFCCC should request the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice 
(SBSTA) develop modalities for the MRV of safeguards. 

 
Once REDD+ environmental and social safeguards reflecting global principles are contained in 
an international protocol agreement, national governments, multi-lateral institutions and the 
private sector can in earnest begin to harmonize their own approach to operationalize 
safeguards in MRV systems via national processes.  This will require an enabling environment 
where legal and institutional frameworks at the national level can be harmonized, country-
specific standards and standards organizations engaged, and mechanisms to monitor 
compliance at the national level be built into MRV design and reporting and monitoring 
frameworks. 
 

National-level social and environmental safeguard MRV activities should 
commence immediately 
While policy guidance from the UNFCCC on safeguards is critical, countries can immediately 
begin to prepare their own MRV processes to include social and environmental safeguards.  A 
natural first step is for national REDD+ working groups (or roundtables) comprised of economic, 
environmental, and social specialists and key stakeholders be formalized to oversee this 
process. Their selection must be transparent and have the trust of their respective 
constituencies. The working groups/roundtables should: 

• Produce a comprehensive strategy clearly defining multi-stakeholder roles and 
responsibilities, including those of implementing agencies or bodies 

• Establish the mechanisms through which consultation and accommodation of forest-
dependent, indigenous and stakeholder interests will be ensured as part of REDD+ 
activity design, and MRV design and implementation.  (The UN-REDD Programme’s July-
November 2010 workshops on the application of Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) 
in UN-REDD Programme activities and in the context of readiness and REDD+ more 
broadly is one source to draw from in operationalizing consultation and accommodation 
principles). 



DRAFT Discussion Paper 

 
 

15 

• Pursue CCBA/CARE REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards or develop country-
specific standards (such as Brazil’s Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria) and 
develop MRV activities around those. 

• At a minimum, identify the safeguard standard principles the country will have to satisfy 
(FCPC, UN-REDD, emergent cap and trade (such as California Governors  and Forests 
Task Force) as well as standards being applied in their country by voluntary forest 
carbon projects), and engage their own national-level  councils to help identify how 
principles and criteria, indicators apply in their country, how MRV activities can serve 
those, and the mechanics of collecting and aggregating that information. 

• Establish mechanisms to MRV revenue flows (public and private) to demonstrate 
transparency. 

• Identify how to establish baselines for each essential safeguard criterion 
• Identify gaps in existing institutional structures and recommend appropriate measures 

to address gaps 
• Identify mechanism project-level activities to report in to national data centres (DRC is 

pursuing this approach) 
• Establish clear grievance and conflict resolution processes that meet international 

standards. 
• Identify clear and distinct roles and mandates for public and private bodies to monitor 

compliance with REDD+ safeguards.  Auditors and verifiers should be brought into the 
process as early as possible. 

 
Countries should front-load the development of robust MRV systems in Phase 1 and 2 of REDD+ 
development, tapping into fast-start financing to fund these activities.   

 
Please also refer to WWF’s Green Carbon Guidebook and Assessment Guide of Forest Carbon 
Standards for guidelines to ensure forest carbon projects, including REDD+ early action 
projects, meet high standards for project design and performance and include social and 
environmental safeguards. 

 

http://www.gcftaskforce.org/about.html�
http://www.gcftaskforce.org/about.html�
http://www.iso.org/iso/about/iso_members.htm�
http://www.panda.org/what_we_do/footprint/climate_carbon_energy/forest_climate/publications/?185681/Green-carbon-guidebook�
http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fassets.panda.org%2Fdownloads%2Fforest_carbon_assessment_guide.pdf&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFrqEzcXGnHLy9eWaur0g5mIoeQctE8cJw�
http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fassets.panda.org%2Fdownloads%2Fforest_carbon_assessment_guide.pdf&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFrqEzcXGnHLy9eWaur0g5mIoeQctE8cJw�
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Tool 

 
Fit with REDD MRV 

 
Methodology 

 
Enforcement 

 
Sovereignty 

 
Cost 

Independent 
monitoring or 
verification? 

Effective 
stakeholder 

participation? 
Governance monitoring  

Global Witness’ 
 Forest 

Monitoring (IFM) 

Method to combat illegal 
logging and increase 
transparency, 
accountability, 
enforcement and 
governance in the forest 
sector.   Note: IFM now 
being incorporated as a 
component of FLEGT VPAs.  
IFM could be an important 
tool for countries 
implementing REDD+ to 
demonstrate traction on 
forest governance reforms 
to address illegal activity. 
 

Minimum standards to allow 
a monitor to access 
information, has the right of 
movement and access, and 
right to publish information. 
Criteria are not fixed and 
can be tailored to fit the 
country needs. 
The FIP has recommended 
that existing IFM systems be 
adapted to incorporate 
REDD+ activities and 
developed where they do 
not exist. 

Example in 
Cameroon: US$7.5 
million was charged 
by the government 
against violators in 
penalties, recovery 
was 36%. 

Is a mandatory 
verification service 
carried out with the 
support of a 
government host-
institution, 
regardless of the 
willingness of the 
forest industry. 

Typically funded by 
the bilateral and 
multilateral donor 
community.  
Independence of 
the funding source 
is critical.  Success 
in adequately 
funding has been 
problematic.  Based 
on Cameroon exp., 
estimate is 
US$630,000 per 
year (based on 5.6 
million hectares, is 
US$0.09 per 
hectare) 

Field-based evaluation. 
Independent third-party 
(the monitor or certifying 
entity) has right to publish 
approved and unapproved 
reports. 

Multi-stakeholder 
reporting panel 
conducts peer review 
of monitors’ 
assessments.  Have 
included ‘social audit’ 
in Honduras, however 
this is atypical.  In 
Nicaragua, helped to 
build capacity for local 
monitoring. 

 Industries 
Transparency 
Initiative (EITI)  
 

Global standard for 
managing revenues from 
oil, gas and mineral 
extraction.  Monitoring of 
revenue transparency and 
reconciliation. (Would 
need to slot in REDD 
standards to tailor this 
approach) 

A standard for companies to 
publish what they pay and 
for governments to disclose 
what they receive.  These 
are independently verified 
and process overseen by 
multi-stakeholder group.   
and criteria are basis for 
process. 

Validation to 
determine 
compliance 

Responds to country 
demands for 
support.  31 
countries are 
pursuing, mostly in 
Africa.  Liberia is the 
first country to 
include forestry in 
the scope of its EITI 
programme. 

Covered by 
European and N. 
America country 
contributions, 
direct bilateral 
support and multi-
donor trust fund 
managed by World 
Bank 

Independent auditing of 
company submissions. 
Multi-stakeholder group 
selects the independent 
validator and 
oversees the validation 
process. 

Yes, process is 
overseen by 
participants from the 
government, 
companies and 
national civil society.  
Civil Society also part 
of through the  What 
You 
Pay campaign 

 FLEGT Voluntary 
Partnership 
Agreements 
(VPAs) 

Bilateral trade agreements 
with commitment to trade 
only in verified legal wood; 
timber legality verification 
system.  Also, trade data 
analysis and occasional 

Reporting occurs on two 
levels: domestic level into 
national enforcement and 
regulatory institutions, and 
reports by an independent 
monitor to an international 

Joint 
Implementation 
Committee has 
power to suspend 
agreement and 
timber market 

Impact assessment 
framework 
developed jointly in 
country. 

Financed and 
contracted through 
local budgets and 
ministries, 

Requirement of 
independent monitoring 
or audit part of the legal 
basis for the trade 
agreement. Independence 
of monitor ensured 

Help identify relevant 
forest laws, verification 
indicators.  Ghana and 
others applying 
methodology in R-PP 
for effective 

http://www.globalwitness.org/pages/en/ifm.html�
http://www.globalwitness.org/pages/en/ifm.html�
http://eiti.org/eiti�
http://eiti.org/eiti�
http://eiti.org/eiti�
http://eiti.org/eiti/principles�
http://eiti.org/eiti/principles�
http://www.publishwhatyoupay.org/�
http://www.publishwhatyoupay.org/�
http://www.publishwhatyoupay.org/�
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/forests/flegt.htm�


DRAFT Discussion Paper 

 
 

17 

field-based assessments 
used to identify leakage.  
Incorporates IFM in VPAs. 

Joint Implementation 
Committee on the 
overarching integrity of the 
national control system 

access if legally-
binding 
commitments are 
not met 

through rigorous criteria.  
Monitor completes field-
based audit and reports 
on credibility of national 
control systems 

stakeholder 
engagement. 

International voluntary standards with strong social and environmental safeguards  
 Stewardship 

Council 
certification 

Standards, certification 
and verification of forest 
management practices, 
with demonstrated 
success protecting social 
and 
environmental values.  
Could be adapted to 
compliment carbon 
standards.   Landscape 
approach to group cert. 
can broaden geographic 
applicability. 

Sets 10 principles and 
criteria at global level, 
indicators are set at national 
or regional level, allowing 
FSC to adapt to national and 
regional complexities.  
Biodiversity and HCVF 
delineation are strong.  
Ground-based auditing is 
strong. 

Annual audit Does not involve 
governments. 
Voluntary forest 
certification, usually 
sought by land 
manager.   There are 
examples of 
government 
agencies certifying 
public lands. 

Burden is on 
project proponent, 
there are initial 
costs to create 
management plan, 
etc. and then audit 
costs.  US State of 
Wisconsin ex: US$ 
0.5 cents per acre 
for five years for 
audits and 
validation 

Yes, and several of  
certification bodies 
(auditors) are already 
accredited to audit carbon 
and forest management 
and have tested 
integrated audits. 

Yes 

CCBA  standards Project design standard + 
(validation) and multiple-
benefit impact assessment 
(verification) for voluntary 
land-based for voluntary 
carbon projects. 
Most often combined with 
carbon accounting 
standard (eg. VCS/CDM) 

Based on criteria and 
indicators to assess quality 
of participatory project 
design and impacts. 
See Version 1.0 of  
Manual for Social Impact 
Assessment of Land-Based 
Carbon Projects 
(methodological 
guidance for 
proponents seeking 
validation under the 
CCB or other multiple 
benefit carbon 
standards). 

Verification, and 
non-conformity can 
be addressed 
though corrective 
action. Failure to 
correct results in no 
validation. 

Voluntary, at project 
level, does not 
involve governments 

Burden is on 
proponent, cost 
based on 
documentation and 
related processes, 
and audit costs. 

Yes, independent, 
accredited auditors 
determine conformance at 
validation and verification 
stages.  Must include site 
visit.  Verification at least 
every five years. 

Yes, public comment 
period, information 
made public 

CCBA/CARE Designed to work with 
government-led programs 

+ 
Social and Env. 

A set of principles and 
criteria (with indicators 

Creation of 
country-level 

Jurisdictions 
voluntarily adopt.  

Unknown—costs 
would primarily be 

Verification process relies 
on a transparent process 

Seeks transparent and 
participatory 

http://www.fsc.org/climatechange.html�
http://www.fsc.org/climatechange.html�
http://www.fsc.org/climatechange.html�
http://www.accreditation-services.com/uploads/media/5.3.1_2010-08-31-ASI_Accredited_CBs.doc.pdf�
http://www.accreditation-services.com/uploads/media/5.3.1_2010-08-31-ASI_Accredited_CBs.doc.pdf�
http://www.climate-standards.org/index.html�
http://www.forest-trends.org/publication_details.php?publicationID=2436�
http://www.forest-trends.org/publication_details.php?publicationID=2436�
http://www.forest-trends.org/publication_details.php?publicationID=2436�
http://www.climate-standards.org/REDD%2B/�
http://www.climate-standards.org/REDD%2B/�
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Standards implemented at national 
or 
state/provincial/regional 
levels and for all forms of 
fund-based or market-
based financing. 

 for 
government-led 
programmes 

being set at national 
level) and a process for 
including in MRV. For 
each principle, lists 
criteria that must be 
met related to 
processes, impacts and 
policies. 

standards 
committee; 
development of 
country-specific 
indicators; 
compilation of 
a report of progress 
with respect to the 
standards; review, 
validation and 
publication of the 
report 

Being implemented 
in 6 pilot countries: 
Ecuador, Tanzania, 
Nepal, Liberia, Acre 
(Brazil), Central 
Kalimantan 
(Indonesia) 

based on national 
level processes and 
consultation 

for stakeholder review of 
monitoring reports. 

monitoring (including 
of revenue streams) 
and review of reports, 
stakeholder 
engagement, adequate 
dispute resolution 
mechanisms 

 CARBON Standards and indicators 
relevant to af-/re-
forestation projects but 
can also be applied to 
REDD. 
A complementary 
standard for measuring co-
benefits of carbon 
projects. 

Requires projects to 
apply the standard's 
methodology tool box 
of indicators that points 
at degrees of 
sustainability 
correlated to six 
resources: social, 
human, financial, 
natural, biodiversity 
and carbon. Framework 
based on the 
Sustainable Livelihood 
Approach. 

Indicators must be 
approved by the 
SOCIALCARBON 
Standard Technical 
Team.  Criteria not 
rigid, but applicant 
must show 
continuous 
improvement in 
meeting standard.  
Yearly monitoring, 
though sometimes 
less frequently.   

Voluntary and at 
project level, does 
not involve 
governments 

Burden is on 
proponent 

Yes, independently 
verified by Certifying 
Entity and includes a field 
visit. 

Stakeholder 
participation. 
Reports made public 
on website 

Current REDD+ monitoring and reporting standards and guidance applied by multilateral institutions financing REDD+ activities in phases 1 and 2  
World Bank “  
Procedures” and 
 (OP 4.0) 

Note that FCPF is bound to 
abide by WB OP’s (Sect. 3 
of Charter). However, WB 
does not consider REDD 
readiness activities via 
FCPF to be a WB project, 
so safeguards do not apply 
in strict sense.  FCPF 

Strategic Environmental and 
Social Assessment (SESA) 
process combines analytical 
and participatory 
approaches.  
• FCPF provides guidance 

based on SESA approach, 
which countries apply in 

To be applied in 
country R-PPs and 
R-Packages, and 
readiness funds are 
contingent on FCPF 
approval, though 
not clear whether 
Technical Advisory 

Yes--Sect. 3.1 (a) 
FCPF Charter.  
Country and WB 
jointly decide which 
WB OP’s will be 
triggered  

 WB due diligence, FCPF 
Technical Advisory Panel 
carries out independent 
assessments (though not 
third party validation).   
For UN-REDD, 
independent assessment 
completed by an 

Multi-stakeholder 
process, full-fledged 
consultation by 
Preparation phase, 
documents publically 
available 

http://www.socialcarbon.org/Documents/�
http://go.worldbank.org/L2LCRJEHW0�
http://go.worldbank.org/L2LCRJEHW0�
http://go.worldbank.org/3GLI3EECP0�
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seeking to mainstream 
SESA guidelines into R-PP 
template components 
(Link to June 2010 note) 

R-PP. 
• UN-REDD requires a 

“governance situation 
analysis” and mapping of 
stakeholders 

Both currently harmonizing 
readiness requirements, but 
unclear process re: 
safeguards. 

Panel is to fulfill 
enforcement role 
and in practice, 
unclear when (after 
R-PLAN?) 

appointed independent 
expert. 

 Finance 
Corporation  

8 Performance Standards 
on Social and Environment 
Sustainability.  IFC also 
applies Policy on 
Disclosure of Information  
IFC has only invested in 
one forest carbon (CDM) 
project, has one REDD deal 
in review process.   
IFC Exclusion list prohibits 
investment in commercial 
forestry operations in 
primary tropical moist 
forests. 

Standards + range of tools 
to assist clients’ 
improvement of 
environmental and social 
management performance 
and outcomes. The “  
Principles,” adopted by over 
60 investment banks in 
developed and developing 
countries are based on IFC’s 
Performance Standards. IFC 
estimates these principles 
cover nearly 90% of project 
financing worldwide. 
Companies applying the 
Performance Standards 
meet or exceed these global 
benchmarks. 

Review the project 
against the IFC 
Performance 
Standards, 
applicable WB 
guidance, and 
whether required 
to conduct FPIC, 

IFC review and 
supervision 
throughout 
investment life-
cycle, E&S Annual 
Monitoring Report 

IFC meets with 
government, 
company, and local 
stakeholders to 
discuss 
environmental and 
social aspects of 
the project. 

May engage external 
experts, but is at 
discretion of IFC.   
IFC may engage IFC’s 
Compliance Advisor/ 
Ombudsman to impartially 
respond to environmental 
and social concerns of 
affected communities 

All projects should 
engage and consult 
with affected 
communities and local 
stakeholders 
to ensure their 
awareness and 
support of the project, 
and documents made 
public on IFC website. 

National standards including social and environmental safeguards for REDD+ 
China’s  
Standard 

Developed to serve 
Chinese voluntary 
domestic offset market, 
geared towards poverty 
alleviation co-benefits. 
Validation and 
registration. 

AFOLU methodology. 
Based on ISO14064-2 
project level for 
quantification, monitoring 
and reporting of greenhouse 
gas emission reductions or 
removal enhancements, and 
ISO14064-3 on validation 
and verification of 
greenhouse gas assertions. 

Impact on the 
environment and 
local communities 
must not violate 
domestic laws.  
Failure to comply 
results in proposal 
not being validated. 

Voluntary domestic 
programme, so no 
sovereignty issues. 

Burden is on 
applicant 

Third Party Auditors 
accredited and selected as 
“Designated Operational 
Entities” by the CDM 
Executive Board granted a 
de-facto approval to 
perform both validation 
and verification (can be 
simultaneous).  Must do 
field=based audit. Local 

Public comment period 

http://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/fcp/sites/forestcarbonpartnership.org/files/Documents/PDF/Sep2010/2g%20FCPF%20FMT%20Note%202010-16%20SESA%20Mainstreaming.pdf�
http://www.ifc.org/ifcext/sustainability.nsf/Content/EnvSocStandards�
http://www.ifc.org/ifcext/sustainability.nsf/Content/EnvSocStandards�
http://www.equator-principles.com/�
http://www.equator-principles.com/�
http://www.pandastandard.org/�
http://www.pandastandard.org/�
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 third-party verifiers 
only perform verification 
operations. 

Brazil’s + Social 
and 
Environmental 
Principles and 
Criteria 

Principles and Criteria to 
guide private sector and 
government REDD+ 
activities.  Meant to 
compliment international 
forest carbon certification 
systems. 

Principles and criteria Is offered as 
guidance, offers 
criteria and 
indicators for 
evaluation of 
projects and 
funding decisions, 
though has no 
direct enforcement 
authority. 

Calls for 
coordination and 
alignment with 
national, regional 
and local policies 
and guidelines. 
Offers guidance, but 
does not fetter, 
national governance 
mechanisms. 

Unknown—assume 
burden is on 
applicant? 
 

Calls for periodic 
monitoring of the socio-
environmental, 
economic and climate 
related impacts and 
benefits of REDD+ actions, 
and for such reports to be 
made public. Mentions 
independent review. 

Based on 
comprehensive multi-
stakeholder 
consultation.  Calls for 
transparency and 
inclusion in decision-
making and benefit-
sharing. 

http://www.reddsocioambiental.org.br/�
http://www.reddsocioambiental.org.br/�
http://www.reddsocioambiental.org.br/�
http://www.reddsocioambiental.org.br/�
http://www.reddsocioambiental.org.br/�
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Lessons from the Montreal Protocol  
 
The Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer is perhaps one of the most 
successful global environmental treaties, and offers the following as lessons relative to 
safeguards and REDD+: 

• The protocol offers universal coverage with mandatory targets, within agreed 
timeframes, with flexibility for each country experiment with different approaches 
tailored to their specific circumstances, thus overcoming sovereignty issues.   

• Governments committed to an international regulatory framework, and the private 
sector was then empowered to meet those targets.  

• Flexibility allows the protocol to evolve with developments in science, technology and 
economics, allowing for adjustments to the stringency of controls on previously agreed 
ozone-depleting substances by simple decision (thus avoiding national ratification of 
these control changes).   

• Annual reporting of data on production, imports and exports of the controlled 
substances, to enable an annual review of the Parties’ compliance with the Protocol 
control provisions.  

• A Multilateral Fund was established to support developing country administrative costs 
and to fund the creation of national ozone units. Leverage to ensure compliance has 
been promoted via the threat of loss of access to funding through a country’s failure to 
report. 

 

http://ozone.unep.org/Ratification_status/evolution_of_mp.shtml�
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