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Introduction 

Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation {REDD} is in place to 
enhance development and implementation of an incentive-­based system that 
makes it economically more attractive to let a forest stand than to cut it down.  
Consistent 
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lessons from experiences in Uganda, and hence deriving recommendations for the 
design of benefit sharing arrangements for the Uganda REDD+ Strategy. 
 

Equitable Sharing 
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Studies have shown a wide range of cash and non cash benefits which 
stakeholders, and especially the local communities, can get in the process of 
implementing REDD+ programmes. In this way, most of the local people affected by 
responsible forest management (RFM) can benefit from REDD+ without always 
getting cash payments. The process of designing REDD+ benefit sharing 
arrangements must establish an agreeable balance between what is shared in cash 
and what gets converted into other benefits and how equitably the benefits are 
shared or accessed. 
 
In the table below, Leo Peskett (2010) explores the possible benefits that can be 
expected in forestry programmes  
Table 1: Benefits that can be expected from forestry programmes 

Benefit type  Description/function 
National Level 

 
Economic ¶ profits from sale of REDD+ credits 

¶ 
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(ii) Another arrangement could be to manage monetary benefits through local 
government bodies. In Uganda, this would mean REDD+ payments being made 
to District LGs as conditional grants for onward distribution at the horizontal level 
among private and community natural forest owners.  

(iii) Alternatively, a national REDD+ Agency or other government agencies 
responsible for REDD+ (e.g., Forestry Sector Support Department) may be 
appointed as the national fund administrator. This agency may then direct 
monetary benefits to benefit sharing mechanism partners (e.g.  NFA, UWA, and 
private and community natural forest owners), or it may direct monetary benefits 
to local government bodies for disbursement to beneficiaries. 

(iv) Non-­monetary benefits (e.g., capacity building, registration of community and 
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Sub-national Performance-Based Benefit Sharing 
Mechanisms 

 
(viii) These mechanisms are similar to the second mechanism above except that 

this time the funds would go direct to the sub-­national governments which are 
engaged in performance based carbon emissions reductions (e.g. have own 
reference levels). NGO funding or private philanthropic foundations can also be 
sources of funding here. 

 
Whichever mechanism is used, PricewaterhouseCoopers identifies ways through 
which REDD+ benefits are likely to be distributed as illustrated in the table below;; 
Table 2: Types of Forest Sector Benefits Distributed Through Benefit Sharing Mechanisms  

Benefit Type 
 

Form Of Distribution 

(i) Forest rent  
(i.e., direct profit from the sale of 
timber or non-­timber forest products) 

Cash payments 

(ii) Compensation of opportunity 
costs  

(e.g., forest landowners protect 
forest rather than convert to crop 
production and in return receive 
monetary or non-­monetary 
compensation value equal to the 
per hectare commercial value of 
the crop)  

¶ Cash payments  
¶ Tax relief  

¶ Goods and materials (e.g., seedlings and fertilizers)  
¶ Capacity building and training (e.g., forest 
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Trees for Global Benefits, another project based carbon project provides valuable 
insights into how to deal with issues of: 
 
¶ Exclusivity, where applicants were required to show evidence of ownership of 

land by getting the local council chairperson in the area to sign on confirming 
ownership of the land if there was no evidence of land title. 

¶ Food security, where applicants were required to have adequate land to grow 
trees (either mixed with agricultural crops or grown in woodlots) and sufficient 
food crops. 
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Fund. The Costa Rican FINAFIFO model could provide a starting point for the 
discussions on the structure and modus-­operandi of the National REDD+ Unit. 
Creating the REDD+ Unit will also provide the opportunity to operationalise the 
Tree Fund, whose framework has already been approved by Cabinet. 

(c) The process of setting up the REDD+ Unit should consider including REDD+ 
decision making bodies that are constituted from community and other 
stakeholder representatives at strategic levels of the vertical distribution chain to 
take charge of the REDD+ activities, including benefit sharing at horizontal levels. 

(d) The project approach should also be retained and structured as one of the 
mechanisms of operationalising the jurisdiction wide mechanism. The project 
approach is likely to remain popular for a long time, and it will probably be much 
easier to reach the poor more effectively through this approach. It should have a 
clear role for local government leaders to oversee and enforce accountability 
and reduce elite capture  

 
Equitable sharing of benefit and participation: There is a risk that REDD+ payments 
will be seen by some stakeholders in the light of a forestry subsidy programme, rather 
than a performance based payment in which people are paid for concrete outputs. 
To avoid this, it is recommended that:  
 
(a) Arrangements should be designed for payments to be made on a scale where 

the best performers get more and the non-­performers get nothing. 
(b) The REDD+ implementation programmes should be designed to build the 

capacity of the local people, so that all eligible stakeholders can play their roles 
effectively, and thus equitably share the benefits that accrue. This will minimize 
the frustration among the poor people who may have capacity inadequacies to 
attain what REDD+ considers best performers  

 
Compared to the benefit sharing arrangements prescribed by law, CFM and CRM 
are legally recognized but not overly prescriptive about what to do or not to do. This 
provides a flexible arrangement in which to deal with matters of equity. Therefore it is 
recommended that: 

 
(c) The benefit sharing arrangements should specify in broad terms the benefit 

sharing principles and a framework within which benefit sharing agreements can 
be negotiated. The principles and agreement framework should be included in 
the Forestry Regulations soon to be gazetted. 

 
Because of the governance problems mentioned above, the possibilities of 
highjacking the REDD+ benefits by politicians & their cronies, those who are relatively 
wealthy, and buccaneer technocrats, are real. To guard against this highjack, it is 
thus recommended that:  
 
(d) The decision making bodies mentioned above should be closely involved in the 

channeling of REDD+ cash payments to eligible beneficiaries. In addition, the 
capacities of the communities involved should be built to enable them 
spearhead community-­based advocacy when their rights are threatened. 

(e) Frameworks that provide space for communities voices and  participation in the 
process need to be very clear and enhanced. 

 



 15 

Land and/or forest Tenure: Land/forest tenure lies at the heart of legitimate and 
equitable benefit sharing arrangements. Tenure systems are recognised legally or by 
custom in Uganda but the holders of the ownership/use rights are not as clear as it 
seems at first sight because they are multi-­layered. Land/forest tenure will therefore 
affect how REDD+ programmes are implemented, and thus how the benefits are 
shared. The Land and Forestry Acts provide general guidance on ownership and 
user rights/privileges. It is thus recommended that: 
 
(a) The on-­


