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Summary  

The National REDD+ framework of the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) was established to enable 

coordinated land-use action and finance as the basis for the country’s efforts towards climate change 

mitigation, sustainable development and poverty reduction. At the core of DRC’s 2012 Ministerial 

Homologation Decree for REDD+ is the concept of “nesting,” that is the integration of forest carbon 

projects into larger-scale REDD+ programs while allowing them to continue generating carbon credits (see 

Figure 1).1 This reflects DRC’s vision on promoting a mix of jurisdictional and local REDD+ activities as a 

way to include the land sector in national mitigation actions, stimulate private investment and provide 

operational on-the-ground capacity. 

Figure 1 – Nesting of REDD+ activities 

 

Sources: adapted from Climate Focus (2016) 

Key to the implementation of DRC’s national REDD+ framework is the Emission Reductions Program in 

the Mai Ndombe Province (ER Program) which has attracted US$ 50 million in investment to date, 

including from the Central African Forest Initiative (CAFI), the Forest Investment Program (FIP), the Global 

Environment Facility (GEF) and Wildlife Works Carbon (private sector).  Result-based payments for the 

Emission Reductions (ERs) achieved under the ER Program are expected to scale up funding.  An Emission 

Reductions Payment Agreement (ERPA) is in discussion for the FCPF Carbon Fund to purchase 11 million 

of the ERs achieved by the ER Program over the period 2018-2023. This pilot transaction could generate 

                                                           
1 Lee, D. et all. 2018. Approaches to REDD+ Nesting: Lessons Learned from Country Experiences. World Bank, Washington, DC.  
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additional financing of up to US$ 86 million to support the ER Program and provide a pathway to the 

objectives of REDD+ in DRC.   

A Benefit Sharing Plan (BSP) is a critical element of ER Programs which sets out specific economic, policy 

and institutional arrangements for ensuring equitable and efficient delivery of ER payments. In the 

context of the FCPF pilot transaction, an advanced draft version of the ER Program’s BSP must be available 

prior to the ERPA signature and a definitive version of the BSP will be a condition of effectiveness prior to 

the first ERPA payment. The development of the ER Program’s BSP involved comprehensive, multi-level 

(national, province, territories) and inclusive stakeholder engagement (Indigenous Peoples, local 

communities, civil society, centralized and decentralized administration, private sector, etc.) throughout 

the preparation of the ER Program (2013-2016) and the ERPA negotiations with the FCPF Carbon Fund 

Participants (2016-2018).   

The resulting draft BSP of the Mai Ndombe ER Program is expected to provide effective incentives for a 

variety of actors to engage in REDD+ action while also ensuring the sustainability of the ER program 

itself – as described below:   

▪ Beneficiaries. Collective action involving multiple stakeholders undertaking different activities is 

necessary to achieve large-scale mitigation under the ER Program. Beneficiaries under the BSP include 

a range of actors with both direct and indirect influence on the ER program and its objectives, 

including  forest resources managers (e.g. state’s protected areas, conservation concessions, farmers, 

local communities, indigenous peoples, etc.) and institutional stakeholders (e.g. national and 

provincial governments, customary entities, etc.). 

▪ Payments for ER Program management. Payouts will contribute to ER Program management,  

development and governance including activities to engage with stakeholders. Payouts have senior 

rights to ERPA payments for performance, that is, will be made first (“Category 1”). A minimum of US$ 

5.3 million will be provided in advance ERPA payments (independently of the Program’s performance), 

on top of which up to US$ 1.9 million will be added in case of performance of the ER Program – as 

detailed below:  

i. ER Program administration: US$ 5 million in advance payments over 5 years will support i) a 

Program Management Unit (PMU) that will assist the provincial government in managing the ER 

Program (e.g. coordination of sub-projects, implementation of the BSP, safeguards, MRV etc.) (US$ 3 

million); and ii) capacity building of the provincial government (US$ 2 million). 

ii. Engagement activities with indigenous peoples and local communities: local communities and 

indigenous peoples will receive 2% of ERPA proceeds each (minimum of US$ 0.15 million each) to 

recognize their historical role, as well as current efforts, in sustainable forest management and to 

incentivize their engagement as potential developers of sub-projects. This allocation represents US$ 

0.3 to 2.2 million over 5 years depending on the Program’s performance. 

iii. Risk mitigation buffer: the operations of the national-level REDD+ institutions (e.g. FONAREDD, 

CN-REDD, civil society etc.) and infrastructure (e.g. registry, safeguards, GRM, MRV etc.) established 

during the REDD+ readiness phase are mostly supported through CAFI programs.  However, in the 

event of delay or unavailability in CAFI’s conditional funding tranche, or in the absence of other sources 
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of funding, up to US$ 2.2 million in advance ERPA payments may be requested to guarantee continuous 

support to national-level REDD+ operations.  

▪ Performance-based rewards to sub-projects. The BSP also provides for direct performance-based 

rewards, including finance and possibly ERs, to private sector or community-driven sub-projects that 

have demonstrated a contribution to the success of the overall ER Program’s performance (“Category 

2” payments, that is, made after Category 1). In return, such sub-projects will be subject to:   

iv. Payment cap: no single private sub-project can receive more than 17.5 percent of the nominal 

ERPA value. This aims to redirect payouts towards community-based activities outside the private sub-

project boundary, even if their performance is lower. The remaining ERs not purchased by the FCPF 

Carbon Fund will go into a pool of in-kind ERs that can be provided to individual sub-projects for 

performance achieved. 

v. Reference levels: sub-projects will be rewarded against agreed sub-reference levels validated by 

the regulator. The PMU is expected to develop guidance and information on how future baselines may 

be developed.  

vi. Legacy project: an existing legacy project – the Wildlife Works Carbon (WWC) Mai Ndombe 

conservation concession – was validated with a project baseline methodology prior to the jurisdiction 

determining its own baseline under the fully-fledged ER Program. To be integrated and rewarded for 

performance over the ERPA period (2018-2023) the WWC project was required to reduce its baseline 

by 33%.   

▪ Monitoring of the BSP implementation. ERs will be measured and (third-party) verified 3 times during 

the ERPA period (2018-2020) relying on the MRV framework of the ER Program. ER monitoring and 

verification reports will provide the basis for ER generation. The distribution of ERPA payments and 

ERs, in accordance with the BSP, will be overseen by the PMU and tracked by the transaction registry.   
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Figure 2 – Mai Ndombe ER Program: Distribution of Payments under the FCPF ERPA 

 
 

1. Introduction 

This document is the advanced draft benefit sharing plan (BSP) for the Mai-Ndombe Emission Reductions 

(ER) Program of the DRC, which builds on the ERPD.2 The Mai-Ndombe ER Program was provisionally 

selected in the portfolio of the FCPF Carbon Fund in June 2016 through Resolution CFM/14/2016/1 and 

finally selected in December 2016.  The advanced draft BSP is the result of a stakeholder engagement 

process (see Chapter 8) and designed to meet the criteria of the FCPF Carbon Fund Methodological 

Framework (Criteria 29-33).  

The DRC is in the process of preparing the negotiations of an ERPA with the Carbon Fund Participants (CFP) 

and the World Bank, which is the Trustee of the FCPF. The signatories of the ERPA will be the DRC and the 

World Bank. An advanced draft version of the BSP, acceptable to the World Bank, is required prior to ERPA 

signature. A final version of the BSP will be a condition of effectiveness in the ERPA.  

2. Nesting and crediting 

                                                           
2 The ERPD is available on the website of the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) at 

https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/sites/fcp/files/2016/Dec/20161108%20Revised%20ERPD_DRC.pdf  
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There is a consensus worldwide on how to envision crediting to a jurisdiction and nested projects. Three 

options are on the table. 

Figure 2 – Crediting options 

 

Scenarios 1 and 2 are usually preferred when: (i) projects/activities in the field are considered the 

priority to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation; and (ii) project owners ready to 

invest within the program boundary are already identified and/or existing. Regarding the latter, project 

owners (private and public investors and/or groups of communities) have under these scenarios a better 

understanding of the profit and loss profile of their future investment based on estimated ERs to be 

generated under their project, and to be received in their registry account. Assets (ERs) to be received 

are secured, and can be easily identified by referring to carbon methodologies. Due diligence prior to 

investment as well as the decision-making process is better informed. 

Scenario 3 may be preferred when policy reforms or enabling activities are considered the priority to 

address the drivers of deforestation and forest degradation, or when large REDD+ projects are unlikely 

to be developed. 

When it comes to crediting, the DRC, supported by UN-REDD and FCPF, clarified its preferred options back 

in 2012. The ministerial decree dated February 2012 (Arrêté ministériel No 004/CAB/MIN/ECN-T/012 du 

15 février 2012 fixant la procédure d'homologation des projets REDD+) recognizes the concept of projects 

aiming at generating ERs to supply any future carbon market or to be acquired by institutional investors 

and includes a set of rules to govern the registration, approval and external validation of such projects. 

Annex 5 of the ministerial decree lists the carbon standards recognized by the DRC, one of them being the 

VCS. 

More specifically, and since February 2012, the DRC chose the Scenario 2 presented above with crediting 

to jurisdiction and projects (with their own reference level developed in accordance with a recognized 

carbon standard). 
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Registry 

REDD+ 

Registry 



6 
 

At the seventh Carbon Fund meeting held in Paris in June 2013, civil society expressed their wish to amend 

this ministerial decree to include communities as possible project owners benefiting from ERs under the 

REDD+ process. Discussions aiming at amending the 2012 ministerial decree are ongoing. 

3. Legal framework for benefit sharing of REDD+ projects / programs in DRC 

The Ministerial Homologation Decree for REDD+ projects / programs3 provides the legal basis and 

procedures for any REDD+ project or program, including the Mai-Ndombe ER Program. The Decree 

formalizes, among others, procedures regarding project and/or program registration in the national 

REDD+ registry, respect of social and environmental REDD+ standards and application of safeguards 

instruments, development of benefit sharing plans, availability of a feedback and grievance redress 

mechanism (FGRM) and ER title transfer. 

The Decree also defines that ERs generated by a jurisdictional REDD+ program, such as the Mai-Ndombe 

ER Program, will be measured at the program level against the Program’s reference level. A program 

usually integrates REDD+ projects, referred to as sub-projects, with sub-reference levels to be discussed 

with the program entity through a consultative and transparent manner, and validated through the 

homologation process. 

4. Coordination of finance sources related to the ER Program 

It is worth noting that the ER Program is embedded into the National REDD+ approach and aims to pilot 

REDD+ results-based payments in coordination with other sources of finance for REDD+ implementation, 

including the Forest Investment Program (FIP) and the Central African Forest Initiative (CAFI). To this end, 

the National REDD+ Coordination (CN-REDD), which has been leading the development of the ER Program, 

and the Executive Secretariat of the National REDD+ Fund (FONAREDD), which oversees the 

implementation of the National REDD+ Investment Plan, have worked together to effectively coordinate 

different finance sources and REDD+ benefits. In regards to the BSP of the ER Program, several CAFI-

financed programs implemented by FONAREDD have been taken into consideration. This is because they 

provide financial support for national-level activities which are also highly relevant to the provincial ER 

Program (more details in Error! Reference source not found.). CAFI-financed programs include:   

- REDD+ Governance (tendering process ongoing): support for the management of national REDD+ 

tools and institutional support for the national government; 

- Support to FONAREDD Secretariat (implemented by UNDP): institutional support for national 

government stakeholders and the FONAREDD Secretariat; 

- Support to Civil Society (implemented by UNDP): capacity building for the national civil society 

platform (GTCR-R) and social inclusion related to REDD+;  

- Sustainable Management of Forests by Indigenous Peoples (implemented by World Bank): capacity 

building at national and local levels to identify and implement forest management models by 

Indigenous Peoples (IPs); 

                                                           
3 Arrêté ministériel fixant la procédure d’homologation des investissements REDD+ 
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- Implementation of the National Forest Monitoring System (NFMS) in the DRC (implemented by 

FAO): support for the Measurement, Reporting and verification (MRV) system at the national level 

and for the ER Program; 

- Support to the Land Use Planning Reform (implemented by UNDP): development of a land use 

planning policy and capacity building at national and local levels; 

- Support to the Land Tenure Reform (implemented by UN-Habitat): development of a tenure policy 

and capacity building of the National Commission on Tenure Reform (CONAREF) and communities; 

- Sustainable Management of Agriculture (tendering process ongoing): development of a national 

agriculture policy in line with REDD+ objectives and capacity building of the Ministry of Agriculture; 

- Sustainable Management of Forests (tendering process ongoing): elaboration of a national forest 

policy, revision of legislation and capacity building of environmental agencies. 

5. Categories of potential beneficiaries 

Potential beneficiaries of the ER Program shall contribute directly and voluntarily to the implementation 

of ER Program activities in the Program area. There are three categories of potential beneficiaries: 

▪ Participants with a direct influence on forests, i.e. the managers of forest resources. These 
participants manage the state's public domain (protected areas), land-related concessions 
(agriculture, forestry and animal husbandry), conservation concessions, or are small-scale 
entrepreneurs, (groups of) local communities or farmers (including charcoal producers and hunters) 
benefiting from customary land rights. 

▪ Institutional stakeholders at various levels, who control or guide investment decisions in the Program 
area or issue titles for access to natural resources. These stakeholders include the national and 
provincial governments, national and decentralized institutions and customary entities. 

▪ Indigenous Peoples for their critical historical role in forest sustainable development.  

The sharing of benefits from the ER Program (in-kind ERs and monetary benefits from the sale of ERs) is 

based on the performance of project owners (sub-projects). More specifically, there are three types of 

beneficiaries that can receive payments from the ER Program:  

1) Institutions involved in the governance of the ER Program with associated fixed operational 

costs, such as the provincial government and the Program Management Unit (PMU); 

2) Local communities and IPs to recognize their efforts in reducing emissions and/or their 

willingness to do so; and 

3) Private sector including owners of logging and conservation concessions, sustainable charcoal 

producers, growers and others for the emission reductions generated by their sub-projects and 

verified against an agreed reference level. 

These beneficiaries receive directly or indirectly the following benefits from the ERPA (Figure 1): 

▪ Payments independent of performance to cover fixed operating costs, which include incentives for 
local communities and IPs; and  

▪ Payments against performance, that is ERs against an agreed reference level for each integrated sub-
project. 
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Figure 3 – Two categories of ERPA payments in the Mai Ndombe-ER Program 

 

 

Meanwhile, in 2011, Wildlife Works Carbon (WWC)—a REDD+ project developer located in California—

obtained the “exploitation rights” of two large logging concessions, including nearly 300,000 hectares of 

forestland adjacent to the Mai Ndombe lake. Instead of logging the forest, WWC created a “conservation 

concession”, and to promote biodiversity conservation and improve livelihoods in and around the 

concession, began developing a carbon offset project to value the emission reductions generated through 

the sale of carbon credits. In 2012, WWC registered the so-called “Mai Ndombe REDD+ Project” with both 

the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) and the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards (CCBS). That 

same year, WWC verified over 2.5 million tons of carbon credits against the VCS and CCBS. To date, the 

project has issued over 13.3 million credits with vintages from 14 March 2011 to 31 December 2016. The 

Mai Ndombe REDD+ Project is located within the Mai Ndombe jurisdictional program as shown in figure 

C.1. 

Starting in 2018, the Mai Ndombe REDD+ Project is expected to be fully nested within the jurisdictional 

Mai Ndombe ER Program. WWC will not generate VCS credits (that is, Verified Carbon Units, or VCUs) 

anymore, using its VCS baseline, but will apply for Congolese Emission Reductions (CERs) to be 

generated in accordance with the FCPF Methodological Framework under the Mai Ndombe ER Program. 

To this end, WWC had to negotiate a sub-baseline under the ER Program set today at 3 800 000 tCO2 

per annum when it was 5 671 613 tCO2eq per annum under the VCS. 

6. Distribution of benefits 

6.1 Principles and criteria for the distribution of benefits 

ER Program stakeholders agreed on the following overarching principles for the BSP of the Mai-Ndombe 

ER Program: 

▪ The objective of the ER Program is to contribute to reducing poverty and improving the livelihoods of 
the local population while mitigating climate change through REDD+ activities. 

▪ Fixed costs associated with ER Program management need to be covered first from ERPA payments 
(on an annual basis) to ensure its sound implementation.  

▪ The sharing of benefits from the ER Program (in-kind ERs and monetary benefits from the sale of ERs) 
is based on performance of program stakeholders (sub-projects) measured in ERs achieved against a 
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reference level. The distribution of proceeds among beneficiaries of the sub-project takes place 
according to a benefit sharing plan which shall be satisfactory to the Regulator as specified in the 
Ministerial Homologation Decree. A sub-project can be developed by any of the potential 
beneficiaries identified above.  

▪ Integrated sub-projects are only eligible for benefits if they respect the national social and 
environmental REDD+ standards and apply the REDD+ safeguards instruments while implementing 
activities. 

More specifically, ER Program stakeholders agreed on the following five criteria for ERPA payments 

against performance: 

1. Payments to sub-projects will be based on agreed reference levels for the sub-project area. The 

process for the allocation of reference levels to program stakeholders is described below.  

2. Payments will be made directly to private sub-project owners. Private sub-project owners that receive 

payments for their sub-project area of accountability will share benefits in accordance with an 

approved benefit sharing plan for the sub-project. 

3. Cash payments for large private sub-project owners will be capped at 25% of the nominal ERPA value 

for each project respectively to prioritize financial flows to communities and IPs. 

4. Large sub-project owners are eligible for in-kind ERs corresponding to the ERs generated against their 

sub-project reference level and not compensated under point 3 above.  

5. When beneficiaries are communities and IPs, payments will be deposited in a window of FONAREDD, 

which is administered by the Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office of the United Nations (MPTF-O), until 

new integrated REDD+ projects to benefit communities and IPs are identified. 

 

6.2 Category 1 of ERPA payments: Fixed operational costs 

National policy framework, REDD+ institutions and tools. As outlined in Section 4, the ER Program is not 

implemented in isolation but is part of the national REDD+ framework which includes: 

• Implementation of REDD+ related policy reforms, such as land use planning, land tenure, sustainable 

agriculture and sustainable forest management; 

• Functional REDD+ infrastructure, including national REDD+ tools such as the national REDD+ registry, 

the feedback and grievance redress mechanism (FGRM), monitoring of social and environmental 

REDD+ standards, and the measuring, reporting and verification (MRV) system;  

• Functional national REDD+ institutions, such as the FONAREDD Steering Committee (COPIL), the 

FONAREDD Executive Secretariat and the civil society. 

Most of the REDD+ institutions and tools were established during the REDD+ readiness phase and are not 

specific to the Mai-Ndombe ER Program but concern any REDD+ activity in DRC. In addition, REDD+ policy 

reforms have started as part of the implementation of the National REDD+ Investment Plan supported by 

CAFI. Such reform provide important enabling conditions for the ER Program but also any other REDD+ 

activity in DRC. The financial support needed for DRC to complete the national policy framework, further 
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build capacities of institutions and manage the REDD+ tools is provided by CAFI through the FONAREDD 

programs described below. As of today, six programs (and potentially eight tomorrow) supported by CAFI 

indirectly contribute (or will contribute) to the success of the ER Program with US$ 22.75 million 

committed and under implementation. 

Component / Project / Program Amount [US$] 

Projects likely to be supported by FONAREDD / CAFI which contribute to a certain extent to the 
implementation of the Mai Ndombe ER Program 

Support to civil society 
 

Over a five-year period (2017-2021) - Funding secured as of today 2,000,000 

Executive Secretariat of FONAREDD 
 

Over a five-year period (2017-2021) - Funding secured as of today 6,750,000 

Finalization and operationalization of the National Forest Monitoring System 
US$ 6.00 million over a two-year period 

First tranche of US$ 6 million over a two-year period (2017-2018) secured as 
of today 
Second tranche of US$ 4 million to be secured over a three-year period 
(2019-2021) 

6,000,000 

Support to tenure reform 
 

Over a three-year period (2017-2020) - Funding secured as of today 3,000,000 

Support to land use planning reform 
US$ 3.00 million over a three-year period 

First tranche of US$ 3 million over a three-year period (2017-2020) secured 
as of today 
Second tranche to be secured: US$ 1.00 million (2021) 

3,000,000 

Sustainable management of forests by Indigenous Peoples 
 

Over a five-year period (2017-2021) - Funding secured as of today 2,000,000 

Sustainable management of forests 
 

First tranche over a three-year period (2018-2020): US$ 6.00 million 
Second tranche over a two-year (2021-2022): US$ 6.00 million 
First and second tranches remain to be secured 

 

Sustainable management of agriculture 
 

US$ 4.00 million over a five-year period (2018-2022) to be secured  

Sub-total FONAREDD programs supported by CAFI 22,750,000 

 

Table 1: FONAREDD / CAFI portfolio which indirectly contributes to the ER Program 
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▪ Fixed operational costs related to the ER Program 

Fixed operational costs occur independent of the performance of the ER Program. The objective for the 

ER Program is to minimize the fixed costs to maximize benefits that contribute to achieving the Program’s 

goals and that can be distributed against performance. The fixed costs of the ER program overall  

(i.e. including the national REDD+ infrastructure) are broken down in Table 2 below.  

Component / Project / Program Amount [US$] 

REDD+ Governance Program4 (to be financed by CAFI or other sources of funding) 

National REDD+ registry (7.70%) 689,000  

Feedback and grievance redress mechanism (13.36%) 1,195,000  

Social and environmental REDD+ standards (7.94%) 711,000  

Legal framework (3.49%) 312,000  

Other (67.51%) 6,042,000  

Sub-total 8,949,000  

Minimum amount required to run the ER-Program which might be covered 
by the ERPA in the absence of funding for the US$ 8.95 million REDD+ 
Governance Program 

2,200,000 

Institutional support for provincial government 

To be covered by ERPA payments 2,000,000 

Program Management Unit (PMU) 

To be covered by ERPA payments 3,000,000 

Recognition of past efforts achieved by IPs and rural communities 

To be covered by ERPA payments, as a percentage (4%) of the ERPA nominal 
value 
Minimum amount required  

300,000 

Minimum fixed costs to run the program, out of which at least US$ 5 
million will be covered by the ERPA 

7,500,000 

 

Table 2: Estimation of fixed operational costs related to the ER Program over five years 
Institutional support for the provincial government. 

As outlined above, institutional support is provided to the national government through various 

FONAREDD programs. At the ER Program level, a minimum of institutional support to the provincial 

government is necessary for the following reasons:  

- First, the provincial government will be assisted by the PMU in the daily management of the ER 

Program to mitigate risks related to weak capacities. However, it is important to maintain full 

ownership by the province as the accountable ER Program entity and build capacities. Such activities 

must be supported, to some extent, independently from the ER Program performance, especially in 

the early years of implementation. 

- Second, the need for capacity building is high at all levels. The secured investment sources for the ER 

Program, notably US$ 14.2 million from the FIP and US$ 20 million from CAFI, have been designed 

mainly to implement ER generating activities and prioritize support to communities and IPs. It is 

                                                           
4 The tendering process launched by the FONAREDD for the REDD+ Governance Program is still ongoing; thus, the figures provided 

are estimates only. They are derived from the World Bank proposal submitted on June 12, 2017. 
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therefore important to direct some benefits to capacity building activities for the public 

administration to strengthen the enabling environment. 

Program Management Unit. The PMU plays a vital role in assisting the provincial government in the 

management of the ER Program. The main functions of the PMU include the following tasks: promotion 

of the ER Program nationally and internationally (i.e. engage new ER Program stakeholders) including 

assistance to the private sector (e.g. SODEFOR), coordination with ongoing sub-projects, fulfillment of the 

project’s monitoring and reporting requirements, capacity building of the provincial government, and sale 

of ERs. Furthermore, the PMU will also be responsible for monitoring and evaluating the proper 

implementation of the BSP as well as of any BSP of ER Program stakeholders for their respective sub-

projects. The monitoring function includes field visits as well as the collection and compilation of data, as 

needed. The PMU will also support a functional FGRM at provincial level and supervise safeguards 

monitoring and reporting. The PMU will be an international firm hired through a competitive process. It 

will be composed of a Team Leader and 5 experts (2 safeguards specialists, 1 financial management 

specialist, 1 procurement specialist, 1 carbon finance specialist).  

Recognition of past efforts achieved by IPs and rural communities. The Congolese government wished 

to recognize the past efforts  of IPs and local communities (2% of ERPA value) which led to the 

conservation of large swaths of forest in the DRC, and ensure the pursuit of their engagement and 

commitment to the success of the ER Program. For that reason, specific incentives were proposed to 

maintain the stakeholder engagement. 

Components Incentives over five-year ERPA term 

Incentives for Indigenous Peoples 2% of nominal ERPA value5 
At least 2% of US$7.5 million: US$150,000 

Incentives for local communities 2% of nominal ERAP value 
At least 2% of US$7.5 million: US$150,000 

Total  From US$ 0.3 to 2.2 million 

 

Table 3: Incentives as a recognition of past efforts achieved by IPs and rural communities to pursue 
stakeholder engagement 

 

Incentives are justified as follows: 

Incentive for Indigenous Peoples. IPs receive special attention in the ER Program for two reasons. First, 

the ER Program recognizes the historical role of IPs in sustainable forest management. Second, IPs in 

DRC are among the poorest people of the world and the improvement of their livelihood is a prioritized 

co-benefit of the ER Program.  

The overall package of support for IPs is composed of the following elements: 

Support to IPs through investment projects independent of ER Program performance: 

                                                           
5 In case of a 100% performance scenario and an ERPA value of US$50 million (11 million tCO2 * US$ 
5/tCO2), the 2% incentive amount would be US$ 1.1 million over 5 years. 
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• Dedicated Grant Mechanism (DGM): Forest Dependent Community Support Project (US$ 6 million) at 

the national level, with Mai-Ndombe being one of the targeted provinces. The DGM is implemented 

by CARITAS. 

• CAFI: support to IPs, implemented through the DGM (US$ 2 million in total), with Mai-Ndombe being 

one of the targeted provinces. 

Inclusion of IPs in the benefit sharing arrangements under the ERPA: 

• IPs will benefit from results-based payments against performance allocated to PIREDD Plateau and 

PIREDD Mai-Ndombe (“rural areas”, see below). IPs are integrated members of local communities and 

will benefit from payments to communities, which will be deposited in a dedicated window of 

FONAREDD. 

• In addition, the DRC wishes to recognize the important role of IPs in managing forests sustainably and 

their historic non-responsibility in deforestation. Therefore, incentives for IPs are included in the fixed 

costs of the ER Program and will be covered independently from the Program’s performance.  

The 2% figure has been discussed with IPs, through the IP network (REPALEF) and is fully supported all ER 

Program stakeholders. As agreed with IPs, the rationale for the value of 2% is that it is proportional to the 

underpinning analytical work for the DGM which dedicates US$ 6 million for IP support at the national 

level.  

Incentives for local communities. Following the BSP consultations, it was decided to allocation the same 

amount to local communities to avoid any discrimination distinction between local communities and IPs 

while recognizing the need for dedicated support to each stakeholder groups.  

Risk mitigation. It is important to note that the CAFI funding for FONAREDD programs will be provided in 

two tranches for each program. The second tranches are conditional upon the achievement of 

intermediate milestones for 2018 listed in the Letter of Intent between CAFI and DRC. There is a risk that 

payments for the programs’ second tranches may be delayed or not materialize. A limited buffer amount 

will be set aside to contribute to the fixed cost of the ER Program as a risk mitigation measure to ensure 

the continuation of basic functions, such as the management of national REDD+ tools. 

▪ Financing of fixed costs of the ER Program 

The total amount of fixed costs for the ER Program amounts to US$ 7.5 million over five years. All elements 

of the fixed costs are considered as non-regret payments and aim at securing the necessary cash flow to 

keep the ER Program up and running and sustain a minimum financing flow to local communites and IPs 

even in case of non performance scenario at the Program level.  

Error! Reference source not found. describes the two streams of finance (FONAREDD/CAFI and ERPA) 

which support the fixed costs related to the ER Program. 
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Figure 4 – Finance streams supporting the fixed costs of the ER program 

 

ERPA payments in support to the fixed costs of the ER Program will be managed by the MPTF-O, in line 

with the MPTF-O operations manual. With regards to institutional support for the provincial government, 

the MPTF-O will coordinate with the World Bank’s Public Financial Management and Accountability 

Project to define the specific needs. The MPTF-O will also hire the PMU. Finally, incentives for local 

communities and IPs will be deposited in a dedicated window of FONAREDD, administered by the MPTF-

O.  

6.3 Category 2 of ERPA payments: Payments against performance 

While it is important that ERPA payments support the fixed costs of the ER Program independently from 

the Program’s performance, at the heart of the BSP are payments against performance, that is, the 

generation of ERs based on the successful implementation of ER Program activities organized in sub-

projects. Performance-based ERPA payments to managers and beneficiaries of sub-projects will be made 

to eligible sub-projects which currently exist and/or will potentially be developed in the future:  
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Figure 5 – Current and potential future beneficiaries eligible for ERPA payments based on 
performance  

 

 

In the context of this BSP, the two PIREDD projects covered by World Bank’s investment projects (financed 

by FIP and CAFI) will be grouped together under the appellation “rural areas”. 

7. Process and timeline for the distribution of benefits  

7.1 Two-phased process to integrate eligible beneficiaries in the BSP 

It is important to distinguish between the two phases of the BSP:  

- Phase 1 reflects the BSP as agreed upon by ER Program stakeholders, that is in line with the FCPF 

Carbon Fund Methodological Framework and required for the signature of an ERPA. The Phase 1 BSP 

outlines, among others, the categories of eligible beneficiaries as well as criteria and processes for the 

distribution of benefits. Furthermore, under this phase, the BSP integrates existing sub-projects, i.e. 

the Wildlife Works Carbon’s (WWC) conservation concession, and ongoing activities, such as the 

Integrated REDD+ Project (PIREDD) Plateau under the FIP and the PIREDD Mai-Ndombe funded by 

CAFI. Each existing sub-project has a project document which describing  activities and how these fall 

under  the ER Program. Phase 1 will enable the DRC government to hire a PMU, which will support 

management tasks to operate the ER Program (Phase 2). 

 

- Phase 2 will involve a fully operational PMU to continue to engage with and support these ER Program 

stakeholders who have participated in the ER Program development, such as SODEFOR and SOGENAC, 

but do not yet have a readily available project document to implement their sub-projects. The PMU 
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will therefore provide assistance to ER Program stakeholders for the development of project 

proposals in line with ER Program requirements. The PMU will also be responsible for engaging new 

ER Program stakeholders in the implementation of ER Program activities (and, thus, become 

beneficiaries of the BSP), e.g. sub-projects developed by groups of communities (represented by 

LDCs), non-governmental organizations, forest concessionaires or agroforestry enterprises. As the 

implementation of the ER Program progresses, the BSP will be adjusted to include these additional 

stakeholders / sub-projects based on their project documents. 

7.2 Development of project proposals for and allocation of reference levels to sub-projects  

ER Program stakeholders are required to develop sub-project proposals in line with the requirements of 

the ER Program. As described above, the BSP distinguishes between those beneficiaries which are already 

involved in existing sub-projects and ongoing activities (i.e. where project documents already exist) (Phase 

1), and those which will be involved in (potential) future sub-projects and will therefore have to develop 

specific project documents for defined ER Program activities (Phase 2).  

Existing sub-projects and ongoing activities in rural areas are: 

▪ PIREDD Plateau, financed by FIP 

▪ PIREDD Mai-Ndombe, financed by CAFI 

▪ WWC conservation concession, financed by WWC. 

Project documents are available for these three sub-projects/ongoing activities and have been 

conceptualized in the ERPD.  

Other ER Program stakeholders, such as SODEFOR, have conducted studies and analytical work, which 

will feed into the development of specific project proposals. For example, the proposal for reduced-impact 

logging prepared by WWF DRC, WWF Germany, GFA Consulting Group, FRM Ingénierie and SODEFOR 

provide some groundwork for forest concessions to participate in ER program activities.  

The PMU will also be responsible for engaging new ER Program stakeholders in the implementation of ER 

Program activities (and, thus, become beneficiaries of the BSP) and assist them in the development of 

project proposals. It will also develop a template for these project proposals, which need to provide, 

among others, the following information:  

- Mapping of forest extent and forest carbon stocks for the sub-project area of accountability proposed 

by the manager; 

- Legal status of forest and proposed land use by manager, e.g. logging concession, conservation 

concession, community forest, agroforestry plantation, agricultural plantation, rural area managed by 

LDCs; 

- Historical emissions as well as current and future threats (drivers of deforestation and forest 

degradation) to sub-project area of accountability; 

- Level of investment proposed by the manager to reduce emissions within the sub-project area of 

accountability; and 

- Plan for community engagement by the sub-project. 

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/712601468026110807/pdf/PAD5940PAD0P12010Box385226B00OUO090.pdf
http://www.cafi.org/content/dam/cafi/docs/drc-documents/DRC-Approved%20Programmes/DRC-PI%20Mai%20Ndombe-%20World%20Bank/DRC-WorldBank-Mai%20Ndombe-Prodoc%20Final_Novembre%202016.pdf
http://www.vcsprojectdatabase.org/services/publicViewServices/downloadDocumentById/11060


17 
 

Reference level for sub-projects. A key component of the project proposals is the reference level for sub-

projects. For the ER Program Mai-Ndombe, the allocation of reference levels to sub-projects will be 

coordinated by the PMU following a transparent negotiation process and validated, as part of the project 

proposal, at the program level by the Provincial Steering Committee.  

The development of sub-reference levels will, in principle, follow the logic of the FCPF Carbon Fund 

applied at the ER Program level and will be based on two components: 

1) Historic emissions in the area of accountability allocated by the PMU resulting from the ER 

Programs reference level (average annual emissions during the reference period); and 

2) Adjustment to the historic emissions based on several criteria supported, among others, by a risk 

map indicating today’s and future pressures on forests. 

The determination of current and future threats on forests (drivers of deforestation and forest 

degradation) includes, among others, the following criteria: 

- Distance of sub-project area from forest frontier, roads, population centers including estimate of 

population, navigable river, national boundary, major domestic market, access to international 

markets; 

- Law enforcement capability; and 

- Vulnerability of the perimeter of forest within project area, i.e. length of edge of forest at frontier, 

length of edge adjacent to road. 

The information allowing to assess these criteria will be captured on a risk map, which is under 

development in the context of the Carbon Map and Model project supported by the German Ministry of 

Environment and implemented by WWF. 

According to the ERPD, the reference level of the ER Program is estimated at 48 million tCO2 per year or 

240 million tCO2 over a five-year period (Table ).  

 

ER Program Reference Level Annual Emission/ Removals (tCO2/yr.) 

Average annual historical emissions from deforestation  24,651,957 

Average annual historical emissions from degradation  18,838,100 

Average annual historical removals from enhancement of 
carbon stocks  

-1,424,990 

Adjustment  5,611,789 

Total Reference level  48,022,794 

 

Table 4 – Reference Level of the ER program (Source: ERPD) 
 

In Phase 1 of the BSP, a specific sub-project reference level is only required for the WWC conservation 

concession (3.8 MtCO2e), whereas the rest will be dedicated to “rural areas” for the benefit of 

communities and IPs. As new sub-projects are developed under the guidance of the PMU, e.g. forest 

concessionaires or groups of communities (e.g. through LDCs), additional sub-reference levels will be 
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established. In Phase 2, the ER Program’s reference level will be stratified into more sub-reference levels 

as new ER Program stakeholders prepare project proposals.  

 

7.3 ERPA payments to local communities and IPs (defined as “rural areas”) 

ERPA payments to local communities and IPs (for ERs measured against the sub-reference level for rural 

areas) will be secured by depositing them in a dedicated window of FONAREDD administered by the MPTF-

O. These will be used to finance future project-based mechanisms benefiting communities and IPs. Precise 

modalities for channeling these proceeds to communities and IPs will be specified at a later stage together 

with the MPTF-O and FONAREDD in Phase 2 of the BSP. It is envisaged that FONAREDD, in line with MPTF-

O procedures, would adopt the approach currently used under the CAFI funding. It consists of calls for 

proposals to select projects developed by delivery partners in close cooperation with communities and 

IPs, or groups of LDCs, and consistent with the ER Program requirements.  

Incentives for communities through results-based payments for forest protection are already being tested 

at a small scale through contracts for Payments for Environmental Services (PES) in the context of the 

PIREDD Plateau and PIREDD Mai-Ndombe projects. These PES contracts are based on proxy indicators, 

e.g. the number of agroforestry plantations planted by communities. An example of PES contract is 

provided in Annex 2. The two PIREDD projects will build capacities at the local level over time and deliver 

important lessons regarding what works well what does not for communities under these PES contracts. 

The operationalization of the FONAREDD window for communities and IPs will build on these emerging 

experiences and apply the tested practices. 

7.4 ERPA payments to private project owners 

Large private sub-projects can receive payments directly from the FCPF Carbon Fund to minimize 

transaction costs and encourage new investors to come on board. In Phase 2 of the BSP, alternative 

arrangements can be explored to reflect the opportunities and risks associated with diverse types of 

companies.  

One of the BSP criteria agreed upon by stakeholders is that cash payments for large private sub-project 

owners will be capped at 17.5% of the nominal ERPA value for each project respectively in order to 

prioritize financial flows to communities and IPs. In turn, those project owners are eligible for in-kind ERs, 

generated by the ER Program and not sold to the Carbon Fund, corresponding to the ERs generated against 

their sub-project reference level and not compensated through cash payments under the ERPA. 

Private sub-project owners that receive payments for their sub-project will share benefits in accordance 

with a specific benefit sharing plan developed for the sub-project approved by the ER Program. The PMU 

will develop criteria for BSP of sub-projects to guide the private sector in developing their project 

proposals. 

As of today, there is one existing sub-project owned by a private project holder, which is the WWC 

conservation concession. Over the past six years, WWC has invested around US$ 10 million to manage the 

conservation concession. The BSP of the concessions has been negotiated between the Ministry of 

Environment, WWC and communities within the concession area and is provided in Annex 3. In the 
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context of the ER Program, the DRC government agreed that its share of project profits according to the 

BSP of the WWC project, would be handled through FONAREDD to provide institutional support for the 

Ministry of Environment.  

7.5 Timeline for the distribution of benefits 

The fixed operational costs occur annually and need to be secured first to keep the ER Program running. 

Therefore ERPA advance payments are needed independently from the performance of the ER Program 

performance to ensure its sustainability in case of nonperformance of the Program. In addition, fixed costs 

need will also be covered first after each verification generating ER payments.  

 ERPA payments for performance will be made at each verification, that is three times during the five-year 

ERPA term. The timeline for ERPA payments under a 100%, 50% and 10% performance scenario are 

provided in Annex 4. The first ERPA payments to ER Program stakeholders would take place at the end of 

the first reporting period after verification in October 2018. 

Annex 5 illustrate the scale of potential benefits for ER program stakeholders through several examples 

of financial flows in Phase 1 of the BSP under different performance scenarios.  

8. Monitoring provisions for the implementation of the benefit sharing plan 

The ER Program’s MRV system is the basis for determining the amount of ERs generated by the ER 
Program and by its sub-projects. It is currently under development as integral part of the NFMS. The NFMS 
is under the responsibility of the Department of Forest Inventory and Planning (DIAF) and being 
established with support from FAO and financed by CAFI. Emission Reductions will be measured and 
verified three times during the five-year project period.  
 
More specifically, the MRV system will measure GHG emissions and removals in the ER Program area, 
which will be spatially explicit for sub-projects. The PMU, in cooperation with DIAF and FAO, will prepare 
the ER monitoring report to be submitted to the FCPF Carbon Fund for verification by an independent 
reviewer. The verified ERs per reporting period will be the basis for ER payments to be made by the FCPF 
Carbon Fund to the Recipient. The payments made will be documented, among others, in the DRC’s 
transaction registry.  
 
The PMU, to be hired after the ERPA becomes effective, will oversee the distribution of ER payments in 
accordance with the BSP. The PMU will report on the proper implementation of the BSP to the FCPF 
Carbon Fund in an annex to the ER monitoring report. It will be in the PMU’s responsibility to collect the 
necessary data from the MPTF-O, FONAREDD and other entities as needed. The collection of data will be 
gender-disaggregated wherever possible. The PMU will also monitor the respect of social and 
environmental REDD+ standards and applications of safeguards instruments by each ER Program 
stakeholder, which is a prerequisite to be eligible for benefits from the ER Program.  

9. Summary of the participatory process to develop the benefit-sharing plan 

The DRC has conducted consultations on the BSP at national, provincial and local levels throughout the 

development phase of the ERPD. The ERPD describes the principles of benefit sharing as agreed upon by 

ER Program stakeholders. The participatory process for the BSP is described in Chapter 15 of the ERPD 

while Annex 8 of the ERPD contains an overview of consultations conducted at all levels between 2013 

https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/sites/fcp/files/2016/Jan/ERPD%20DRC%20final%20draft%20Jan%202016.pdf
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and 2016. The consultations included discussions at local levels in particular in the territories of Bolobo, 

Oshwe, South-Kwamouth, and Inongo – many of them were conducted by WWF.  

The CN-REDD organized a participatory workshop on January 25, 2017 in Kinshasa to consult on the main 

principles of benefit sharing and further advance the BSP in preparation of ERPA negotiations. The results 

of the consultation workshop are documented in an Aide Memoire, which is available on the FCPF website 

together with the list of participants of the workshop. The results were also presented by the CN-REDD to 

the Steering Committee of FONAREDD on February 3, 2017. 

Subsequently, the CN-REDD conducted another consultation workshop on May 31, 2017 in Kinshasa, 

which concluded with a roadmap for next steps. The workshop is documented in an Aide Memoire, 

including the list of participants, which is available on the FCPF website.  

The advanced BSP will be made publicly available on the FCPF website.   

 

  

https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/sites/fcp/files/2017/Jan/BSP%20consultation%2025%20January%202017%20Kinshasa.%20Aide%20m%C3%A9moire%20World%20Bank%20mission.pdf
https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/sites/fcp/files/2017/Jan/BSP%20consultation%2025%20January%202017%20Kinshasa.%20List%20of%20participants.pdf
https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/sites/fcp/files/2017/July/Aide%20m%C3%A9moire%20mission%20environnement%20mai%202017_0.pdf
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Annex 1:  Criteria used for the allocation of a sub-reference level to the WWC 

conservation concession under the ER Program  
 

According to the criteria listed in the BSP, the reference level for the WWC sub-project is justified as 

follows: 

• The concession is on the frontier of expansion of deforestation from Kinshasa into the Congo 

Basin forest. It represents nearly 50% of the linear frontier of the forest and is the only largely 

intact concession on that frontier as a result of the project’s actions over the past 6 years. 

• The forest in the concession is attractive to commercial and artisanal loggers because the semi-

deciduous forest is characterized by high valued timbers (Wenge) and low heterogeneity. For 

comparison, the forest concession directly to the South of the concession is operated by the 

same concessionaire from who WWC took over its concession. That adjacent concession is 

largely deforested today. Logging has led to the opening of the forest creating an exponential 

effect due to increase in accessibility and edge drying creating vulnerability to fire. This 

dynamic is absent in the more humid forests to the east of the Lake Mai-Ndombe. 

• The natural savanna areas within and adjacent to the concession are characterized by high 

population density, which induces high pressure on the forest (e.g. need for construction and 

fuel wood). In addition, the national road #7 links the Kinshasa market to these areas for 

agricultural products and fuelwood. 

• The WWC project has the only independently field-audited data on biomass for primary forest 

in the entire ER Program area. Over 400 ground plots were measured in randomly selected 

locations within the concession and resulted in a mean above and below ground biomass figure 

of 285 tons of carbon per hectare for primary forest. The additional plots done by the 

independent team of FRM to verify carbon stocks for the CN-REDD/WWF LIDAR study found 

almost exactly the same carbon stock values in the project area. 

• Since the concession is a high-risk area as described above, the high mean for deforestation for 

a forest stratum as measured for the entire ER Program area for the reference period 2004-

2014 is used (1.87% per year). Degradation is excluded to be conservative. 

• Using the mean deforestation rate and the measured carbon stocks in the project area 

produces a reference level of 4.865 million tCO2eq/year. WWC has compromised and accepted 

a reference level of 4 million tCO2eq/year to enable progress with the ER Program. 
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Annex 2:  Example of a contract for Payments for Environmental Services (PES) from the 

PIREDD Plateau 
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Annex 3: Benefit sharing plan of the WWC conservation concession negotiated between the Ministry of Environment, WWC 

and communities within the concession area 
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Annex 4: Cash flow model for ER Program under different performance scenarios based on a signing on July 31, 2018 
  

Performance 100% 

  31-Jul-18 31-Jul-19 31-Jul-20 31-Jul-21 31-Jul-22 31-Jul-23  Total 

Verification   Yes No Yes No Yes   

ERs Acquired by the Carbon Fund   1,625,963   6,270,769   3,103,268  11,000,000 

Payments upon verification   8,129,814   31,353,847   15,516,339  55,000,000 

Advanced Payment (AP) 1,060,000 0 1,060,000 0 1,060,000     3,180,000 

AP reimbursement       2,120,000   1,060,000  3,180,000 

AP situation on a cumulative basis 1,060,000 1,060,000 2,120,000 0 1,060,000 0    

Cash payments 1,060,000 8,129,814 1,060,000 29,233,847 1,060,000 14,456,339   55,000,000 

 

Performance 50% 

 

  31-Jul-18 31-Jul-19 31-Jul-20 31-Jul-21 31-Jul-22 31-Jul-23  Total 

Verification   Yes No Yes No Yes   

ERs Acquired by the Carbon Fund   812,981   3,135,385   6,209,700  10,158,066 

Payments upon verification   4,064,907   15,676,924   31,048,502  50,790,332 

Advanced Payment (AP) 1,060,000 0 1,060,000 0 1,060,000     3,180,000 

AP reimbursement       2,120,000   1,060,000  3,180,000 

AP situation on a cumulative basis 1,060,000 1,060,000 2,120,000 0 1,060,000 0    

Cash payments 1,060,000 4,064,907 1,060,000 13,556,924 1,060,000 29,988,502   50,790,332 
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Performance 10% 

 

  31-Jul-18 31-Jul-19 31-Jul-20 31-Jul-21 31-Jul-22 31-Jul-23  Total 

Verification   Yes No Yes No Yes   

ERs Acquired by the Carbon Fund   162,596   627,077   1,241,940  2,031,613 

Payments upon verification   812,981   3,135,385   6,209,700  10,158,066 

Advanced Payment (AP) 1,060,000 247,019 1,060,000 0 1,060,000     3,427,019 

AP reimbursement       2,075,385   1,351,634  3,427,019 

AP situation on a cumulative basis 1,060,000 1,307,019 2,367,019 291,634 1,351,634 0    

Cash payments 1,060,000 1,060,000 1,060,000 1,060,000 1,060,000 4,858,066   10,158,066 

 

Performance 0% 

 

  31-Jul-18 31-Jul-19 31-Jul-20 31-Jul-21 31-Jul-22 31-Jul-23  Total 

Verification   Yes No Yes No Yes   

ERs Acquired by the Carbon Fund   0   0   0  0 

Payments upon verification   0   0   0  0 

Advanced Payment (AP) 1,060,000 1,060,000 1,060,000 1,060,000 1,060,000     5,300,000 

AP reimbursement       0   0  0 

AP situation on a cumulative basis 1,060,000 2,120,000 3,180,000 4,240,000 5,300,000 5,300,000    

Cash payments 1,060,000 1,060,000 1,060,000 1,060,000 1,060,000 0   5,300,000 

 

In case of a financial gap, an additional interim advance payment in the amount of up to US$ 2.2 million might be provided to cover the fixed 

cost of the ER Program to ensure the continuation of basic functions, such as the management of national REDD+ tools, etc. This would happen 

e.g. if the Tranche Two of the REDD+ Governance Program under CAFI does not materialize. 
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Annex 5: Examples of distribution of benefits according to different performance scenarios 
Performance 100% 

Scenario 1A: Revenues capped at 17.5% of the ERPA value for WWC because of its high relative performance 

Beneficiaries 
ERs 

generated 
Million tCO2 

Payments 
$ Million 

Delivery - Min. amount per reporting 
period (tCO2 eq.) 

(on a cumulative basis) 

WWC conservation concession 29.02 9.63 7/31/2019 7/31/2021 7/31/2023 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs)   38.18 

1,175,963 5,696,732 0 IPs & rural communities (4% of ERPA value)   2.20 

Sub-Total 29.02 50.00 

Program Opex   5.00       

Total 29.02 55.00       

 

Origin of ERs acquired by the FCPF Carbon Fund (million tCO2 eq.)  Unit Price paid to beneficiaries ($) 

WWC conservation concession 11.00  0.88 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs) 0.00  ∞ 

 

Scenario 1B: High performance outside the WWC conservation concession 

Beneficiaries 
ERs 

generated 
Million tCO2 

Payments 
$ Million 

Delivery - Min. amount per reporting 
period (tCO2 eq.) 

(on a cumulative basis) 

WWC conservation concession   7/31/2019 7/31/2021 7/31/2023 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs) 29.02 47.80 

1,175,963 5,696,732 0 IPs & rural communities (4% of ERPA value)   2.20 

Sub-Total 29.02 50.00 

Program Opex   5.00       

Total 29.02 55.00       

 

Origin of ERs acquired by the FCPF Carbon Fund (million tCO2 eq.)  Unit Price paid to beneficiaries ($) 

WWC conservation concession 0.00   NA 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs) 11.00  4.35 
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Performance 50% 

Scenario 2A: Revenues capped at 17.5% of the ERPA value for WWC because of its high relative performance 

Beneficiaries 
ERs 

generated 
Million tCO2 

Payments 
$ Million 

Delivery - Min. amount per reporting 
period (tCO2 eq.) 

(on a cumulative basis) 

WWC conservation concession 14.51 8.89 7/31/2019 7/31/2021 7/31/2023 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs)   34.87 

362,981 1,748,366 -841,934 IPs & rural communities (4% of ERPA value)   2.03 

Sub-Total 14.51 45.79 

Program Opex   5.00      Transfer 
failure Total 14.51 50.79     

 

Origin of ERs acquired by the FCPF Carbon Fund (million tCO2 eq.)  Unit Price paid to beneficiaries ($) 

WWC conservation concession 10.16  0.88 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs) 0.00  ∞ 

 

Scenario 2B: High performance outside the WWC conservation concession 

Beneficiaries 
ERs 

generated 
Million tCO2 

Payments 
$ Million 

Delivery - Min. amount per reporting 
period (tCO2 eq.) 

(on a cumulative basis) 

WWC conservation concession   7/31/2019 7/31/2021 7/31/2023 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs) 14.51 43.76 

362,981 1,748,366 -841,934 IPs & rural communities (4% of ERPA value)   2.03 

Sub-Total 14.51 45.79 

Program Opex   5.00      Transfer 
failure 

  
Total 14.51 50.79     

 

Origin of ERs acquired by the FCPF Carbon Fund (million tCO2 eq.)  Unit Price paid to beneficiaries ($) 

WWC conservation concession 0.00   NA 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs) 10.16  3.98 
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Performance 10% 

Scenario 2A: Revenues capped at 17.5% of the ERPA value for WWC because of its high relative performance 

Beneficiaries 
ERs 

generated 
Million tCO2 

Payments 
$ Million 

Delivery - Min. amount per reporting 
period (tCO2 eq.) 

(on a cumulative basis) 

WWC conservation concession 2.90 1.78 7/31/2019 7/31/2021 7/31/2023 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs)   2.97 

-287,404 -1,410,327 -8,968,387 IPs & rural communities (4% of ERPA value)   0.41 

Sub-Total 2.90 5.16 

Program Opex   5.00 Transfer 
failure 

  

Transfer 
failure 

 Transfer 
failure Total 2.90 10.16 

 

Origin of ERs acquired by the FCPF Carbon Fund (million tCO2 eq.)  Unit Price paid to beneficiaries ($) 

WWC conservation concession 2.03  0.88 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs) 0.00  ∞ 

 

Scenario 2B: High performance outside the WWC conservation concession 

Beneficiaries 
ERs 

generated 
Million tCO2 

Payments 
$ Million 

Delivery - Min. amount per reporting 
period (tCO2 eq.) 

(on a cumulative basis) 

WWC conservation concession 0.10 0.16 7/31/2019 7/31/2021 7/31/2023 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs) 2.80 4.59 

-287,404 -1,410,327 -8,968,387 IPs & rural communities (4% of ERPA value)   0.41 

Sub-Total 2.90 5.16 

Program Opex   5.00  Transfer 
failure 

  

 Transfer 
failure 

  

 Transfer 
failure 

  
Total 2.90 10.16 

 

Origin of ERs acquired by the FCPF Carbon Fund (million tCO2 eq.)  Unit Price paid to beneficiaries ($) 

WWC conservation concession 0.07   2.34 

Rural areas (REL-∑sub-RELs) 1.96  2.34 

 


