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1. Introduction

Land-based carbon projects have grown rapidly in voluntary markets, fostered in part through the emergence of trusted
standards, particularly the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) for carbon accounting combined with the Climate, Community
& Biodiversity (CCB) Standards for assurances that projects are delivering benefits to local people and biodiversity.
Smallholder- and community-led projects are those on lands owned individually by smallholders, or owned collectively by
communities, or where smallholders and/or communities have recognized management rights, and where they are
actively involved in design and implementation of project activities. Such projects have significant potential to provide
multiple climate and development benefits, but face a series of challenges.

The ‘CCB Standards for Smallholders Initiative’ aims to enhance the Climate, Community & Biodiversity (CCB) Standards
framework that smallholder- and community-led projects can use to demonstrate their institutional, governance and
multiple benefit quality to prospective investors and offset buyers, as well as to develop guidance for projects and to
promote the special qualities of these projects to potential donors, investors and offset buyers. The Climate, Community
1

and Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) is leading this initiative in partnership with the Nature Conservation Research Centre
(NCRC) Ghana and Rainforest Alliance.

2.

Workshop objectives

The workshop provided an opportunity for input into the development of the CCB Standards and associated guidance and
for exchange and learning to support smallholder- and community-led carbon projects. The objectives of the workshop
were:
1.

Review the lessons learned from a series of studies prepared for the workshop, including:
i.

case studies of six smallholder- and community-led carbon projects in Africa;

ii.

an assessment of the constraints of current standards frameworks and ideas to improve access,
participation, and support to smallholder- and community-led projects;

iii.

the risks and opportunities of smallholder and community projects perceived by investors, donors and
offset buyers.

2.

Define key criteria that identify a successful smallholder- and community-led project.

3.

Identify ways that the CCB Standards framework can be improved to be easier to use.

4.

Identify key issues to address in guidance to build capacity to develop a land-based carbon project and to use
the CCB Standards.

5.

Identify potential strategies to promote smallholder- and community-led projects to help them to access climate
finance.

1

The CCBA is a partnership of non-governmental organizations that develops and implements standards to stimulate and
promote land-based carbon activities that credibly mitigate global climate change, improve the wellbeing and reduce the
poverty of local communities, and conserve biodiversity. The members are Conservation International, CARE, Rainforest
Alliance, The Nature Conservancy and Wildlife Conservation Society.
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Participants

3.

A total of 21 participants attended the workshop (see Appendix 1) and ranged from project proponents including project
officers, field coordinators and community representatives; government representatives; an investor from an agricultural
commodity company and 5 participants who were facilitators from CCBA, RA and NCRC. Representatives from the six
projects in Ghana, Ethiopia and Kenya that were selected as case studies participated in the workshop.

4. Agenda
nd

Day 1, 2 October


Introduction to CCB standards for smallholder and community projects initiative



Comparative analysis of the case studies and presentation of a preliminary typology of issues that smallholderand community-led projects face



Group work on issues and successes of each of the smallholder projects in Ghana, Ethiopia and Kenya
rd

Day 2, 3 October


Presentation of group work on issues/successes of smallholder- and community-led projects and development
of a modified typology of issues



Perceived risks and opportunities of smallholder and community led carbon projects by investors, donors and
offset buyers.



Role of standards and a review of standards frameworks and the ways they support smallholder-and
community-led projects

th

Day 3, 4 October


Challenges using CCB Standards



Discussion on definition of smallholder- and community-led projects



Suggestions for improvement to CCB Standards and needs for accompanying guidance



Wrap up and next steps

A more detailed agenda is provided in Appendix 2.

5. Introduction to CCB Standards for Smallholders Initiative
Presentation by Joanna Durbin of CCBA

Key points of the presentation
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-

The CCB Alliance members are CARE, Conservation International, Nature Conservancy, Rainforest Alliance and
Wildlife conservation society. Advisors include Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), the Tropical
Agricultural Research and Higher Education Center (CATIE) and World Agroforesty Center (ICRAF).

-

The two main initiatives are: (1) REDD+ Social & Environmental Standards which aims to support the design,
implementation and evaluation of government-led REDD+ programs with a focus on not just addressing ‘no
harm’ but with an aim to enhance benefits;(2) CCB Standards for Smallholders Initiative which aims to assist
farmers in developing countries to access climate finance through standards that identify and promote highquality smallholder- and community-led carbon projects

-

st

nd

Timelines: The CCB Standards were developed and tested from 2003 and the 1 and 2 editions were published
in 2005 and 2008 respectively. The CCB Standards revision and development of a module and guidance for
smallholder projects is planned for 2013.

-

The CCB Standards document provides the content of the standards and the ‘Rules for the Use of the CCB
Standards’ document explains the process for using the standards. There is also a guidance document (Social
and Biodiversity Impact assessment- SBIA). The CCB Standards have four required sections (General, Climate,
Community and Biodiversity) and one optional Gold Level section.

-

Uptake of CCB Standards has seen a dramatic increase from just a few projects being validated in 2007 to 49
projects being validated by September 2012. Most of these projects are in Latin America, Asia and Africa.

-

CCB Standards are used in combination with a carbon accounting standard, primarily Verified Carbon Standard
(VCS) or the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). CCB Standards are the only standard that is used for
demonstrating multiple benefits of land based carbon projects

-

An survey by ecosecurities indicates that the major motivation for interest in forest carbon offsets is due to the
biodiversity and community benefits that accrue

-

Reasons to use CCB Standards: At the validation stage it serves as a project design standard and helps to
provide guidance on integrating social and environmental dimensions in design, showcasing multiple benefits to
investors, governments, foundations, etc, screening out projects with reputational risk,etc. At the verification
stage, it serves as a multiple benefit standard and helps to ensure quality assurance on positive biodiversity and
community impacts and best practices and helps projects get market access, premiums and more stable prices.

Key points from questions/answers and discussions
-

Question on the definition of invasive species and request for a clearer definition. The definition is to be found in
the glossary of the CCB Standards on page 48 and the need for a clearer definition was noted.

-

Question on whether CCBA team was reaching out to projects that started the validation process and gave up in
order to understand why they were unable to reach certification. We are still in the research stage for the
smallholders initiative and hope to reach out and get feedback from some such projects

-

Question on whether CCB Standards is scale specific or used for projects of any size: CCB Standards can be used
for any land based project irrespective of size.

-

Question on whether there is a specific CCBS format for the project design document (PDD): No- there is no
required template. Any issues that don’t fit into a given template can be included as an Annex.
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6. Comparative analysis of case studies
Presentation

by

Deepali

Gohil

of

NCRC

and

Victor

Mombu

of

Rainforest

Alliance

Key points of the presentation
-

The six case studies analyzed were: Bale Eco-Region Sustainable Management Program (Ethiopia), Humbo
Community Managed Natural Restoration Project (Ethiopia), Kenya Agricultural Carbon Project (Kenya),
Sustainable Agriculture in a Changing Climate (Kenya), Bonsam – Bepo Landscape Project (Ghana), Juabeso-Bia
Landscape Project (Ghana).

-

Analysis was conducted across the following criteria: land use, land tenure, livelihoods, sustainable land
management activities employed, gender equality, socio-economic status, migrant community status, risks and
benefits of carbon projects, project activities, standards used, financial feasibility, institutional arrangements,
aggregation structures used, decision making and information dissemination, benefits that accrue to individuals
and the community, benefit sharing arrangements, MRV, capacity and policy support in terms of carbon rights,
recognition of aggregation structures, etc.

-

Based on the analysis conducted across these six projects, a list of issues that smallholder and community led
projects face were compiled and a broad typology developed for these issues.
o

o

o

o

o

Carbon Finance


Delays in receiving carbon payments



Difficulty of managing expectations among smallholders on carbon payments



High project development costs



Start up finance provided by donors

Lack of Capacity


Addressing gender equity issues



Ability to explain clearly benefits and features of carbon programs to communities



Limited capacity in the community to take over project management



Limited capacity in the community to perform carbon stock assessments, financial analysis, etc

Carbon methodology


Integrating new knowledge with traditional practices



Baselines for mosaics

Livelihoods


Increased risk dues to single livelihood sources



Slow adoption of new technologies

Governance and Institutional arrangements


Need for aggregation and appropriate group structures



Decision-making/participation- some communities may feel excluded
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Lack of clear benefit sharing programs at the outset and communicating this clearly and in a
transparent fashion: Lack of transparency and openness



Weak information dissemination due to the fragmentation and presence of thousands of
smallholders



Lack of free prior informed consent where farmers not only sign agreements but also clearly
understand what they are getting into.

o

Legal and Policy frameworks


Weak tenure and carbon rights



Non supportive policies (e.g. non recognition of group structures)



Lack of attention to local culture

Key points from questions/answers and discussion
-

A general feedback was that land tenure and fragmentation (several communities own patches of land) were the
biggest challenges for projects in Ghana . Standards/climate-finance are faced with the big challenge of how all
of these areas can be aggregated into one project and how the costs of getting certified can be met. A question
therefore that projects are asking themselves is whether they should put a primary emphasis on pursuing
carbon benefits or on concentrating on livelihood benefits that their projects bring to the participants.
Smallholder- and community-led projects accessing carbon markets can be considered to be in the very
beginning stages (“Ground zero”)

-

Feedback from Bale Mountain project: migration is a huge issue and is one of the drivers of deforestation; land
tenure was clarified – the Government owns forests and there is a joint forest management agreement drawn
between the government and the communities.

-

Comment on carbon finance for climate smart agriculture projects (CARE): There is more benefit flowing from
the project due to livelihood benefits rather than directly from climate finance. Climate finance serves the
purpose of being a trigger that helps other benefits to flow rather than being an end in itself. Therefore cost
benefit analysis conducted should take into account all benefits that flow from the project and not just carbon
finance.

-

While buyers are only interested in paying for the carbon piece, how can they also pay for co-benefits. The
question is how co-benefits can be projected to motivate people to pay for these benefits.

-

The feedback from Ghana suggested that the benefit from the work in the cocoa sector would derive 10%
benefit from carbon finance and the rest of the 90% benefit would be from increased productivity. The main
potential was perceived to be in adding value to value chains of non-timber forest products.

-

In Ghana, the cocoa sector is moving towards climate smart agriculture and long-term sustainability of the cocoa
crop. With interest from the private sector, there are early plans for cocoa ‘Nationally Appropriate Mitigation
Action’(NAMA) and this has been included in Ghana’s Forest Investment Program (FIP) Investment Plan. This will
be a one of kind NAMA that is private sector led with government endorsement. In this proposal, the carbon
component is not calculated in terms of tons/hectare but rather as change in carbon profiles at a landscape level
when there is a change from one set of practices to the other. It has been estimated that a change from Business

7

as Usual practices to climate smart agriculture practices results in a decrease in carbon emissions from current
20 t to 2 tCO2 per ton of cocoa produced. Thus the mitigation potential is calculated at 18 t co2 per ton of cocoa
and for the entire sector this amounts to an emission reduction potential of 14.4 million tons CO2. In this case,
the carbon finance will not flow as payments to farmers from offset buyers, rather, companies in the supply
chain (e.g. chocolate companies) will make the carbon payments indirectly in the form of a premium to the
insurance companies, in order to ensure that farmers receive yield insurance. So the Measurement, Reporting
and Verification (MRV), which is very expensive and difficult in regular carbon projects, is now shifted to a
landscape level where it considers factors such as how many farmers, how many hectares of land use change,
etc. While standards such as VCS will not be used, CCB Standards is still relevant as risk management tools for
investors.
-

The common theme across all the projects was that climate finance was only a trigger and that the projects were
primarily climate smart agriculture or natural resource management projects.

7. Group work 1: Successes and challenges of smallholder and community led projects



Participants were asked to join groups according to the countries where their projects are located in (2
projects/country and 3 country groups) and to work together to review primary challenges that their projects faced
and the successes of their projects (e.g. for institutional framework, governance, types of benefits, benefit sharing,
capacity, etc.)

Group 1: Ghana projects successes and Issues

Successes:
Carbon Finance: Climate finance has been in the form of grants; community expectations on carbon finance have been
set appropriately by emphasizing on livelihood and other benefits; project development costs have been kept under
control
Capacity: Gender participation; involvement of communities, stock assessments
Livelihoods: Diversity of livelihood options
Governance and institutional structures: Community Resource Management Area (CREMA) framework as been
employed, local culture favors a participatory approach, unilateral action not preferred and therefore enough attention is
paid to Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC).

Challenges:
Capacity: Handing over project management to the community and exit plan for the project proponents, capacity for
financial assessments, lack of multi activity methodologies
Governance and Institutional structures: fragmentation of farmers makes aggregation difficult, effective information
dissemination requires sustained effort financially and in terms of time (CREMA framework provides a clear structure to
facilitate this information dissemination).
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Legal/policy challenges: land tenure is an issue and the trees that are planted are owned by government.

Group 2: Ethiopia projects successes and challenges

Successes: Joint natural resource planning between government and communities, community participation, appropriate
aggregation structures, carbon payments received and distributed, benefit sharing mechanism in place, diversification
and improvement in livelihoods, capacity development for communities, trust has been build between the government
and the communities

Challenges: Agricultural expansion, lack of local capacity, international negotiations not fruitful and lack of adequate
funds, REDD+ is limited to voluntary markets, complexity of forest carbon methodologies, inadequate demand for landbased carbon

Group 3: Kenya projects successes and challenges

Successes:
Carbon finance: Use of community resource persons reduces monitoring costs, group monitoring is sustainable and
reduces costs
Capacity: Capacity built by training resource persons, village savings and loans help with purchase of farm inputs, specific
targeting of women (e.g. planting of trees that benefit women) leading to gender empowerment, local capacity building
on technical knowledge, model farmer approach for easier technology dissemination and scale up, use of farmer field
schools.
Carbon methodology: Availability of VCS Sustainable Agricultural Land Management (SALM) methodology helps to
increase scope and coverage of activities (e.g. soil carbon); farmer involvement in monitoring improves quality of
monitoring systems.
Livelihoods benefits: Diversification and improvement of livelihoods, better adaptation to climate change
Governance: Clear benefit-sharing mechanism, measures taken to include the poorest, appropriate group structures,
transparency, making use of existing institutions
Conducive Legal and Policy framework

Challenges:
Carbon finance: Lag and delays in climate finance, donor funding essential for project development
Governance: Need to make sure that farmers are signing up for the project for the right reasons and not for any “free”
incentives (free seeds, etc), danger of some community groups feeling left out
Capacity: Danger of imposters
Carbon methodology: Difficulty in biodiversity baselines, not flexible
Livelihoods: Need to ensure short term as well as long-term benefits, planning for extreme climatic impacts, poor cannot
afford seedlings, tree nursery establishment is expensive.
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Inadequate government support/capacity

Typology of issues:
Based on the feedback from the three country groups, the earlier typology of issues were modified to reflect 8 types of
issues and several sub issues added:

1.

2.

3.

4.

Carbon Finance
a.

Delays in receiving carbon payments

b.

Difficulty of managing expectations among smallholders on carbon payments

c.

High project development costs

d.

Start up finance provided by donors

Lack of Capacity
a.

Addressing gender equity issues

b.

Ability to explain clearly benefits and features of carbon programs to communities

c.

Limited capacity in the community to take over project management

d.

Limited capacity in the community to perform carbon stock assessments, financial analysis, etc

e.

Limited community involvement/participation/empowerment

Carbon methodology
a.

Integrating new knowledge with traditional practices

b.

Baselines for mosaics

c.

Complexity of FC methodologies

d.

Methodologies do not capture multiple activities – limited scope

e.

High MRV costs

Livelihoods
a.

Increased risk dues to single livelihood sources

b.

Slow adoption of new technologies

c.

Exclusion of the poorest in the community

d.

Lack of focus on short term costs (out of pocket and opportunity costs)/needs /imperatives of the
smallholders

e.

5.

Lack of adaptation planning for extreme climatic events

Governance and Institutional arrangements
a.

Need for aggregation and appropriate group structures

b.

Decision-making/participation- some communities may feel excluded
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c.

Lack of clear benefit sharing programs at the outset and communicating this clearly and in a
transparent fashion: Lack of transparency and openness

d.

Weak information dissemination due to the fragmentation and presence of thousands of smallholders

e.

Lack of free prior informed consent where farmers not only sign agreements but also clearly
understand what they are getting into.

6.

f.

Lack of good working relationships with the government

g.

Lack of trust between the community and project developers

Legal and Policy frameworks
a.

Weak tenure and carbon rights

b.

Non supportive policies (e.g. non recognition of group structures)

c.

Lack of attention to local culture

7.

Conservation of biodiversity

8.

International negotiations
a.

REDD is not included in compliance markets

Key points from questions/answers and discussion
Since transparency has come up as an important key success factor, what exactly does it mean and waht does it apply to?
Some project proponents and buyers felt that complete transparency is not advisable (e.g. farmers knowing what
consultants are paid) since this may make the farmers/communities suspicious of the entire project. Most projects were
thinking in terms of transparency of benefit sharing of carbon revenues and not in terms of overall climate finance for the
full project. The two projects who had shared/were about to share carbon revenues shared their experience: Vi
Agroforestry had a stakeholders forum and committees involved and informed. Farmer group leaders met on a quarterly
basis and were briefed by Vi and are aware of the carbon sharing criteria- since contracts are in place they know they are
getting 60% of the revenue. Since farmers are also involved in monitoring, trust is built up. In Kenya, there is no national
regulation on benefit sharing but the examples of projects like Vi may be emulated by other projects.

In Ghana, there is debate on developing a national formula for benefit sharing that will then have to be adapted/adjusted
to specific project circumstances. There is also a proposal in Ghana to tax carbon revenue at around 5%.

In the Humbo case, 100% of the carbon revenue is passed on to the cooperatives. They felt that transparency is essential
for sustainability of the project. Representatives of sub-groups participate in planning, monitoring and implementation
and after monitoring and therefore they are aware of the carbon funds that will be coming in.

While projects spoke about transparency in revenue sharing (carbon finance benefit sharing), the question was whether
projects plan to be transparent about the entire climate finance (including donor funds received).
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It was felt that there could be transparency in public finance but this might not be possible with private finance, where,
while overall project development costs may be shared, it is not anticipated that information on individual costs will be
shared with farmers.

The other development is there are new models where carbon benefit is moving away from paying cash for carbon. The
benefits are instead in the form of paying for yield insurance, minimum guarantee price, etc.

8. Perceived Risks and Opportunities of smallholder- and community-led carbon projects by investors,

donors, offset buyers
Presentation by Joanna Durbin of CCBA

Broadly three types of investors were interviewed: major portfolio investors/originators, carbon brokers/retailers and
major corporations (end users who buy offsets for their emissions).

-

There is a lot of interest in community and smallholder projects for the following reasons: ensures sustainability
of the project, corporate social responsibility value creation, revenues and benefits diversification, strengthening
of supply chains and the interest in such projects that provide multiple benefits

-

However such projects also carry a lot of perceived risks in the eyes of this community in the following areas:
aggregation models that may not be appropriate, need for good governance/ownership and community
organization, need for ensuring equitable benefit sharing and evidence that there is equitable and tangible
benefits to the community, need for verification that’s not burdensome to participants and financial viability of
the projects (since carbon funds are only a small portion of the financing)

-

Potential role for CCB Standards: help with risk management, to ensure FPIC, ensure rigor and at the same time
not make it burdensome for projects, explore linking with other standards.

-

What investors are looking for: compelling multiple benefits stories, clear carbon rights and management
structures, sustainable project that ensures a range of direct and indirect benefits and diverse financing, project
that can ensure scale (to absorb transaction costs) and that delivers a significant return on investment.

Key points from questions/answers and discussion
-

Demand in the voluntary market is due to bottom up pressure from shareholders, customers, etc and the
voluntary markets value multiple benefits.

-

The current demand in the voluntary markets is primarily in energy, lighting and REDD. There is a lack of
sufficient demand for agro forestry credits primarily due to perception of non-reliability of supply of carbon and
due to questions around credibility of MRV.

-

CCB Standards has played a role as a filter to identify good land-based carbon projects. In general due diligence
has been less for energy projects compared to land-based carbon. While land-based carbon has to prove itself,
companies would like to work in this area if the perceived risks are addressed.
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-

The evolution of CCB Standards has been in the direction of it becoming a minimum quality standard (i.e.
investors don’t trust projects that don’t have the CCB certification) rather than a premium standard. With the
smallholder initiative, the intent is to showcase the special qualities and multiple benefits of smallholder- and
community led-projects. Can this be done by adding a gold level for such projects?

-

CCB Standards need a quality criteria or guidelines to demonstrate how FPIC has been achieved (since this is
important to buyers)

-

Discussion on how projects can demonstrate sustainability: demonstrate financial viability through multiple
sources of financing, continued flow of credit through the crediting period, permanence, demonstrate diversity
of benefits and build it into the cost benefit analysis to better communicate the benefits, etc

9. Experiences of Social and Environmental Standards in Removing Constraints to Community and

Smallholder Participation
Presentation by Jeff Hayward of Rainforest Alliance

Rainforest Alliance undertook a study on comparative assessment of how other standards frameworks promote
participation by smallholders, in order to provide recommendations for modifications to the CCB Standards. The
standards that were analyzed are: Verified Carbon Standard (VCS), Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), Gold Standard
(GS), Plan Vivo, Sustainable Agriculture Network (SAN) and Forest Stewardship Council (FSC).
-

Definition and uses of standards: A technical specification that contains precise criteria to be used consistently
as rules, guidelines or characteristics to ensure the quality of materials, products, processes and services.
Standards are useful as good practices guidelines, tools for self-assessment and improvement, basis for
independent certification, tool for improving access to markets and/or finance, etc

-

The main constraints to small holder projects are financial costs, technical language and methodologies,
complexity of landscapes, etc, capacity and perception of risks,etc.

-

CCB Standards have an important role to play in reducing risk to investors and instilling confidence in future
carbon markets.

-

-

The ways in which the standards analyzed promote smallholder projects are:
o

Small-scale projects may be grouped or multiple activities bundled together

o

Rolling entry for new landholdings

o

Reduced or scale-dependent requirements

o

Simplified methods and procedures

o

Local interpretation and guidance

o

Lower cost to achieve validation/verification

The main recommendation to CCBA:
o

Ability to add multi-activity projects and programmatic approaches/grouped projects

o

Reducing cost and relaxing audits: relaxing the standards when risk is low due to scale, reducing
validation/verification costs by allowing internal auditing or by CCBA carrying out the audit, expand list
of auditors to include auditors for SAN,RA,etc.
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o

Simplifying the standard: excluding or revising criteria that don’t apply to smallholder projects,
developing tools/guidance to help projects achieve the criteria

o

Promoting the special qualities of smallholder projects: developing labels, assistance with marketing

o

Capacity building: fund for smallholder projects, development of guidance and tools.

o

Increased collaboration with other standards to enable joint validation, etc

Key points from questions/answers and discussion
-

The last five years have seen the take off of land-based standards with many more corporations taking pledges
towards sustainability.

-

CCBA is in a unique position to define the key issues projects should address and to raise awareness of the
benefits of smallholder projects. There is a responsibility to help to develop the market and simultaneously to
build confidence in the market.

10. Challenges in Using CCB Standards for Smallholder- and Community-led Projects
Presentation by Jeff Hayward of Rainforest Alliance

The presentation outlined the specific criteria that posed problems for smallholder- and community-led projects:
G1.4 – Assessing original carbon stocks in the Project Area
G1.8 – Assessing the original biodiversity of the Project Area
G2.1, 2.2, 2.3 – Baseline Projections
G4.3 and G4.5 – Worker orientation and training and worker rights
CL1.2, CL1.3 – Net Positive Climate Impacts
CL2.1 – Offsite Climate Impacts (Leakage)
CM1 – Net Positive Community Impacts
CM3 – Community Impact Monitoring
B1.1 – Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts
B3.1 – Biodiversity Impact Monitoring

11. Definitions: Smallholder led and community led projects and Process for revision and Smallholder

module
Presentation by Joanna Durbin of CCBA

Smallholder- and community-led projects are activities on lands
–Owned individually by smallholders, or
–Owned collectively by communities, or
–Where smallholders and/or communities have recognized management rights,
AND
–Where they are actively involved in design and implementation of project activities
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AND
–Where they have rights to carbon/benefits generated by their activities
.
Smallholders are households operating a small area of land (compared to the national average)

Process for the Revision:
•Consultations
•CCBA secretariat prepares draft
•Standards committee reviews and approves (20-25 people) – experts and those affected by standards
–Project proponents: NGOs, private sector, different project types
–Community/smallholder representatives
–Offset buyers and investors
–Donors: public sector, foundations etc
–Host country governments
–Environmental and social NGOs
–Auditors
–Forestry research institutes: ICRAF, CIFOR, CATIE
•Two 60-day public comment periods

Key points from questions/answers and discussion
-

On definitions:


where smallholders and/or communities have recognized management rights: In Ghana
farmers don’t have title deeds. The question is who do these rights need to be recognized by.
A suggestion is to add provisions for statutory and customary rights. where they are actively
involved in design and implementation of project activities: This will not be a problem in
Ghana. However in some projects such as Bale, while everyone in the community can
participate, many do not because they don’t have sufficient funds to join cooperatives or may
be marginalized groups that do not participate in the project. So those who do not participate
(and therefore do not receive benefits) would not be “actively involved” as required by the
definition. Suggestion for a clearer definition of “active”. Overall the intent is that the
communities should lead these projects rather than be involved passively (e.g. projects where
people who work on lands hand over their management rights in return for concession
payments)



where they have rights to carbon/benefits generated by their activities: In Kenya, land rights
are well defined and participants in projects have management rights but do not have
“complete rights” . Suggestion that “rights” should not indicate total or exclusive rights but
rather significant portion of rights or some share of rights (e.g. In some cases people who
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manage farms do not own the land – in this case both the land owner and those managing the
land and/or resources may be eligible for benefits)


Smallholders are households operating a small area of land (compared to the national
average): In Kenya, average areas of land vary across regions – in some areas2 hectares may
be small while in some areas 10 hectares may be considered small. In Ghana, the national
average is 2.5 hectares per person which is very low and the project participants will not have
a land holding smaller than the national average. A suggestion is to define average as a local
average and not a national average. The idea communicated should be that land holdings
should “not be large”

-

A suggestion received on the process for revision is to include representatives of other standards in
the Steering Committee.

12. Group work 2: Suggestions for improvements to CCB Standards and needs for accompanying

guidance
Participants were asked to join one of three groups based on their interest (1) technical elements in streamlining and
revising the CCB standards (criteria to revise, auditing process and how to enable grouping and a programmatic
approach); (2) special qualities of smallholder- and community-led projects to be showcased; and (3) capacity building
and guidance needs (capacity constraints in implementing CCBS Standards and how this can be addressed)

Group 1: Streamlining/Revising the CCB standards
Facilitator: Jeff Hayward
Group members: Atsu Tiati, Caroline Musee, Emmanuel Wachiye, Geoffrey Onyango, Jean Lee, Priti Narasimhan

The main recommendations from this group were:
-

A general comment was on volume of required documentation. Ways to reduce volume of documents:
o

Reducing redundancy and repetition – If a project meets the gold level, the same section need not be
filled out in other places.

o

If a project meets a carbon accounting standard, carbon component in CCB to be waived.

o

Enabling use of standardized regional baselines when possible (e.g. biodiversity) and enabling data
collection exercises to be shared and derived from other studies

-

Project area versus Project zone: Reduce requirements for small scale projects for studies on broader project
zones and explore how off the shelf information/studies can be used

-

CCB Standards to enable grouping and scaling up of projects: PDD to lay out system by which expansion of the
project occurs and where adding of more smallholders to the project does not require a new PDD to be
submitted but only an update of the PDD by adding an excel sheet with the details of the smallholders
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-

Leakage: develop guidance to help projects determine when leakage applies to them and develop risk
assessment tools to calculate leakage

-

Developing monitoring and evaluation tools for use by projects

-

Once the smallholder- and community-led projects definition is clear, to go over all the criteria and check which
ones don’t apply to them

-

Reducing the burden of listing all relevant laws is a capacity issue – REDD focal points could do this. A guidance
document can also help to clarify key parts of legislation and the criterion can ensure that the project shows
respect for the law.

-

Re-examine “community criteria that are irrelevant

-

Validation process to include local experts.

Group 2: Showcasing special qualities of smallholder led and community led projects
Facilitator: Joanna Durbin
Group members: Arsema Andargachew, Martin Yelibora, Victor Mombu, Deepali Gohil

The main recommendations from this group were:
-

Communities should have significant benefits that start flowing to them immediately

-

Addressing risks of smallholder projects:
o

Inclusiveness at household level and effective participation of women

o

Effective participation of the community in implementation and decision-making

o

Diverse direct and indirect (short term and long term) benefits from the project activities

o

Communities to elect/decide on their representatives to the decision-making body of the project

o

Financial viability of the project

o

Benefit sharing to be designed in agreement with the community

o

Government to recognize community management right of the resources

o

Information flow to and between participants

o

Voluntary participation

Group 3: Capacity Constraints
Facilitator: John Mason
Group members: Yaw Kwakye, Demess Lemma, Kebede Regassa, Hulemanye Assefa, Lulu Likassa Nefabas

The main recommendations from this group were:
-

To overcome technical and financial challenges (HCV, opportunity cost analysis, etc) – CCBA to provide a
database of experts, consider setting up a fund, help projects connect with donors and investors, provide
targeted training for locals.

-

Gender related challenges: CCB Standards to be culturally sensitive to realities on the ground and setting criteria
accordingly

17

-

Benefit sharing challenges: CCBA should design a generic model for benefit sharing that can be used to guide
projects.

-

CCB Standards to clarify roles for various actors at various levels operating in ER projects- project proponents
,implementers, etc
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Appendix 1. List of participants
Name

Country

Organization

Arsema Andargachew

Ethiopia

Bale Ecosystem Restoration and
Management Project

Hulemanye Assefa

Ethiopia

Bale Ecosystem Restoration and
Management Project

Lulu Likassa Nefabas

Ethiopia

Bale Ecosystem Restoration and
Management Project

Geoffrey Onyango

Kenya

Sustainable

Agriculture

in

a

in

a

Changing Climate
Jean Lee

Kenya

Sustainable

Agriculture

Changing Climate
Caroline Musee

Kenya

Kenya Agriculture Carbon Project

Emmanuel Wachiye

Kenya

Kenya Agriculture Carbon Project

Martin Yelibora

Ghana

Ghana Cocoa

Victor Mombu

Ghana

Ghana Cocoa

Atsu Tiati

Ghana

Ghana Cocoa

Yaw Kwakye

Ghana

Government : REDD Focal Point

Sertse Sebuh Kidanemariam

Ethiopia

Government: REDD Focal Point

Tesfaye Gonfa

Ethiopia

Government: OFWE

Jason Green
Demess Lemma

Armajaro
Ethiopia

Humbo

Community

Assisted

Natural

Managed
Regeneration

Project
Kebede Regassa

Ethiopia

Humbo

Community

Assisted

Natural

Project
Deepali Gohil

Kenya

NCRC

John Mason

Ghana

NCRC

Jeff Haywards

USA

Rainforest alliance

Joanna Durbin

USA

CCBA

Priti Narasimhan

USA

CCBA

Managed
Regeneration
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Appendix 2. Agenda
th

Tuesday 4 October
9.00-9.10
9.10-9.30
9.30-10.30

Welcome: Overall purpose and logistical arrangement
Introductions
Introduction to CCB Standards for smallholder and community projects initiatives.
Objectives and agenda for the workshop
Break
Comparative Analysis of case studies
Lunch
Follow-up discussion
Group Work 1- Successes and challenges of projects
Close

10.30-11.00
11.00-13.00
13.00-14.30
14.30-15.00
15.00-17.00
17h00

th

Wednesday 5 October
9.00-9.15
Review of Day 1
9.15-10.45
Presentation of Group Work 1
10.45-11.15
Break
11.15-12.45
Perceived risks and opportunities of smallholder-and community-led carbon projects by
investors, donors, offset buyers
12.45-14.15
Lunch
14.15-16.00
The role of standards and a review of standards frameworks and the ways they support
smallholder-and community-led projects
16.00-16.30
Break
16.30
Close

th

Thursday 6 October
9.00-9.15
Review of Days 1 and 2
9.15-10.00
Definition of smallholder –community-led projects
10.00-10.30
Challenges in using CCB standards for smallholder projects
1030-11.00
Break
11.00-13.00
Group work 2: Suggestions for improvements to CCB standards and needs for
accompanying guidance
13.00-14.30

Opportunities and challenges for REDD+ SES in each country, next steps and support needs

14.30-15.30

Feedback from group work 2

15.30-16.00
14.00

Wrap up and next steps
Break

