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REDD+ results-based payments for results achieved by Brazil in the Amazon biome in 2014 
and 2015 
 

• We firstly want to thank UNDP as the AE, the Brazilian delegation and GCF Secretariat for their 
willingness open to discuss about this project with us at length. We are very aware of the relevance 
of this funding proposal. If approved, it will be the first RBP-REDD+ project, setting an important 
precedent. And precisely for this reason, we are not ready to see this project approved without 
significant changes, and we would like to ask the Board to postpone its consideration for several 
reasons:   

 

• The Forest Reference Emission Level (FREL) submitted by Brazil is very inflated. By keeping the 
historically high emission years of the decade following 1996 in its successive FRELs, Brazil gains an 
unfair advantage in claiming scarce public finance going forward and could negate the impacts of 
increased deforestation in coming years. If the GCF accepts the inflated FREL submitted to the 
UNFCCC it will be paying a large volume of REDD+ money for paper reductions without any real 
climate benefits, setting a bad precedent and sending out a very wrong signal.  

 

• The proposal on how to use the results-based finance, which was to be forest-protection related, 
does not include specific mitigation actions to avoid leakage and displacement of emissions; only 
monitoring activities are proposed. We are also worried about the issue of non-permanence: while 
the request for REDD+ funding for conservation efforts is based on 2014 and 2015, deforestation 
has been rising in the recent past and the current government has sent strong signals of its 
intention to relax legislation and allow more deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon. This means that 
GCF would be paying retroactively for forests that were conserved until 2015 but are now under 
threat of being burned down at the same time as disbursements are being made, which will bring 

reputational risks to both Brazil and the GCF. In addition, the availability of resources to ensure the 
long-term sustainability of Floresta+ after project completion is not clear which adds to the risks of 
reversal and non-permanence. 

 
• The project proposal, its Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF) and risks 

management measures have been drafted under consideration of a governmental framework and 
organizational structure that has greatly changed and this is a significant concern. The document 

lacks an updated analysis of how the current context in Brazil could affect the project 
implementation. The risk of reversal associated with the shift in the political agenda is mentioned in 
the ESMF but management measures to address it are not included. Not foreseeing changes is not a 
guarantee that safeguards will be effectively implemented. This is especially critical for this project 
because statements and actions by the new government clearly point to a drastic weakening of 
protection of forests and environment and to massive threats against indigenous peoples and 
traditional populations’ rights 

 
• The proposal lacks an Indigenous Peoples Planning Framework and Plan jointly developed by the AE 

and Indigenous Peoples that could be affected by the project and the proposal does not stipulate 
that the use of proceeds will be done according to the Cancun safeguards and the GCF IP policy. 

 
• As stated by UNDP, the private sector can access Modality 4 of Florestra+. However, there is no 

information regarding the role of the private sector in the documents submitted and more clarity is 



needed. Moreover, there is an important criticism among Brazilian civil society about the role of 
private sector in the voluntary projects of REDD + with violations of rights and impacts that have 
been not taken in account in the proposal of Floresta+ 

 
So currently, we can’t support the approval of the Funding Proposal and if GCF wants to avoid 

reputational risks it should postpone its consideration at least until the following conditions are fulfilled: 
 
• A proposal with a different FRL that actually provides a meaningful comparison and is not clearly 

inflated along with mitigation measures and specific actions to address leakage, displacement of 
emissions and non-permanence must be included. Monitoring is not enough.  

 
• An Indigenous Peoples Planning Framework jointly developed by the AE and Indigenous Peoples 

directly and indirectly affected by the pilot has to be developed, publicly disclosed and ensuring 
FPIC both in the IPPF and during the elaboration processes, including information on the use of 
proceeds according to the Cancun safeguards and the GCF IP policy. The AE should also provide a 
documentation of such in its annual report to the GCF 

 
• Indigenous Peoples lands have to be demarcated and tenurial rights ensured before any activity 

starts within the project’s reach 
 

• An Indigenous Peoples and Traditional Communities Body should manage the proceeds allocated 
under Modality 3. This Body has to be self-elected following communities’ protocols and self-
governed.  

 
• Only 9% of proceeds allocated for Floresta+ will be allocated for both Indigenous Peoples and 

Traditional Communities. There has to be an explicit assurance by the governmental entities 
overseeing the project that this figure will, at least, remain the same and there will not be a roll 
back.  

 
• A mid-term evaluation is not enough given the risks for Indigenous Peoples and Traditional 

communities. The AE should carry out evaluations every 6 months proving that Indigenous Peoples 
and communities’ rights are being fully respected. The more frequent self-evaluations should be 
complemented by third party independent evaluations, as well as potential site visits by the 
Secretariat. If the evaluations show the violation of the rules for implementation, the project should 
stop immediately. These and any other evaluation by the AE, the Secretariat or a third party would 
have to be publicly disclosed, including the potential mid-term evaluation.  

 
• Under the roles for the Project Board of the Funding Proposal, especially under Senior Beneficiary, 

a number of seats should be allocated for Indigenous Peoples and Traditional communities to 
ensure that they have significant decision-making power. Representatives for these seats have to 
self-elected following communities’ protocols. More clarity on the number of seats under the Senior 
Beneficiary role is needed to suggest now the number of seats for IPs and Traditional Communities.  

 


