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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

An exploration of the Ipetí-Emberá community’s vision for a possible REDD+ project 

Kiley Remiszewski, Mya Sherman & Marie Verrot 

 

Introduction 

Deforestation and forest degradation account for approximately 12% of global 

anthropogenic CO2 emissions (van der Werf, 2009). Recently, the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) has undertaken initiatives to combat deforestation. 

The first manifestation of the Reducing Emissions from Deforestation (RED) mechanism has 

since been transformed into REDD+. This initiative is now known as reducing emissions from 

deforestation and forest degradation and enhancing forest carbon stocks in developing countries 

(Angelsen & Brockhaus, 2009). 

Study Site 

Ipetí-Emberá is an indigenous community 160 km east of Panama City and is located 

1km from the Panamerican Highway. The community includes approximately 90 families living 

along the Ipetí River. The community land is collective and encompasses 3,195 ha (Tschakert 

2007). 

Project Rationale 

In an effort to reduce STRI’s carbon footprint, STRI negotiated a contract with the 

indigenous community of Ipetí-Emberá in 2008. Ipetí sold STRI ~4,600 tCO2e as part of a 3 

year contract that included both avoided deforestation and reforestation initiatives. Recently, 

many families have shown an interest in participating in a possible future REDD+ project. 

Objectives 

The renewed interest in the community to participate in a REDD+ project has made it 

crucial to explore the community’s opinions and understanding of a possible future REDD+ 

project. The project thus sought to stimulate discussion surrounding community concerns and 

expectations for a possible REDD+ project while working with community members to provide 

additional information on REDD+ and its potential application in Ipetí. 

Methods 

Field research involved a mixed-methods combination of literature review, informative 

workshop, semi-structured interviews, Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) activity, and 
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validation workshop. Following a request from the Organization of Unity and Development of 

the Ipetí Embera Community (OUDCIE), the literature review focused on gathering practical 

information and case studies of REDD+ implementation in other indigenous communities. The 

semi-structured interview and mapping activity were designed to allow the 54 community 

members who participated in the interviews to imagine how they might want to participate in a 

REDD+ project. Household interviews also allowed for the exploration of individuals’ concerns, 

expectations and hopes for the project.  

Results 

Individual interviews and workshop discussions revealed five main benefits and 

expectations that the community members sought to gain from participation in a REDD+ project 

in the future, including money, education, community development, preservation of the 

environment, and an improved standard of living. 

The land types and activities participants wanted to place in a possible future REDD+ 

project were analyzed with a majority of participants deciding to place forest into a REDD+ 

project. Others sought to place agroforestry plots, silvopastoral land, or rastrojo alto into the 

project. Over half of the interviewees said they would put more than one type of land into a 

future project.   

Seventy-five percent of individuals that wanted to participate in REDD+ set aside part of 

their primary forest, fallow or reforested areas for their own future use. This “security” parcel 

allowed participants to reserve the ability to extract resources in cases of emergency.  

The community’s main concerns were leadership and money management, time in 

respect to the contract starting and duration, price and income, land rights and communication. 

With respect to fund management, 52.9% of the interviewees with whom this subject was 

discussed were willing to give a portion of their REDD+ generated income to the community 

fund. On the other hand, 35.3% of the families that discussed this subject wanted the entire 

income for themselves. 

After participating in a price evaluation exercise, community members proposed desired 

prices per hectare between $500 and $9,600 per year. Although each group ranked land use 

differently according to profitability in this exercise, people overall made their land use choices 

based on the money that was available at the time in order to bear the initial costs.  
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Discussion 

Issues of transparency, communication and institutional capacity were common themes 

throughout our research. Certain participants feared that the community funds might be 

appropriated. It is therefore important to consider how REDD+ has the potential to increase the 

level of transparency in a community. 

Participants’ desire to place a large proportion of land in a REDD+ project, while 

maintaining the right to extract resources from their land (i.e. through “security” parcels and 

other REDD+-acceptable land use arrangements, such as agroforestry) suggests that community 

members want to benefit as much as possible from the project but are concerned about its 

implications on their financial security.  

The community used various approaches to value carbon in the validation workshop. An 

opportunity-based approach can provide rapid insight into the drivers of deforestation by 

examining the net income received from the best alternative livelihood (Suzuki, 2011). A 

quality-of-life-assessment approach to determining costs is an alternate method of price 

calculation. This method takes into account the needs of the participant and attempts to 

determine a price to meet them. A carbon-based approach of price calculation is a third method 

of price calculation and one that seems to be well-received by the community. By calculating the 

tons of carbon dioxide equivalent on a hectare of land, participants are able to see how much 

they could gain at different prices of carbon in the voluntary carbon market.  

Conclusion and recommendations 

           Throughout the course of our research, themes for further investigation were discovered. 

While some progress was made toward the development of a price, this topic will need to be 

further addressed in the future. The importance of guaranteeing financial, social and food 

security for community members should also be further explored.   Furthermore, we suggest 

using a multidimensional approach to alleviate some of the issues of transparency in the 

community. Since REDD+ is still in the process of development at the international, national, 

and project level, it is important to continue examining these key issues to ensure effective, 

efficient, and equitable REDD+ implementation. 
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RESUMEN EJECUTIVO 

Explorar la visión de la comunidad Ipetí-Emberá sobre la posibilidad de desarrollo de un 

proyecto REDD+  

Kiley Remiszewski, Mya Sherman & Marie Verrot 

Introducción 

Deforestación y degradación forestal causan aproximadamente 12% de las emisiones 

antropogénicos de dióxido de carbono en el mundo (van der Werf, 2009). Recién, la Convención 

Marco de las Naciones Unidas sobre el Cambio Climático (UNFCCC) ha empezado iniciativas 

para combatir la deforestación. Esta primera versión del proyecto RED ahora ha sido 

transformada al REDD+. Esta iniciativa es conocida como la reducción de emisiones por 

deforestación y degradación forestal y  un enriquecimiento de los stocks de carbono en países en 

vías de desarrollo (Angelsen & Brockhaus, 2009). 

Sitio de estudio 

Ipetí-Emberá es una comunidad indígena ubicada 160 kilómetros al este de la Ciudad 

Panamá y 1 kilometro de la Carrera Panamericana. La comunidad tiene aproximadamente 90 

familias que viven al lado del río Ipetí. La tierra de la comunidad es colectiva e incluye 3,195 

hectáreas (Tschakert 2007). 

La razón fundamental de nuestro proyecto 

Para reducir sus emisiones de carbono, STRI creyó un contrato con la comunidad 

indígena Ipetí-Emberá en 2008. Ipetí vendió ~4,600 toneladas de CO2e como parte de un 

contrato de tres años que incluía ambos la deforestación evitada y la reforestación. Recién, varias 

familias han tenido interés en participar en un posible nuevo proyecto REDD+ en el futuro. 

Objetivos 

En el contexto de este nuevo interés, se ha hecho importante explorar las opiniones de la 

comunidad y su entendimiento de un posible proyecto REDD+. Nuestro proyecto también quería 

facilitar discusión sobre las preocupaciones y expectativas en la comunidad con respeto a un 

posible proyecto REDD+. Además, nuestro proyecto quería trabajar con miembros de la 

comunidad para dar información sobre REDD+ y su implementación posible en Ipetí. 

Métodos 

La investigación del campo involucró una revisión de la literatura, un taller informativo, 

entrevistas semi-estructuradas, una actividad de mapa de evaluación rápida participativa (ERP), 
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y un taller de validación. Según el pedido de OUDCIE, la revisión de literatura puso énfasis en 

información práctica y estudios de caso sobre la implementación de REDD+ en otras 

comunidades indígenas. Las entrevistas semi-estructuradas y la actividad de mapa fueron 

utilizadas para que las 54 familias encuestadas imaginaran como querían participar en un posible 

proyecto REDD+. Las entrevistas también facilitaron la exploración de las preocupaciones, 

expectativas y deseos de individuos sobre el proyecto.  

Resultados 

Entrevistas individuales y discusiones de los talleres revelaron cinco beneficios 

principales y expectativas de que los miembros de la comunidad quieren sacar provecho en un 

proyecto REDD+ en el futuro, incluyendo el dinero, la educación, el desarrollo de la comunidad, 

la conservación del medio ambiente, y un mejoramiento en la calidad de vida. 

Los tipos de tierra y las actividades que participantes querían poner en un posible 

proyecto REDD+ fueron analizados, y la mayoría de los participantes decidió poner bosque en 

un proyecto REDD+. Otras personas querían hacer agroforestería, silvopastoralismo, o poner 

rastrojo alto en el proyecto. Más que la mitad de personas entrevistadas dijo que pondría más que 

un tipo de tierra en un proyecto futuro. 

Setenta-cinco por ciento de los individuales que querían participar en REDD+ apartó 

parte de su bosque, rastrojo, o reforestal afuera del proyecto para usar en el futuro. Estas parcelas 

de “seguridad” permitieron que los participantes tuvieran el derecho de extraer recursos de la 

tierra en el futuro.  

Las preocupaciones principales en la comunidad sobre un posible proyecto REDD+ 

fueron la dirigencia y el manejo de dinero, el tiempo con respeto al inicio y la duración del 

contrato, el precio y el ingreso, los derechos de tierra y la comunicación. 

Con respeto al manejo de fondos, 33.3% de los participantes quería dar parte de su dinero 

de REDD+ a un fondo comunitario. Por otro lado, 22.2% de las familias quería recibir todo el 

dinero de REDD+ para si mismas.  

Después de hacer una evaluación del precio, miembros de la comunidad propusieron 

precios deseados entre $500 y $9,600 por hectárea por año. Aunque cada grupo tenía un ingreso 

neto diferente para cada tipo de uso de tierra, las decisiones sobre el uso de tierra fueron influidas 

generalmente por el dinero que era disponible en el momento para pagar los costos iniciales. 
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Discusión 

La transparencia, la comunicación y la capacidad de las instituciones fueron temas 

frecuentes en todo el estudio. Algunas personas tenían miedo de la asignación del fundo 

comunitario. Por eso, es importante considerar cómo REDD+ puede aumentar el nivel de 

transparencia en la comunidad.  

El hecho de que los participantes querían poner una gran porción de su tierra en REDD+ 

y también querían mantener el derecho de extraer recursos de la tierra (por ejemplo, a través de 

los parceles de “seguridad” o por participar en REDD+ en agroforestería) sugiere que la 

comunidad quiere sacar provecho lo más posible del proyecto REDD+, pero también están 

preocupados sobre las implicaciones de participar en REDD+ con respeto a su seguridad 

económica.  

La comunidad usó varios métodos para determinar el valor económico del carbono en el 

taller de validación. Calcular el precio según el costo de oportunidad puede revelar mucho sobre 

las causas de deforestación ya que examina el ingreso neto que alguien recibe en el mejor uso 

alternativo de la tierra (Suzuki, 2011). Evaluar el precio de carbono según la calidad de vida es 

otro método que se puede usar. Este método tiene en cuenta las necesidades de los participantes 

y trata de establecer un buen precio para hacer frente a estas necesidades. Un tercer método que 

determina el precio de REDD+ es por examinar las toneladas de dióxido de carbono equivalente 

en una hectárea de tierra. Los participantes pueden saber cuánto pueden ganar según los precios 

diferentes de carbono en el mercado voluntario. 

Conclusiones y recomendaciones 

Había varios temas adicionales de investigación que surgieron durante nuestro proyecto. 

Aunque empezaron a conversar sobre el precio, se necesita explorar este tema más en el futuro. 

Cómo se puede asegurar la seguridad económica, social y alimenticia para miembros de la 

comunidad también debe ser investigada. Sugerimos una solución multidimensional para ayudar 

mejorar la transparencia en la comunidad. Dado que REDD+ todavía está en el proceso de 

desarrollarse, es importante continuar examinando estos temas principales para asegurar la 

implementación efectiva, eficiente y equitativa de REDD+. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Project Background 

Deforestation and forest degradation account for approximately 12% of global 

anthropogenic CO2 emissions (van der Werf, 2009). According to the Stern Report, reducing 

deforestation, and thereby avoiding carbon emissions, is the practice that will yield the most 

immediate impact in reducing the global carbon emission in terms of per hectare per year (Stern, 

2006). The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) recognizes 

the effect of deforestation on global emissions of greenhouse gases and agrees that action must 

be taken to abate these rates of emissions. Accordingly, initiatives have been undertaken by the 

UNFCC to allow developed countries to reduce some of their greenhouse gas emissions via 

supporting carbon dioxide reduction projects in developing countries (United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2012). 

          The first call for addressing deforestation was made at the 11th Conference of the Parties 

in 2005 where Costa Rica and Papua New Guinea discussed the necessity of reducing emissions 

from deforestation, RED (United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2012). 

Later a “D” was added to try and address problems with land degradation and the mechanism 

became known as  “reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in developing 

countries” , REDD+. This was adopted as part of Decision 2/CP.13 in the 2007 conference in 

Bali (United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2008). Discussions 

surrounding the REDD+ project continued and in 2008 it was recognized that it was important 

not only to reduce emissions due to deforestation and forest degradation but to also encourage 

sustainable management practices, conservation, and increasing forest carbon stocks (Angelsen 
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& Brockhaus, 2009).  This action became known as reducing emissions from deforestation and 

forest degradation and enhancing forest carbon stocks in developing countries, or REDD+ where 

the plus sign indicates the enhancement of forest carbon stock, sustainable forest management 

techniques, and conservation. This modified REDD+ mechanism, REDD+, became adopted in 

the Conference of the Parties in Durban in 2011 (United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change, 2012). 

There exist some concerns regarding the effectiveness of the REDD+ mechanism design 

because for it to be very effective the emissions must be reduced beyond a “business as usual 

scenario” and they must be permanent (Angelsen, 2008). There are also questions on monitoring 

techniques, how the carbon should be monitored and whether verification should be done by 

national or international parties (Angelsen & Brockhaus, 2009). An issue with an ill-managed 

REDD+ project is the possibility of temporal or spatial leakage. A “leak” occurs if the 

deforestation or degradation in one region leads to higher emissions in another region, for 

example if logging ceased in one area under REDD+ only to begin again in an adjacent area not 

part of a REDD+ program (Angelsen, 2008). There are several proposed ways to combat 

leakage, including monitoring beyond the project boundaries and discounting credit received 

based on the extent of leakage (Angelsen, 2008). 

REDD+ can work on a national scale or a sub-national scale. Both situations utilize 

different phases to implement a REDD+ program. The first phase is the “readiness phase” that 

involves consultations with project stakeholders as well as the beginning of monitoring, 

reporting, and verification (Angelsen & Brockhaus, 2009). The second phase is the “more 

advanced readiness” phase that focuses on implementing the policies to reduce emissions in 

compliance with the REDD+ mechanism and which can be verified at a later date. The final 
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stage is the “compliance” phase in which the participants are compensated for reducing the 

emissions or enhancing carbon stocks relative to the pre-agreed upon reference level (Angelsen 

& Brockhaus, 2009). This phase system allows for some flexibility during the development and 

implementation of a REDD+ program. Another important factor of the REDD+ mechanism is 

funding, which can come from public sources or from voluntary markets. In the first phases of 

the project funding will probably come from public sources though in some cases it will be a 

voluntary market funded project like the case of the STRI and Ipetí-Emberá negotiations 

(Angelsen & Brockhaus, 2009). 

 

Rationale for project 

Ipetí has actively worked with STRI and PFSS interns on both REDD+-related and other 

topics for over a decade. In an effort to reduce STRI’s carbon footprint, STRI negotiated a 

contract with the indigenous community of Ipetí-Emberá in 2008. Ipetí sold STRI ~4,600 tCO2e 

as part of a 3 year contract that included both avoided deforestation and reforestation initiatives 

(STRI-OUDCIE, 2008). Despite initial enthusiasm for the project, Ipetí struggled with various 

challenges in project implementation and management. Controlling deforestation activities in 

this project was especially difficult due to land tenure conflicts between the Emberá and colonos. 

To avoid further escalating the conflict surrounding land invasion in Ipetí-Emberá, project 

activities aimed at reducing deforestation by colonos ceased, although the contract between STRI 

and the community has not expired (Brunet, 2011). 

In addition to their participation in REDD+ research has also been conducted in Ipetí on 

land use and the drivers of deforestation at the community level. Past internships have examined 

recent land use changes and its implications on REDD+ and leakage in the community, the 
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potential of introducing agroforestry to Ipetí, and the sustainability of carbon offset projects in 

forest-dependent communities like Ipetí (Whitson & Bobyk, 2009; Wiens, 2009; Brunet, 2011). 

Since agricultural expansion is a main driver of deforestation in Ipetí, one group of interns in 

2009 explored the rationale for slash-and-burn practices by examining socioeconomic 

characteristics that influence agricultural practices (Raynaud & Shinbrot, 2009). Work has also 

been done to explore project adoption, challenges and opportunities from the community 

perspective for the REDD+ project that was previously carried out in Ipetí (Brunet & LaFortune, 

2010). 

Since REDD+ can reduce the available land for agricultural production for smallholders, 

these studies suggest the need for future research on understanding the impact of REDD+ on 

changing agricultural production practices in the community (Brunet & LaFortune, 2010; Brunet, 

2011). This prior work with Ipetí on REDD+ has also indicated a need to increase community 

awareness and understanding of REDD+ and to examine the social opportunity costs of 

participating in REDD+ activities (Whitson & Bobyk, 2009; Raynaud & Shinbrot, 2009; Brunet 

& LaFortune, 2010; Brunet, 2011). 

Recently, many families have shown an interest in participating in a REDD+ project. 

This new project has the potential to encompass many new elements of sustainable forest 

management, conservation and increasing carbon stocks, in addition to the avoided deforestation 

and forest degradation, which was addressed in the past REDD+ project. Therefore, we 

investigated the community’s views on the possible implementation of the project in Ipetí-

Emberá. 
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Objectives 

The renewed interest from the community in participating in a REDD+ project has made 

it crucial to explore the community’s opinions and understanding of a possible future REDD+ 

project. After consulting with the community leaders of OUDCIE, it was decided that a 

participatory approach would be utilized to attempt to identify community expectations and 

desires for REDD+ implementation under a new possible contract. The project also looks to 

stimulate discussion surrounding community concerns and expectations for REDD+, working 

with community members to provide additional information on REDD+ and its potential 

application in Ipetí.  

 

Host Institutions 

Our host institution was the Organizacion para la Unidad y el Desarollo de la Comunidad 

en Ipetí-Emberá (OUDCIE), a local NGO in Ipetí-Emberá. OUDCIE was created in 1998 to 

maintain cultural traditions of the Emberá while also encouraging development in the 

community. The organization’s goals are to assist the community with development projects, 

while ensuring that they are culturally appropriate and beneficial to the members of the 

community (Brunet & LaFortune, 2010). Angel Ruiz and Roberto Picamo, the current leaders of 

OUDCIE, were our contacts in the organization and helped advise us throughout the internship. 

Catherine Potvin and Ignacia Holmes were our supervisors on this internship. 

 

OUDCIE 

Ipetí-Emberá 

Provincia de Panama 

333-0803 

 

McGill University 

845 Sherbrooke St. West 

Montreal, QC 

Canada 

H3A 2T5 

514-398-4455 
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METHODS 

 

Study site 

Our study took place in the indigenous community Ipetí-Emberá. Ipetí is located 160 km 

east of Panama City and accessed by a 1km walk from the Panamerican Highway. This region of 

Panama is known as the Bayano region and includes the Emberá communities but also the Kuna 

Comarca of Madugandi to the north and several colon villages to the east, west, and south. The 

community consists of approximately 90 families living on the land running along the river Ipetí 

(Brunet & LaFortune, 2010). The land is communal but divided into parcelas that are controlled 

and worked by families in the community.  

 

Figure 1: Ipetí-Emberá location 

 

 

Source: Tschakert et al. 2007 
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Data Collection 

1. Literature Review 

An extensive literature review was conducted to gain the necessary background 

information on REDD+ in order to best inform the community on the REDD+ mechanism. This 

information was presented to the community in the form of a workshop and throughout the 

individual visits. Following OUDCIE’s request, peer-reviewed and gray literature were reviewed 

in order to gather practical information and case studies of REDD+ implementation in other 

indigenous communities, as well as to answer any general questions and concerns. Specific case 

studies explored in detail were Brazil’s Juma Project, Colombia’s San Nicolas Carbon 

Sequestration Project, and Bolivia’s Noel Kempff Climate Action Plan. These case studies aimed 

at providing the community with an in-depth example of the many ways that REDD+ may be 

implemented at a community level and were selected due to the distinctiveness of the activities 

associated with REDD+.   

2. Informative Workshop 

All community members were invited to participate in an informative workshop held on 

February 11th. Approximately 40 adult community members attended the informative workshop. 

The workshop was designed with the collaboration of Roberto Picamo and Angel Ruiz, the 

leaders of OUDCIE, in two meetings prior to the workshop. Accordingly, the workshop began 

with an explanation of the role of trees and forests in the carbon cycle and REDD+ as a climate 

change mitigation solution in the process of being developed. We explained the history of 

REDD+ and the current state of REDD+ negotiations (i.e. we distinguished REDD+ at the 

national level from REDD+ in the voluntary market). We also explained how carbon is 

measured, what variation in pricing exists on the voluntary market and why. Prior to the 
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workshop, some of the families’ concerns about REDD+ had been gathered by Roberto Picamo, 

Angel Ruiz, and Ignacia Holmes and mainly regarded carbon prices and REDD+’s impact on 

current land uses. These issues were addressed during the workshop. We then presented three 

specific case studies of REDD+ projects in Brazil, Colombia and Bolivia, fostering discussion 

about the advantages and disadvantages of each project in order to generate ideas for their own 

potential REDD+ project proposal. 

After lunch, we formed three discussion groups to explore two questions written by 

Angel Ruiz:  1) “¿Cómo pueden trabajar el proyecto REDD+ en su terreno?” (How can the 

REDD+ project work on your land?) 2) “¿Cuál seria sus condiciones en el proyecto REDD+ 

como indigena?” (What would be the conditions for participating in a REDD+ project as an 

indigenous person?). Each group discussed about the issues and created a poster to reflect their 

thoughts. Each group then presented their poster for further discussion. 

Approximately forty community members attended the workshop and were divided into 

three groups with thirteen to fourteen participants in each group. Drawings, diagrams and 

photographs were used throughout the workshop to consolidate the community’s understanding 

of the main concepts. 

3. Household visits: Semi-structured interviews and Participatory Rural Appraisal Mapping 

Activities  

Semi-structured interviews and the PRA mapping exercise were carried out in 54 visits to 

individual households. All interested families with land participated in these individual visits, as 

per OUDCIE’s request. The semi-structured interviews and mapping activities were designed to 

get the community members to imagine how they might want to participate in a REDD+ project, 

as well as begin to explore their potential concerns, expectations and hopes for such project. 
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Indeed, the workshop could hardly capture the variation in concerns, uncertainties and 

expectations between the individual families. Therefore, the individual discussions were essential 

to fortify and further define what the families wanted to accomplish with the REDD+ project and 

the proposal they would suggest to STRI. 

A list of interested families was provided to the field researchers by OUDCIE, and visits 

walking door-to-door were also done in order to ensure that all eligible families were invited to 

participate in the study. Eight families declined the individual visit. Individual visits were done 

throughout the center of Ipetí, as well as in areas closer to the Pan-American Highway and the 

hamlet of Curtí, located approximately 3km westward of Ipetí. Visits lasted, on average, 45 

minutes. Depending on the participant’s previous knowledge of REDD+ and ability to 

understand the project, some individual visits lasted up to two and a half hours. When possible 

and appropriate, the individual visits were done in Emberá with the help of local research 

collaborators to facilitate understanding. 

After obtaining written informed consent, each visit began with an in-depth explanation 

of REDD+ and answering any questions the family had about the project. A special emphasis 

was placed on the community’s role in the development of another possible REDD+ project, and 

it was clearly explained that, if the community decided to participate in a REDD+ project, they 

would propose all of the conditions of the contract to STRI, including the price, conditions of 

land use, project duration, etc. 

The interviews addressed the following themes: general thoughts on the REDD+ project 

in their community, potential benefits, concerns, and the management of funds (i.e. whether or 

not to have a communal fund). An interview guide was used and a semi-structured format was 

used in order to allow the interviewer greater flexibility and a more conversational tone in the 
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interview process. Thus, the order of questions or questions themselves could be modified to fit 

the circumstances of the interview, and the interviewer could explore related topics not initially 

part of the interview guide. The semi-structured interviews, therefore, allowed for flexibility in 

order to gain a more in-depth understanding of the main issues, while the interview guide 

ensured that the discussion would enable a comparison between families and a clearer set of 

results to give to the community. 

A Participatory Rural Appraisal mapping exercise was incorporated into the visit in order 

to discuss the families’ perception of how the REDD+ project could be implemented on their 

land. PRA refers to a family of qualitative field research methods that enable researchers to 

obtain information from local people about local conditions in a cost-effective and timely fashion 

(Chambers 1994). Analysis is shared for the understanding of the rural situation and the role of 

the researcher is that of a catalyst and partner in development (Mascarenhas 1991). PRA 

methodologies have proven effective in past studies to explore land use (FAO, 2012). 

During the individual visit, each family created a map of their individual territory to more 

precisely illustrate their land use. Land use was explored at three levels, namely the types of land 

(i.e. forest, pasture, etc), which part of the land participants were using and how they were using 

it (i.e. selling the wood, cutting trees only for the house, medicinal plants). Since most families 

had never measured their land, we divided twenty rocks among the different land use categories 

to gain a better understanding of the relative proportions of each type of land that existed on a 

given participant’s parcel of land. Rocks were divided among the different land types, among 

areas of use and non-use, and among the different ways the family was using the land. 

Using this technique, two maps were created to describe current land use and what the 

land might look like should the family decide to participate in REDD+. These maps also created 
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the opportunity to clarify the activities permitted and not permitted by REDD+ and were used 

mainly as a “thinking” exercise for the family to begin to imagine their potential participation in 

REDD+, including the positive and negative implications that this participation might have on 

their livelihoods. 

4. Dissemination of Results and Validation Workshop 

Once all of the individual visits were completed, personalized handouts were created with a 

copy of each individual’s maps and an information sheet with frequently asked questions and 

answers regarding the potential REDD+ project. OUDCIE was asked to distribute these handouts 

and confirm the accuracy of the map with each participant, as well as respond to any further 

questions. 

A validation workshop was then held in mid-April in order to disseminate, confirm, and 

discuss our results with the community. Some 50 adult community members attended this 

workshop. After thanking the community for its support and participation in our work, a 

community member re-explained the REDD+ project in Emberá. We then used visual aids to 

explain our main findings from the individual visits, allowing for discussion and questions about 

each theme presented. The community both confirmed and complemented our findings when the 

results were presented. 

This workshop also aimed to gain a better appreciation of what the community is willing 

to propose to STRI in the future contract, as well as highlight some of the objectives and issues 

that will need to be addressed. Accordingly, five groups of more or less 10 individuals each were 

formed in order to discuss the economical aspect of a possible REDD+ project in greater depth 

since this was the community’s key concern. Each group discussed the amount of money a 

family could earn of a hectare of a particular type of land (i.e. pasture, agriculture, etc.), and the 
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amount of money needed to invest in that production. With this information, groups discussed a 

minimum price they would hope to receive for a given hectare of land in REDD+. Each group 

created a poster to summarize this information and presented their results in plenary, fostering 

further conversation about a potential project. 

 

Data Analysis 

Answers from the semi-structured interviews and the discussions from workshops were 

recorded manually in the field in a notebook and then entered into a word processor. Content 

analysis was carried out by codifying common responses and themes and conducting frequency 

counts to identify common themes within and between interviews and workshops. Results were 

then presented back to the community members and verified in the form of a validation 

workshop. 

PRA results were entered into an excel database and analyzed according to frequency 

counts, due to the lack of available information regarding the exact size of each family’s plot. 

There is no updated database that quantifies the size of each individual’s land and most interview 

respondents had never measured their plots. The different land types and activities of interview 

participants were analyzed at three different levels. The first level illustrates eight different 

categories namely primary forest, tall fallow, short fallow, reforestation, agroforestry, 

silvopastoralism, cultivation and pasture. The second level illustrates which parts of the land are 

used or untouched, excluding areas used for animal husbandry and agriculture. Respondents who 

had agroforestry or silvopastoralism in their land had extremely varied definitions of what was 

considered “use” in these plots and direct comparison of use/non-use for these land categories 

could thus not be conducted. The third level illustrates what types of activities are undertaken 
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within land categories, including use for selling wood, personal use, or medicinal plants. Results 

were collected for both the present and the future land types and activities at these three levels 

(see Figure 1). For an example of the different map levels used in this activity, see Appendix I.  

 

Figure 2: Diagram of the three different land use levels 
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Ethical Considerations 

             Due to the involvement of human subjects throughout our research, this study closely 

followed McGill University’s Policy on the Ethical Conduct of Research Involving Human 

Subjects and the Tri-Council Policy Statement’s Guidelines for Research Involving Aboriginal 

People and the International Labour Organization Convention 169 (McGill, 2008; CIHR, 

NSERC, & SSHRC, 2010; International Labour Organization, 1989).  

       We were introduced to the community before designing our study, and consulted OUDCIE 

and community leaders on the objectives and methods of our research. The study objectives and 

approach were done at the request of OUDCIE and both OUDCIE and community leaders 

approved of these prior to starting any research activity. Research objectives and methods were 

reiterated to OUDCIE, community leaders, and community members throughout the study in 

order to increase the transparency of our work in the community. 

       Participation in the workshops was entirely voluntary and it was made clear that participants 

could leave at any time and that questions were encouraged. 

       As previously mentioned, we also worked closely with three research collaborators in every 

semi-structured interview and mapping exercise. These research collaborators were chosen by 

OUDCIE and were meant to better involve more individuals in the research project and help with 

any translation of Emberá language or culture in the individual visits. Our objectives, the 

interview questions, and the mapping activity were explained in detail to each research 

collaborator prior to conducting interviews. 

       Free, prior, informed consent was obtained from every individual that participated in the 

semi-structured interviews and mapping exercise. A written Spanish copy of informed consent 

was provided to the participant at the start of every individual visit, and was also explained orally 
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to the participant in Spanish (and Emberá if possible according to the language skill of the 

research collaborator) (See Appendix II). Informed consent outlined our relationship with 

OUDCIE and Dr. Catherine Potvin, the context of our study in the community, the objectives of 

our study, the methods we would use to achieve those objectives, and the participants’ rights in 

this study (including their right to withdraw from the interview and study at any point, their right 

to decline to answer any question, their right to ask questions at any time). Informed consent also 

discussed how each participant’s name would be confidential and would never be divulged in 

any report written from the information obtained in this study. Only the field researchers and 

research collaborators would know the person’s identity. It was explained that the information 

gathered in this study would only be used for a final report to be given to OUDCIE and 

community members to help with the development of a possible REDD+ project. The right for 

Dr. Catherine Potvin to use the information in a possible scientific article was also reserved. 

 

 

RESULTS 

 

Motivation for Participation 

Respondents had a variety of reasons for wanting to participate in the REDD+ project. 

Six participants, accounting for 11% of all households interviewed, commented that they had 

interest in the project due to their past interaction with other projects, such as the reforestation 

project or projects related to Dr. Catherine Potvin. Six households (11%) directly participated in 

the recent reforestation project, or had family members who had participated. These respondents 

were interested in participating in a possible REDD+ project due to the positive experiences 

associated with these past projects. Three respondents commented that the consistent, visible 

presence of Dr. Potvin in the community made them more inclined to participate now. Two 
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respondents also related their interest in this conservation initiative to their identity as indigenous 

people. They explained that indigenous people have always protected and cared for the forest, 

whereas the colonos have traditionally utilized the environment for more immediate economic 

gratification. 

 

Benefits Participants Hope to Gain from a Future REDD+ Project 

The first informative workshop discussion provided a good indication of the benefits and 

expectations the community held with regards to a possible REDD+ project. These workshop 

results and results from individual interviews were gathered and a frequency count was done to 

establish main benefits and expectations of the community. This analasis produced five main 

benefits and expectations for a futre REDD+ project. Thirty-nine of the fifty-four community 

members interviewed listed money as a reason for wanting to participate in a future project, 

accounting for over 72% of all those interviewed. Only fifteen participants did not state that 

money was a benefit they sought to gain from participating in a new REDD+ contract with the 

Smithsonian. 

Education was the second most common response after money in the interviews. Sixty-

one percent of the community members interviewed listed education as a benefit they would like 

to see from the development of a REDD+ project in Ipetí. Almost fourty-three percent specified 

that they wanted money to send their children to school and one interviewee specified that the 

community fund should be used to improve education. 

Community development was a widely held expectation for a future REDD+ project, as 

vocalized by many participants during the informative workshop and interviews. Almost thirty-

nine percent of participants spoke about community development when asked what benefits they 
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sought to gain with a possible new project. Over half of the participants listing community 

development thought specifically of the development of the community’s infrastructure, while 

just under 30% of those interviewees who specified development sought to achieve this through 

capacity-building of community members. This idea of community development was further 

discussed during the validation workshop emphasizing the participants’ desire to have benefits at 

the community level, not just the individual level. Strengthening community institutions through 

capacity-building was also discussed as a benefit that a REDD+ project could provide to the 

community. 

The environment was a reason for participating in a REDD+ project given by nearly 26% 

of community members interviewed. Some mentioned wanting to preserve the forest for future 

generations, others talked about climate change and the possibility of a REDD+ project being an 

effective way to slow this change. 

Finally, another expected benefit that was shared amongst interviewees was a better 

quality of life. Thirteen percent of community members participating stated this answer as an 

expectation of participating in a REDD+ project in the future. 
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Figure 3: Participants’ expected benefits from a future REDD+ project 

 

 

 

Land Types Participants Were Willing to Place in a possible REDD+ Project  

The type of land being placed in a REDD+ project is as important as how much land is 

part of the project. Forest acts as a large, immediate carbon stock, whereas the placement of 

reforestation parcels into the project acts as a carbon sink to increase carbon stock over time. In 

this paper, reforestation specifically refers to land where trees are planted to regenerate the 

forest. Agroforestry or silvopastoralism can also involve planting new trees, but refer more 

specifically to incorporating trees into an agricultural or an animal husbandry system. Though 

they entail some reforestation, agroforestry and silvopastoralism will be referred to directly for 

the purposes of this paper, whereas reforestation will imply planting new trees to regenerate the 
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forest. The use of agroforestry and silvopastoralism as methods of entering a REDD+ project 

means that the families placing these parcels of land into a contract maintain the ability to use 

some resources from the land, whether for personal consumption or for an additional source of 

income.  

The majority of interviewees, 77.8%, stated that they would place unutilized forest into a 

future REDD+ project. The second most common land type placed in the project was 

reforestation, although only 27.8% of respondents planned to engage in reforestation in a 

REDD+ project. 20.4% of respondents wanted to engage in agroforestry in a future project and 

22% of the interviewed community members thought of practicing silvopastoralism as part of a 

potential REDD+ contract. Furthermore, many participants wanted to participate in REDD+ in 

multiple ways. Over 50% of those interviewed indicated the desire to place more than one type 

of land into a future REDD+ project (see Figure 4). 

There was one interviewee that did not know which land type he might put into a possible 

future REDD+ project, and so the analysis for this section was calculated out of 53 household 

interviews instead of 54 interviews. 

 

Table 1: Types of land people are putting into REDD+ project 

 

Land Type/Activity 
Number of interviewees that 

placed it in a REDD+ Project 

Percentage of interviewees that 

placed it in a REDD+ project (%) 

Bosque no utilizado 42 77.8 

Agroforestal 11 20.4 

Silvopastoral 12 22.2 

Rastrojo Alto no utilizado 8 14.8 

Reforestación no utilizado 15 27.8 
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Figure 4: Land types being placed in a possible REDD+ project 

 

 

Land Type Transitions 

Interesting trends emerge through a frequency count of the most common changes to land 

use participants were willing to do in the future under a possible REDD+ project. Most of the 

land use changes interviewees wanted to do under a future REDD+ project maintained or 

enhanced carbon stocks in the land. Fewer households intended to have pure pasture lands in the 

future, with the percentage of households with pasture decreasing from 51% in the present to 

28% in the future, and only 5.6% of interviewees willing to create pasture lands in the future. 

Twenty percent of interviewees were willing to change land use from pasture to silvopastoralism, 

14.8% of respondents planned to change their tall fallow into primary forest, 13% of 
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interviewees were willing to reforest pasture lands, and 11% of the people planned to reforest 

their tall fallow. The willingness to engage in reforestation was also quite common, as 46.3% of 

the participants planned to reforest some part of their land. Up to 33.3% of the interviewees also 

planned to adopt silvopastoralism practices. Accordingly, the percentage of households 

interested in practicing silvopastoralism and participating in reforestation roughly tripled in 

future projects, increasing from 10% to 35% and from 14% to 43%, respectively. Therefore, 

participants’ future vision of land use in a potential REDD+ project generally favours carbon 

regeneration practices through activities such as reforestation and silvopastoralism. 

However, in contrast to these land use changes, some interviewees’ future land use plans 

actually decrease the overall carbon content on their land. In fact, 43% of people who were not 

practicing pure agriculture on their land planned to use part of their land for pure cultivation in 

the future. In general, agriculture practices were rarely eliminated in future land use, which 

suggests that people strongly rely on the financial and food security that results from their 

cultivation plots. Furthermore, the percentage of participants with tall fallow (61% of all 

households interviewed) and short fallow (35%) in the present is substantially reduced in the 

future, with only 29% of households planning to have tall fallow and 10% of households 

planning to have short fallow in the future. However, this decrease could reflect the common use 

of fallow for cultivation in the future. Indeed, approximately 13% of participants with short 

fallow and 17% of participants with tall fallow intended to use this land for cultivation in the 

future. Overall, this analysis of plans for future land use changes suggests that participants were 

projecting their land use on a long-term timeframe since short fallow will naturally transition into 

tall fallow, yet this transition was not seen in a single individual visit. 
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Some land use changes did not have a clear overall trend with regards to increasing or 

decreasing carbon content in the land. Although 24% of all participants interviewed planned to 

generate primary forest on their plots in the future, the percentage of participants with primary 

forest (78% of all households interviewed) remained constant between present and future land 

use projections. This suggests that some participants who currently have primary forest plan to 

use this land for other purposes in the future. Similarly, the percentage of households currently 

practicing agroforestry (17% of interviewees) increases minimally in the future to 20% of all 

households interviewed. However, 16.7% of all interviewees were willing to change their land 

use to agroforestry in the future, suggesting that some participants currently practicing 

agroforestry will not longer engage in this practice in the future. 

 

Table 2: Planned Future Land Use Changes 

Planned Land Use Change  

Increasing Carbon Content 

Planned Land Use Change  

Decreasing Carbon Content 

Planned Future Land Use Changes 

from Present to Future Frequency 
Planned Future Land Use Changes 

from Present to Future 
Frequency 

Tall Fallow  Primary Forest 8 Agroforestry  Silvopastoralism 1 

Tall Fallow  Silvopastoralism 3 Agroforestry  Cultivo 2 

Tall Fallow  Reforestation 6 Short Fallow  Cultivo 7 

Silvopastoralism  Reforestation 1 Short Fallow  Pasture 1 

Pasture  Reforestation 7 Tall Fallow  Agroforestry 1 

Pasture  Silvopastoralism 11 Tall Fallow  Cultivo 9 

Pasture  Cultivo 2 Primary Forest  Cultivo 3 

Pasture  Agroforestry 1 Tall Fallow  Pasture 2 
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Short Fallow  Reforestation 4 Reforestation  Cultivo 2 

Short Fallow  Silvopastoralism 2 Primary Forest  Reforestation 1 

Short Fallow  Agroforestria 2   

Short Fallow  Primary Forest 3   

Cultivo  Agroforestry 3   

Cultivo  Silvopastoralism 1   

Cultivo  Reforestation 1   

Reforestation  Primary Forest 2   

Reforestation  Agroforestry 1   

Agroforestry  Reforestation 1   

*out of 54 interviewees 

 

Table 3: Planned Land Use Changes from Present to Future 

Planned Land Use Change Frequency 

Land use change to Primary Forest 13 

Land use change to Tall fallow 0 

Land use change to Short fallow 0 

Land use change to Reforestation 25 

Land use change to Agroforestry 9 

Land use change to Silvopastoralism 18 

Land use change to Cultivation 25 

Land use change to Pasture 3 

*out of 54 interviewees 
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Figure 5: Percentage of Households with a Given Type of Land in their Land Parcel 

in the Present and Future 

 

Land Use Changes from Present to Future 

As seen in Figure 6, the percentage of participants using their primary forest does not 

change from 55% of total households interviewed between the present and the future map 

projections. Since these participants plan to continue to use part of their primary forest in the 

future, this trend suggests that the forest has an essential and indispensible value. Furthermore, 
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primary forest. The percentage of households that were using primary forest for personal use also 

substantially increased from 24% to 43% between present and future land use projections.  

However, many participants that might have utilized all of their forest in the past were 

also willing to have part of their forest left untouched, supposedly as part of a potential REDD+ 

project. This trend is supported by future map projections, which indicate that more participants 

are willing to have part of their primary forest untouched (78% of participants in the future in 

comparison to 45% of participants in the present).  

Similarly, the percentage of people willing to not to use their reforestation in the future 

(39% of households interviewed) is higher than the percentage of individuals who were not using 

their reforested lands in the present (12% of households interviewed).  Fewer households 

planned to have part of their fallow left untouched in the future, as only eleven households 

planned to have either old or short fallow left untouched in the future, compared to 41 

households that presently do not touch part of their fallow. This trend may be explained by the 

fact that many households maintain fallows to use in the future for cultivation.  Furthermore, the 

ways households planned to use fallows and reforested lands did not change significantly from 

how these land types are currently being used, as indicated by Table 4. 
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Figure 6: Percentage of households that use or do not use their different types of land in the 

present and future 
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Table 4: Percentage of households undertaking activities in different types of land in 

the present and future 

Land Types Use 

Present Future 

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Used Forest 

For personal use 12 23.5 22 43.1 

To sell 8 15.7 0 0 

For medicinal plants 2 3.9 1 2.0 

Combined personal use 

and sell and/or medicinal 

plants 

5 9.8 4 7.4 

Used Tall 

Fallow 

For personal use 8 15.7 6 11.8 

To sell 0 0 1 2.0 

For medicinal plants 3 5.9 1 2.0 

Combined personal use 

and medicinal plants 
0 0 2 3.9 

Used 

Reforestation 

For personal use 1 2.0 3 5.9 

To sell 1 2.0 2 3.9 

Combined personal use 

and sell 
0 0 1 2.0 

Used Short 

Fallow 
For personal use 0 0 2 3.9 

Used 

Silvopastoralism 
For personal use 3 5.9 4 7.8 

* Out of 51 participants because lacking data for 3 interviewees regarding this specific section 
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Percentage of Land Envisioned for a Future REDD+ Project 

In the mapping exercise, almost 70% of participants said they would put 50% or more of 

their land into a REDD+ project and 43% of all participants said they would put between 76-

100% of their land into the project. This result demonstrates a high willingness to place land into 

a contract that could help conserve the forest and reduce degradation of the carbon stocks. This 

trend could also be concerning if the interested community members are looking to subsidize 

their entire income from placing such a large proportion of their land in REDD+. Accordingly, 

we analyzed the number of participants with a land arrangement in which they could continue 

working the land. By preserving their ability to extract resources from the land while 

participating in REDD+, this non-REDD+ land serves as an economic security net, a potential 

source of food and additional income in cases of emergency.  

 

Table 5: Percentage of land interviewees were willing to put into a future REDD+ project 

 

 

% of interviewees’ land they would put into 

a future REDD+ project 

Number of 

interviewees 

Percentage of 

interviewees (%) 

0-25 6 11.3 

26-50 10 18.9 

51-75 14 26.4 

76-100 23 43.4 
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Participating in REDD+ While Maintaining Land for Future Use 

During the mapping exercise, many participants wanted to set aside part of their land to 

be able to continue using it while participating in the REDD+ project. Seventy-five percent of 

individuals that wanted to participate in REDD+ set aside part of the forest (defined in this 

particular analysis as primary forest, fallow or a reforested area) for future use. Most of these 

individuals (79%) wanted to use this area for personal use or to collect medicinal plants, whereas 

13% wanted to use this area for personal use, medicinal plants and to sell wood. One participant 

set aside forest exclusively for the purposes of selling wood. Another participant kept some 

forest to sell wood and planned to practice silvopastoralism on another part of his land, not 

putting into the REDD+ project in order to extract wood from the area for personal use as 

needed.  

The semi-structured interviews revealed some of the reasoning behind maintaining these 

plots outside of the REDD+ project. One respondent referred to this forest plot as “security”, 

explaining that he wanted to maintain the area for cases of emergency. Others similarly noted 

that they wanted to have access to part of the forest in case they needed to repair their house or 

the need for additional income required them to sell wood. One respondent further elaborated 

that he would not need to touch this part of the land if the project provided him with enough 

financial security to meet these emergency needs. 

This insight is supported by further analysis of the participants who did not set aside part 

of the forest for their own uses or to sell wood. Approximately 70% of individuals who did not 

set aside forest for future use still had a land arrangement in which the individual could continue 

to use resources from the land for an additional source of food or income. These alternative land 

arrangements include, for example, one participant who planned to practice agriculture on part of 
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his land, while placing the rest of his forested land in the REDD+ project. Seven of these 

individuals decided to include agroforestry or silvopastoralism as part of their participation in 

REDD+, allowing them to benefit from agriculture and cattle-raising while participating in the 

project. Four of these participants also planned to continue practicing pure agriculture and/or 

cattle-raising on parts of their land in addition to REDD+-related silvopastoralism/agroforestry. 

One participant decided to practice agriculture and silvopastoralism, though he did not intend to 

put the silvopastoril plot of land in REDD+ in order to extract the wood resources from this area 

for his own use. He did, however, plan to incorporate all of his reforested land into REDD+. 

Only four individuals out of the 39 participants interested in REDD+ did not set aside forest for 

future use and did not have some other land arrangement that would allow them to continue 

extracting resources from the land. 

 

Concerns Expressed by the Community Regarding the Possible Implementation of a 

REDD+ Project 

Throughout the informative workshop and subsequent interviews community members’ 

concerns were brought up and discussed in more detail. Thirty-three percent of the fifty-four 

participants did not express any concerns in the individual interviews. After analyzing the 

interviews and the two workshops, five major concerns were identified in Ipetí with regards to a 

possible future REDD+ project. 

Concerns related to leadership and money management, price and time were the most 

prevalent as they were each shared by almost a quarter of the community. Twenty-four percent 

of the fifty-four interviewees were concerned about leadership and money management. They 

sometimes mentioned the lack of transparency, especially with regards to the use of communal 
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funds. They raised the concern of not being able to see how the communal money is being spent. 

Few people also mentioned that they wanted the people managing the fund to be honest and 

serious when fulfilling their task.  

Twenty-four percent of the community members interviewed listed time as one of their 

concern. They were worried that the project would take too long to start or that it would never 

start. They were also concerned about the contract duration.  

The price of carbon was a widely held concern shared by twenty-four percent of the 

interviewees. Often times, participants were concerned that the price might not be sufficient and 

wanted to know how much money they would be able to receive from the project. Some 

interview respondents also mentioned prices’ volatility and the general increase in the cost of 

living. Both interviews and the validation workshop emphasized the need for carbon price to be 

flexible over time and adjusted according to the rising cost of living. One interview respondent 

commented on how there is an increased cost of labour and materials needed to tend a plot of 

land, and that these costs must be covered by any REDD+ price. Participants also expressed 

concern as to how much financial support STRI would provide at the beginning of the project for 

the clearing and planting preceding reforestation.  

In addition, almost seventeen percent of the participants were preoccupied by land rights 

issues. Some were concerned that the colonos might invade the areas under the project, 

threatening the success of a REDD+ project by deforesting REDD+ plots. In the past, Ipetí has 

suffered from colono land invasions, which is especially exacerbated by land titleship issues. 

Ipetí is still struggling to receive an official title to their collective land from the state. Without a 

land title, Ipetí has a limited ability to combat these colono land invasions. If the state cannot 

resolve the issues colonos’ invasions, the community might need to find other solutions to 
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protect their forests. Community member commentary during the validation workshop revealed 

that STRI offered to train forest guards to watch the area and protect against any type of 

invasions in the past. OUDCIE has not pursued this option yet, although many workshop 

participants were interest in this sort of training. Participants in both the interviews and the 

validation workshop also expressed their concern about the constitution as it states that a land 

that is not used is not considered owned. They were thus concerned that the government would 

take their land away if they “stop using” it by placing it in REDD+. Some of the concern over 

land rights could also reflect a misperception that the land is no longer theirs once placed in a 

REDD+ project. One respondent clarified that he understood he could not remove any wood 

from the forest if it was part of the project, explaining that this was “because now the land is not 

mine” (“porque ahora [la tierra] no es mia”). Others had a better understanding of the impact 

REDD+ participation would have on their land ownership, using the word “compromiso” 

(obligation/agreement) to describe their relationship with the REDD+ project, and how they had 

to respect that agreement by not removing any trees from the land that was part of REDD+. 

Thirteen percent of the interviewees were concerned about poor communication between 

the different stakeholders of a possible new REDD+ project. Often times they did not specify at 

which level they were preoccupied by communication issues. They highlighted the problem of 

not being sufficiently informed on the issues themselves as well as on the date and times of 

REDD+-related meetings, a concern that suggests internal communication problems. This 

communication is especially important considering how various participants also commented on 

the importance of staying informed and participating in meetings related to the project. Some 

participants suggested that open dialogue should be pursued not only before, but also during and 

after the project’s implementation. They emphasized the importance of knowing the details of 
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the project and its benefits, and to be continually updated on the project, especially younger 

participants or people who have never participated in a project like this before. Participants also 

demonstrated an interest in improving the communication between the government and the 

community after several discussions regarding ANAM in the validation workshop.ANAM 

invited a representative of Ipetí to a meeting between ANAM and the United Nations REDD+ 

project but the representative no longer lives in Ipetí. 

Reaching an agreement on the terms of REDD+ participation also proved to be a 

challenge at the household level. During three family visits, the person doing the mapping 

exercise originally wanted to put more land into the REDD+ project. However, after distributing 

the rocks between areas designated for REDD+ and areas that would not be part of the project, a 

younger male or female family member watching the activity would tell the participant to put 

fewer rocks in the land for REDD+, even physically moving them on the map in two cases. The 

participant ultimately placed the number of rocks suggested by the family member and 

confirmed with the interviewer that this was the desired arrangement. 
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Figure 7: Major concerns expressed by interviewees 

 

  

 

 

Community’s Opinion Regarding Fund Management 

In total, fund management was not discussed with 29.6% of the community members 

interviewed. Among the thirty-eight participants with whom the subject was discussed, 52.9% 

were in favour of a community fund suggesting one part of the money should be kept for them 

and the other part should be given to the community. The other 35.3% did not want a community 

fund at all and preferred having the entire sum for themselves. One individual elaborated on his 

preference to receive the money directly stating, “I want my money because this land is mine” 

(“yo quiero mi plata porque esta tierra es mia”). This quote emphasizes how some community 

members wish to receive the full benefits of their participation in the project, without sharing it 
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with the community or community members who have not placed any of their land in the project. 

Finally, 8.8% of the people with whom fund management was discussed (3 respondents) 

provided a conditional response. They clarified they were not against the idea of the community 

fund but only in the case of good management practices and transparency, otherwise they wanted 

the money for themselves. Even though we were not able to understand when participants were 

speaking in Emberá, we retrospectively understood that the issue of bad fund management had 

been raised several times during the other community meeting preceeding our validation 

workshop. 

However, most people in the validation workshop seemed to support the idea of the 

community fund. Several individuals in the workshop and in interviews emphasized how it was 

important for the person managing the fund to be honest. Some participants in the validation 

workshop suggested that people could be paid to manage a communal fund in order to increase 

the fund managers’ sense of responsibility by providing them a salary for administering the 

funds. They also expressed their wish for the community fund to be shared and equally 

distributed among the members of the community.  

Finally, almost 17% of the interview respondents mentioned they did not want 

intermediaries, referring to ANCON or ANAM. This sentiment was similarly expressed in the 

validation workshop, and it was made clear again that the new project would not involve any 

intermediaries between STRI and the community.  

 

 

 

 



46 
 

Figure 8: Participants’ preferences regarding fund management  

 

 

 
 
 
 

Validation Workshop, Comparing Different Pricing Approaches 

1.      Comparing the different group approaches to carbon price calculation. 

During the second part of the validation workshop, we divided into five groups to discuss the 

price in greater detail. Each group was to create an estimated price they would like to receive for 

participating in a REDD+ project. Due to the fact that we did not create very detailed guidelines 

to lead group discussions, we happened to have divergent methods. Fortunatly, we were able to 

learn from our distinctive results as groups were illustrating different approaches for valuing 

carbon.  
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A. Carbon pricing approach 

One group undertook a carbon pricing approach by calculating the income derived from 

one hectare of land with three different prices of carbon per ton of carbon dioxide equivalent. 

The carbon prices were calculated on the assumption that one hectare of forest contains 185 

Ctons/ha. However, carbon prices are attributed to CO2 equivalent which is obtained by 

multiplying by 44 and dividing by 12 the carbon biomass content. Therefore, we also included 

the calculations for the CO2 equivalent of 185 tons of carbon biomass (i.e. 678 CO2etons/ha). In 

addition, based on a more accurate carbon determination process (Kirby & Potvin 2007), we 

have calculated the corresponding prices assuming one hectare of forest contains 335 tons of 

carbon which corresponds to 1,228 tons of CO2 equivalent. It was stated during the workshop 

that $1,110/ha (i.e. price obtained with $6 per ton of carbon using 185 Ctons/ha) was an annual 

income. However, the subsequent price corrections (i.e. using 678 CO2etons/ha and 1,228 

CO2e/ha) are the revenues that can be obtained over the duration of a possible contract. 

 

Table 6: Different calculations of carbon prices 
 

Carbon content $6 per ton $10 per ton $20 per ton 

185 Ctons/ha of 

forest 
$1,110/ha/year $1,850/ha/year $3,700/ha/year 

678 CO2etons/ha of 

forest 

$4,068/ha as total 

payment 

$6,780/ha as total 

payment 

$13,560/ha as total 

payment 

1,228 CO2etons/ha 

of forest* 

$7,368/ha as total 

payment 

$12,280/ha as total 

payment 

$24,560/ha as total 

payment 

 

*CO2 equivalent in a forest, Kirby and Potvin, 2007 

* Note: the calculations for 185 Cton/ha of forest were not done accurately during the workshop 

activity since it did not consider CO2e. 
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B. Opportunity- based approach  

The opportunity-based approach was illustrated by three groups in the sense that these groups 

calculated net incomes derived from different land uses. Each land use activity was evaluated for 

initial and maintenance costs and the annual income for each activity was determined. These 

groups then calculated a price based on a cost-benefits analysis of each activity and a general 

comparison of net incomes derived from these activities. 

 

Table 7: Example of two groups’ net income price calculation using the opportunity-based 

approach 

 

Land type 
Gross annual 

income 
Gross annual costs Net annual income 

Cattle-

raising 

$900-$1000 

(producing two 

cows on 1 hectare) 

$320-$480 cleanings (2-3 

cleanings per year [two workers, 

paid $10/hour for 8 days $160 

per cleaning]) 

$280 barbed wire (7 rolls at 

$40/each) 

$10 wire suture 

 

Total: $610- $770 (depending on 

number of cleanings, excluding 

the purchase of new cows) 

Minimum earnings: 

$900-$770 = $130 

Maximum earnings: 

$1000-$610 = $390 
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Agriculture 

- Yam: $20,000 

- Yucca: $10,000 

- Plantain: $4000 

$210 cleanings (3 cleanings per 

year, 7 workers per cleaning at 

$10 each) 

Seeds: 

- Yam: $1810 

- Yucca: $500 

- Plantain: $50 

Minimum earnings 

Plantain: $4000-$260 = 

$3740 

 

Maximum earnings 

Yam: $20,000 - $2020 = 

$17,980 

Timber 

Assuming there are 

4 trees in a hectare 

$4,000/ha/100years 

$40/ha/year 

$3,400/ha/100years 

$34/ha/year 

$600/ha/100years 

$6/ha/year 

Agroforestry 

$3,000-$5,000 

(depending on 

coffee or cacao 

production [cacao is 

a better price but 

you grow it mixed 

in with coffee and 

depends on land 

conditions]) 

Never calculated due to time 

constraints 

Never calculated due to 

time constraints 

 

Overall, people made land use choices primarily based on the money that was available at 

the time in order to bear the initial costs. Determining which crops to grow was generally 

dependent on the seed costs, since the amount of labor for planting and maintaining an 

agricultural plot were roughly equivalent between the different crops discussed in the workshop 

(namely, plantains, yucca, yam, corn and rice). For instance, many farmers produced plantains 

because they did not have enough money to buy the yam seeds, although yam production 

guarantees a larger financial benefit. The advantages and disadvantages of cattle-raising were 

also discussed in group discussions. Although there are some start-up costs involved in cattle-
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raising, participants commented that this sort of animal husbandry involves relatively little work 

and provides financial security.  Although lumber was generally seen as a much larger source of 

income, it also involved much higher start up costs and entailed a one-time sale.  

 

C. Quality of life approach  

One group was able to calculate carbon price based on the costs of life and social benefits 

they hoped to receive by participating in a REDD+ project. Indeed, different members of the 

group expressed the amount of money they needed to sustain their family, pay for their 

children’s school, pay for shoes and clothes and, finally, have an additional small amount of 

money for various purposes. These costs of life and social benefits thus included both one-time 

investments, such as quality housing, and yearly investments, such as school tuition (Table 8). 

The group members wanted between $6,000 and $7,500 in order to fully enjoy the social benefits 

cited previously (e.g. education, community development, etc.). Based on these costs and the 

amount of land the different people were willing to incorporate into the project, a carbon price 

was calculated and varied between $500/ha/year and $930/ha/year, as illustrated by Table 8. 

Table 8: Example of different costs of life 

Persona 1 

- Educación de hijos: $1,200 

- Vivienda: $12,000 

- Vestido/zapatos: $1,500 

- Dinero: $300-400 

 

TOTAL $7,100/año  10 ha en el 

proyecto 

$700 per ha/ año 

Persona 2 

Vivienda 

$6,000  12ha en el proyecto 

 

TOTAL $500/ha/ año 

 

Persona 3 

- Educación universidad (beca) 

$6,000 

- Casa: 6,000$  $1,500/año 

 

TOTAL $7,500  año  8ha en el 

proyecto 

$930/ha/año 
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2.     Price comparison based on different approaches to determining price 

After participating in a price evaluation exercise, community members proposed desired 

prices per hectare between $500 and $9,600 per year (Table 9). Each group also ranked the 

profitability of different land uses differently (Table 9). 

 

Table 9: Range of annual REDD+ price suggestions (from highest to lowest) 

 

Price Determination Method Desired Price 

Opportunity-based approach $9,600/ha/year 

Opportunity-based approach $5,000/ha/year 

Carbon-based approach $1,100/ha/year 

Quality-of-life-based approach $500 - $900/ha/year 

Opportunity-based approach Unknown/ha/year 
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Table 10: Rankings of different activities according to the income they provide 

Ranking  

(in order of most to 

least profitable) 

Income Based 

Approach 

Income Based 

Approach 

Carbon Pricing 

Approach 

Quality of Life 

Approach 

1 Platanos - $625 Yam – $17,980 Cafe - $3,000 Arroz - $1,250 

2 
Madera - 

$10/tree 
Yucca - $9,290 

Platanos - $1,800 

(3*cabeza) 

Maiz - 

$450/$800 

3 Vaca - $25 
Platanos - 

$3,740 

Madera - 

$900/tree 
Platanos - $450 

4   Vaca - $350 Alquilar - $170 

5   Alquilar - $30 Vaca - <$100 

6    Madera - $6/tree 

 

  

Level of Understanding among Participants 

         Further explanations and clarifications were provided during the individual visits until the 

participant had no more questions and seemed to have a good understanding of REDD+ and the 

project. However, participants had a wide range of previous knowledge on the topic and some 

struggled more than others to understand the main concepts and the practical details of this 

potential REDD+ project. Since repetition and clarifications are an important part of informing 

communities on REDD+, we thus created a three-point ranking system in order to assess 

individual understanding of REDD+ and make recommendations for future individual visits. 

This three-point ranking system was however subjective as each interviewer assessed the level of 

the participants’ knowledge without a standardized method. The purpose of this ranking was to 
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provide insight to identify participants who might need additional clarifications as research 

continues in the future in the community. Each individual visit was ranked on a three-point scale 

according to 1) if they had a strong understanding of REDD+ and did not need another 

personalized visit, 2) if they had a good understanding of REDD+ but could probably benefit 

from another visit, and 3) if they had a poor understanding of REDD+ and definitely required 

another visit to clarify REDD+ concepts and the potential project. 

Twenty-three participants (~43%) had a strong understanding of REDD+. Many already 

had extensive knowledge on the subject and made insightful comments and questions during the 

visit. These individuals tended to have a better idea of what they wanted to do with their land in 

the project. Six individuals had also participated in REDD+-related projects in the past, such as 

the reforestation project, and had been active in other workshops on the topic. 

Twenty-four participants (~44%) had a good understanding but would benefit from 

another personal visit. Nine of these individuals were new to the subject matter and had not 

attended workshops in the past. Several individuals also lived far away from the town center and 

commented that they were rarely informed of REDD+-related meetings due to this distance. 

Some participants did not have a strong idea of what they wanted to do with their land and 

wanted to continue discussing the topic as the project developed, especially in the case of 

participants who had only recently inherited ownership over their land. Three individuals seemed 

to understand the project concepts, but were confused by the rock activity and/or would have 

benefited from Emberá translations. Two individual visits were done with the female head of the 

household, but the visit should probably be repeated in the presence of the husband. Finally, in 

the case of two individual visits that were done in the presence of multiple family members, one 
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family member seemed to understand the concepts and project quite well, but another family 

member present struggled more with the topic. 

         Seven participants (~13%) definitely need to be re-visited to clarify the REDD+ program 

and the logistics of this potential project. Four of these participants were new to the topic and had 

difficulty understanding the concepts. Two participants needed Emberá translations and one visit 

was done in the absence of the husband, who knew more specific information about the land. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Institutional Capacity Building and the Issues of Transparency, Communication and Fund 

Management 

During the validation workshop, the issue of poor fund management and lack of 

transparency was raised by several participants. The interviews similarly emphasized the 

widespread concern regarding poor communication and the mismanagement of funds. These 

concerns suggest that some community members fear funds being appropriated. In Ipetí, the 

potential of improved communication for the community to regain trust in its institutions is 

significant. Indeed, during the validation workshop community members agreed on the crucial 

link between leadership and fund management related issues and poor communication. The 

information gathered in this study also suggests that improving transparency and communication 

could increase the community’s willingness to allocate part the REDD+ project revenue towards 

a community fund.  Past experiences with carbon sequestration projects have also shown that 

good communication is crucial to guarantee the success of such projects (Brunet, 2011; Suzuki, 

2011).   
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Although their is no evidence of existing corruption in Ipetí, the methods developed to 

fight corruption problems in other REDD+ projects could be used in Ipetí to build confidence 

community institutions. Indeed, in some cases REDD+ has helped alleviate corruption problems 

through capacity building, reinforcing local organization, and creating specific agencies to 

control fund management (Angelsen & Brockaus, 2009). These solutions have the potential to 

increase general transparency and address the community’s fear of being misled. 

The Juma Project developed a Forest Allowance for Associations to empower existing 

local organizations and enhance social control (Amazonas Sustainable Foundation, 2008). Over 

various workshops and training sessions, the organization leaders were able to acquire 

management and accounting skills (Amazonas Sustainable Foundation, 2008). Combined with 

improved communication, these capacity-building trainings could be an efficient method to 

reduce the community’s apprehension regarding community fund management.   

 

The Influence of Financial Insecurity on Land Use Choices 

Economic need was a clear theme throughout interviews and workshop discussions. 

Participants were concerned that participating in REDD+ would inhibit their ability to work the 

land, providing them with an additional source of income and resources. As a result, almost all 

participants envisioned some REDD+ arrangement in which they would still be able to extract 

resources from part of their land, whether that be in the form of forest that was kept apart from 

REDD+ (i.e. “security” parcels), engaging in REDD+-related activities like silvopastoralism or 

agroforestry, and/or non-REDD+ related activities, such as pure agriculture or cattle-raising. This 

land use arrangement could imply a certain sense of financial insecurity in REDD+ participation, 

which is further supported by the fact that these “security” parcels were primarily for personal 
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use, not to generate substantial income by selling wood. Interview respondents were generally 

concerned that, due to unforeseen circumstances, they would not have the financial means or 

resource access to acquire the necessary wood, food, or fuel needed for their daily living. This 

sort of financial security issues was also apparent due to the widespread concern that the price 

would not be adequate enough to meet their needs and live well. However, many families wanted 

to place a large proportion of land in REDD+, while reserving their ability to extract some 

resources in case of emergency. This enthusiasm suggests that community members generally 

wanted to participate and benefit from the REDD+ project as much as possible, but while 

maintaining some form of underlying personal financial security. 

 

Different Ways of Valuing Carbon  

Three different approaches were used by community members to determine REDD+ payments in 

the validation workshop, each with their own advantages and disadvantages and resulting in very 

different expectations. 

1. Opportunity-cost Approach 

       One way of determining REDD+ payments is by taking an opportunity-cost approach in 

which, typically, net income is calculated for a land unit area according to alternative ways of 

using that land. Net income is calculated for one hectare of land, considering both the gross 

income and costs for a particular type of alternative use of the land, such as cattle-raising or 

timber. In this way, an estimation of the amount of income that an alternative livelihood would 

generate is calculated and can be used as a proxy for the level of compensation that the 

individual should receive by placing that land in a REDD+ project (White & Minang, 2011). The 

UN-REDD+ Panama National Programme plans to use this approach for their price evaluation, 
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conducting an “evaluation of the opportunity cost of executing the REDD+ National Strategy 

and a comparative cost-benefit analysis of alternative land use” (2011: 8). 

       There are several issues that challenge the effective application of an opportunity-based 

approach on the ground. Results from Ipetí and supporting literature suggest that many 

communities with low opportunity costs perceive of high opportunity costs, due to either the 

assessment of net income, as was the case in Ipeti, or other contextual factors that influence 

opportunity cost (Suzuki, 2011; Costenbader, 2011; Gregerson et al. 2010). After weighing the 

economic costs and benefits of alternative land use, all discussion groups in Ipeti ultimately 

determined a price that reflected a relatively high income. However, many of these livelihoods, 

especially cattle-raising, which is one of the most common livelihoods in Ipetí, have minimal net 

incomes, which would suggest a low opportunity cost for participating in REDD+. The 

community’s perception of a high opportunity cost likely reflects how community members in 

Ipetí focused more their gross annual income, overlooking the high costs involved in generating 

that income. They sought immediate financial gratification, even if the long term benefits of such 

land use were not the most cost efficient. This point is clearly demonstrated in the fact that many 

community members still do cattle-raising when logging was proven to be a much more lucrative 

enterprise (Coomes et al., 2008). Overall, the workshop participants also based their expectations 

for prices on the high income involved in logging, even though most of these individuals did not 

currently practice logging. Many participants in our study also obtain non-market outputs from 

their land, including materials for housing, food, and wood fuel. Valuing carbon exclusively 

based on income does not include these non-marketable materials. Therefore, even if net income 

is appropriately calculated, the ultimate price may be less than community members’ perception 

of the value of their land. Failure to address the community’s perceived opportunity cost could 
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misguide the development of a REDD+ project (Gregerson et al., 2010). If community members 

feel they are not receiving a price that reflects their perceived opportunity cost, social equity 

issues are at stake and compliance may be a problem in the implementation of REDD+ 

(Gregerson et al., 2010). 

There are several other challenges to the opportunity-cost approach that have arisen in 

other REDD+ projects. REDD+ theoretically works best in areas with low opportunity costs 

since participants will require relatively less compensation for participating in REDD+ than 

participants that are more profitable in their alternative non-REDD+ use of the land (Angelsen, 

2008). Furthermore, REDD+ is more effective in areas with low opportunity costs since the 

compensated participants should theoretically not have great economic incentive to deforest or 

degrade the land in other areas since it yields such a low net income, thus preventing problems of 

leakage (White & Minang, 2011). However, some communities have a genuine opportunity cost 

that is higher than any price that would be offered through REDD+ in a national or voluntary 

market. The Salavan Province in Laos, for example, has done detailed studies on REDD+ 

opportunity cost assessments at the project level. In the Lao Ngam Production Forest Area, 

rubber concessions would generate between $828 and $5531 over a thirty-year period. However, 

voluntary carbon market prices would only provide between $12 and $76 per hectare in this area. 

Thus alternative land uses in the Salavan province are lucrative enough that REDD+ incentives 

are seriously challenged (Suzuki, 2011).  

Furthermore, opportunity costs approach often over simplifies the problem. Transaction, 

administrative and implementation costs of REDD+ are not included in the price evaluation. 

When opportunity costs are determined above the community level, the evaluation also tends to 

focus on legal land rights and exclude the opportunity costs of areas with customary land rights 



59 
 

or insecure land tenure (White & Minang, 2011). Opportunity costs are not only context-specific, 

but also dynamic. The costs and benefits of a particular land use will change as relative supply 

and demand shift over time (Costenbader, 2011). Opportunity costs are also an inappropriate 

proxy for individuals engaging in illegal deforestation.  

       Nonetheless, an opportunity-based approach does allow for rapid pricing evaluation and 

does provide direct insight into some of the drivers of deforestation and degradation. 

Deforestation and degradation often occur when it is perceived to be economically beneficial. In 

the case of Ipetí, low economic value activities, such as cattle-raising, were pursued more 

intensively than high economic value activities, such as timber harvesting (Coomes et al., 2008), 

due to a widely held focus on short-term gross income. Furthermore, by examining each social 

group’s individual opportunity costs, an opportunity-based approach also provides insight into 

how REDD+ will affect certain social groups. 

2. Quality of Life Approach 

Another possible method for evaluating carbon pricing in a REDD+ project is to base it 

on the needs and benefits the participants have or seek to gain from a project. By focusing on 

factors to secure the community’s well-being and future happiness, the price of carbon can be 

determined. This method seems to stem from members of the Ipeti-Embera community as we 

have not found any REDD+ project thus far that has utilized this method of price calculation. 

That being said many look at costs associated with improvement of the quality of life. The Juma 

project in Brasil uses a complex matrix to determine net community benefits and a budget for 

implementing them (Amazonas Sustainable Foundation, 2008). The Juma project breaks down 

the benefits into different categories, for example education, housing, health, and each of these 

has an associated activity. Juma has an obvious emphasis on the social impacts of the project but 



60 
 

does not calculate the price directly from this budget of social benefits (Amazonas Sustainable 

Foundation, 2008). 

This approach could begin with a thorough analysis of costs of living and the costs of 

benefits, such as education or improved housing, in order to yield the required annual sum. This 

number could then be used to calculate a price for the land being applied to a REDD+ project. A 

quality-of-life-based price evaluation could produce a different value than an opportunity-based 

approach and implies a different way of valuing REDD+ projects. A different pricing approach 

may be more conducive to current price evaluations in Ipetí. In interview responses and 

workshop discussions, it became very apparent that community members did not just want to 

maintain their standard of living while participating in a conservation project, but actually hoped 

to improve their quality of life through REDD+. In one discussion group in the price exercise, 

individuals explained that in addition to having all of their opportunity costs covered for their 

current ways of working the land, they wanted to receive additional payments to acknowledge 

the environmental service they were providing. Interview respondents similarly hoped to 

generate enough additional income to send their children to schools, and wished to see greater 

community development and infrastructure improvements as a result of REDD+. In this sense, 

determining the benefits-sharing of a REDD+ project based on the quality of life desired by 

community members might be better, more directly instigate this profound, community-wide 

improved standard of living than simply increasing individual incomes. 

        There are several challenges that could exist using this method of price determination that 

must also be considered. There is the issue of accurately accounting for the costs of living and 

determining how much the desired benefit will cost. It can also be difficult for an individual to 

know how much they spend each year on a myriad of activities and the individual could 



61 
 

overvalue the benefits they hope to gain in the project. These factors can combine to give an 

overinflated sense of compensation and result in high opportunity costs, which can undermine 

the effectiveness of a REDD+ program by making the costs too high to be realistically 

compensated through a carbon credit purchase system. This issue may be addressed through a 

thorough examination of the individual’s perceived benefits gained from participating in the 

project and their needs, such as the monthly cost of food or annual payment for education. This 

method of pricing should be furthered examined in order to better determine its possible 

effectiveness in Ipeti-Embera as well as other communities looking to participate in REDD+. 

3. Carbon Based Approach 

        Another method of evaluating price in a REDD+ project is to look at the land involved in 

the project from a carbon content point of view. This requires a preliminary assessment of 

existing carbon stocks on the land. In a study by Kirby and Potvin the total carbon storage 

capacity of 1 ha of forest was 335 Mg/ha while agro forestry had 144.7 Mg/ha and pasture 45.7 

Mg/ha (2007).  After the evaluation of the carbon stock in the different land types a conversion 

can take place to transform these numbers of tons of carbon into tons of carbon dioxide 

equivalent which is the currency of the voluntary carbon market. It is also important to note that 

the amount of carbon dioxide equivalent being sequestered and evaluated in a REDD+ project is 

based on the change in land use, noting the future of the land if there was no project, to establish 

a baseline for payment (Pagiola & Bosquet, 2009).  In a study conducted by Potvin and 

associates under a business as usual scenario, 50% of the carbon storage capacity of the 

collective lands of Ipetí could be lost over the course of 20 years (2007). 

        In Ipetí there is was an expressed interest in this calculation method for pricing. During 

workshop discussions one group decided to explore the price they could gain from the land at 



62 
 

different rates of payment for a ton of CO2 equivalent. The group calculated their potential 

earnings at various prices per ton of CO2 equivalent in order to see what they could expect to get 

but they did not convert from tons of carbon to tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, leading to 

error in the resulting prices. In many interviews and discussions at the first workshop there was 

interest expressed in this way of determining price, although this same confusion regarding 

conversion between carbon and carbon dioxide equivalent as was seen in the final workshop was 

expressed. Regardless, it seemed that many community members looked at this method of price 

determination as a plausible technique that they might want to use in order to calculate and 

propose a price for a future contract. 

Despite the community’s interest in a carbon-based price calculation, there are still 

challenges that must be faced when implementing this method. As Gregerson et al. comment, 

areas with unclear land rights, such as Ipetí, complicate carbon-based price calculation 

“considering that the land might or might not be totally deforested, be abandoned in a few years, 

and possibly go back to forest” (2007: 12). The problems with inflated opportunity costs could 

also act as a barrier in REDD+ implementation with would-be participants who may consider the 

current voluntary market price per ton of CO2 insufficient compensation for their participation. 

The timing of payment and duration of the contract are also factors that must be discussed with 

the community to ensure possible participants are aware of how much they could earn annually. 

Also the nature of the market with its carbon price variation has inherent risks which must be 

considered before utilizing this method (Potvin et al., 2008). 

4. Recommendations 

There are challenges associated with the current techniques of assessing pricing for 

REDD+ projects and as REDD+ continues to develop and be implemented on the ground, it is 
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important to take a flexible, multidimensional approach to price determination. Gregerson et al. 

thus recommends that REDD+ is seen as a “grand experiment” that will involve “an iterative 

process of successive approximations as the associated institutional investment costs and 

governance issues become better defined and understood” (2007: 17). Taking a local, custom-

tailored approach to each project helps to better ensure that stakeholders receive the right size 

and type of benefits (Gregerson et al., 2010). Prices based on opportunity costs, quality of life 

and carbon pricing all have their advantages and disadvantages and it is important to maximize 

the benefits any one approach might have in a given context (Costenbader, 2011). For example, 

the Juma project has combined cash and in-kind investments to both forest community 

associations and to individual families. Their contextualized approach has created a balanced 

system of benefits sharing, although their fine-tuned opportunity cost estimation and contractual 

agreement would be challenging to scale up from a project level (Costenbader, 2011). 

 

LIMITATIONS AND DIFFICULTIES 

 

Scheduling Individual Visits 

          Although the community expressed strong interest in participating in our study, 

coordinating a time for an individual visit was challenging. Most people were working in their 

land during the middle of the day, and thus most interviews had to occur in the early morning or 

late afternoon. Despite scheduling individual visits in advance we frequently arrived at a house 

to find that the individual had forgotten about the interview, was still working in the field, or was 

traveling outside of the community. Flexibility became crucial to securing a visit. 
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Workshop Attendance 

          Another challenge was ensuring that community members were invited to the workshops. 

It was hoped that all interested participants in a potential REDD+ project were given the 

opportunity to attend the meeting in order to stay informed and updated on the project’s 

development. Issues of communication in the past inspired us to send out formal, written 

invitations to community members for the informative workshop. OUDCIE was responsible for 

distributing these invitations, yet many individuals commented that they never received the 

invitation, especially those living farther away from the town center. 

 

Challenges with Research Collaborators 

          The use of research collaborators in our study aimed to further involve community 

members in our work and to help with language and cultural barriers during individual visits. 

Three research collaborators were selected by OUDCIE to work with us, including one woman 

who had substantial experience working with this topic, and two young women who had never 

participated in this sort of work. The selection of these young individuals was meant to help 

build capacity with REDD+ for future generations, while building their self-confidence and 

skills. However, as a result of the differences in experience and maturity between the three 

research collaborators, the interview process substantially differed between groups. 

          Although the research collaborators were meant to help with Emberá translations, the 

younger research collaborators were not comfortable speaking Emberá and were thus unable to 

translate most of the individual visits. They were also extremely shy and had difficulty talking 

during the interviews. Since they were still attending secondary school, the younger collaborators 

were unavailable to assist in individual visits for much of the day during the school week. They 
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also possessed no previous knowledge of REDD+ and required much more extensive training 

than the experienced collaborator. However, much progress was made over the course of our 

field research, which will be further discussed in this report. 

          Other biases were possibly introduced into the individual visits due to the personal 

relationships the research collaborators had with the participants, especially with the experienced 

research collaborator. She had a more extensive knowledge of both REDD+ and the participant’s 

land and could therefore be more influential in the way the participant did the mapping activity.   

 

Communication Problems 

          Issues of language and cultural understanding further challenged communication in our 

work. Spanish is both our second language and the second language of many participants. As 

previously mentioned, two research collaborators were unable to provide Emberá translations 

during the visits. As a result, there were some participants who had difficulty understanding our 

explanations and struggled to express themselves fully. Our science-centric western culture was 

also a challenge when expressing non-tangible ideas such as atoms, molecules, gas-forms, and 

greenhouse effect. These scientific insights were especially difficult to comprehend for people 

that were firstly introduced to the project.  In addition, the rock exercise supposedly posed a lot 

of difficulties. The interviewees had trouble understanding the number of rocks should 

correspond and vary accordingly to land sizes. Lack of previous experience working with an 

Emberá community also posed a challenge because we were not always able to understand 

cultural nuances associated with particular words. Our unfamiliarity in the cultural context of 

word choice made it difficult to fully understand the meaning behind the structure of participants 
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responses. Research collaborators provided some insight into these subtle nuances to a certain 

extent. 

 

Additional Limitations in the Workshop Group Discussions 

During the final validation workshop many groups faced time constraints and were 

unable to complete the activity. Also consistent data was gathered across groups for gross 

income, but some did not calculate net income and costs for each land use category. There was 

also the issue of some dominant voices heard in the groups that may have influenced the data 

gained from the pricing exercise. In one group, prices gained from the land were readily agreed 

upon as a group but as the time progressed one voice grew stronger and helped shape the 

discussion. One participant was a main actor in another group discussion, which in some cases 

providing helpful insight due to his past involvement in projects in the community, although 

other times his opinions may have overly- influenced others in the group. Another group also 

experienced one very dominant voice during the discussions on pricing per hectare. In one group, 

there were a few dominant voices but they tended to shift depending on the topic being covered 

and instead they acted more as expert voices for that land use making them more effective. Over 

all the difficulty in managing a group was a professional lesson learned and contributed to the 

wide range of results produced from the exercise. However, the group discussions were still able to 

provide interesting insight into the challenges of evaluating social opportunity costs and carbon 

pricing in REDD+. 

 

OUDCIE Organizational Skills  

Organizational difficulties on behalf of OUDCIE led to modification of work plans and 

schedules throughout the project. On one occasion a miscommunication regarding a meal for 
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workshop participants led a change in workshop schedule. When OUDCIE’s leaders were 

present in the community, it was sometimes challenging for us to find them or talk to them. 

Sometimes only one of them was present during the workshops or the meetings. Nonetheless, 

OUDCIE’s leaders were very clear regarding their desires and the direction our study should 

take. They supported us throughout our work and helped us adapt our methodologies to most 

bound Emberás’ cultural habits and understanding. 

 

Variability in the Data 

There was variability in the data obtained from the interviews due to the nature of the 

questions. Not all interviewees had the same definition of land types especially with regards to 

Short Fallow vs. Tall Fallow. Some people would name portions of their land they had just 

removed trees as Short Fallow while others would give the name to land they had cut within the 

past five years. People also had different definitions of what it meant to “use” their forests. For 

instance, they would say they use their land“for their own use” to cultivate and plant. However, 

the expression “for their own use” initially was supposed to embody the use of the forest for their 

house, reparations and other personal use. Variability also exists in the projected future land use 

with some participants viewing their land farther in the future than others. Our data reflects the 

anthropogenic variability existing between different people having divergent opinions and views 

on their own land. These variations prevent us from being able to entirely standardize the data 

and suggest that the information gathered should be carefully considered with hindsight and 

retrospect. 
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Problems with Legitimacy of Data 

During the interviews the division of 20 rocks in the participants parcel was supposed to 

yield an idea of the proportions of different land types in the community. However problems 

arose because an accurate measurement of each participant's land amount was not available 

making us unable to weight the percentage of rocks making the percentages less meaningful than 

we had expected. For instance, a person with 1ha putting 75% of his land in REDD+ is 

subsidizing his income whereas someone with 50ha can still make a living out of the 25% left for 

himself. It is important to realize that the rock exercise intended as a mental exercise for the 

interviewee, allowing them to think about how much land they have and what they are willing to 

set aside for the project. It was very important to give the participants the opportunity to think 

about what their land could look like in the future under REDD+. Through this mental process, 

the maps were a great visual support. They guaranteed greater accuracy than if we had only 

listed the land types and uses without the support of drawings. 

 

What We Learned 

Amidst these limitation and difficulties, we learned to adapt and cultivate flexible 

working habits in order to work more coherently with Emberá culture. This approach enabled us 

to reduce the cultural discord of our methodologies with the community. For example, we 

learned to react rapidly to changes of plans, whether this entailed conducting interviews 

whenever the participant was available, regardless of a pre-arranged time, or allowing the 

community to delay the presentation of our results in order to discuss other community matters. 

We also learned how to work with our research collaborators in order to maximize their strengths 

and encourage them to overcome their fears and weaknesses. This involved direct education on 
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themes like climate change, as well as using creative solutions to overcome shyness, such as 

writing out a script to guide the individual visit. By working with each research collaborators 

individual traits and skills, we saw great improvements in all three women. For example, the 

younger research collaborators were not expected to explain REDD+ in detail to each participant, 

but each was able to take part in the informed consent process and guide parts of the mapping 

activity, in accordance with their education level, Emberá fluency and personality. Using this 

specialized approach was important to help further community’s goal of building capacity and 

interest in REDD+ related topics among future generations in Ipetí. Similarly, we also 

specialized our approach in individual visits in order to adapt to each person’s education capacity 

for understanding REDD+ concepts. For example, we used various mediums, such as Catherine 

Potvin’s book on REDD+, images, and drawings to facilitate learning. We also attempted to 

confirm the interviewees’ understanding of the information and mapping activity throughout the 

visit. The dominant voices that emerged in the group discussions during the validation workshop 

also taught us valuable lessons regarding group management. In the future, we will know to 

maintain a strong focus on our goals and work towards our intended final product when 

facilitating a group discussion. Nonetheless, interesting insight was still gained as a result of our 

poor management of the discussion.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Carbon Price 

Throughout the project the community has repeatedly asked about the price of carbon and 

we recommend that further research cater to this demand. The community’s uncertainty 

concerning the REDD+ projects possible economic benefits reinforce the need to undertake a 

thorough analysis of the costs and benefits associated with different land uses (e.g. Potrero, 

cultivo, finca...). Parameters such as the amount of work and time investment or uncertainties 

associated with alternative land uses should be pointed out (e.g. cultivation yields are variable 

and might jeopardize the producer’s level of income. In addition, tree logging is a one time 

operation). Conversely, preserving the forest ensures stable revenues and does not require energy 

and time consuming daily activities. Most importantly, other costs of life should be illustrated in 

the price-determination process. The variable price of food, the expenses related to children’s 

education and other potential life-improving acquisitions have to be taken into consideration for 

one to reach a fair carbon price. In an ideal situation, a decent value of carbon is not only one 

that ensures economic stability but rather feeds further social improvements.  We recommend 

further exploration of a quality of life approach to calculating price as a possible way of 

determining a project price that the community will feel secure in. 

 

Risk 

The challenges to the implementation of a possible REDD+ project are prevalent and can 

take many forms. On one hand, the REDD+ project can provide participants with insurance 

against unexpected shifts in their revenue. Indeed, REDD+ ensures a stable and regular income 
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where other activities might be related to economic uncertainties. On the other hand, it also 

prevents stakeholders from using the areas under the project to compensate for short-term losses. 

The paradox underlying REDD+ has to be carefully managed. One solution is to provide buffer 

zones or safe-guards for the community to rapidly react in the case of unexpected economic 

problems. In our research, people were naturally inclined to set aside part of their forest for their 

own use when putting the other part for the project. Optimizing these safety zones will require 

further research. It is also important to explore if these parcels were set aside out of concerns for 

financial security and wanting access to an emergency source of income/resources, or if these 

plots not included in REDD+ also aimed to protect from colonos invasions or the government 

taking their land. REDD+ has the potential to alleviate many social problems but can also create 

economic and social struggle by constraining the community’s freedom to use their land as they 

wish. However, on the long term, REDD+ also plays a vital role in preserving the forest its 

associated social, cultural and environmental value.   

 

Communication 

Communication issues were brought up numerous times and should be addressed with 

future investigation, especially relating to fund management problems. The relationship between 

communication and fund management was illustrated on multiple occasions during our research. 

The individual interviews brought up the issue of a communal fund v.s complete economic 

sovereignty and the concerns regarding lack of communication and transparency that is 

perceived by the community regarding leaders. This was also confirmed during the validation 

workshop when many people agreed on the correlation between lack of communication and 

communal money management problems. Additional insights indicate that problems with the 
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transparency of financial management still remain in the community. We suggest that some 

solutions to these prevailing transparency difficulties can be implemented through capacity 

building of the community’s institutions.  

 

Solutions to Alleviate Lack of Transparency and Improve Communication 

Following our research on different case studies we suggest a four dimensions approach to 

alleviate communication problems and improve transparency when implementing a REDD+ 

project in the community. This approach was not only significantly inspired by the paper 

Community-based disaster preparedness (Allen, 2006) which develops a scheme to increase 

communities’ resilience to disasters but it was adapted to the issue of improving transparency. 

1)      Technical information dissemination and training role - We suggest that the 

leaders of OUDCIE or the future managers of the community fund should receive a training to 

acquire accounting and management skills. Moreover, community empowerment requires that 

the institutions are able to make decisions and independently act upon them. The organizations 

need to be able to justify their decisions when facing both internal and external challenges.  

2)      Raising awareness on risk of lack of transparency and vulnerability to poor fund 

management - We suggest that group discussions could be organized on the specific issue of 

corruption, lack of transparency and communication. Through these exercises, the community 

might be able to define the causes and consequences of such problems. The end goal of group 

discussion would be to allow the community to come with its own solutions adapted to their 

needs and concerns. 

3)      Providing resources to the community - Allow the community to access fund 

receipts and expenditures records. Diffuse the information on the evolution of projects 
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engendered through community fund. Releasing this information should be done on a regular 

basis for everyone to see the benefits originating from the communal money. 

4)      Mobilizing the community - We suggest that through mobilization, the community 

could build beneficial projects together. There is evidence that concrete project end results have 

a symbolic value for a community. The generation of community projects may contribute to 

empowerment by illustrating the achievements of community members. 

 

Additional Possible Research Topics 

Throughout the individual interviews it became clear that in the future the size of the 

participants’ parcels should be evaluated using precise measuring tools such as Global 

Positioning System to provide a better understanding to individuals of how much land they 

control.  In addition, further research could be done to explore the strength of OUDCIE as an 

institution and its relationship with community members and leaders. The relationship between 

the community and the Panamanian government which has often been highlighted during both 

the workshops and the interviews could also be studied. Exploration of the current land title 

issues would allow one to further capture the complexity of the community’s relationship with 

the state and provide further insight into the possible constraints facing a future REDD+ project. 

In the past, colonos invasions have also jeopardized the REDD+ project. The strong contention 

between the Emberás and the colonos could be another subject of study. Finally we feel that 

alternative land uses and practices to REDD+ could be studied in more depth, including more 

sustainable ways to do current agricultural practices, such as crop rotation and improving slash 

and burn practices. 

 



74 
 

CONCLUSION 

Discussions regarding a possible future REDD+ contract in the community of Ipetí-

Emberá are still in their initial stage and further exploration regarding this subject is needed. 

However, exploring the community’s expectations, hopes, and concerns has brought Ipetí one 

step closer to potentially developing a REDD+ contract. This study provided insight into the 

willingness of participants to place large sections of their land into a future contract while still 

maintaining a way of providing for themselves through a security parcel or activities such as 

agroforestry. It also has served to illuminate community concerns regarding transparency of fund 

management, uncertainty over the pricing of carbon, and the necessity for improved 

communication. These areas of future research will ensure that any project undertaken by the 

community will address their personal and societal needs and will bring about the benefits sought 

by community members while respecting concerns they have. 

The themes that this study has presented provide useful insight into not REDD+ within the 

context of Ipetí-Emberá, but also suggest several key concerns and issues to be addressed in 

other indigenous communities looking to participate in a REDD+ program. REDD+ has 

enormous potential to mitigate climate change while empowering marginalized groups. 

However, the inherent nature of the REDD+ mechanism requires a careful examination of its 

impact on community land relations, livelihoods, and development.  Since REDD+ is still in the 

process of development at the international, national, and project level, it is important to continue 

examining these key issues to ensure effective, efficient, and equitable REDD+ implementation. 
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APPENDIXES 

 

APPENDIX I. Example of different land use categories used in mapping activity 

 

 

Level 1: Different land categories 

Agriculture Cattle-raising Forest 

 

Level 2: Use vs. non-use 

Agriculture Cattle-raising Used Forest Non-used Forest 

 

Level 3: Details regarding use 

Agriculture Cattle-raising 

Used Forest for 

Personal Use 

Non-used Forest 

Used Forest to 

Sell 
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APPENDIX II. Prior, informed, consent form 

CONSENTIMIENTO INFORMADO 

Universidad  de McGill 

 

Somos estudiantes de la Universidad de McGill y estamos trabajando con la Dra. 

Catherine Potvin sobre la posibilidad de desarrollar un nuevo contracto de venta de carbono en el 

contexto de  REDD+.  

Ipeti-Emberá tuvo un proyecto de carbono en el pasado con Instituto Smithsonian de 

Investigaciones Tropicales (STRI), y ahora STRI pudiera ser interesado en hacer otro proyecto si 

hay interés en la comunidad. OUDCIE nos pidió apoyo para saber más sobre los deseos, dudas, 

expectativas, y preguntas que usted tenga sobre un nuevo proyecto.  

Pidamos su autorización para  hablar de su terreno, de las actividades que quiere hace, las 

ideas que usted tiene sobre el uso de su tierra a futuro, y su participación posible en un proyecto 

REDD+. La información de está conversación se utilizará para informar a OUDCIE sobre el 

posible desarrollo de un nuevo proyecto. Es posible también que el equipo de la Dra Potvin lo 

use en publicaciones científicas. 

Obviamente Ud es libre de participar. También, puede participar pero, en cualquier 

momento, Ud puede negarse a contestar cualquiera de las preguntas si así lo prefiere. No se 

revelará información de que permite identificarle afuera de nuestro grupo de investigadores.  

Con su permiso, queremos grabar la conversación para recordar la información mejor cuando 

escribimos nuestro informe final. Este informe lo entregaremos a OUDCIE y también a Ud y a 

cada uno de los participantes. 

 

Si usted quiere participar en esta conversación, por favor firme aquí:  

 

_________________________      

Firma o “X” del participante       

 

__________________________________________   ____________ 

Nombre y firma del investigador que leyó el escrito   Fecha 
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APPENDIX III. Case Studies Hand Out 

¿Cómo se implementan proyectos de REDD+ en otros países? 

Taller sobre REDD+ - Kiley Remiszewski, Mya Sherman, Marie Verrot 

El 11 de Febrero 2012 

Proyecto RED de la Reserva de Desarrollo Sostenible Juma 

● ¿Dónde? Brasil 
● ¿Cuándo? 2008-2050 
● ¿Cuánto tierra es parte del proyecto? 589,612.8 

hectáreas 
● En qué consiste el proyecto?  

○ Creación de áreas protegías en la Reserva Juma 
donde la tierra no está utilizada por las 
communidades 

○ Programas de capacitación (talleres, 
ecoturismo,  creación de profesiones de 
mitigador) 

○ Mejorar las condiciones de vida de las 
comunidades (education, salud, acceso al agua) 

● ¿Qué se puede hacer en la tierra del proyecto? 
○ Las communidades pueden proseguir sus 

actividades en la Reserva, pero partes de la 
Reserva no se pueden  tocar  

● ¿Manejo del proyecto? 
○ ONG, Estado de Medio Ambiente  y Desarollo 

sostenible de Amazonas  
● ¿Pago? 

○ No menos de $1para cada tonelada de dióxido 
de carbono equivalente 

○ Se negocia depende del mercado voluntario y del dinero necesario para 
mantener los actividades de mejora de las condiciones de vida de las 
communidades 

● ¿A qué dieron el dinero? 
○ El dinero es dividido en cuatro fondos differentes: 
○ La Bolsa Florestal Familia - para fortalecer la participación de las familias 
○ La Bosla Forestal Social - para mejorar la salud, la educación, el transporte y 

la comunicación 
○ La Bolsa Florestal Associación - para fortalecer las associaciones y el control 

social del programa 
○ La Bolsa Florestal Ingreso - para crear incentivos para la producción 

sustenable 
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El Proyecto de Acción Climática Noel Kempff 

● ¿Dónde? el noreste de Bolivia 
● ¿Cuándo? 1997-2005 
● ¿Cuánto tierra es parte del proyecto? 

642,184 hectáreas 
● ¿En qué consiste el proyecto?  

○ Área protegida 
○ Programas de capacitación (talleres, 

ecoturismo, etc.) 
● ¿Qué se puede hacer en la tierra del 

proyecto? 
○ Tratan la tierra como un parque 
○ No se puede tocar los árboles en la 

área ni criar animales en el bosque 
○ Hay un centro turístico en el parque 

para algunas actividades de 
ecoturismo 

● ¿Manejo del proyecto? 
○ Los fondos para el proyecto vienen del gobierno de Bolivia, The Nature 

Conservancy, Fundación Amigos de la Naturaleza y tres compañías de 
energía (American Electric Power, BP y PacifiCorp) 

○ The Nature Conservancy y la Fundación Amigos de la Naturaleza 
manejan el proyecto 

○ La Fundación Amigos de la Naturaleza y el Instituto Winrock de 
Desarrollo Agricultural hacen la medición de las tierras en el proyecto. 

● ¿Pago? 
○ Cada 5 años después de ver el bosque 
○ $18 para cada tonelada de dióxido de carbono equivalente 

● ¿A quién dieron el dinero? 
○ Gobierno de Bolivia para: 

 Protección del parque 
 El sistema nacional de áreas protegidas 
 Programas de protección de la biodiversidad, capacitación en las 

comunidades alrerededor del parque, y estrategías para la 
mitigación del cambio climático en Bolivia 

○ Fundación Amigos de la Naturaleza 
 Compensación a los dueños de la tierra incorporada en el parque 
 Capacitación en las comunidades alrededor del parque 
 Ecoturismo 
 El monitoreo y verificación de carbono 
 Costos administrativos del proyecto 
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Proyecto de Secuestro de Carbono en San Nicolás 

● ¿Dónde? el valle de San Nicolás, Colombia 
● ¿Cuándo? 2007-2018 
● ¿Cuánto tierra es parte del proyecto?  

○ 2,500 hectáreas de pastos abandonados 
7,300 hectáreas de bosque degradado 

● ¿En qué consiste el proyecto?  
○ Mejor manejo de tierra en pasto 

abandonado a través de agroforestería 
○ Reforestación con plantas locales en 

pasto abandonado 
○ Deforestación evitada y regeneración del 

bosque 
○ Programas de capacitación (talleres, etc.) 

● ¿Qué se puede hacer en la tierra del proyecto? 
○ Agroforestería: se puede sembrar 

algunas plantas y criar animales en la 
tierra conjunto de los arboles  

○ Plantaciones de bio-energía 
○ En las áreas para deforestación evitada, 

no se puede tocar los árboles ni criar animales. 
● ¿Manejo del proyecto? 

○ Los fondos para el proyecto son de: 
 BioFund, una colaboración entre gobiernos de paises 

desarrollados y corporaciones privadas asociada con el Banco 
Mundial. 

 Corporación Autónoma Regional de las Cuencas del Los Rios 
Negro y Nare (CORNARE) 

 Municipalidad de Rio Negro (Departamento Antioquia) 
 Corporación para el Manejo Sostenible de los Bosques de San 

Nicolás (MASBOSQUES) 
 Fondo de Implementación para Cambio Climático 

o El proyecto está manejado por la Corporación para el Manejo 
Sostenible de los Bosques de San Nicolás (MASBOSQUES) 

 ¿Pago? 
○ Cada 5 años después de ver el bosque 
○ $4 para cada tonelada de dióxido de carbono equivalente 

● ¿A quién dieron el dinero? 
○ Cada participante tiene un acuerdo separado con el proyecto. 
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APPENDIX IV. Frequently Asked Questions and Answers Handout 

 

Presentado por los estudiantes de la Universidad McGill, Kiley Remiszewski, Mya Sherman y 

Marie Verrot 

 

Preguntas con respuestas sobre el proyecto REDD+ 

1. ¿Cuánto me van a 
pagar? 

 

 

Cuánto dinero usted recibirá depende de la cantidad de dióxido de 
carbono (CO2) equivalente que tiene en la tierra. Recuerde que la 
cantidad de CO2 equivalente depende de la cantidad del carbono 
que está en la tierra 
 Por ejemplo un bosque tiene más CO2 equivalente que rastrojo 
alto, que tiene todavía más CO2 equivalente que potrero. 

El precio también depende del precio de la tonelada de CO2 
equivalente. El mercado de carbono varía en el precio. Debido a 
que este proyecto es voluntario, el precio vendrá del mercado 
voluntario. Los precios por tonelada de equivalente de CO2 
pueden variar entre $ 5 a $ 20. 

Ustedes deben pensar en el precio que sea bueno para lo que 
quieren hacer en la tierra. Ustedes van a poner este buen 
precio a la empresa, el Smithsonian, en la propuesta para el 
nuevo proyecto. 

2. ¿Qué puedo hacer en la tierra que es parte del proyecto?  
 

El programa REDD+ + trata del carbono en la tierra y quiere bajar las 
emisiones de CO2 en el aire. La cantidad de CO2 en el aire contribuye al 
problema del cambio climático, lo que tiene muchas consecuencias por 
todo el mundo.  
 

Entonces, para participar en REDD+, se puede participar de varias 
formas, según su propia tierra y lo que usted quiere hacer en la 
tierra. Se puede no cortar los árboles, lo que evita la deforestación por 
mantener el bosque y no sacar ni un palo. Se puede también participar en 
la reforestación (siembra de árboles). También se puede cambiar la 
manera de trabajar la tierra, como el silvopastoralismo (lo que cría 
animales con árboles en la tierra) y agroforestería (lo que cultiva plantas 

en una area con árboles). De esta manera, usted todavía está 
utilizando la tierra y añadiendo más carbono a la tierra. 
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3. ¿Qué no puedo hacer? 

 

 

Dado que el programa REDD+ + promueve la adición de 

carbono a la tierra, no se puede reducir la cantidad de 

carbono en el suelo. Las maneras de hacerlo incluyen no 

tumbar ni quemar los árboles ni las plantas en una área 

del proyecto.  

 

 

Por ejemplo, en un sistema agroforestal, en que hay 

ambos cultivos y árboles, no se puede sacar ni un palo de 

los árboles en esta parte de la tierra ya que cambia la 

cantidad de carbono en la tierra. Estas acciones no entran 

tradicionalmente en el programa de REDD+ +. 

4. ¿Cuándo va a empezar este proyecto? 
Esto depende de ustedes. En primer lugar la comunidad deben llegar a un acuerdo sobre los 
términos del contrato y hacer una propuesta para el Smithsonian. No es un proceso muy 
rápido, sin embargo, porque todo el mundo tiene que estar seguro de que están de acuerdo. 
Después de que la comunidad se ha discutido la propuesta y han negociada el contrato con la 
empresa, el Smithsonian, el proyecto puede empezar. 
 

  



86 
 

APPENDIX V. Validation Workshop Hand Out 
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APPENDIX VI. Final Product for OUDCIE 

 

Durante el taller final separamos en cinco grupos e hicimos una discusión 

para tratar de elegir un precio justo. Cada grupo obtuvo precios diferentes. Un 

grupo no tuvo el tiempo para determinar un precio. Aquí aportamos una 

clasificación de los precios y tratamos de explicar porque hay tanta diferencia entre 

los grupos. 

Precio #1 (el 

más bajo) 
$500-$900/ha/año 

Este precio fue determinado con lo que la gente 

necesita para la vivienda, la educación de los hijos y 

otros beneficios sociales 

Precio #2 
$1,100/ha/año 

(calculado con $6)* 

Este precio fue determinado con diferentes ejemplos 

de precios en el mercado voluntario, 6$, 10$ y 20$ 

cada tonelada de carbono. *Este precio no es correcto 

porque no fue convertido en dióxido de carbono 

equivalente en lugar el grupo usó el carbono biomasa  

Precio #3 $5,000/ha/año 

Este precio fue determinado por el precio que una 

persona puede ganar en vender madera de su hectárea 

de bosque en un año. 

Precio #4 (el 

más alto) 
$9,600/ha/año 

Este precio fue determinado porque la gente pensaba 

que debía recibir más para proteger el bosque que 

haciendo ganadería. Sin embargo, el grupo no 

contaron los costos asociados con las otras 

actividades. Entonces el precio que reciben realmente 

de las otras actividades no fue calculado. Eso es en 

parte porque el precio que el grupo propuso está tan 

alto. 
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Métodos para pensar en el precio que quiere recibir en REDD+  

#1 – Precio del carbono en el marcado voluntario 

 

El primer paso es determinar cuánto carbono hay en la tierra. Por ejemplo una 

hectárea de montaña puede tener 335 toneladas de carbono.  Este número de 

toneladas de carbono debe convertir en toneladas de dióxido de carbono equivalente. 

Esto se realiza multiplicando el número por (44/12) para convertir C a CO2 equivalente. 

Ejemplo: Si hay 335 toneladas de carbono en una hectárea de su terreno, puede hacer el 

cálculo siguiente 

335 toneladas C / ha * (44) = 14740/12 = 1228 toneladas de CO2 equivalente / ha 

 

1228 es la cantidad de CO2 equivalente que estaría en una hectárea de monte y se 

puede utilizar para calcular cuánto podía ganar dependiendo de diferentes precios en el 

mercado voluntario. Esto le dará un precio por hectárea en función del contenido de 

carbono y del precio del mercado de carbono. 

Ejemplo 1 - Precio = $6/tonelada CO2 equivalente 

1228 tonelada CO2e x $6/tCO2e = $7,368/ha  

Ejemplo 2 - Precio = $10/tonelada CO2 equivalente 

1228 tCO2e x $10/tCO2e = $12,280/ha  

Ejemplo 3 - Precio = $20/tonelada CO2 equivalente  

1228 tCO2e x $20/tCO2e = $24,560/ha 

Este método de determinación de precio 

utiliza la cantidad de carbono en diferentes 

tipos de terreno y un precio por tonelada de 

dióxido de carbono equivalente en el 

mercado voluntario. Este precio puede variar 

entre $ 5 y $ 20. 
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Método #2 – Calidad de vida 

 

 
Después, se suman todos estos costos para saber cuánto dinero necesita cada año.  
 
Ejemplos de costos de la vida y precios dados por los participantes durante el taller 

final: 
 

Persona 1 

Educación de sus hijos: 

$1,200/ año 

Vivienda: $12,000/año 

Vestido/zapatos: $1,500/año 

Dinero: $300-400/año 

El quiere poner 10 hectáreas 

en el proyecto 

TOTAL $7,100/año  10ha  

$700 per ha/año 

Persona 2 

Vivienda 

$6,000  

 

 

 

El quiere poner 12 

hectáreas en el proyecto 

TOTAL $6,000/año  12ha  

$500/ha/ año 

Persona 3 

Educación universidad (beca) 

$6,000 

Casa: 6,000$  $1,500/año 

 

 

El quiere poner 8 hectáreas 

en el proyecto 

TOTAL $7,500  año  8ha  

$930/ha/año 

Otra forma de calcular un precio para el carbono 

sería mirar lo que usted necesita para tener una 

buena calidad de vida. Esto podría significar 

determinar la cantidad de dinero que usted 

necesita cada año para la alimentación, enviar 

sus hijos a la escuela, comprar ropa y zapatos y 

todo más que necesita para tener una buena 

calidad de vida. 
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Método #3 – Lo que podría ganar en su tierra en comparación de otras 

actividades 

 
 
También necesita tener en cuenta los costos de hacer estas actividades. Por 

ejemplo, para hacer ganadería necesita sembrar y comprar las vacas y los alambres. 
Para saber cuánto dinero gana en realidad con cada actividad, tiene que restar los 
costos de la ganancia. Estés números pueden ayudarle saber el precio que quiere 
aceptar con  un posible proyecto REDD+. 

Tipo de 

tierra/usa 

Costo para hacer la 

actividad por una 

hectárea 

Dinero ganado cada 

hectárea cada año con la 

actividad 

Ganancia menos los 

costos = dinero 

Madera $3400 

$4000  

Pero solo cada 100 años 

por eso = $40/año 

$4000-$3400 = $600 

Cada 100 años = 

$6/ha/año 

Plátanos $150  $576 $576-$150 = $426                

Vaca 

-Sembrar el pasto 

-Comprar la vaca 

-Alambre 

$100 
$100 – costos = 

Menos de $100 

*IMPORTANTE*   
Estos precios solo son ejemplos que oímos en el taller final, pueden ser diferentes depende de 
su experiencia, el tipo de tierra…etc.  
Eso es solo para pensar en cómo puede hacer el ejercicio de pensar en un precio depende en su 
ganancia.  

Otra manera de calcular un precio posible 

para un proyecto sería determinar la 

cantidad de dinero que puede ganar con 

diferentes tipos de producción como la 

venta de la madera, la cría de vacas, el 

alquiler de la tierra, o en la cría de cultivos. 
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APPENDIX VII. Semi-structured Interview Types of Questions 

 
 

1. Explain the prior, informed, consent form 

 

 

2. Explain REDD+ and all the related information regarding climate change, carbon, the 

role of trees… etc 

 

 

3. Ask the interview respondent about his uncertainties  

 

a. Is there anything about the REDD+ mechanism that is unclear, or that you have 

questions on? Do you have any doubts about the REDD+ mechanism in general? 

 

4. Participatory Rural Appraisal mapping activities and rocks exercise 

 

a. Help the participant draw a map of his land in the present 

 

Exemple of questions: What types of land do you have? Where? Which 

parts of the land do you use? What types of activities do you do on your 

land? 

 

b. Help the participant draw a map of his land in the future  

 

Exemple of questions: How do you envision REDD+ to work for you 

and your land? What types of land would you like to have in the future? 

Which parts of the land would you use? What types of activities would 

you do on your land? What part of your land would you like to place in 

the REDD+ project? 

 

5. Expectations and vision for REDD+ 

 

a. What benefits would you expect to gain from a renewed contract in Ipetí? 

 

b. Do you have any doubts or concerns regarding the possible implementation of 

a REDD+ project in Ipeti? 

 

 

6. Project funds management 

 

a. Do you have any ideas of how the project should be managed?  

 

Exemple of questions: Who should manage the money they receive? 

How should the money be disbursed? 
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APPENDIX VIII. Chronogram of Activities  

 
 

January 2012 

Sun  Mon  Tue  Wed  Thu  Fri  Sat 

1  2 

 

 3  4  5 

Internship 

Cocktail 

 6  7 

             

          8 

First visit to Ipetí 

 9  10  11  12  13  14 

             

15  16  17  18  19          20 

Travel to Ipetí 

 21 

Meeting 

with 

advisors 

             

22 

Meeting with the 

community 

 23  24  25  26  27  28 

             

29  30  31         

 
 

 

 

February 2012 

Sun  Mon  Tue  Wed  Thu  Fri  Sat 

      1  2  3  4 

             

5  6  7  8  9  10 

Travel to Ipetí 

 11 

First 

Taller 

given 
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March 2012 

Sun  Mon  Tue  Wed  Thu  Fri  Sat 

        1  2  3 

             

4  5  6  7  8  9 

Travel to Ipetí: 

continue 

interviews in 

the community 

 10 

 

 

             

11 

 

 

 12  13  14  15  16  17 

             

18  19  20  21  22  23 

Final interviews 

conducted in 

Ipetí 

 24 

 

 

             

25  26  27  28  29  30  31 

 

             

12 

Begin Interviews 

 13 

 

 

 14 

 

 

 15 

 

 

 16 

 

 

 17 

Finish first round 

of interviews 

 

 18 

             

19  20  21  22  23  24  25 

             

26  27  28  29       
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April 2012 

Sun  Mon  Tue  Wed  Thu  Fri  Sat 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

             

8  9  10  11  12  13  14 

Ipetí for 

taller 

planning 

             

15 

Final Taller given  

 16  17          18  19  20  21 

             

22  23  24  25  26  27  28 

             

29  30           

 


