Output statement
	Title
	How could National Forest Inventories contribute to a REDD+ Safeguards Information System? 	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Philippe suggests that we limit this analysis to NFI and bring in examples in the final sections about how data from other parts of the NFMS or sources like land registries can be complementary.

	Aim of the output
	Produce a brief report on how the information collected in National Forest Inventories could feed into a Safeguards Information System for REDD+; and whether there is any scope to modify NFI surveys in small ways to better provide indicators for an SIS. The Tz NFI (NAFORMA) is used as an example.	Comment by kimberly.todd: Provide “information” rather than provide “indicators”? 	Comment by Kristin DeValue: May be useful to use more than one example – but we can start with Tanzania and go from there.	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): Note that in Tanzania, the NFI was indeed modified to provide for socio-economic data needs, albeit not SIS per se. But the socioeconomic field survey was developed separately and by experts in this field.  	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Suggest to start out with one example – Tz NFI to develop the idea – then add in more general considerations and other countries to the comparison as appropriate (Zambia and Ecuador seem interesting – Zambia is not under the FAO-FIN programme which makes it an interesting comparison, and Ecuador is comparatively advanced and can therefore perhaps provide a good example). If we end up with mostly Tz as an example (the benefit of this is that it is less likely that this will be perceived as a guidance document), I suggest changing the title too.

Christine used examples from Cameroon, Guatemala, Zambia, Ecuador, Peru and Vietnam in her study. Linda’s study covered Zambia, and Laura’s study (LSMS forestry module) included 22 studies all together, from at least 10 different countries. 	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): A comment to the above comment: Zambia, like Tanzania, is under the FAO-FIN programme. If you already are planning to using NAFORMA from Tanzania as an example, i wouldn't also use ILUA I because it's very similar in approach - closely linked to biophysical plot and covering HH and key informant interviews. Only difference is that focus group discussions (FGD) were not covered under NAFORMA. Cristine instead used ILUA II as an example because it's a separate survey altogether. Although data analysis will not be tackled until the spring. 	Comment by Lisen Runsten: So in conclusion, let’s focus on NAFORMA for now and see if we want to bring in another example later.

	Audience
	Informed professional audience

	Style of writing 
	Policy oriented

	Format
	Briefing note? Other UN-REDD series?	Comment by Lera Miles: Consult Jennifer on formats. The adaptation brief that we are working on is an Information Note – the format developed for Zambia

	Outline  content  
	1. Introduction
a. Introduction to Cancun Safeguards. Broad requirements and purpose of an SIS under UNFCCC – emphasis on drawing on existing information sources & emphasis on country-driven nature of SIS	Comment by kimberly.todd: In addition to the decisions mentioned here, I would make sure you are definitely citing the NFMS decision from Warsaw which states that an NFMS can provide info relevant to the SIS.	Comment by Lera Miles: Referring explicitly back to the UN-REDD country approach to safeguards document
b. What is an NFI and how can it vary between countries (i.e. objectives)? Introductory comparison between Tz, Zambia and Ecuador? 	Comment by Kristin DeValue: Also how some countries have sought to collect SE data via their NFIs	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Either build on an existing comparison from Christine’s study, or compare only the countries that will be included in this report.
c. What are the benefits of allowing the NFI to contribute to the SIS? (emphasize that an NFI can’t/won’t/doesn’t have to provide all info for a SIS)	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): Likewise, I think it would be good to look at what are the limitations of couching socioeconomic needs inside of an NFI - basically that you are constrained to the scale and sampling design of the NFI. 	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): This comment by Kristin is very important – there should be a caveat that NFI in many cases (mostly because of scale) will not be able to respond to all the info needs of an SIS, but can respond to some info needs. Perhaps should be outlined somewhere in the doc what are the likley contributions if attached to NFI - 	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): Recognition of broader contributions to forest-related socioeconomic data at large rather than only looking at SIS. 
i. Closely linked (proximity-wise) to the forest resources themselves and therefore the likely users & suppliers of those resources
ii. Efficiency of human, financial and technical resources, and time (+ process-efficient)
iii. Coordinating efforts across national institutions, including benefits in terms of broadening ownership and buy-in
iv. Funding management
v. …
2. Examples of relevant information for an SIS . [using SEPC and BeRT as framework for what kinds of information a country may want to collect on safeguards, generally – and from there what kind of info the NFI could provide/contribute]	Comment by Kristin DeValue: Have discussed with Lisen that the paper should be as based in practice as possible – the less theoretical, the better, and the more responsive to country demand. 	Comment by kimberly.todd: If we can have agreed definitions/interpretations  of “Addressed” and “respected” as UN-REDD, I think this would provide very good context before going into the details of types of relevant infomation (proposed defintions have been included in the UN-REDD note Toward a Common Understanding of REDD+ Under the UNFCCC on REDD+ under the UNFCCC (which will be going around for another round of interagency review very soon).
a. Context: Indicators from different stages of REDD+ implementation:	Comment by Kristin DeValue: As in Ecuador’s SIS approach?	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Ecuador is a difficult country to use as an example as they have in the past rejected being featured as a case study. However, this structure can be (is) informed by Ecuador’s SIS.
i. Structure – reflect policies, strategies, mechanisms or regulations that have been put in place. Have PLRs been put in place that address the safeguards?	Comment by Kristin DeValue: PLR review. Assess whether PLRs contributing to country commitment to address and respect safeguards; whether implementation of REDD+ and processes for doing so are consistent with the Cancun safeguards (e.g. is FPIC used, is the process transparent, etc.)
ii. Process – reflect the implementation of measures, activities and projects. Is it transparent, participatory, etc.?
iii. Impact – relate to the consequences of REDD+ implementation for the social and environmental conditions in the areas influenced by REDD+, i. e. to benefits achieved and risks avoided. Discussion on cause and effect. What types of impact data can be relevant? A general, country wide assessment to capture leakage/displacement and trends in populations of key species, complemented by targeted impact data at the sites of REDD+ interventions? 	Comment by Lera Miles: Note we have the other paper on indicator development for SIS in the works (Cordula is leading) so an overview is fine here but will want to ensure internal consistency
iv. Scale – reflect the administrative level and representativeness of the data sought after	Comment by kimberly.todd: Not really clear how this is comparable to the other categories here.  It doesn’t seem to be a type of indicator.
b. If the country wishes to be more ambitious than the UNFCCC requires and analyse and validate its information internally: what makes a good indicator? Analysis of relationship between indicator and reality – validation for confident interpretation (statistical?) Control data (matching analysis a requirement)?	Comment by Kristin DeValue: Discussed this could be an annex or box on going further/validation/statistical significance – Lisen, could you clarify?	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Yes, agree, I think that this can be one of the last pieces to write – I am sure that in the course of writing we will have ideas of additional analyses that  could be suitable for this section/annex/box. 	Comment by kimberly.todd: I agree with the suggestion that it would be useful to put this into a box.
3. How can the biophysical and socioeconomic data collected under Tanzania’s NFI (NAFORMA) contribute to its SIS? What factors influence whether an NFI can contribute to national scale indicators of REDD+ impactssafeguards?	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): Not entirely sure what is meant by this question
a. Overview of Tanzania NFI data, listing parameters that relate to the Cancun safeguards - how do data collected and derived products relate to the safeguards? What parameters in the NAFORMA inventory are relevant to the 7 safeguards?	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Linda used the following headlines in her assessment tables:
Safeguard | Qualifiers | Existing FLES question/topic for discussion | Suggested amendments

What do you think about the following approach for this paper:
Safeguard |Qualifiers (picked from BeRT key isses) | NAFORMA parameter |Usefulness to SIS (discuss whether the parameter is actually useful (e.g. was the data collected in a way that it could be confidently interpreted, was the size of the plot sufficient to extrapolate to the surrounding landscape, etc). | Possible amendments (discuss possible adjustments to the survey that could be feasible from a cost and data continuity perspective)	Comment by Lisen Runsten: KD: What is actually useful for the SIS, potentially, when looking at methodology, timing, scale? I don’t think we would consider possible amendments here – too detailed for the scope of this paper and not that useful for other countries. Potentially these considerations could be addressed in Section 5.	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Kristin: yes, by actually useful I mean that when data is collected in the field, what can it be used for (going beyond superficial relevance). Regarding possible amendments, perhaps it should not be a column that is published in the paper, we thought of this as a conclusion of the former column, kind of like lessons learned. Maybe these could then instead go into the current section 4?	Comment by Lera Miles: That makes some sense to me. BeRT language is ‘key issues’ rather than ‘qualifiers’	Comment by Kristin DeValue: Relevant to Section 3a: Can start from Tania’s table, and add based on 3a/elements of the SEPC related to the NFI, as well as the BeRT and Linda’s CLP framework.	Comment by kimberly.todd: Out of curiosity, can I ask what Tania’s table is?
b. Categories of information that an NFI could contribute with [building on and summarizing outcomes of (a)]:	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Can use the BeRT to see if we can identify more categories.	Comment by kimberly.todd: Sections b and c here seem more general, like it would be useful to introduce these as topics before getting into the specifics of the TAnzania example, maybe?	Comment by Kristin DeValue: Suggest addressing these by safeguard (NFI especially applicable to safeguard e). Can start brainstorming based on the BeRT, SEPC, and Zambia paper.
We should use case study examples to illustrate this. Also important to emphasize that NAFORMA wasn’t designed for REDD+ and necessarily won’t provide all of the relevant information, but it’s valuable for REDD+ and other information needs. Can consider modifying based on relevant priorities, but it will never provide all the information needs for the SIS – and shouldn’t seek to.
i. Information on forest structure and habitat suitability
ii. Information on use and management of forest products and functions by local communities
iii. Information on intensity of pressure
iv. Information on status of intervention (where?)
v. Information on impact of intervention (biophysical as well as socio-economic and governance)
vi. Information on awareness and compliance of forest policies
c. What factors influence whether an NFI can contribute to national scale indicators of REDD+ impactssafeguards?	Comment by Kristin DeValue: Relevant for Becky / team to contribute here	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): Here are you referring to contribution to environmental and social safeguards specifically? REDD+ impacts is vague to me. 
i. Scope/objective of NFI
Funding determines the limits (sampling design intensity for example), and the scope will determine design. If the overwhelming objective is to produce biomass estimates for various forest types, then sampling design will reflect that and its relevance to more human-oriented or biodiversity surveying severely limited. 
Example: Can a NFI inventory design be efficiently used to monitor biodiversity apart from trees? What would be required to do this? Some NFMA countries have collected data on indicator species and shrubs. In some countries also on animals (tracks & scat).
ii. Methods
Household surveys, focus group discussions interviews, etc. Potential use of national census data
iii. Scale & design	Comment by kimberly.todd: Not sure where and how to reflect this but how the scale of the NFI will affect the SIS also relates to/is dependent on the scale of implementation for the overall REDD+ strategy, right? For example, perhaps collecting different types of safeguard information at different scales – maybe this could be acknowledged in this section?
Design/stratification/extrapolation
[bookmark: _GoBack]Plot design – implications for SIS information – example: tree diversity. Are plots/clusters representative of e.g. forest types, forest isolation/fragmentation, pressure, uses? Depends on specific objective of NFI. If human pressure on forest resources the scope of the NFI, then sampling design will focus on where change is occurring. If this is not an objective, then areas under pressure will not determine design. To what extent does change in the plots reflects change in the landscape overall? Depends on what the original objective of the NFI was. If specific to capturing forest biomass, then sampling design most likely geared to where forests are located. Sampling design has a HUGE impact on the potential contribution of NFI data to SIS. In Tanzania, sampling design determined according to forest volume, which is typically where human populations are low to nil. What are the criteria for the stratification – will the plots be distributed so that they provide meaningful information on impact of REDD+ activities? Usefulness of data inside and outside areas where REDD+ actions are known to have had effect – use information from the plots to attribute changes to specific impacts of REDD+ (e.g. comparing with a business-as-usual scenario). 	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): Depends on specific objective of NFI. If human pressure on forest resources the scope of the NFI, then sampling design will focus on where change is occurring. If this is not an objective, then areas under pressure will not determine design.	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): Again, this all depends on what the original objective of the NFI was. If specific to capturing forest biomass, then sampling design most likely geared to where forests are located. Sampling design has a HUGE impact on the potential contribution of NFI data to SIS. In Tanzania, sampling design determined according to forest volume, which is typically where human populations are low to nil. 	Comment by kimberly.todd: I think this is a really good point made in the comment, and it would be good to reflect the content in the comment in the paper.
	Comment by kimberly.todd: Specifically referring to “non-carbon” impacts here, yes?  I think it would be good to specify.
iv. Timing 
Is the periodicity of the NFI sufficient to be useful for the SIS? Will the NFI be periodically repeated? If so, how many of the plots will be surveyed and how often? Explore different possibilities (e.g. 1/5 resurveyed every year, full resurvey every 5 years, every 10 years…)	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): Many developing countries (particularly in Africa) have no idea about what their NFI periodicity will be. 	Comment by Lisen Runsten: The paper won’t be able to answer this question, just highlight that it is important if the country expects the NFI to contribute to the SIS, and discuss different considerations.
d. Will the plots be treated differently by the local population or not (difficult to predict – will depend on local perceptions of the exercise)? 
e. Who is collecting the data? (Government authorities who may influence responses. Also men or women?)
f. What are the strength and limitations of these types of information?
4. In what ways could an NFI be designed to better serve an SIS?	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Or – direct it to the Tz example and say “In what ways could the NAFORMA be practically adjusted to better serve an SIS?”	Comment by Rebecca Tavani (FOM): There should be a section dedicated to alternatives to NFI (in the case where countries are unlikely to repeat NFIs frequently). It’s worthwhile to look at forest-related modules which could be utilized alongside of population census. In other words, to rather focus on inserting a few socioeconomic (SIS) indicators in a guaranteed, long-term national platform. 	Comment by Kristin DeValue: Base this on the analysis in Section 4 (LR: now section 3)
a. Institutional capacity established for field monitoring – teams could be complemented with relevant biodiversity expertise if the country attempts an SIS with tier 3 biodiversity data (sensu Gardner et al. 2011).
b. Statistics on habitat information in the NFI could be combined with biodiversity related information to be defined and would potentially best be monitored by communities
c. Is the NFI expected to contribute field monitoring (IPCC tier 3) data on carbon? If so, it might be possible that the location of monitored plots could be adjusted to accommodate sites of REDD+ implementation? This would make the inventory more useful for REDD+.
d. Methods of data collection – use of enumerators who are not seen as police and greater employment of female enumerators	Comment by kimberly.todd: It would provide good support/rationale to reference here, in the paper, the Durban decision text on respecting gender considerations as part of the SIS.                                                                                                                                          
e. More focused sampling design to consider population centers or administrative level stratification to have greater representativeness of the population at large (as it stands your average NFI and its associated socioeconomic data gathering miss out on urban centers because the focus naturally is on where the trees are. Urban centers in many countries place a much higher burden on forests than rural populations)
5. Examples of other potential sources of data to meet SIS information needs in terms of impact indicators (complementary to an NFI or as an alternative to it)	Comment by Lisen Runsten: Responding to Becky’s suggestion. Specified impact indicators here to limit the scope of this section as it could otherwise become a paper on its own. NFI socioeconomic indicators could potentially also contribute to process indicators.
a. Biodiversity indicators: Draw on Val’s 2002 paper. Degree of degradation within a species range…
b. Socioeconomic indicators: Forest-related modules which could be utilized alongside of population census. In other words, to rather focus on inserting a few socioeconomic (SIS) indicators in a guaranteed, long-term national platform. 
6. Conclusions
a. NFI won’t cover all safeguards/safeguards information, but could contribute significantly. For SIS, also wish to evaluate other existing information systems and sources. Look at what the country already has in place and how to maximize efficiency/resources.
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