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Scale of activities in Zambia

National Forest Reference Emissions Level (±75 Million ha)

ZIFL-P (±5 Million ha)

COMACO – LMP 
(200,000 ha)

BCP – CFP 
(700,000 ha)

BCP – LZRP 
(40,126 ha)

• Project based activities
• Voluntary Carbon Market (VCS)
• VCS Methodologies (VM0009, VM0015)
• Various accounting approaches
• Various pools
• Various gasses

• BioCarbon Fund
• Eastern Province
• Sub-national FREL in preparation



Scope of FREL and REDD+ projects



Differences between project baselines
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Activity Data



Eastern Province

• 5,152,000 ha total

• Pilot project supporting jurisdictional 
approach:
– World Bank-COMACO: 500,000 ha (10% of 

province)

– USAID/BCP: 700,000 ha (13.6%)

– Norway/COMACO: 160,000 Targeted



Accounting Areas vs Reference Areas
ZIFL-P (Eastern Province)



Scenarios for REDD+ “nesting”



Scenarios for REDD+ “nesting” cont…

Scenario A Scenario B
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o Projects can stimulate investment and provide 
early incentives—and early results 

o Clearer linkage between performance and 
incentives at the project scale 

o Reduces risk for REDD+ projects, i.e. not related to 
province-wide performance 

o Projects can often attract additional investments 
(e.g. from the private sector) 

o Allows tailoring of interventions to suit local 
circumstances 

o Lower risk to projects as their return on 
investment is not dependent on overall province 
wide performance (i.e. they may operate 
somewhat separately from the provincial wide 
program) 

o No risk of double counting 
o Can base sharing of carbon finance on a range of 

criteria that incentivizes more than just carbon 
performance 

o Reduces risk of leakage 
o Avoids situation where communities must negotiate 

contracts with project developers (and are often 
disadvantaged in doing so) 

o Avoids problems with a lack of transparency if 
projects are reluctant (or unwilling) to release 
information 

o Can potentially save transaction costs (including 
measurement, monitoring, reporting and 
validation/verification) if a single monitoring system 
is in place 
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o Double counting and consistency in how ERs are 
generated across projects 

o Development of a system to share carbon finance 
across the jurisdiction 
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To mitigate risks to communities, the government may 
create regulations that require minimum transparency, 
assist communities in negotiating fair contracts, and play 
a role in baseline setting of projects. 

To minimize risks to projects, the government may agree 
to provide projects with a minimum floor of performance-
based payments, e.g. if the province as a whole does not 
perform (but the project area does), then the government 
could provide payment from its own budget; alternately, 
it may then allow projects to sell credits in, e.g. voluntary 
carbon markets. 
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