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Prepared by Yemi Katerere and Tim Clairs 
This is the last round of negotiations that will take place before the 15th Session of the Conference of the Parties to be held in Copenhagen. 

The UN-REDD Programme was well represented as were the three implementing agencies. This was a good thing as it gave visibility to the UN-REDD Programme and an opportunity to interact with country delegations. 

UN-REDD Side Event and others: 

The UN-REDD Programme side event was one of the best attended and there was strong interest in the issue of reporting on practical experiences. The presenters were Peter Holmgren (UN-REDD), Tim Clairs (UN-REDD), Anne-Marie Wilson (CBD), Xueman Wang (FCPF). A full report is available. Regrettably we didn’t have enough time for discussion.   Tim Clairs also presented on the UN-REDD at a side event on Financing REDD+. This was also a well attended event that included a presentation by Norway and the IWG-IFR, PNG, and the Global Canopy Programme (of the Little REDD Book). An outcome of this side-event was an invitation for UN-REDD to contribute to the concluding statement for the Global Canopy Programme’s new Little Climate Financing Book.
REDD+ Negotiations

There was progress towards a REDD+ agreement – potentially a COP agreement that could be annexed to a ‘politically binding agreement’ at Copenhagen.  There was a sense that in the absence of a comprehensive agreement at Copenhagen, any REDD+ agreement would be unlikely to establish a new Readiness institution or mechanism in the interim period.  This means there should be at least a couple of years when the scaling-up of Readiness will depend upon existing initiatives.  Prima facie, that should provide a massive opportunity for the UN-REDD Programme to deliver results and demonstrate our value.  Notwithstanding, this opportunity is dependent upon:
· Donors being prepared to step forward and provide the necessary funds to scale-up Readiness support in the absence of a comprehensive agreement (this will require some sort of assurance that their ‘early action’ funding will be later recognized as “official climate assistance”

· UN-REDD Programme’s ability to attract donors

· What role the GEF may be positioned to play in

Moreover, there is still a possibility that agreement will be reached in Copenhagen on the financial architecture.  The USA proposal to direct climate investment funds through the World Bank and pre-investment capacity building/readiness through the GEF is still very much on the table and was supported by Japan during discussions.  Throughout the discussions, the

EU argued that the architecture should utilize a variety of existing institutions, rather than create a new fund.  What all can agree on is that the COP (and by extension, the UNFCCC Secretariat) will play a greater role in guiding Readiness actions.
The non-Paper 39 on enhanced action on mitigation and its associated means of implementations: 

Salient features;

· Paper is shorter but less specific    Not a lot of differences from non-paper 18 from Bangkok, except for MRV section being collapsed into a SBSTA decision
· Para 4 (a)-(f): Safeguards

· Sets out the substantive areas of contention and therefore possible areas that the UN-REDD Programme could focus on in future global programme:

· (c) Forest governance
· (d) Legislative frameworks linked to international obligations

· (e) Indigenous Peoples and UNDRIP

· (f) Biodiversity and ecosystem services

· Para 7: Phases

· The text includes three phases. 
· There had been talk of two phases pushed mainly by donor countries eager to see the cost burden shifted to the private sector as quickly as possible

· The CfRFN continues to advocate strongly for 3 phases because such an approach allows funding to flow relatively continuously as issues of tenure, governance and leakage are addressed. Further, the phases must be linked to scope, MRV and financing. 
· IWG-IFR advocated for 3 phases with proxy payments in phase 2 as the bridge.  Argue that proxy payments offer early performance-based payments but at a significant discount, which creates the incentive for countries to move quickly to phase 3

· FERN (NGO) raised its concern in the side-event with only having 2 phases.  They see phase 2 as critical for addressing governance issues

· Having 3 phases is definitely good news for UN-REDD as we plan to have an enhanced role in phase 2.  

· Means of implementation (paras 8-11):

· Options have been reduced in the text to:
· Use of public funds

· Combination of market approaches and public funds (with the inclusion of possible language on the allocation of assigned amount units)

· Institutional arrangements (paras 19-22)

· There is no mention of specific agencies. 
· Para 19 (Option 2):

· Reference to “equitable and balanced” representation in the institutional arrangements.  This relates directly to the issue that caused so much angst for the FCPF at their Participants Committee meeting.
· Could potentially be an issue for us vis-à-vis the Policy Board

· “using existing institutional arrangements to the extent possible” remains in brackets

· Para 20 (d) – coordination of activities:

· Bangkok text remains on “international accredited agencies, including ongoing activities”.  

· Still no clarity on what an “accredited” agency is

· But reference to “ongoing activities” is generally perceived as encapsulating UN-REDD.   

 Contact with national delegation and other organisations 
· Ecuador: 

·  is clearly a strong supporter of UN-REDD since the WB cannot work in their country

· Started to discuss next steps in terms of engaging with the readiness process and trying to understand what it means to be part of the UN-REDD Programme

· Would like a formal letter confirming the Policy Board decision on new countries 

· DRC:

· UN-REDD CTA was part of the delegation and provided an incredible entry-point to DRC and the Congo basin discussions

· Viet Nam:

· Dr. Cuong continues to be a huge champion of UN-REDD and a vital ally. 

· PNG:

· Planning a huge side event in Copenhagen 

· There was a brief discussion with Kevin regarding an MRV mission to PNG 

· Cambodia:

· Omaliss was very keen to engage with the UN-REDD team and we really built our rapport with him

· Definitely strategically useful for us to move quickly in support of Cambodia

· MEA Bulletin:

· Lynn Wagner requested a guest article on the UN-REDD Programme to be published before COP 15 

WILL WE HAVE AN AGREEMENT IN COPENHAGEN?

There is a strong sense that there will be no legally binding agreement in Copenhagen.  Potential implications of this include:

· Loss of momentum by early start countries
· Less willingness to commit funding by donors
· Current initiatives continue while a new deal is negotiated 
· Risk of multiple and uncoordinated bi-lateral initiatives 
But based on the Kyoto Protocol experience, a deal could still be reached.     

Capacity Development for REDD Workshop

Tim and Yemi attended and Yemi made a short presentation. Clea Paz also attended as part of her orientation to the UN-REDD Programme and partners.   

Regarding GHG inventories there were several presentations from Environment Protection Agency (EPA), IPCC, GTZ on various initiatives. One key question was how best to coordinate activities related to GHG inventories. The UNFCCC Secretariat was proposed as an option to provide general coordination. The Secretariat will be approached to ascertain whether they can undertake this function.  
