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Introduction

Based on the initiative of a number of developing countries who have been working on the issue since COP-11 in Montreal, the Bali Action Plan
 proposes to strengthen the role forests in non-Annex 1 countries through the “development of policy approaches and positive incentives on issues relating to reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries, role of conservation, sustainable management of forest and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries”. This new and firm intention, referred to as REDD, was endorsed by the climate change policy makers in December 2007.  For a more holistic and rational approach to the role of forest in climate change, it could be combined with the already existing option of conducting selected LULUCF activities in the CDM of the Kyoto Protocol (which is currently limited to afforestation and reforestation).  Merging of the proposed (REDD) and existing (CDM) approaches in a forest landscape approach would create an overarching framework for integrating a wide range of approaches to  forest carbon management (conserving existing carbon stocks/avoiding carbon emissions and increasing carbon sequestration). The inclusion of such wider forest management options in a post 2012 climate change mitigation agenda has the potential to offer clearly identifiable co-benefits to forest land users and forest owners as well as the global community. Co-benefits include (i) the role of forests in climate change adaptation (reducing vulnerability of forest-dependant people and ecosystems); (ii) the enhancement of protective function of forests for soil and water protection; and (iii) landscape level biodiversity conservation.  The focus of such a holistic approach would be is on the investments needed over time to:
· protect and conserve forests, its existing carbon stocks and its biodiversity in an integral way (main FM objective: protection of forest services); 

· reduce the rate GHG emissions and increase carbon sequestration through restoring and managing forests for a multiple set of goods and services while maintaining the protective functions of forests (main FM objective: production of goods and services); and

· increase carbon sequestration through afforestation, reforestation and tree management on non-forested land that is compatible with high environmental standards (main FM objective: production of goods and services).
An important element to consider in the development of a new GEF programme addressing forests and climate change is the fact that there are at least three major on-going and planned global initiatives for which synergies need to be developed. These initiatives include the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) of the World Bank, operational since July 2008 and active in 37 countries in developing ¨REDD Readiness¨ and supporting implementation of REDD strategies; the UN-REDD program, operational since October 2008, a joint initiative of FAO, UNEP and UNDP with similar objectives to the FCPF and working in about 10 countries; and the forthcoming Forest Investment Program (FIP) of the World Bank that is designed to pilot broader approaches in the forest/climate change nexus at national level in selected countries. 

Forest Landscape Carbon Management

A forest landscape comprises natural forest areas, semi-natural forests, forest plantations and trees in non-forested land. In an intact state, a forest landscape maintains ecological processes and supplies ecosystem services such as water and air purification, nutrient cycling, carbon storage and carbon sequestration, erosion and flood control while producing environmentally friendly goods, such as timber and NTFPs. The Forest Landscape Carbon Management Strategic Program (FLC-SP) is conceived as a project-based approach aiming at maintaining and enhancing functional forest landscapes. Taking into account the multiple benefits that intact forest landscapes can offer, it refers specifically to a national or regional carbon reference scenarios. The FLC-SP proposes to contribute to the mitigation agenda of the UNFCCC mitigation through focusing on sustainable land and forest management, as outlined in Table 1. 

Table 1.  Overview on mitigation approaches considered in Forest Landscape Carbon Management 
	Mitigation option
	Mitigation objective
	Mitigation policy instrument
	Forest/Land Management Option

	Reduce GHG

emissions
	Reducing deforestation
	REDD

(“first D”)


	Committing forests as a carbon pool 
(through e.g.  enforcement of law, creation of new protection areas, payments for environmental services in form of contractual agreements to retain forests)  

	
	Reducing

degradation


Enhancing existing (degraded) forests (restoration of lost carbon pools)
	REDD

(“second D”)
REDD Plus

	Restoring lost carbon pools 
(though various forms of sustainable/multiple-use  forest management such as sustianabed timber yield management, Community forest management; PES in the form of credits per ton carbon sequestered,   Ecological restoration of degraded
forests)

	Increase CO2 sequestration (removals of CO2)
	
	
	

	
	Creating new forests
and tree cover
	CDM A/R 
(outside forests)
	Creating new carbon pools

(though planted forest (forest plantations); agroforestry; rehabilitation of degraded lands; agro-sylvo-pastoral systems


FLC-strategies are derived from the three possible mitigation objectives which are clearly defined by UNFCCC : (1) reducing deforestation which implies avoiding conversion of (high conservation value) forests in other land uses and keeping existing carbon stocks intact; (2) reducing degradation that implies reversing the trend of gradual loss of forest carbon stocks through systematic and planned ecological restoration activities, both under REDD, and (3) creating new forests which includes enhanced sequestration through promoting the role of planted forests and trees in a wider landscape concept, such as watershed management and agroforestry systems, under CDM.  To these it adds a fourth element, forest enhancement. The inclusion of forest enhancement under REDD has been proposed by Parties of the Climate Change Convention and is still under discussion.  It forms part of what is referred to as ¨REDD Plus¨.  
The proposal makes a clear distinction between deforestation (“the first D”) and degradation (“the second D”). This distinction has been proposed because programs that deal with degradation tends in practice to focus on improved management options, such as ecological restoration. But it also recognizes that approaches to deal with degradation do not simply reduce degradation, but also frequently result in enhancement of forest stock, through forest restoration (and thus increased carbon stocks).  To deal effectively with different types of degradation, it is important to consider them as a result of poor management practices rather than the beginning of a deforestation process (see Box 1 in the Annex).

Based on a national strategy and implementation framework (e.g. the ones developed through the FCPF approach), proponents of the GEF project addressing the FLP-SP could either integrate the 3 mitigation options in a project proposal, or focus on one or two of the three categories, classified here as Strategic Programs. Criteria to address GEF incremental co-benefits, Reference scenarios, monitoring, verification and compensation mechanism would need to be developed for each proposed strategy. 
Rationale for this approach
An important aspect in applying forest mitigation options in developing countries is the fact that the forest resource situation is very distinct from country to country, and, in the case of larger countries, from region to region within a country. This is a function of the eco-regional location of a country/region, the evolution of population growth and the economic pressure exercised on the forest resources. As an illustration, a qualitative attempt is made in Table 2 to characterize the mitigation potential of countries in different stages of forest situation and use. The table should help proponents to reflect on the particular situation in a country and help to define the most promising and effective mitigation options and thus define their particular potentials and investment needs. 
Table 2:  Qualitative assessment of area-based forest mitigation potentials by country groups 
	Forest dynamics
	Low-forest cover countries
(< 25% of forest cover)
	High-forest cover countries
(>50% of forest cover)

	Countries with high deforestation rate in the past 5-10 years (2% and more)
	REDD: medium to high potential (depend on type of DD)

A/R: medium to high potential

Restoration: medium to high potential
	REDD: potential

A/R: low to medium potential

Restoration: high potential



	Countries with low deforestation rate in the past 5-10 years (less than 1%)
	REDD: low to medium potential (low if conversion concerns high opportunity costs for REDD)

A/R: medium potential

Restoration: high potential
	REDD: medium to high potential (depending of the future DD scenarios)

A/R: low potential

Restoration: low to medium potential



	Countries with zero deforestation rate and with increasing forest area in the past 5 to 10 years
	REDD: no potential

A/R: medium to high potential 
(high potential if land is available)
Restoration: medium potential


	REDD: low to medium potential*

A/R: low potential (particularly if natural forest management is practiced)

Restoration: low potential




*high potential if keeping existing carbon pools are considered as a REDD option

The strategic approaches distinguish between different overall situations in respect to the development of forest carbon pools over time. Figure 1 illustrates the principle of the different approaches. Situation 1 (in Figure 1) characterizes, for example, a highly-forested countries with currently low deforestation rate which may be expected to increase in the future,  or countries with forests of high conservation value which are under high to medium threat of deforestation. Here, approaches to maintain existing carbon pools are of particular interest. Situation 2 is a typical case of a country (or region within a country) in which forests are easily accessible, thus under a high deforestation and degradation threat. A combination of reducing deforestation and forest degradation/ecological restoration would be a preferred mitigation option. Situation 3 is describing the case of a country or a region within a country, where most of the natural forest cover has been lost already and in which deforestation has been reduced substantially due to the fact that there is hardly any forest left to be deforested. Restoration of remaining existing forests and creating new forests would be the preferred mitigation option under this situation. Situation 4 (in yellow) is the case where a country has already opted to increase or restore lost forest cover through new plantations or strict conservation of remaining forest areas.
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Figure 1.  Illustration of the implementation of the three SP Scenarios in the FLC-SP
The following tables summarize the main characteristics of each of the proposed strategic programmes under the “Forest Landscape Carbon Management” Category.
Table 3.  Strategic Program 1 (SP 1): Committing forests as carbon pool
	Importance of sector/activity
	Global importance to protect and conserve high conservation value forests  in tropical countries as carbon pools, for protective functions (CC adaptation objectives) and biodiversity conservation; national and regional importance to maintain high conservation value forests to fulfil important landscape functions and contribute to the CC mitigation objectives of a country

	Objective of SP 1
	Conserving and valuing existing carbon stocks of high-value conservation forests 
Approaches for REDD and forest as indicated in the Bali Action Plan (Art. 1, lit. b, lit. iii)



	Status of technology
	Addresses two situations:
1. High forest cover countries/regions with low deforestation threat: committing forests based on future baseline scenarios. Contribution to global carbon accounting, addressing biodiversity conservation and large scale forest protective functions

2. High conservation value forests in countries/regions with medium to high deforestation threat: committing forests based on historical baseline scenario (e.g. 1990 – 2005)
Technology known and transaction costs low if only 3 of the 5 forest carbon pools are accounted for: Biomass (above ground, below ground, deadwood); litter and soil organic carbon can be considered as co-benefit.

	Mitigation potential (2030) and implication of cost and carbon price
	77 GtCO2 considering mainly those forested areas that are under deforestation threat due to local socio-economic pressure (low opportunity cost of alternative land-use to forests).


	Financial Viability and cost effectiveness
	Depends on pressure on actual and future pressure on forest integrity from conversion:
· In high cover forest countries: long-term financing can guarantee cost effectiveness

· In threatened forest areas: Committing HCVF will depend on the opportunity costs of immediate other land uses
SP 1 can be highly cost effective but depends on the opportunity costs for other land uses (kind of deforestation drivers in the project area). Another question relate to the development of attractive incentive mechanisms for those who protect and maintain the HCVFs/C pools.

	Barriers and transaction costs
	No experiences yet on developing concepts based on future deforestation scenarios. Difficult to value standing carbon in areas with low deforestation threat.
Transaction costs are relatively low, no major investments needed, costs mostly related to monitoring and carbon accounting

	Co-benefits
	Of high importance:
· Targeted contribution to the national CC adaptation agenda

· Targeted contribution to the conservation of biodiversity 
·  Defined contribution to the national water and soil conservation

	Suitability to which regions
	High-forested countries with low deforestation threat (tropical humid and boreal); high conservation value forests in threatened forested areas in all REDD-countries
Priority regions: South America, Western and Central Africa, SE-Asia/Pacific. Russia North-West, Ural, Siberia

	How GEF support can promote the technology/sector

(Remove barriers, promote TT, provide risk financings, reduce transaction cost)
	· Project based approach to develop all needed criteria to fulfil the objective. In particular, committing forests as carbon pool need the full integration of current forest users/deforestation drivers in planning and implementation and the design of adequate incentives mechanism to guarantee a long term approach
· Requires support of GEF for a piloting phase, which implies piloting funding of a crediting cycle and planning of carbon finance or other means of support to assure sustainability until at least 2030


Table 4.  Strategic Program 2 (SP 2): Restoring lost carbon pools
	Importance of sector/activity
	Highest CC mitigation potential in tropical forests, due to the large areas concerned (>850 million ha) and the potential of restoring carbon stocks in degraded forest areas. Highly relevant for protective functions (CC adaptation objectives) and, if based on clear ecological criteria, also for biodiversity conservation.

	Objective of SP 1
	Restoring carbon stocks in forested areas through sustainable forest management and ecological restoration 
Approaches for REDD, and enhancement of forests carbon stocks as indicated in the Bali Action Plan (Art. 1, lit. b, lit. iii)

Special attention should be given to forest restoration as the most attractive carbon enhancement options that also has the potential to enhance biodiversity

	Status of technology
	Two forest management options

3. Opened-up forests in countries/regions with medium to high deforestation/degradation threat: developing the range of  “optimal carbon stocks” for each forest type (t CO2/ha) and a  baseline at the level of actual carbon stock of the forest. The difference will help to set the carbon sequestration target to be reached until e.g. 2030. Carbon credits would then be accounted on the basis of net increase of carbon stock in the specific forest area. Opportunity costs for conversion of degraded forest areas in other land uses and conversation threat have to be evaluated and considered, as well as the leakage options
4. Reduced impact harvesting in certified managed production/community forests. This can be combined with (3).
Ecological restoration: can be costly as restoration needs to be done with high ecological and scientific standards and new monitoring instruments.  Carbon pools to be considered: Biomass (above ground, below ground, deadwood); litter and soil organic carbon considered as co-benefit.

	Mitigation potential (2030) and implication of cost and carbon price
	For (3.): 117 GtCO2 (conservative estimate) considering the potential of ecological restoration of degraded natural forest areas throughout the tropics
For (4): 6.5 GtCO2 , taking into account benefits from silvicultural management including reduced impact harvesting in tropical production forests in humid and semi-humid tropics



	Financial Viability and cost effectiveness
	Ecological restoration of natural forests needs substantial initial scientific and technical investment. Reduced impact harvesting needs planning, training and machinery.

	Barriers and transaction costs
	Is forest management and ecological restoration a long-term economic activity (considering potential other land-uses over the next 20 years)? Transaction costs depend on the type of investment needed,  costs for monitoring and carbon accounting have to be considered

	Co-benefits
	Of high importance:

· Targeted contribution to the national CC adaptation agenda

· Ecological restoration (trees, other plants, fauna, ecosystem functions) 

·  Additionality at the level of  water and soil conservation

	Suitability to which regions
	Throughout all tropical countries/regions, humid, semi-humid and in all 4 situations described in Figure 1, most potential in Situation 2 and 3.

Priority regions: SE-Asia Pacific, E-Asia, Eastern and Western Africa, Tropical America

	How GEF support can promote the technology/sector

(Remove barriers, promote TT, provide risk financings, reduce transaction cost)
	· Project based approach to develop criteria to fulfil the objective. Ecological restoration calls for new forest management approaches and the participation of current forest users/degradation drivers in planning and implementation of forest restoration. Financial incentives for forest restoration and forest management through the sustainable use of forest products and payments for environmental services.

· Requires support of GEF for developing methods, tools and approaches for ecological restoration of a different stages of degradation in a variety of forest types; piloting funding of a crediting cycle (based on carbon sequestration) and planning of carbon finance or other means of support to assure sustainability until at least 2030


Table 5.  Strategic Program 3 (SP 3): Creating new carbon pools
	Importance of sector/activity
	In forest poor countries/regions within in a country with land available for planting forest or with land use systems in which  the presence of trees and shrubs can be increased as landscape element

	Objective of SP 1
	Creating new and additional carbon stocks in non-forested areas planting new forests, rehabilitation of degraded land and agro-silvo-pastoral systems 

CDM A/B type of activities on eligible land (according to the current or any future new definition)

Special attention should be given to the fact that carbon sequestration on non-forested land is often in land which is not under the jurisdiction of forest services. A more integral land-use approach, using trees and forests, is thus an important requisite.

	Status of technology
	Planting trees and forests. No major technological hurdles

	Mitigation potential (2030) and implication of cost and carbon price
	18 GtCO2 as a conservative estimate, taking into account the current eligibility criteria for “Kyoto land”. Substantially higher if eligibility criteria change.

	Financial Viability and cost effectiveness
	Questionable for the moment as there is not enough experience yet on the financial viability of CDM A/R. Critical if carbon sequestration is the only management options. Only cost effective if integrated in a wider economic concept.

	Barriers and transaction costs
	Barriers: eligibility criteria (data needs); transaction costs relatively high, in particular if new methodologies needs to be develeopped.

	Co-benefits
	On agricultural land: food security, possibly energy supply. Increased soil and water protection; later, ecosystem benefits (e.g. stepping stones  between forests and protected areas).

	Suitability to which regions
	Forest poor countries/regions throughout the tropics (humid, semi-humid, dry), particularly in South Asia, Eastern and Southern Africa

	How GEF support can promote the technology/sector

(Remove barriers, promote TT, provide risk financings, reduce transaction cost)
	Project based approach; most probably it should be in combination with SP 2 (addressing carbon sequestration potential in forested areas and lands outside forests). Piloting and capacity building in respect to community ownership, conflict resolution and benefit sharing; higher level silvicultural approaches, e.g. mixed-species plantations, multi-layer structures.


Summary of SPs

The suggested Forest Landscape Carbon Management SP-Programme focuses on optimizing the contribution of the forests to the CC mitigation agenda. However it does not focus solely on carbon management, but also addresses a number of co-benefits at a forest landscape level that are the incremental elements from the GEF perspective. Thus, the proposed program follows the principles as outlined in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Framework, including co-benefits and assessment of trade-offs.

A project submitted to the FLC-SP would be required to fulfill 4 criteria in order to fulfill GEF funding requirements:
1. Mitigation criterion (= core criterion):  Contribute substantially to mitigate the negative effects of climate change in the target country

· GEF climate change fund
2. Adaptation criterion (additional criterion 1): Demonstrate how the proposed outcomes reduce vulnerability of ecosystem and social system in the project area

· GEF adaptation fund 

3. Biodiversity criterion (additional criterion 2): Enumerate increased biodiversity through forest conservation, forest restoration and creating new forests (N flora; N fauna; ecosystem recovery; biological corridors, etc)
· GEF biodiversity fund

4. Social criterion (additional criterion 3): Demonstrate how the proposed outcomes improve livelihoods of forest-dependant people in the project area.
· GEF land degradation fund
The FLC-SP is presented from a forest mitigation perspective. In order to turn “the ball around”, the following figure attempts to illustrate the proposed FLC-SP from a GEF perspective, demonstrating the holistic approach addressing multiple benefits applied in forest landscape carbon approach:








     Additionality, through 

     Forest carbon funding                   sustainability gain


    

GEF Incremental:
· Adaptation (ecosystem and social system)

· Biodiversity (e.g. ecological restoration)
· Social (e.g.  benefit sharing)

Business as usual

Table 6.   SPs, outcomes/outputs and indicators (pilot programme over 5 years)
	Categories of SPs
	SPs
	Outcomes
	Outputs
	Indicators

	Forest Landscape Carbon Manage-ment
	Committing forests as carbon pool
	5 m ha of high conservation value forests committed as carbon pool until 2030

	· REDD strategy to commit forests on the basis of future baseline scenarios/historical  baselines
· Improved monitoring and verification tools

· Capacity building, institutional strengthening and empowerment of local forest users 
	· Mitigation indicators (to be defined)
· Adaptation indicators (to be defined)

· Biodiversity indicators (to be defined)

· Social indicators (to be defined)

	
	Restoring lost carbon pools
	10 m ha of opened-up forests under ecological restoration until 2030
5 m ha of production forests sustainably managed

	·  REDD strategy to for ecological restoration and silviculutral management

· Improved monitoring and verification tools
· Capacity building, institutional strengthening and empowerment of local forest users
	· Mitigation indicators (to be defined)

· Adaptation indicators (to be defined)

· Biodiversity indicators (to be defined)

· Social indicators (to be defined)

	
	Creating new carbon pools

	200,000 ha of new planted forests or agroforestry systems in CDM A/R system
	· Deployment of best practices for CDM A/R for land management outside forests

· Capacity building, institutional strengthening and empowerment local communities investing in creating new carbon pools
	· Mitigation indicators (to be defined)

· Adaptation indicators (to be defined)

· Biodiversity indicators (to be defined)

· Social indicators (to be defined)


Box 1:  Uncoupling degradation from deforestation (based on Skutsch, 2009)

Degradation is often considered to be a precursor to deforestation (land-use change), and conceptualized as part of the same process; therefore it has been grouped closely with deforestation in UNFCCC documentation on REDD.  But while it is true that in some cases degradation is followed by full deforestation, this is the exception rather than the rule. For example, it has been observed in the Brazilian Amazon and the Congo Basin that commercial logging (as the degradation driver) may be followed by agricultural clearance as migrant farmers move in along the logging roads. In many other places, and in other types of forest, degradation is not caused by commercial logging at all, but by extraction of various forest products, often for subsistence or local marketing (timber, firewood, charcoal, fodder) or by patchy clearance and re-growth associated with shifting agriculture, by forest dwellers and indigenous communities.  In such areas degradation very rarely leads to deforestation – but to a gradual loss of carbon stocks. 
The drivers behind deforestation and degradation are not, in most cases, the same, and neither are the actors.  Most deforestation is caused by large scale commercial conversion of forest for agriculture or ranching, expansion of urban areas, infrastructure development and, some of which is ‘governed’ (sanctioned by government authorities) and some of which is ‘ungoverned’.  Most degradation on the other hand is the result of unsustainable extraction of forest products and values by local populations as part of their livelihood strategies. The area affected as such is about 850 million ha (ITTO, 2002). The exception to this is commercial selective logging in humid forests, but this affects a smaller area in comparison to other forms of degradation (about 120 million ha, ITTO, log.cit).  Dry and deciduous forests in the tropics are particularly affected by degradation due to unsustainable local uses, because their population densities are higher than the humid forests (Campbell et al. 2008), and these are growing. 

Since the actors and processes are different, it follows that in general, different strategies and programmes may be needed under REDD to deal with deforestation as compared with degradation.  Moreover, while curbing of deforestation results in reduced emissions, curbing of degradation results not only in reduced emissions but in most cases also in increases in forest biomass.  This is because programmes to deal with degradation tend in practice to focus on improved management methods, e.g. ecological restoration.  In other words, to deal effectively with many types of degradation, it is important to see them not as the beginning of a deforestation processes but as a form of poor forest management, which needs to be improved. 
This is the main reason why in Table 1 the distinction has been made between “reducing emissions from deforestation” and “reducing emissions from degradation”.
High-forest cover, currently  low deforestation





 Medium to high deforestation and/or degradation





 Low deforestation, low to high degradation, potential for reforestation








� Besides the here proposed operational program on Forest Landscape Carbon Management conducted at project level, a second strategic program is proposed, dealing with so-called “Cross-cutting issues in addressing forest mitigation options”, such as developing conducive forest policy and law compliance addressing climate change; impacts/challenges on sector governance; land and carbon tenure, land use and access rights; equitable and transparent benefit sharing mechanisms; designing forest carbon monitoring, verification and certification.  Addressing such cross-cutting issues will be crucial for that the forest sector can play a meaningful role in climate change mitigation. A  SP proposal on Cross Cutting Issues should be discussed in the meeting between all group members and could then eventually be developed based on the group’s joint recommendation.





� UNFCCC-COP 13: the Bali Action Plan charts the course for a new negotiating process designed to tackle climate change, with the aim of completing this by 2009. It focuses, inter alia, on the role of forests.
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