Guide on national carbon monitoring system for REDD+
-draft version to be delivered week before Copenhagen (dec 2009)

-initiated at FAO, needs input from the different REDD pilot countries

-final version to be ready in spring 2010

Case 1: EC was part as one nation in Kyoto-protocol and in the Convention

GHG reporting on an annual basis: graph with recalculation issue

1990: baseline year Kyoto protocol

Q1: What does this graph tells you? Is this encouraging? impossible?

A: Vietnam: -discrepancies in data reported during the different years


         -issue that report may be submitted by different organisations: coordination 


needed, if reported by same organisation: reinvestigation needed

Clarification Danilo: one organisation reporting, nationally established. Reports are 17 years after the Convention, and countries are still changing a lot their values.
A: Zimbabwe: -big differences, defeintely given these are only averages



-with good reporting systems, it should be possible to report: improving the 

system = improving the accuracy

A: PNG: -not consistent, how can we report consistent data?
A: Paraguay: large inconsistencies in reporting of the countries

A: Tanzania:-discrepancies in data used for calibration


        -different methodologies used


        -likely due to bad coordination in the country


       -differences between reporting years is biggest in the first years of reporting, so the graph is showing an improvement

A: Ecuador:-inconsistencies in methods? something wrong!

A: UNFCC expert:-graph shows that biggest difference is before 1994


      -also in this part: RS data was maybe less accurate than it is now



      -2008 was thought to be more consistent than 2007, but the variability of 

       the errors (error bars) are missing

A: UNDP expert: -2008 tends to be lower reporting: possible reason? this is maybe due to 

      political pressure (on the negotiation to Copenhagen) for reporting

A: GOFC-GOLD: Three questions with this graph: -data?







           -reporting?








-accounting?

Comment Danilo: this is the best reporting available and still very variable! This graph was considered by IPCC that GHG reporting is showing to be a learning-by-doing process. Reason for change is that from year to year, reporting capability improves. Methodology improves from Tier 1 to Tier 2, etc. IPCC allows a change in methodology between reporting years, but the country has to apply the method backwards.
Q2: Providing explanations drawn from Europe’s reporting in a “guide” will help the country?

-Reporting precision

-Tier 1/2/3: accuracy 70% in LULUCF sector for Europe
for Europe: Tier 2, some full Tier 1, some Full Tier 3

A: consensus from all countries: yes: useful!
Case 2: Summary Tables of EC Activity data (area extension change and evaluation by Secretariat and Emission factors

-Conclusion: main reporting by EC is NFI

-some countries’ problematic reporting: Spain: Corine landcover: was not accepted to be consistent by the expert team, so they have to work on def/land use (change)

-for the emissions factors: reporting deforestation is 0.0x %, so can be considered as ‘rare events’, so RS can play a role

Q: Are these tables informative, useful for the country’s decision on reporting?

A: Vietnam: No, not useful, data is already on UNFCC website, there is already a common conlusion on carbon MRV in Vietnam: default values, over times it might be changed

A: Ecuador: tables are not useful, too complicated for simple understanding
A: UNFCC expert: tables can be potentially useful. In the guide: try to show why these countries are using default values, so it will be clear that for example countries with a high inter-country variability are using default values. Countries with a lower variability can use their own expansion factors.

A: UNDP expert: index with accuracy per country would be desirable, as well as indicating the benefits for better Tier, i.e. drivers for reporting Tier 2 instead of Tier 1

Comment Danae: EC could be divided in 3 categories: advanced-medium-basic level: grouping of countries according to the method used, and draw some parallels to REDD countries with the same situation (in matrix format).

Case 3: Flowchart decision tree
-Tier 1,2,3 only exist for GHG reporting (emission, carbon stock change), NOT for NFI

-NFI may support for GHG and change reporting

-if previous biomass/carbon inventory was not on a national basis: extrapolation of the data

Q: Is this kind of decision trees useful for your country?

A:  Ecuador: useful, maybe even better if given an example of a country with its conclusion to decide for a certain Tier to report

A: Zambia: easier to understand than the tables

A: Tanzania: the guide should go a step further and need to indicate the costs since most developing countries have no previous data

Comment Danilo: UN-REDD are 9 (+1) pilot countries right now, 2012: Start of REDD
An economical analysis is to be done in all potential REDD countries

The set-up of a tool even for countries without actual support; decision tree support will also be developed for economical analysis. This is however difficult since we don’t know what REDD will stand for.
Case 4: NFI and classification/stratification for carbon stock measurements
	Country
	NFI
	Class. for carbon stock

	Paraguay
	only design has been set up
	planned

	PNG
	planned

previous ones on a project basis
	stratification planned
no stratification done so far

	Tanzania
	planned
	planned strat. based on veg. types

	Vietnam
	yes
	test phase to strat. forest on different types

	Zambia
	inventory done
	next phase will look to carbon stock with strat.

	Ecuador
	planned for next year
	certification map

	Bolivia
	not on national level, some parts (national parks)
	


Q1: Are guidelines on classification/stratification useful?

A: consensus: Classification guidelines: very useful!

-stratification will mainly follow aboveground biomass pools: this will not necessarily work for the soil

e.g. Indonesia: big discrepancy between above-ground and soil

Q2: Has there been done some analysis on where to measure carbon? May the identification of different categories help you?Which categories are useful for your country?

A: Zambia: conversion to agriculture, fire is useful
A: Paraguay: fore, livestock system, conversion to agriculture

If conversion to agriculture is the main problem: assessing carbon stock in cropland should be explained. 
If deforestation is less and cropland is more: sampling design should include both ‘dynamics’

This analaysis should better be conducted in advance

Issue of pre- and post stratification:

-approach to diminish the amount of work and to help understanding forest composition

-Kailash: there is a lot of freedom lost with pre-stratification

if no priority: sampling design with aggregation afterwards

if priority for carbon stock change: evaluation by country if this is the country’s priority, info regarding e.g. species composition will be lost

For countries who want to take part in the carbon market, forest carbon market: forest management requirement for reporting is Tier 3 by default

These complications are to be considered, so these countries have a higher stratification

Another stratification option: species composition, age class 

A:Ecuador: examples (2-3) of sampling designs and costs, comparing methodologies/precision/accuracy with associated costs would be highly beneficial!

A: UNFCC:  2 phases might be needed: 1) first reporting: Tier 1, if no previous data etc.: simple, 2) 2nd phase to improve.

The FAO guide might show how to report first and show then in another section how to omprove the methodology

e.g. using other classification systems between countries, might exclude the use of other countries’ expansion factors

Remark Danilo: harmonization to use efforts of other countries might be used to reduce the costs, integration of other countries’ definition. For example Ecuador and Peru might try to harmonize their definitions, however, experience has shown that EC: 27 countries has led to 27 systems!

Case 5: Remote sensing and carbon stock 
Q1: Planning to set up a RS system in the country?

Q2: Will it be operational? i.e. developed so that data is available: repeatedly, consistent and reliable

A: Paraguay: no

A: Ecuador: yes, method is tested to use imagers in future, idea has grown to set up a department, assessment one time and planning a monitoring system in the future

Remark: MODIS from NASA: to be an operational system, data quality has been reduced, compromises are to be made in case to have an operational system.

Monitoring degradation without an operational system is not possible.
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