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1. Opportunity statement and purpose of this proposal
The UN-REDD Programme believes that financing for REDD+ offers a unique and time-bound opportunity to lower barriers to sustainably developing alternative and less destructive uses of forests. 

Taking advantage of this opportunity requires several actions if deforestation and forest degradation are to be drastically and sustainably reduced for the benefit of people, climate and development. This proposal focuses on one such action: support to countries for the development of national REDD+ strategies and investment plans. 

2. Justification

This UN-REDD Programme work area seeks to align and maximize the contribution of REDD+ investments with national and global forest sector investments and policies, in order to meet national medium- and long-term development and climate change mitigation and adaptation aspirations, in a timely, effective and equitable manner. Success in this regard would transform the forest sector and forested landscapes and sustainably mitigate emissions of greenhouse gases, improve livelihoods, provide alternative development pathways, maintain biological diversity and cultural diversity. This constitutes the central intervention logic that underpins this proposal, which UNEP proposes to take a lead on.

The following sections of this document set out the elements of how this will be achieved. Therefore this is essentially a proposal on how value can be added through capacity building and a package of other measures to national and global efforts
 to use REDD+ financing to develop sustainable alternatives to deforestation and forest degradation. This should lead to the realization of a forest sector led ‘green economy’ which follows a lower carbon trajectory in developing countries. In other words it aims to present a full workload of sequenced options to add value where necessary to efforts to transform the forest sector in the interest of climate, environment and people. It seeks to do so cooperatively and in an integrated fashion. The intention is to reduce, if not reverse, deforestation and forest degradation rates. Annex 1 provides explanations of key terms used in this proposal.
Five key premises constitute the intervention logic that provides the rationale for this proposal (for details see Annex 2): 
1. The need to harness the transformational capacity of REDD+ is urgent
2. There is a need to develop strategies and investment plans at multiple scales
3. Strategies that seek transformation in the forest sector must engage all other relevant sectors, they must be cross-sectoral in nature
4. Transformation will only be successful if levels of financial investment are sufficiently significant as to allow the forest sector to cross thresholds or tipping points to systemic change
5. Stakeholder engagement that is effective, efficient (i.e. low transaction costs) and equitable

In sum, it is imperative that the forest sector undergoes a systemic and sustainable shift through a ‘package of interventions’
 that seek to leverage opportunities presented by REDD+, onto a ‘green economy’ pathway within the next 10-20 years. If this shift does not take place in a timely fashion a return to destructive uses of forests would be a logical outcome, with a renewed release from the 25% of terrestrial carbon they store into the atmosphere.
3. Specific Objective 

The aim of this proposal is to help countries to leverage REDD+ opportunities so that they can accelerate the development of national planning, analysis and learning capacities to reduce dependence on destructive uses of forests and trees. This will contribute to transforming the forest sector into a socio-economic pillar of the national green economy, including addressing human well-being, climate change mitigation and adaptation goals.

In doing so it will address the all of the UN-REDD Programme’s three (emerging!) strategic goals of assisting countries to:

· Establish a national REDD+ institutional infrastructure

· Undertaking significant forest sector transformations

· Make systems and capacities operational at necessary levels to receive performance based payments for REDD

Proposed work programme

In order to achieve the specific objective mentioned above it is proposed that:

A) The process of developing a transformative REDD+ strategy, as envisaged here, be pioneered over a period of three years – 2010/12 – in up to four partner countries. This includes outcomes related to the strategy and investment plan as well as those related to the capacity building required in the process.

B) A subsequent ‘outscaling’ phase during which lessons can be shared with and capacities built in a further 16 countries during the period 2011-15 (with knowledge being shared from 2010 onwards).

This is further structured as followed, and then laid out in a sequence of actions in Section 4 below:

A.1: Develop a transformative REDD+ strategy and investment portfolio for 4 countries (2010-12)

A.2: Support to the implementation phase of REDD+ strategy and investment portfolio for 4 countries (2012-15)

A.3/B.1: Support knowledge management related to proposed actions in 4 + 16 countries, and internationally (2010-15)

B.2: Outscale to 16 further countries (2011-15). Note: This will probably entail a shift in responsibilities from UNEP to partner agencies for certain actions, as the piloting phase would have ended.

4. Description of key elements

Key terms used in this proposal, such as green economy, … have been explained in Annex 1.

The main elements of the programme would include:
A.1: Develop transformative REDD+ strategy

a. “Building the case”: Compiling and presenting of the socio-economic potential and feasibility of the transformation. Compiling existing knowledge on forest sector potential and collecting case study evidence of the transformation feasibility. This is work that would take place mainly at the global level.

b. “Assembling the information”: Much of this is already envisaged and has begun under the NJPs, i.e. it would be carried out, for the most part, at national level. It would include:

i. Studies on drivers of deforestation

ii. Institutional analysis of forest sector

iii. Stakeholder analysis

iv. Ongoing initiatives to reform the forest sector

v. Analysis of national developmental and environmental plans of relevance

vi. Analysis of governance arrangements

vii. Multiple/co-benefits analysis

viii. Economic options for the use of ecosystem services and biological diversity that are commensurate with principles of sustainability and conservation, including especially agroforestry, sustainable harvesting and processing of non-wood forest products

ix. Monitoring and learning systems

x. Engaging with local communities to assess their Knowledge, Attitude and Practices

c.  “Assessing institutions and capacities for transformational strategy development”: This would involve developing an understanding of what capacities already exist for strategy and investment plan development and what the capacity development needs are and how they might be delivered. This would include an assessment of tools and technologies required. While much of this would take place at the national level, there would be a requirement for some global assessment of best practice, methods development, and establishment of communities of practice to support national efforts and a knowledge sharing platform.

d. “Multi-scale, cross-sectoral stakeholder based visioning and scenario development”: National capacities to carry out such processes would be strengthened within a ‘learning while doing’ type of process that would involve actually carrying out visioning, scenario development and analysis as part of a mentored capacity building process. While national level capacity building would obviously take place at national (and sub-national levels), assembly of methods, tools, approaches and mentoring capacities and feedback of generalized lessons to the global community would involve work at the international level as well, including regional forums.

e. “Policy dialogue and advocacy”: Capacity building with respect to developing a social consensus around the outcomes of the previous step. This includes policy dialogues to promote understanding of the implications for planning - including land-use planning - and programming the potential of non-destructive uses of forests for ecosystem services at multiple scales, from local, landscape, national to regional.   The participatory analyses at these various scales will provide information about the opportunities and tradeoffs that must be considered by the various stakeholders in order to transform the forest sector. These analyses must combine elements of the policy, institutional, market and socio-economic drivers of deforestation, understand the basis of power and control over natural resources and may use tools such as scenario development. While the capacity building will obviously take place at the national level, it will be closely linked into international activities aimed at assembling technical support and drawing out generalisable lessons.

f. “Designing an investment portfolio”: Capacity building for translation of scenarios and policy dialogue into concrete policy, institutional and financial investments investments in the forest sector transformation. At national level this will involve capacity strengthening of key stakeholders at various scales that are mandated with drawing up national budgeting and development plans, including private sector investments. At international level this will involve technical support to the national process as well as technical support to multilateral and international public and private finance institutions to support delivery of a blended finance package in support of the investment portfolio. Insert text on environmental and social safeguards (including social protection measures, etc.)?
g. “Review and advocacy 
for  achieving acceptance of investment portfolio”: This involves providing capacity strengthening to national partners on how to carry out a review and advocacy process for the forest sector led green economy transformation that is expected to be the outcome of the strategy identified in the steps above.
A.2: Support to the implementation phase of REDD+ strategy and investment portfolio for 4 countries

h.  “Support to learning and knowledge management during implementation”: Any strategy or plan is in the first instance simply a composite hypothesis of how planned actions might lead to desired outcomes. In practice there is bound to be a great deal of variance from this, as explained in the risk section (Section 8); this step involves capacity building at national and international levels to effectively capture lessons from implementation and channel them back into an iterative improvement process, in keeping with adaptive management principles. 
B.2: Outscale to 16 further countries 

i. “Outscaling”: It is likely that in the early stages much of the strategy development and implementation will be within the context of case studies and pilots. This focuses on capacity building at national level to extend and adapt the lessons, tools, institutional arrangements etc. developed in the steps above, to other parts of the same country and to 16 additional countries. 

A.3/B.1: Support knowledge management related to proposed actions in 4 + 16 countries, and internationally 

This will be continuous throughout the proposed period. In the tabulated timeline of activities in Annex 3 there are a number of explicit steps related to the establishment of forums for information exchange (‘South-South’ Forums), support to communities of practice and interest and other forms for knowledge sharing and outreach. 
These steps constitute a structured process and a full workbench approach to adding value to national REDD+ strategy development. In actual cases capacity building would be restricted to those areas for which a need has been identified. The UN-REDD Programme has adopted a needs-based, flexible approach to capacity building, instead of a template based approach. This proposal is consistent with that approach. This framework is therefore mainly for guidance.

5. Expected outcomes

The expected outcome for this activity is that by 2015 all participating countries would have started the transformation of their forest sectors, taking effective advantage of REDD+ financing, so that additional revenue streams, jobs and other benefits have begun accruing at multiple scales from a forest led transformation to a green economy.

6. Relevance to UN-REDD Programme strategy

This proposal is based on the ongoing UN-REDD Programme jointly implemented by FAO, UNDP and UNEP with partner countries.  Phase 1 (“Quick Start”) of this Programme runs from Jan 2009 to June 2010 and has national and global components, the bulk of the activities proposed here will run during subsequent phases, from 2010-15.. 

In its (emerging!!) strategy the UN-REDD Programme has defined three priority thematic areas of work aimed to enable countries to access carbon markets and funds: 

· Development of national REDD+ strategies that contribute to forest sector transformation
· REDD+ monitoring, including national MRV system and reference scenario
· Strengthening governance and legal and institutional frameworks 
This proposal is situated within the first of these work areas, i.e. aligning REDD+ strategies so that they enable equitable, performance based access to REDD carbon finance, while at the same time transforming the forest sector to meet national development and climate change mitigation and adaptation aspirations. 

7. Relevance to UN-REDD Programme Phase 1 - “Quick Start” 

This proposal builds on activities that have commenced during the Quick Start Phase (January 2009-July 2010) of the UN-REDD Programme. This is especially true of activities that are taking place within the context of National Programmes, such as studies of drivers of deforestation and forest degradation, MRV etc., as well as, for instance, work that has commenced on multiple benefits at the global level. It also aims to bridge gaps that may have emerged during the UN-REDD Programme’s Quick Start phase, such as the one noted by a recent review
:   

“Joint Project Documents (JPDs) should ensure that REDD strategies are linked to drivers of deforestation and that the stakeholders from relevant sectors are included in REDD strategy development”

What else? Description of NJPs? Multiple-benefits work?
8. Risks assessment and management
The conceptual and theoretical underpinning for the body of work envisaged in this proposal draws heavily on the work of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (including work on scenario analysis) and other institutions
 (see Annex 8). A detailed analysis of risks emerging from this body of work is to be found in Annex 4. These types of systemic risks have jeopardized forest reform activities in the past.
Other risks include (to be completed):
· Governance 
· Capacity

· Finance
9. Indicative Budget

Total funding required 2010-15, for 20 countries: approx. US$ 238 million (including UNEP staff time, which is not reflected in table in Annex 3)
For period 2010-11 (2 years): 
US$ 34 million + US$  3.5 million UNEP staff time = Total US$ 37.5 million
10. Management arrangements

This core work area of the UN-REDD Programme will be led by UNEP with significant support from UNDP and FAO. During the outscaling phase UNEP would continue to have the overall lead, but would expect some responsibilities to shift to other UN-REDD partner agencies as piloting of some activities would have reached maturity. It is expected that, under the overall coordination of the UN-REDD Programme Secretariat this work area would be closely linked into work areas on MRV (led by FAO) and Governance (led by UNDP).

11. Partners

Partnerships will be a cornerstone of the programme and without which the outcomes cannot be achieved.  Implicit in this approach is that it is based on the active engagement of all three UN-REDD partner agencies working to support lead agencies and national level partners in partner countries. As the approach suggests, a key step will be to determine, if not already known and reflected in the NJP, the key stakeholders and therefore partners within each country at relevant scale.

A key set of financing partners for this program are the World Bank (especially FIP and the other carbon and forest sector funds) , other multi-lateral banks and private sector finance (including micro-finance).

International partnerships outside the UN System would include those with CGIAR Centres, Universities and research, as well as key NGOs and, possibly, private sector organizations.  
TO COME: Chart to better show internal linkages among elements of this proposal and external linkages to ongoing and planned UN-REDD actions, possibly strengthen cross-sectoral perspective (especially links to agriculture), provide more details of operational programme (e.g. what kinds of assessments, by whom, for what purpose & when, etc.  possibility of setting up think tanks and peer review (global advisory role)), clearer discussion of trade-offs, incentives, tools and process, impact strategy, log frame and how the partnerships might be expected to work.

Annex 1: Glossary of terms used
NOTE: Annexes will need to be worked on still.
Green economy:

Forest sector transformation:

REDD+:

Investment portfolio and strategy:

Administrative reforms:

Management reforms:

Systemic reforms:

Blended finance, grants, loans:

REDD+ strategies and investment plans:

Hierarchy theory

Emergent properties of a system

Feedback loops?

Type a & Type b countries (World bank GAC typology)

Resilience

TEEB

Adaptive management principles

Annex 2: Rationale for premises
1. The need to harness the transformational capacity of REDD+ is urgent

REDD+ financing options focus on payments for a single ecosystem service provided by forests – their ability to sequester carbon. In the short to medium term, the potential to harness this capacity of forests is a central plank of any global strategy to combat climate change. Our premise is that this will constitute a 'bubble' of forest carbon financing that will be available over the next 10-15 years and after that this bubble will deflate. This deflation is likely to result from a reduced demand for carbon offsets as “Annex 1” and emerging economies 
countries successfully restructure their economies onto lower carbon trajectories. 

This assumption is in accordance with the precautionary principle, because even if the bubble did not deflate, or deflate as much as we expect it to, the challenge of finding sustainable alternatives to the destructive uses of forests would not be adversely affected, as continuing forest carbon revenues would come on top of ‘newer’ revenues from the transformation process arising from the kinds of strategies, investment plans and capacities envisaged in this proposal. 
2. There is a need to develop strategies and investment plans at multiple scales

To secure a long-term sustainable transformation REDD strategies  to be aligned with national policies, development aspirations and become a national priority

Evidence from previous transformational processes provides clear evidence that strategies planned at the national scale (Scott XXXX) and simply ‘rolled out’ to lower levels of hierarchy have failed to achieve their objective, especially in large heterogenous countries. Similarly, and in keeping with hierarchy theory, a bottom-up process is unlikely to deal successfully with emergent properties of layers of hierarchy that exist above where it is initiated. The history of successful sub-national ‘pilot’ schemes that have made unsuccessful national programs underscores this. The premise is that strategies have to be developed at multiple, often nested, scales simultaneously, where efforts at the various scales have to be linked through feedback loops of communication and iterative improvement. Thus a framing vision articulated at the national level might be interrogated within sub-national contexts and then returned, enriched and possibly revised to the national level. This is just an example of how one ‘improvement cycle’ might play out. At the sub-national scale it is important to acknowledge that landscapes are mosaics of different (often overlapping or conflicting) uses, ownerships, ecosystems, cultures and rights.

3. Strategies that seek transformation in the forest sector must engage all other relevant sectors, they must be cross-sectoral in nature

REDD strategies have to become a national priority in order to capture the cross-sectoral nature preventing a functioning forest sector
Kaimowitz [and others] have demonstrated amply that developments in the forest sector are driven primarily by the needs of other sectors, with agriculture, energy, water, transportation, conservation/environment and security featuring prominently. Agriculture is the primary driver of land use change in forestry and thus the primary driver of deforestation. It stands to reason therefore, that a cross-sectoral approach is absolutely necessary if the resulting strategy and investment plans are to result in the desired sustainable transformation of the forest sector. 

4. Transformation will only be successful if levels of financial investment are aligned, long-term and sufficiently significant as to allow the forest sector to cross thresholds or tipping points to systemic change

Tropical forests have historically been treated as capital reserves, with their natural capital being liquidated to support other productive sectors (e.g. Malaysia) or being diverted unproductively to satisfy rent seeking ambitions. Hitherto, investments in the sector have been driven by the need to capture as much value as possible in this process of liquidation or conversion. The deliberate, and successful, strategies for forest use and conversion for national development in Indonesia – from the establishment of the world’s largest plywood industry to latter day investments in pulp & paper and in the oil palm industry – are a case in point. Reversing this trajectory will require significant financial investments that can trigger transformational reforms in Type a and Type b countries
 (World Bank GAC typology) to arrest and reverse this process. Carbon funding can act as a catalyst to leverage such additional funds, which are likely to be a blend of grants and loans; however in of itself forest carbon financing will not be sufficient to effect such transformation.

5. Stakeholder engagement that is effective, efficient (i.e. low transaction costs) and equitable

It is inconceivable that the kinds of transformations expected to deliver sustainable alternatives to deforestation and forest degradation would be possible without the full engagement and prior, informed consent of all relevant stakeholders. At the same time this process of engagement must be integrated with and aligned to the goals and objectives of the transformation process in such a way as to ensure that transaction costs and stakeholder fatigue do not jeopardize the processes of systemic change.
Annex 3: Tabulated timeline of activities

Knowledge management activities are In italics in the table for ease of identification. G= Global level activity, N=National level activity; All activities in the 4 piloting countries only, unless otherwise mentioned (i.e. P+)
	Step
	Indicative activities (in the four piloting countries, unless otherwise stated)
	Remarks
	Timeline 
- complete by
	Estimated resources required per activity (US$, millions

	a) Building the case

 

 

 

 

 
	 

	
	a1) Agreement on initial four countries
	UNEP will take the lead on this, but will work in close concert with partner agencies and Secretariat. G,N
	 Apr-10
	 

	
	a2) Assessment of the forest sector transformation value 
	As above
	Apr-10
	0.4

	
	a3) Building the national case  for forest transformation 
	As above
	Jul-10
	0.6

	
	a4) Stakeholder consultation and participation
	UNDP to lead? N
	Sep-10
	0.4

	
	a5) Creation of a South-South learning forum for transformative strategy development
	These are learning platforms/forums that will be facilitated and coordinated by UNEP. G, N, P+
	Oct-10
	0.15

	b) Assembling the information

 
	 

	
	See list in section 4 (b i-ix)
	As agreed in NJP, else UNEP. N
	Oct-10
	0.4

	c) Assessing institutions and capacities for transformational strategy development

 

 

 

 

 
	

	
	c1) Development of framework for assessment
	UNEP will work with UNDP on this. G,N
	Jul-10
	0.2

	
	c2) Stakeholder workshops to identify relevant institutions at national and sub-national level
	UNDP to lead? N
	Sep-10
	0.4

	
	c3) National assessments
	As above. N
	Jan-11
	4

	
	c4) Global synthesis
	UNEP. G
	Mar-11
	0.3

	
	c5) Engaging with local communities to assess their communication needs (by carrying-out a KAP surveys in the four countries)
	UNEP. N
	Aug-10
	0.1

	
	c6) Establishment of national & international communities of practice as a basis for knowledge sharing
	In addition to the ‘South-South’ forums, such communities of practice (and interest) would be key investments in ensuring learning, and therefore knowledge management, is effective. UNEP would facilitate and support. G, N, P+
	Oct-10
	0.2

	d) Multi-scale, cross-sectoral stakeholder based visioning and scenario development

 

 

 

 

 

 
	

	
	d1) Establishment of protocols for visioning and scenario development, identification of suitable tools
	UNEP will take the lead on this, but will work in close concert with partner agencies. G,N 
	Jul-10
	0.3

	
	d2) Training of national & sub-national partners on protocols and tools
	UNEP to provide training, both in modules and as part of ‘learning while doing’. (G), N, (P+)
	Sep-10
	0.9

	
	d3) National level visioning and scenario development
	This will be closely linked to previous step. N
	Nov-10
	1.2

	
	d4) Sub-national level visioning and scenario development
	UNDP may be the more appropriate lead for this. N
	Feb-11
	0.6

	
	d5) Stakeholder workshop to resolve differences
	UNEP to support/facilitate these workshops. N
	Apr-11
	0.4

	
	d6) Knowledge sharing with South-South forum
	See comment on a5
	Apr-11
	0.2

	e) Policy dialogue and advocacy

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
	 

 

	
	e1) Assessment of implications of visioning & scenario development for policy dialogue
	UNEP to lead on this. (G), N
	Jun-11
	0.3

	
	e2) Design of policy dialogue and advocacy process
	UNEP & UNDP to work closely on this, with UNDP lead? N
	Jun-11
	0.4

	
	e3) Policy dialogues 
at national and sub-national level
	As above
	Aug-11
	2

	
	e4) Communications to support policy dialogue and advocacy
	UNEP to support. G, N
	Aug-11
	0.8

	
	e5) Synthesis of outcomes of policy dialogue
	This is likely to be a joint UNEP/UNDP activity. N
	Sep-11
	0.4

	
	e6) Analysis of implications of policy dialogue including stakeholder workshop to adjust vision & scenarios if necessary
	UNEP will take the lead on this, but will work in close concert with partner agencies. N
	Oct-11
	0.4

	
	e7) Knowledge sharing with South-South forum
	As for a5
	Oct-11
	0.2

	f) Designing an investment portfolio

 

 

 

 

 

 
	 

 

 

	
	f1) Economic and systems modeling. Based on vision, scenarios and consultations to determine possible investment portfolio
	UNEP will take the lead on this, but will work in close concert with partner agencies. G,N 
	Jun-11
	0.8

	
	f2) Stakeholder workshop to discuss models and make preliminary selections
	UNEP. N
	Aug-11
	0.8

	
	f3) National position papers on investment portfolios
	UNEP. N
	Sep-11
	0.4

	
	f4) Investor forums to assess support for emerging investment portfolio
	UNEP. G,N, (P+)
	Nov-11
	0.8

	
	f5) Ministry of Finance led committee to formally adopt investment portfolio
	UNDP to lead? N
	Dec-11
	0.6

	
	f6) South-South Forum on knowledge sharing
	As a5
	Dec-11
	0.2

	g) Review and advocacy for investment portfolio

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
	 

 

 

 

	
	g1) Establishment of a protocol for review and advocacy for investment portfolio
	UNEP will take the lead on this, but will work in close concert with partner agencies 
	Jul-11
	0.4

	
	g2) Stakeholder workshops and hearings on investment portfolio
	UNEP & UNDP to work closely. N
	Dec-11
	1.2

	
	g3) Communications to support review and advocacy
	UNEP. N
	Dec-11
	0.6

	
	g4) Analysis of implications for investment portfolio
	UNEP will take the lead on this, but will work in close concert with partner agencies. G,N 
	Feb-12
	0.4

	
	g5) Analysis of implications for Governance reform process
	UNDP to lead? G,N
	Mar-12
	0.4

	
	g6) Analysis of implications for Monitoring and accountability
	FAO to lead? G,N
	Mar-12
	0.4

	
	g7) South-south forum on lessons
	As a5
	Mar-12
	0.2

	h) Support to learning and knowledge management during implementation

 

 

 

 

 
	 

 

 

 

	
	h1) Support to south-south forum and international communities of practice
	UNEP. G,N, P+
	As above + continuous - additional 0.3 m per year (2010-12)
	0.9

	
	h2) Support to national communities of practice
	UNEP. N
	Regular - 0.4m per year (2010-12)
	1.2

	
	h3) Support to sub-national communities of practice
	UNDP to lead? N
	Regular - 0.4m per year (2010-12)
	1.2

	
	h4) Publications of lessons learnt, films, workbench etc.
	UNEP, G,N, P+
	Regular - 0.5m per year (2010-12)
	1.5

	
	h5) Training modules
	UNEP will take the lead on this, but will work in close concert with partner agencies. G,N , (P+)
	Regular - 0.5m per year (2010-12)
	1.5

	Total, 4 countries 2010-12
	28.25

	 

	 
	h6) Additional learning, review & adjustment from 2013-15
	UNEP will take the lead on this, but will work in close concert with partner agencies, G,N , P+
	estimated 2m per country for the period
	8.0

	 

	i) Outscaling
	 

	 

 
	i1) Scaling out within 4 initial countries
	UNDP to lead? N
	From July 2012-Dec. 2015
	14.89

	
	i2) Scaling out to 16 additional countries
	UNEP to coordinate but stronger role for partner agencies, especially UNDP? G,N, P+
	From July 2011-Dec.2015
	170.10

	Total (2010-15, 20 countries)
	221.24


Annex 4: Risks arising from the fact that dynamic complexity characterizes forest systems.
The central assumption underpinning this note is that we are dealing with complex adaptive systems where there is inherent uncertainty (see box below).

As part of a general response to the risks associated with this proposal, the approach adopted would aim to:

· Prevent forest systems from moving to more destructive patterns of use and degrading ecological functions, in the face of external stresses and disturbance. 
· Nurture and preserve the elements that enable forest systems to be resilient and adapt, i.e. renew and reorganize themselves following a massive change.

· Avert an inequitable redistribution  of resources and benefits  (these include economic or productive, political and time and basic benefits such as necessities, income and education, asset ownership, connections and opportunities to pursue new interests)

The following additional risks (drawing on work by the Resilience Alliance), to those mentioned earlier, and management strategies have been identified:

1. Social-Ecological Systems of the kind the strategies would seek to influence may contain thresholds and can exhibit hysteretic
 and irreversible changes.

( While many of these thresholds remain unknown, the use of scenario analysis, effective monitoring systems and tightly coupled learning loops and knowledge management (i.e. adaptive management) should serve to minimize this risk.

2. Probability distributions for key decision variables are highly uncertain; both the functional form and parameters of distributions may be unknown. Improper priors (i.e., probability distributions whose integral is not unity) may dominate the analysis. Moreover, the key parameters may change faster than we can respond with changes to the programmes we are executing. 

( Inclusive stakeholder engagement, comprehensive analysis of causal connections, scenario analysis (including modeling approaches) and the adoption of an adaptive management framework should help to reveal such information on an ongoing basis, and permit effective responses to surprises and shocks arising from this.

3. Decision makers in social-ecological systems must make decisions based on imperfect knowledge, with limited resources. Furthermore, decisions do not solely concern the consumption of goods and services. Agents often do not make income-maximizing decisions and the utility functions used to represent agent behavior must be sufficiently rich to include this. Utility depends very much on the social context. In economics terminology, agents are boundedly rational.  In addition, a conventional understanding of power assumes that contests over interests are visibly negotiated in public spaces with established rules (JASS, 2006).   These public spaces are viewed as even playing fields when they may not be.   Forest dependent groups, and small scale operators, small farmers and women, may be excluded or their concerns devalued by unequal access to information and (biased) presentation and framing of issues.

( This proposal explicitly factors in this risk, as it seeks to approach the process from multiple scales and from across multiple sectors using tools – such as scenario analysis, trade-off analysis etc. – and stakeholder engagement approaches that reveal bounded rationality, heuristics and satisficing behaviour of stakeholders (‘agents’ in the parlance of complex systems modeling) not as a single event of discovery, rather as an iterative process of improvement and response.

4. Market imperfections are the norm, not the exception, thus market-based valuations are usually distorted.

( This is acknowledged. The work of TEEB in particular seeks to clarify these kinds of distortions in relation to markets.

5. People hold preferences, not just over outcomes (consumption bundles), but over the social, economic, and political processes that govern those outcomes (Pritchard et al. 2000). Expert solutions may maximize something, but they rarely maximize legitimacy.

( This is a critical risk that would be effectively managed through the stakeholder engagement process that would aim at providing legitimacy for any options that are proposed.

6. Well-defined property rights do not exist for many important ecological goods and services and, therefore, markets do not exist.

( One of the central focuses of the UN-REDD Programme’s work is precisely on addressing this risk by helping countries to clarify property and resources access rights and allowing markets to emerge that are efficient, effective and equitable.



Annex 5: Methodological aspects
Further information to Steps 1-4 (after Walker et al 2002)
Social-Ecological Systems (SES)
Step 1: System description through stakeholder participation. 

Key questions

· What are the spatial boundaries of the relevant SES?
· What are the key ecosystem services used by, and of concern to, people in the SES? What do they value?
· Who are the stakeholders?
· What are the key components of the SES, what are the natures and significance of their spatial patterns, what are their turnover times, and to what extent are their dynamics endogenous vs. influenced by exchange across the boundaries of the SES?
· What is the historical profile of the system? How did it get to be what it is now—what changes occurred through its history in terms of ecosystem, technology, society, economy, and so forth? Careful analysis of historical profiles reveals a great deal about current system dynamics and how the system might respond to future external shocks. We have found it useful to develop the historical profile at three scales (local, regional, and multi-regional) and then look for cross-scale effects. The local scale deals with changes that have occurred at the scale of an ecological patch up to the property level. The regional scale is defined by the study area being considered. All kinds of changes (ecological, technological, economic, social) are considered at all three scales. 
· What are the important, controlling variables that act as drivers of the key ecosystem goods and services people want? The crucial driving variables tend to have slower dynamics than the ecosystem goods and services they control, and the two types will be referred to as "slow" and "fast" variables (Carpenter and Turner 2000).
· Which factors are controllable (e.g., land use policy) and which are not (e.g., climate)? What are the ambiguities in the system, the uncertainties that can be neither controlled nor quantified?
· How do the current institutional arrangements, property rights in particular, and the distribution of power and wealth influence formal and informal decision making and access to information?

The product of step 1 is a conceptual model embodying what is known about the system in terms of issues deemed important to the stakeholders, and what determines them. It provides an essential heuristic basis for step 2 and (very importantly) it defines the "of what" part of the resilience analysis (Carpenter et al. 2001). Being clear and explicit about just which ecosystem services or variables are of concern is a necessary first step in the analysis (that is, it is essential to define the resilience "of what" system configurations we are interested in studying (Binning et al. 2001)).

Step 2. Resilience to what? Visions and scenarios

Step 2 examines the external disturbances and the development processes (policy drivers and stakeholder actions) to which the desirable configurations are expected to be resilient. Its aim is to develop a limited set of possible future scenarios that includes the outcome of uncontrollable and ambiguous external drivers. The term “scenario” has more than one meaning. We define a scenario as a plausible exploration of the future, to be used in combination with other scenarios to explore the robustness of diverse models and choices (Wack 1985a, b, van der Heijden 1996, Carpenter 2002).

We are especially interested in the role of scenarios in formulating responses to unexpected events (e.g., Wack 1985a, b) and this is the way we use them here: as a means of confronting stakeholders with possible surprises. With or without deliberate planning, the stakeholders in the system will attempt to drive it along one or more trajectories. Visions about preferred directions will differ among stakeholder groups and the actual trajectory the system follows will be the outcome of stakeholder interactions and external drivers. The first priority in step 2, therefore, is to establish a range of possible trajectories; at least a business-as-usual one plus, for example, a more conservative one and a more developmental or growth-oriented one. These visions are built into the scenarios used to examine resilience.

The scenarios need to span a broad range of possible outcomes. Experience with scenarios in diverse decision environments indicates that teams can process at most about three to five (van der Heijden 1996). We anticipate that the stakeholder groups may initially develop a rather large set of potential scenarios, and then condense this into a manageable few that capture the most important uncertainties spanning the range of conditions the system might have to face, as well as the visions people have for their future. For example, scenarios for a river basin might include unusually wet or dry climate, unexpectedly large population growth due to environmental refugees from a neighboring region, and technological innovations leading to a massive increase in efficiency of irrigation. The scenarios, therefore, represent a range of outcomes for ambiguous and uncontrollable factors that can be generally agreed upon, and that are the ultimate drivers of the system variables. Although scenarios are not value free, they are consistent with all available information (including biophysical laws) and represent a consensus view of a range of possible outcomes that stakeholders need to consider. They should identify the most important ambiguities for the future of the SES (external influences that the SES cannot influence but may have to cope with). We define ambiguities as uncertainties that cannot be assigned a probability distribution (although it may be possible to bound them using physical laws, such as conservation of matter or energy). Examples are variability resulting from climate change, technological innovation, and unforeseeable reactions of people to unfolding change in the social-ecological system.

The scenarios are developed by considering, in parallel, three different kinds of drivers of the social ecological system's future: external shocks and disturbances (physical, social, and economic); the visions, hopes, and fears that people have for the future; and a set of possible policies that might conceivably be imposed. The scenarios create a framework to discover pathways and actions that connect the kinds of worlds people prefer (or seek to avoid) with the kinds of drivers to which they will have to adapt as they strive to attain their visions.

Policies are the rules that guide the trajectories of the SES. Note that policies arise in many forms and at many levels. For example, we may be concerned with broad, overarching policy goals, general strategies for achieving these goals, or specific policy instruments designed to manipulate an SES in a particular way. Referring back to the discussion on adaptive cycles, some policies will influence the general adaptive capacity of the system and others will control the dynamics of the system in regard to particular state variables. The aim of the next step in the approach, therefore, is to develop ways of examining the dynamics of the SES under the range of conditions encompassed by the scenarios, concentrating on resilience.

Scenarios are of particular interest because of the role that perceptions of attainable futures play in creating the future. The forward-looking capacity of people is crucial to the evolving organization of the SES and the resilience of the trajectory that the SES will eventually follow.

Step 3. Resilience analysis

Steps 1 and 2 generate two sets of information: major issues about future states of the system that are of concern to stakeholders, and major uncertainties about how the system will respond to drivers of change. Step 3 consists of exploring the interactions of these two sets through a combination of modeling and non-modeling methods. The aim is to identify possible driving variables and processes in the system that govern the dynamics of those variables stakeholders deem to be important (the ecosystem goods and services), looking especially for threshold effects and other non-linearities. The process of discovery is necessarily iterative and begins with discussions among stakeholders, policy makers, other local experts, and scientists aimed at examining how the system will respond and change under the various scenarios so as to identify possible groups of interacting variables where non-linearities are likely. In fact, these discussions in themselves will go a long way towards building a common understanding of resilient pathways.

Understanding is next advanced through the development of a number of simple models of the system's dynamics, highlighting the significance of variables operating at different time scales, and focusing especially on the underlying driving variables and non-linearities. Examples of the sorts of models and analysis are given in the next section.

Analyses and gaming exercises with the models, using the scenarios to set parameter values (or to introduce or redefine parameters), will be used to explore pathways to alternative futures and to identify attributes of the SES that affect resilience.

Prototypes of such models are found in Carpenter et al. (1999a, b) and Janssen et al. (2000), but we do not restrict the process to any particular type of models. In this context, a model is any representation (art, writing, music, or mathematics, for example) that allows people to manipulate or understand abstractions (Root-Bernstein and Root- Bernstein 1999).

An important feature that must be included in these modeling and other exercises is the reflexive behavior of people in respect to their use of ecosystems, and this is drawn out in second-round discussions with stakeholders. These discussions need to include a focus on the social aspects of resilience (identifying, for example, how in this SES changes in the composition of any of the six functional groups of people proposed by Berkes and Folke (in press) may or may not be retracting from resilience). In regard to the modeling exercises, it is at this stage that more data may need to be collected.

A key aim of resilience analysis is to identify thresholds, their nature, and what determines their positions along the driving variables. It may be possible to use plausible ranges of parameter values for the models and thus get a sufficiently good understanding of policy implications, but it is likely that for some key processes and response curves new data will be needed. It is difficult to describe step 3 more precisely, because it is context dependent and each SES will require a different combination and balance of models and non-modeling analyses. If successful, it will merge with step 4 and, through revisions and the introduction of new models, be a continuing part of the SES governance.

Step 4. Resilience management (evaluation and implications)

The final step involves a stakeholder evaluation of the whole process and the implications of the emerging understanding for policy and management actions. As described in the examples that follow, a successful resilience analysis identifies the processes that determine critical levels of the system's important control variables. This set of processes leads to a corresponding set of actions that can enhance or reduce resilience and that, therefore, form the basis for resilience management and policy.

Cast in the language of optimal control, there is no attempt to keep the system on some predicted, optimal path. Rather, the policies are aimed at a set of rules (incentives and disincentives) that enhance the system's ability to reorganize and move within some configuration of acceptable states, without knowing or caring which particular path the system might follow. Only through a shared understanding among the different stakeholder groups of the processes and of their implications for the system, will changes in policy and management actually arise. There is no guarantee, of course, that such a shared understanding leading to sustainable outcomes will be achieved, either because of intractable ecological issues or intractable social issues. Our experience to date suggests the latter might be the more difficult to resolve, but the chances of success are increased if the full range of stakeholders is engaged.
Annex 6: Soft-system, hard-system approach to scenario analysis
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From Alcamo et al.:
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Annex 7: Comparative advantage of UN-REDD partner agencies

UNEP 

UNEP is the United Nations system’s designated entity for addressing environmental issues
 at the global and regional level. Its mandate is to coordinate the development of environmental policy consensus by keeping the global environment under review and bringing emerging issues to the attention of governments and the international community for action. Its mission is to provide leadership and encourage partnership in caring for the environment by inspiring, informing, and enabling nations and peoples to improve their quality of life without compromising that of future generations. 

UNEP provides environmental leadership on dealing with climate change to the rest of the UN system, international organizations, national governments, civil society and the private sector. It provides guidance and advice to governments on reducing greenhouse gas emissions and preparing for the consequences of changed climate, and it helped to develop international agreements on climate change.
UNEP’s work on climate change concentrates on efforts to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases. UNEP assisted with the establishment of international climate change agreements and institutions such as the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), which entered into force in 1994, and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) established in the 1980s.

Relevant UNEP responsibilities include: 
· Promoting international cooperation in the field of the environment and recommending appropriate policies. 

· Monitoring the status of the global environment and gathering and disseminating environmental information. 

· Catalyzing environmental awareness and action to address major environmental threats among governments, the private sector and civil society. 

· Facilitating the coordination of UN activities on matters concerned with the environment, and ensuring, through cooperation, liaison and participation, that their activities take environmental considerations into account. 

· Developing regional programmes for environmental sustainability. 

· Helping, upon request, environment ministries and other environmental authorities, in particular in developing countries and countries with economies in transition, to formulate and implement environmental policies. 

· Providing country-level environmental capacity building and technology support. 

In addition to its engagement in the UN-REDD Programme’s Quick Start activities UNEP intends to draw on several areas of expertise to support this proposal. These include: 

· The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) study, which is a major international initiative to draw attention to the global economic benefits of biodiversity, to highlight the growing costs of biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation, and to draw together expertise from the fields of science, economics and policy to enable practical actions moving forward.

· Capacities for scenario analysis, which power the GEO series of publications and formed the backbone of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment’s own projections

· Green Economy & Climate Neutral initiatives and projects related to restructuring industry and generating finance for alternative energy sources

· Synergies with the ‘Blue Carbon’ initiative

Within UNEP it is anticipated that contributions would come from within DEPI (FTEB and ESEU), Chief Scientist’s office (especially on scenario analysis), WCMC (spatial models and trade-off analysis) TEEB, DTIE, DRC, ROLAC, ROAP and DELC

UNDP

To come from UNDP

FAO

To come from FAO
Annex 8: Science underpinning this proposal
This will come later

































In the real world, complex systems are characterised by multiple inter-connections, non-linearity between ‘cause’ and ‘effect’, time delays, and feedback giving rise to uncertainty and surprise (Bossel 1998; Sterman 1994; Nicolis and Prigogine 1989). As Sterman points out, ‘the heuristics we use to judge causal relations lead systematically to cognitive maps that ignore feedbacks, multiple interconnections, nonlinearities, time delays and the other elements of dynamic complexity’ (Sterman 1994). This leads to difficulties as cause and effect are often distant in time and space, and the delayed and distant consequences are often different from, and less salient than, proximate effects, if they are known at all. We are thus confronted with the twin problems of causal complexity and our own cognitive limits to grasp complexity. 


�Illustrating behaviour in complex systems Nicolis and Prigogine demonstrate that a new human activity launched at a certain time can grow and stabilise, or even compete successfully against similar activities. However the same activity launched at a different time may result in a very different outcome. This, they suggest, illustrates the ‘dangers of short-term, narrow planning based on the direct extrapolation of past experience’ and the need to act in the face of uncertainty (Nicolis and Prigogine 1989). Others have described an adaptive management strategy that responds to this challenge (Holling 1978); Walters (1986); Lee (1993). As Lee points out 'Adaptive management is learning while doing. Adaptive management does not postpone action until "enough" is known but acknowledges that time and resources are too short to defer some action, particularly actions to address urgent problems such as human poverty and declines in the abundance of valued biota.' (Lee 1999).





There are several reasons why uncertainties are large and difficult to characterize:


 - Key drivers, such as climate and technological change, are unpredictable. Many change nonlinearly.


 - Human action in response to forecasts is reflexive. If important ecological or economic predictions are taken seriously, people will react in ways that will change the future, and perhaps cause the predictions to be incorrect.


 - The system may change faster than the forecasting models can be recalibrated, particularly during turbulent periods of transition, so forecasts are most unreliable in precisely the situations where they are most wanted








� The Bali Action Plan (UNFCCC, 2007) calls for “Policy approaches and positive incentives on issues relating to reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries; and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries”.


� From management, institutional, financial etc.


� Daviet et al. Ready or Not? A Review of the World Bank Forest Carbon Partnership R-Plans and the UN REDD Joint Program Documents. WRI Working Paper. World Resources Institute, Washington DC. Online �HYPERLINK "http://www.wri.org/gfi"�http://www.wri.org/gfi�





� the Resilience Alliance, Elinor Ostrom & IFRI’s work on institutions and common property regimes and the work of TEEB, inter alia


� Type c countries cannot be treated in the same way as demand/markets need to be created/strengthened first. 


� Hysteresis is a term which is used to describe systems which have memory; that is, the effects of the current input to the system are not felt at the same instant. Such a system may exhibit � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Path_dependence_(physics)" \o "Path dependence (physics)" �path dependence�: i.e. there is a lag between making a change, such as increasing or decreasing power, and the response or effect of that change


� The mandate and objectives of UNEP emanate from: • UN General Assembly resolution 2997 (XXVII) of 15 December 1972; • Agenda 21, adopted at the UN Conference on Environment and Development (the Earth Summit) in 1992; • the Nairobi Declaration on the Role and Mandate of UNEP, adopted by the UNEP Governing Council in 1997; • the Malmö Ministerial Declaration and the UN Millennium Declaration, adopted in 2000; and • recommendations related to international environmental governance approved by the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development and the 2005 World Summit.





�In order to develop a Bottom-up Communication strategy, we propose to carry out a KAP survey in the four countries. The findings of the survey will become the bases on which we would build our the Communication and Advocacy Strategy, but it will also become our baseline to monitor and evaluate our work.


�This section is linked to the idea of developing a bottom-up communication strategy. It is important to recognize that change happens one person at a time and that everyone is different. A bottom-up approach would help us develop different learning solutions and strategies to meet individuals/communities’ Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices. Which is why there is a need to understand their issues and concerns, hence the KAP Survey.





�Probably should  not include because they are unlikely to be active on forest carbon markets?


� A partners column will be inserted eventually


�Timeframe with start and end date could come in later iterations


�These are key- stakeholder consultations that take place based on prepared documents and position papers and seek to identify points of consensus, divergence and areas for further work. They are an integral element of the policy advocacy process.
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