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Abstract: Deforestation, forest degradation, and land-use change are a major source
of carbon emissions. The Copenhagen Accord recognised the crucial role of reduc-
ing emissions from deforestation, emphasized the role of forests in climate change
mitigation, and called for the immediate establishment of a REDD+ mechanism. Most
likely, it will form an integral part of the future climate change regime. For many de-
veloped countries, REDD+ seems to be an attractive option to achieve part of their
reduction targets through investments in developing countries. For some developing
countries, this offers an additional source of financing to support sustainable forest
management and to boost their development plans and poverty-reduction strategies.
This paper analyses the challenges and major gaps that developing countries are facing
when planning their national strategies for the implementation of REDD+ schemes.We
conclude that REDD+ as a climate change mitigation instrument will only be able to
proceed at a pace that allows the meaningful participation of all relevant stakeholders
in consensus-building. When the REDD+ enters the markets, the rights of local com-
munities to forest land and carbon will need to be clarified and secured. Successful
implementation of REDD+ will, in most cases, require strengthening the stake of local
communities for managing their forest carbon assets and allowing them to benefit fully
from emerging carbon markets and other funding schemes. Governments will need
to renew their institutions and adopt new approaches to handle these challenges by
including the role of forests in climate change mitigation as an integral part of their
development plans and policies.
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3.1 Introduction tion of further deforestation as one of four “key ele-
ments” of future international climate frameworks.

The arguments for inclusion of forests in a future

Deforestation, forest degradation, and land-use
change are a major source of carbon emissions. The
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
estimates that 1.6 billion tonnes of carbon are re-
leased annually due to land-use change, of which the
major part is traced to tropical deforestation (Den-
man et al. 2007). The forestry sector represents about
15-20% of current global carbon emissions (IPCC
2007, Houghton 2008, Werf 2009), which is more
than what comes from the fossil fuel-intensive global
transport sector.

The Stern Review (2006) emphasises the preven-

climate agreement are that (a) the forestry sector is
the second largest anthropogenic source of carbon
dioxide (CO,) to the atmosphere, after fossil fuel
combustion, but avoided deforestation is not included
in the Kyoto Protocol, and (b) the costs of reduc-
ing emissions from forests compare favourably with
most other sectors (Kanninen et al. 2007, Lubowski
2008, Werf 2009).

Reducing emissions from deforestation and for-
est degradation is not only a question of volume or
cost, it is also a question of timing. Recent results
show the urgency of action in avoiding dangerous
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Box 3.1 Forest-related issues in the Copenhagen Accord

In December 2009, the Copenhagen Accord was
agreed to by 25 nations attending the UN Frame-
work Convention on Climate Change Conference
of the Parties (COP15) in Copenhagen. The 193
countries at COP15 agreed to “take note” of the Ac-
cord. As of April 2010, 113 countries have aligned
themselves with it. The Accord reflects the status of
understanding on major issues that were discussed
and negotiated at COP 15. In the following, we
present relevant paragraphs of the Accord dealing
with forests:

6. Werecognize the crucial role of reducing emis-
sion from deforestation and forest degradation
and the need to enhance removals of green-
house gas emission by forests and agree on the
need to provide positive incentives to such ac-
tions through the immediate establishment of
a mechanism including REDD-plus, to enable
the mobilisation of financial resources from
developed countries.

8. Scaled up, new and additional, predictable and
adequate funding as well as improved access
shall be provided to developing countries, in
accordance with the relevant provisions of the
Convention, to enable and support enhanced
action on mitigation, including substantial fi-
nance to reduce emissions from deforestation
and forest degradation (REDD-plus), adapta-
tion, technology development and transfer and
capacity-building, for enhanced implementa-
tion of the Convention. The collective commit-
ment by developed countries is to provide new
and additional resources, including forestry and
investments through international institutions,

climate change (Smith et al. 2009). According to the
projections, global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
should start decreasing by 2015, at the latest. For-
ests provide a unique opportunity for early emission
reductions at relatively low cost. Because tropical
forests are disappearing fast and are under threat
from the changing climate, this cost-effective op-
portunity for reducing emissions is available now,
but it may be lost soon.

During the two years of negotiations starting in
Bali in 2007, and leading up to Copenhagen COP15
(fifteenth session of the Conference of the Parties),
the issue of “avoided deforestation” raised interest
and gained momentum — and changed its name three
times from RED to REDD, and finally to REDD+.
Although COPI15 was not able to conclude with
agreements on successor arrangements to the Kyoto
Protocol, or to further commitments of Parties under

approaching USD 30 billion for the period 2010
to 2012 with balanced allocation between ad-
aptation and mitigation. Funding for adaptation
will be prioritised for the most vulnerable de-
veloping countries, such as the least developed
countries, small island developing States and
Africa. In the context of meaningful mitiga-
tion actions and transparency on implementa-
tion, developed countries commit to a goal of
mobilizing jointly USD 100 billion dollars a
year by 2020 to address the needs of developing
countries. This funding will come from a wide
variety of sources, public and private, bilateral
and multilateral, including alternative sources of
finance. New multilateral funding for adaptation
will be delivered through effective and efficient
fund arrangements, with a governance structure
providing for equal representation of developed
and developing countries. A significant portion
of such funding should flow through the Copen-
hagen Green Climate Fund.

9. To this end, a High Level Panel will be estab-
lished under the guidance of and accountable
to the Conference of the Parties to study the
contribution of the potential sources of revenue,
including alternative sources of finance, towards
meeting this goal.

10. We decide that the Copenhagen Green Climate
Fund shall be established as an operating entity
of the financial mechanism of the Convention
to support projects, programme, policies and
other activities in developing countries related
to mitigation including REDD-plus, adaptation,
capacity-building, technology development and
transfer.

the Convention (including as relates to mitigation,
adaptation, finance, technology transfer, and capacity
building), the text that did emerge from COP15 —the
Copenhagen Accord (see Box 3.1) — recognised the
crucial role of reducing emissions from deforestation
and enhancing removal of greenhouse gases from the
atmosphere by forests, and called for the immediate
establishment of a REDD+ mechanism. Most likely,
they will form an integral part of the future climate
change regime.

For many developed countries, REDD+ seems
to be an attractive option to achieve part of their
reduction targets through investments in develop-
ing countries. For some developing countries, this
offers an additional source of financing to support
sustainable forest management and to boost their
development plans and poverty-reduction strategies.
Now, REDD+ cannot be seen as solely mitigating
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excessive carbon in the atmosphere; REDD+ should
also further the permanent preservation of forested
ecosystems and provide sustainable income for some
of the world’s poorest people. Effective emission
reduction, efficient cost of implementation, and eq-
uitable sharing of benefits are not enough. REDD+
should generate co-benefits, including among oth-
ers, conserving biological diversity, regulating wa-
ter regimes, and eradicating poverty. But REDD+
competes with a multitude of interests inside and
outside the forest sector. REDD+ happens in specific
national circumstances, specific national governance
conditions, and in an existing institutional multi-level
landscape shaped by actors, interests, and develop-
ment objectives.

What are the challenges related to all this? How
can we stop deforestation and forest degradation
now, especially if we look at all the efforts during the
past 40 years and more, which, basically, have failed?
Will REDD+ incentives be sufficient to stimulate
afforestation, forest restoration, and forest conserva-
tion at significant scales? Is REDD+ a game changer?
This paper analyses the challenges and major gaps
that developing countries are facing when planning
their national strategies for the implementation of
REDD+ schemes.

3.2 What is REDD+?

The central idea behind REDD+ is to achieve reduc-
tions of greenhouse gas emissions from deforestation
and forest degradation, and increased removals of
GHGs from the atmosphere by forests in developing
countries through a set of mechanisms that allow
fewer forests to be converted to other uses, more
existing forests to be protected and managed in a way
that conserves forest carbon stocks, and through poli-
cies and measures that increase forest carbon stocks
through restoration and other activities.

In terms of policies, a national REDD+ scheme
can deploy various policy instruments to achieve its
goals, among which could be: (a) reform of sectoral
polices in forestry, agriculture, energy, and other
sectors in order to reduce deforestation and forest
degradation, and broader cross-sectoral reforms like
tenure, decentralisation, etc. to enable REDD+; (b)
introduction of performance-based payments for car-
bon sequestration services, i.e., to pay forest owners
and users to reduce emissions or increase carbon
sinks; and (c) development of national programs for
promoting various REDD+ actions.

The thirteenth session of Conference of the Par-
ties (COP) of the United Nations Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in Bali in
2007 approved the “Bali Action Plan,” which defined
REDD (Reduced Emissions for Deforestation and

Forest Degradation) as:

... policy approaches and positive incentives on is-
sues relating to reducing emissions from deforesta-
tion and forest degradation in developing countries;
and the role of conservation, sustainable manage-
ment of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon
stocks in developing countries (UNFCCC Decision
2/CP.13-11).

Since Bali, the discussion on REDD has evolved,
and the term REDD+ was coined in the negotia-
tions leading to Copenhagen in 2009. REDD+ can
be considered as a broad “umbrella term” for actions
that reduce emissions from deforestation and for-
est degradation, and enhance forest carbon stocks
in developing countries (REDD+) (Angelsen et al.
2009).

The draft text on REDD+ that emerged from
Copenhagen from the discussions of the Ad-hoc
Working Group on Long Term Cooperative Action
under the Convention, in one of the parallel negotia-
tions, specifies five types of actions considered to be
included under REDD+. The first two are the two
“original” REDD actions of (1) reducing emissions
from deforestation, and (2) reducing emissions from
forest degradation, and three others representing the
“+”: (3) conservation of forest carbon stocks, (4)
sustainable management of forests, and (5) enhance-
ment of forest carbon stocks.

Carbon stocks (C) in forests, or in any land use,
can be estimated by two variables: (i) area of forest
in concern (A); and (ii) carbon stock density per
unit area (D) (IPCC 2000 and 2003, Kauppi et al
2006). Thus C = A x D. Emissions from deforesta-
tion and forest degradation, or their reduction, are
estimated either as the difference of carbon stocks
at two moments in time (stock-change approach),
or as an estimate the net balance of additions to and
removals from a carbon pool (gain-loss approach)
(IPCC 2006). In simplistic terms, the REDD+ actions
are aimed both at changes in forest area (A) and in
carbon stocks of forests (D). In practice, the five
REDD+ actions described above can be implemented
in various ways that affect both the forest area and
the carbon stock density per unit area, separately or
simultaneously, as described in Table 3.1.

The actions described in Table 3.1 are only il-
lustrative examples of different kinds of activities
that could be implemented under a REDD+ scheme.
They are not mutually exclusive. For instance, the
control of forest fires — mentioned in the table under
forest degradation — can be an effective and efficient,
and often a necessary, management tool for reducing
emissions also in forest management, forest conser-
vation, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks.
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Table 3.1 Schematic representation of REDD+ actions in terms of changes in forest area
and carbon stock density per unit area; and some examples on possible implementation of

these actions in a REDD+ scheme.

REDD+ actions

Changes in the area

Examples of REDD+ actions

Changes in the carbon stock per unit area

Deforestation Reduce the area of forests

converted to other uses

Forest degradation Reduce the area of forests

where degradation occurs

Maintain and increase area
of production forest under
sustainable management

Forest management

Forest conservation Maintain the area of intact

forests (e.g., in protected areas)

Enhancement of forest
carbon stocks forest and land management
practices and through

afforestation

Increase area under sustainable

If deforestation cannot be avoided,
prioritise conversion to areas with low carbon
density (e.g., degraded lands)

Minimise the reduction of carbon stocks

in current land management practices and
increase carbon stocks per unit area through
through improved land management practices,
e.g., through control of forest fires, etc.

Minimise the reduction of carbon stocks
in forest management practices through
reduced impact logging and other
improved forest management practices

Maintain the carbon stocks in forests
through effective conservation and
development measures, law enforcement,
land-use planning, etc.

Increase carbon stocks per unit area

through improved land management practices,
longer rotation periods, denser stocking,

and through forest restoration, rehabilitation
of degraded woodlands, etc.

3.3 REDD+ Potential, Costs,
and Funding Needs

Recent estimates indicate that halving deforesta-
tion rates would require an investment of about 7
to 30 billion USD per year (Eliasch 2008, Grieg-
Gran 2008, Lubowski, 2008). This is about 5-25%
of the volume of current global carbon markets in
2008 (Hamilton et al. 2009), or about the same order
of magnitude as the annual financial flows (official
development assistance & investments) to the for-
estry sector in developing countries (El Lakany et
al. 2007). For global carbon markets, REDD may
not become a major player any time soon, but for
the forestry sector in developing countries, this can
represent a major increase in forest funding.

The Informal Working Group for Interim Finance
for REDD (IWG-IFR) — formed by 34 countries and
the European Commission — estimated that with the
financing of 15-25 billion Euros (approximately
20-34 billion USD, or about 3-6 billion USD per
year) for the 2010-15 period for REDD+ efforts, a
25% reduction in annual global deforestation rates

may be achievable by 2015 (IWG IFR 2009). This
is in line with other estimations discussed above. At
the UNFCCC COP 15 in Copenhagen, six countries
(Australia, France, Great Britain, Japan, Norway, and
the United States of America) committed 3.5 billion
USD to a scheme as initial financing toward curb-
ing deforestation and forest degradation between
2010 and 2012. This is close to the sum estimated
by IWG IFR.

For avoided degradation, only a few estimations
of potential exist. The IPCC 4th assessment (Nabuurs
et al. 2007) does not present figures for the potential
of avoided degradation as such, but it estimates that
the global potential for “forest management” in terms
of reduced emissions is 5780 MtCO, per year (1.6
GtC per year), which is about 42% of the total miti-
gation potential of the forestry sector between 2010
and 2030. Putz et al. (2008) estimated that carbon
stocks in forests with improved management are pre-
dicted to be about 30 MgC/ ha higher than those in
conventionally logged forests. Using this as a proxy,
we can estimate that to achieve the IPCC mitigation
potential, about 52 million hectares should be man-
aged under “avoided-degradation” schemes. This is
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Photo 3.1 REDD+ can represent a major increase in forest funding for the forestry sector in developing
countries (Angavo, Madagasgar).

about three times the Forest Stewardship Council
(FSC) certified forest area in the tropics, or about
half of total forest area under FSC certification (Nasi
and Frost 2009).

The challenges related to the role of forests in the
global carbon cycle and in the mitigation of climate
change are very different in developing countries —
which is the focus of this article — compared to north-
ern, industrialised countries (see Box 3.2). Whether
or not the possible implementation of REDD+ in
developing countries eventually leads to a compre-
hensive climate change mitigation regime for global
forests remains to be seen.

The implementation of REDD+ will not be an
easy task. For decades, many donors worldwide have
invested billions of dollars in conservation and de-
velopment efforts to save tropical rainforests, with
disappointing results. Why would conservation work
now? Much deforestation is due to causes outside
the forest sector, many of them related to overall
development and globalised economies (Kanninen
etal. 2007). For instance, the Amazon forest is being
cleared mainly due to agricultural expansion of cattle
and soybeans (Wertz-Kanounnikoff et al. 2008). In
Asia, most of the tropical forests are under pressure
of conversion to plantations of oil palm and fast-
growing timber for the pulp industry (Kanninen et
al. 2007, Eliash 2008). Understanding these external
causes is crucial to identifying appropriate incentives
to curb deforestation. Financing REDD+ may require

significant international funding to target these un-
derlying causes of deforestation and forest degrada-
tion, e.g., those described above (Kanninen et al.
2007). Other reform processes or good governance
initiatives (for example Forest Law Enforcement,
Governance and Trade, FLEG) in the forest sector
confirm the above needs and offer many lessons to
learn for a successful implementation of REDD+.

3.4 Institutions, Capacity, and
Governance Gaps

Weak institutional and governance environments are
a reality in many developing countries with signifi-
cant forest resources. In many cases, these countries
are characterised by weak institutions, inconsistent
and complicated laws, problems with land tenure,
poor forest law enforcement, corruption, and lack
of transparency. Thus, any effort for building a cred-
ible REDD+ scheme must incorporate long term ef-
forts to create and reform institutions, strengthen the
processes of governance, and build the capacity to
implement new models of forest management (Kan-
ninen et al. 2007).

As part of a global climate deal, a REDD+ miti-
gation mechanism must have a credible system for
measuring, reporting, and verifying (MRV) chang-
es in forest carbon stocks, and countries must set
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Box 3.2 Role of northern forests
Gert-Jan Nabuurs

The temperate and boreal forests of the Northern
Hemisphere comprise 1.9 billion ha of forests, of
which some two-thirds remain relatively unaffected
by humans. The annual change in area in these
forests was a net increase of 4.5 million ha per
year in the period 2000-2005 (FAO 2007). These
forests are thought to be the main biome taking
up carbon for decades (Bousquet et al. 2000, Den-
man et al. 2007). There is general agreement about
this, but the magnitude, location, and causes of this
terrestrial carbon sink have remained uncertain.
Generally, it is believed that the large primary tracts
of boreal forest went through a phase of vegeta-
tion recovery in the past decades. In addition, the
European and US temperate forests are believed to
benefit from improved management and vegetation
recovery from plantings in the past. Furthermore,
forests of the Northern Hemisphere are affected by
increased CO, concentrations and nitrogen deposi-
tion, leading to additional growth, and thus further
stimulating the carbon sink.

Even though forests in the Northern Hemi-
sphere are in a totally different state than tropi-
cal forests, they could still benefit from REDD+
regimes:

a) The continuous build up of biomass that we
have seen in past decades cannot go on for-

up compliant MRV systems. As discussed earlier
(Section 3.2, Table 3.1), the two main variables to
be measured and estimated to calculate the carbon
stocks and changes in them are (i) the forest area and
changes in it, and (ii) carbon stocks (carbon pools)
per unit area of forest, or any land use and changes
in them (IPCC 2003).

A recent assessment of national forest monitor-
ing capabilities in tropical countries (Herold 2009)
indicated that of the 99 countries assessed, less than
20% of them have completed a national greenhouse
gas inventory. Only three countries currently had
capabilities that were considered to be very good
for both forest area change monitoring and for for-
est inventories (estimation of carbon stocks). Only
about half of the countries had good or very good
capabilities in any one of these categories.

According to the above assessment, the major
shortcomings in the current monitoring capacities
grouped according to IPCC reporting principles
(IPCC 2003) were: (a) lack of consistency of es-
timations, (b) lack of transparency of information
sources, (c¢) poor comparability of results due to lack

ever; clearly, these forests are reaching their
maximum. Natural disturbances are increasing
in Europe and Canada (Schelhaas et al. 2003,
Kurz et al. 2008). Some form of degradation
is taking place, and may become worse under
future climate change. Would this make these
forests eligible for REDD+?

b) These forest areas are expanding on a net basis.
But if we look at the gross dynamics of land use
changes, then there is deforestation going on as
well. Through urban sprawl, infrastructure, etc,
this form of deforestation can amount up to a few
hundred thousand hectares per year in Europe.
This is a significant loss of carbon. Does this fall,
in the future, under Article 3.3 (the “D”), or can
this become part of a REDD+ regime?

¢) Management has a large influence on carbon dy-
namics. The [PCC designed active management
as optimal for the carbon balance in the long run
(Nabuurs et al. 2007). In the long term, a sustain-
able forest management strategy aimed at main-
taining or increasing forest carbon stocks, while
producing an annual sustained yield of timber,
fibre or energy from the forest, will generate the
largest sustained mitigation benefit. So then, do
these northern forests comply to the “+” part of
REDD+?

Can we design a comprehensive regime for global
forests out of this? This remains a challenge.

of common methodologies, (d) lack of completeness
due to lack of suitable data, and (e) limited informa-
tion on sources of error and uncertainty levels.

The results described above illustrate the chal-
lenges that we are facing in terms of building ad-
equate MRV capacity in countries participating in the
REDD+ schemes. Two major international initiatives
— Global Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)
and UN-REDD Programme — have developed mech-
anisms and raised international funds for building
capabilities in MRV and other relevant aspects of
implementing REDD+ schemes (see Box 3.3).

More than two-thirds of the 37 “REDD Readi-
ness” countries of the FCPF (see Box 3.3 for the list
of countries) rank in the bottom half of the World
Bank’s survey of governance indicators (Kaufmann
etal. 2009), a study that covers more than 200 coun-
tries and measures six dimensions of governance
between 1996 and 2008: (1) voice and accountability,
(2) political stability and absence of violence/ter-
rorism, (3) government effectiveness, (4) regulatory
quality, (5) rule of law, and (5) control of corruption
(Figure 3.1).
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Box 3.3 FCPF and UN-REDD

The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) is a
World Bank program to assist developing countries
in their efforts to reduce emissions from defores-
tation and forest degradation (REDD) by provid-
ing value to standing forests. It was announced at
COP13 in Bali in December 2007, and became
operational in June 2008.

The FCPF’s objectives are (a) building capac-
ity for REDD in developing countries in tropical
and subtropical regions, and (b) testing a program
of performance-based incentive payments in some
pilot countries, on a relatively small scale, in order
to set the stage for a much larger system of positive
incentives and financing flows in the future.

Two separate mechanisms have been set up to
support FCPF’s objectives:

® Readiness Mechanism and Readiness Fund,
through which FCPF is assisting countries to
prepare a national REDD+ strategy through
inclusive multi-stakeholder consultations; start
building capacity in monitoring, reporting, and
verification (MRV); and begin demonstration
activities.

@ Carbon Finance Mechanism and Carbon Fund.
FCPF expects that around five countries that will
have made significant progress towards REDD
readiness will also participate in the Carbon Fi-
nance Mechanism and receive financing from
the Carbon Fund, through which the Facility will
implement and evaluate pilot incentive programs
for REDD based on a system of compensated
reductions.

At the moment, 37 countries from Asia, Latin and
Central America, and Africa have been selected
into the Readiness Mechanism based on Readiness
Plan Idea Notes (R-PINs) prepared by the countries.
These countries are: Argentina, Bolivia, Cambodia,
Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chile, Co-
lombia, Costa Rica, Democratic Republic of Congo,
El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon,
Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Indonesia,
Kenya, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Liberia,
Madagascar, Mexico, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicara-
gua, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru,
Republic of Congo, Suriname, Tanzania, Thailand,
Uganda, Vanuatu, and Vietnam. These countries
account for about two-thirds of global deforesta-
tion, and about 20% of global forest cover (FAO
2005).

So far, about 100 million USD has been con-
tributed by 11 donor countries (Australia, Den-
mark, Finland, France, Japan, Netherlands, Nor-
way, Spain, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and the

United States) to the Readiness Fund. The target
is to raise 185 million USD to support the REDD
Readiness efforts of the 37 countries selected into
the FCPE. The target for the Carbon Fund is 200
million USD, of which about 51 USD has been
pledged already.

The United Nations Collaborative Programme
on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and
Forest Degradation in Developing Countries (UN-
REDD Programme) is a collaborative program
between FAO, UNDP, and UNEP. A multi-donor
trust fund was established in July 2008 that allows
donors to pool resources and that provides funding
for activities towards this program.

The UN-REDD Programme aims at changing
a developing country’s economic balance in favour
of sustainable management of forests so that their
economic, environmental, and social goods and
services benefit countries, communities, and for-
est users while also contributing to reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions. The aim of the program
is to generate the requisite transfer of resources
to significantly reduce global emissions from de-
forestation and forest degradation. The immedi-
ate goal is to assess whether carefully structured
payment structures and capacity support can create
the incentives to ensure actual, lasting, achievable,
reliable, and measurable emission reductions while
maintaining and improving the other ecosystem ser-
vices forests provide.

The UN-REDD Programme Fund is admin-
istered by the Multi-Donor Trust Fund (MDTF)
Office of the United Nations Development Pro-
gramme (UNDP) in accordance with its financial
regulations and rules. So far, about 50 million USD
has been contributed by two donor countries (Den-
mark and Norway).

The UN-REDD Programme works at both
the national and at the international level. Within
countries, the UN-REDD Programme supports
processes for REDD readiness and contributes to
the development of national REDD strategies. At
the moment, the UN-REDD program countries are:
Bolivia, Democratic Republic of Congo, Indonesia,
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Tanzania,
Viet Nam, and Zambia. At the international level,
the UN-REDD Programme seeks to build consen-
sus and knowledge about REDD, and raise aware-
ness about the importance of including a REDD
mechanism in a post-2012 climate change agree-
ment. It also provides opportunities for dialogue
between governments, civil society organisations,
and technical experts to ensure that REDD efforts
are based on science and take into account the views
and needs of all stakeholders.
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The results described above illustrate the chal-
lenges that we are facing in terms of having ade-
quate governance structures, institutions, and human
capital in place to make REDD+ schemes work. In
many countries, this may require a profound and
transformational change in terms of new policies and
practices to ensure transparency, accountability and
efficient spending of REDD+ revenues, and disclo-
sure of and access to information. This means that
the countries need to set up monitoring, reporting,
and verification (MRV) systems for flows of money
as well as carbon (Seymour and Angelsen 2009).

Testing through pilots is the most immediate step
to take and to learn while doing real activities on
the ground. At this level, following national policies
should be advisable to align with the overall readi-
ness phase initiated by governments, depending on
the national circumstances. They would eventually
adopt the policies and measures when the capacity of
the participating proponent is fully established. The
absence of the rules and modalities should not hinder
a project proponent in starting early. The indicative
guidelines provided by COP decision 2/CP13 should
suffice for the process.

Depending on the local circumstances, the design
of REDD+ at the site level will determine how car-
bon benefits will be balanced by other co-benefits.
Biodiversity benefits could be included by adding
appropriate certification standards (Harvey et al.
2010).

3.5 Shaping the National
REDD+ Structure and Agenda

The above described country-specific context will
determine options for realising REDD+. At the na-
tional level, REDD shapes, or will be shaped by,
the political economy of forests in the respective

boundary of the box indicates the 75th per-
centile of the data. Whiskers (error bars)
indicate the 90th and 10th percentiles.

country, and a multitude of actors with their individ-
ual interests will negotiate options for REDD+ and
decide about countries’ REDD+ design. Figure 3.2
shows the three main elements of national REDD+
architecture: (a) incentives, (b) information, and (c)
institutions.

At the international level, REDD+ funds may
originate from carbon markets and international
funds (of voluntary contributions or linked to car-
bon markets). At the national level, funds can be
channelled either as support to governments or
related institutions, or to separate REDD+ funds.
Direct support for projects is also possible (Wertz-
Kanounnikoff and Angelsen 2009).

REDD-+ incentives flow from international sourc-
es to a national fund or to regular budgets (e.g., min-
istries of finance) and then to the sub-national level
through the government budget or direct payments to
carbon rights holders. Carbon rights holders include
private landholders, communities, concession hold-
ers, and government agencies.

Figure 3.2 also shows how payments from
performance-based international markets can flow
directly to local carbon rights holders without pass-
ing through national REDD+ funds or government
budgets. This would occur in the sub-national and
nested approaches (Pedroni et al. 2009). One of
the key challenges represented here is the degree
of uncertainty about the outcomes of the interna-
tional debates, and the requirements for a REDD+
architecture at national level to respond to those. In
countries like Papua New Guinea, however, where all
forest lands are under customary ownership, REDD+
benefits could directly reach the forest communities
(Melick 2010).

The second element is REDD+ information, i.e.,
data on forest emissions reduced or carbon stocks
enhanced from each forest by type and location. This
information will be gathered and processed through a
national, regional, or international MRV system and
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Figure 3.2 Conceptual model for national REDD+ architecture. Redrawn fromWertz-Kanounnikoff

and Angelsen (2009).

submitted to a national REDD+ payment authority,
a UNFCCC institution, and to international buyers
of REDD+ credits. Payments to local carbon rights
holders will be performance-based and determined
by this information. Key issues arising in national
debates around this element are the definition of
where should REDD+ happen (e.g., what forest will
be eligible for REDD+, who has the right to benefit,
etc.), what degree of disclosure of information (who
reports to whom, who has access to what informa-
tion), and who will measure, report, and verify (na-
tional sovereignty, local capacities, etc.).

The third element is REDD+ institutions. These
will manage the flow of information on changes in
forest carbon stocks between levels and the flow of
incentives to carbon rights holders. These institutions
could build on existing institutions, and would in-
clude a REDD+ payment authority and an MRV sys-
tem. The national REDD+ funding authority would
decide on the most appropriate way to channel funds
from the international to the sub-national level and
what would constitute an equitable distribution of
benefits (funds) from REDD+ activities.

In a national REDD+ scheme, funding — either
from international or national funds — may be used
in three main ways (Figure 3.3):

Capacity building and readiness. Funds are spent to
develop a national REDD+ strategy, on consulta-
tions, and to develop MRV capabilities. It also
includes money spent to set up demonstration ac-
tivities, which both build capacity and help learn-

ing, and also reduce and remove emissions. (See
Box 3.3 on international FCPF and UN-REDD
programs and funds for increasing readiness.)
National policies to address the drivers of deforesta-
tion and forest degradation or to stimulate other
forest mitigation activities (e.g., forest restora-
tion). Funds are spent on policies and measures
(PAMs) to address the underlying drivers of de-
forestation and forest degradation. This includes
regulating demand for agricultural and forest
products, tenure reforms, land use planning, bet-
ter governance, and law enforcement.
Performance-based REDD+ activities. Funds are
spent on payments for performance or results,
which requires performance measurement in the
form of quantified forest carbon stock changes.

Most probably, new institutional arrangements are
needed to manage technical, financial, administra-
tive, and supervisory aspects related to these trans-
actions. However, in most cases, the direction of
institutional change will depend on existing struc-
tures. It is important to note that some institutions
and their functions will most likely evolve over time
to respond to the changing demands in the different
phases of the REDD+ implementation process, in-
cluding the possible transition from a sub-national or
nested approach to a fully national approach where
project-level activities need to be integrated into the
national system. At the national level, this will re-
quire flexibility as a key feature in the institutional
architecture for REDD.
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Key challenges in the institutional REDD+ set-up
can be related to (1) the rigidity in institutional path-
ways, which shapes and incorporates REDD+ in such
a way that it limits the effectiveness of REDD+, and
may repeat historical failures in forest sector reforms
rather than result in an institutional landscape that
is shaped by REDD and that can meet the REDD+
agenda objectives; (2) the institutional capacity to
translate technical information coming out of the
MRYV system into a financial action to identify re-
cipients and transfer money; and (3) the process of
coordination, horizontally and vertically, of REDD+
design, implementation, and evaluation.

In general, the main future challenges in estab-
lishing a national REDD+ structure and agenda in-
clude the following:

Scope: What is the relative emphasis given to re-
ducing emissions from the five REDD+ actions
described in Table 3.1: deforestation, degradation,
forest management, conservation, and carbon
stock enhancement?

Scale: What is level of accounting and crediting to
be recognised in an international agreement? Is
the national REDD+ scheme based on national,
sub-national, or nested approaches (see Pedroni
2009)?

Reference levels: What are the criteria and proce-
dures to use for establishing reference levels?
Are historical baselines used? How do we inter-
pret “national circumstances” and the principle
of “common but differentiated responsibilities”
(see Angelsen 2008)?

Leakage: How is leakage to be avoided? What are
the monitoring and control schemes that have to
be in place at different scales?

Permanence: What is the framework for continu-
ous monitoring to verify permanence? How will
social and environmental risks be managed and
minimised?

Financial mechanisms: What are the funding sourc-
es and delivery mechanisms (e.g., international
funds, national funds, carbon markets, hybrid so-
lutions)? What is the level of funding required for
implementing an effective REDD+ scheme?

Governance, institutions, and coordination: What is
the governance and institutional structure of the
REDD+ scheme? How do we build adequate hu-
man and institutional capacity cost-efficiently?

Farticipation of indigenous people and local commu-
nities, and rights: How will adequate consultation
and participation in decision making processes
be ensured? What will be the type and extent of
safeguards and appropriate benefit-sharing ar-
rangements?

Co-benefits: What is the relative emphasis on climate
benefits vs. co-benefits, in particular poverty alle-
viation, biodiversity conservation, and sustainable
development? What safeguards should be built
into REDD+ activities to ensure that REDD+
activities do not negatively affect these benefits
of forests?

To respond to these challenges in a way that is ef-
ficient, effective, and equitable, further political
commitment to a REDD+ structure is required, as
well as a balancing of a multitude of powerful actors
and their respective interests in forests and forest
land resources while setting the agenda for realising
REDD+ (Peskett and Brockhaus 2009).
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3.6 Ways Forward

REDD+ as a climate change mitigation instrument
will only be able to proceed at a pace that allows the
meaningful participation of all relevant stakehold-
ers in consensus-building, with regard to the way
forward in how best to harness forests resources for
climate change mitigation.

Several countries are proposing a phased ap-
proach for incorporating REDD+ into the post-2012
climate regime over a period of time and through
(possibly overlapping) phases (Eliasch 2008, Stern
2008, Meridian Institute 2009a and 2009b, Wertz-
Kanounnikoff and Angelsen 2009). The main rea-
son for this is that sufficient time is needed to build
credible global and national institutional structures
and capabilities. Institutions and mechanisms need
to be able to match the scale of the challenge and
build trust between the actors while being flexible
enough to adjust to changing circumstances during
the evolution of the process.

A widely accepted approach includes three phas-
es. In the first “readiness” phase, the objective is to
build institutional and human capacity in REDD+
countries for measuring, monitoring, and verifica-
tion; to prepare national REDD+ strategies through
multi-stakeholder process; and to implement demon-
stration activities for “learning by doing.” The second
phase is characterised by a “programmatic approach”
mixed with incipient markets for RDDD+ credits
where countries focus on implementing polices and
measures to reduce emissions (Wertz-Kanounnikoff
and Angelsen 2009) while creating an operating en-
vironment where the results of demonstration activ-
ities are starting to attract investors (Eliasch 2008).
In the third phase, as long-term commercial returns
on REDD+ investment become clear, mainstream
financiers, investors, and insurers enter the market
(Eliasch 2008).
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