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Chapter summary
The rise of REDD (reducing emissions from deforestation and
degradation) represents a historic opportunity to protect the world’s
tropical forests. It follows decades of stalled negotiations and weak
agreements that have failed to catalyse concerted and meaningful
action to stem tropical deforestation and degradation. However,
despite the broad consensus that REDD is crucial to combating
climate change, there is still much disagreement about how to actually
achieve this.
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This chapter provides a broad overview of tropical forest carbon
and REDD. It examines the history of the REDD idea, the current
state of REDD and the attendant challenges and controversies, as
well as the roles and perspectives of the key international institutions,
governments, the business sector, and NGOs. This is intended to
provide a background to the analysis of how philanthropy can
help protect Africa’s tropical forests.
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What is REDD? Why has a response to the plight of tropical forests
become so dominated by acronyms and technical language, and why
is there so little clarity on which activities and interventions will qualify
to receive REDD funds?
REDD is essentially a term describing the need for a response to a
problem: ‘Reduced Emissions from Deforestation, forest Degradation,
conservation, sustainable management of forests, and enhancement
of forest carbon stocks in developing countries.’i
The words give no hint of the actions that are proposed. Yet these are
well known, if rarely stated. Conservation means the full protection of
natural forests – no logging. Sustainable management of forests is the
intervention favoured by the forestry community. Enhancement of
forest carbon stocks has two meanings, of which the creation of
plantations (especially for eucalyptus, acacia and pine) is dominant.
The second meaning – restoration of degraded forests – barely features
in the thinking of most REDD experts, yet has the potential to make a
very significant contribution.
The implications are startling. An intervention that has significantly
contributed to forest degradation (selective logging) is inside the REDD
tent, as is another (plantations) that can also have negative impacts, as
we explore in the Forestry, Woodfuels and Conservation chapters.
This leaves two entirely positive interventions: forest conservation
and forest restoration.
The tensions between the positives and negatives are at the heart
of the complexity of REDD, reflecting the long history of utilisation
and exploitation of forest resources, and the relatively recent rise of
conservation and restoration concepts.
i This is the definition of ‘REDD-plus’. See Box 1, Chapter 1 for further background.

The other driver of REDD complexity is more practical, and relates
to the difficulty of designing a rulebook that will enable genuine
emissions reductions to be achieved. Experts, governments,
international institutions, carbon businesses and NGOs working
on REDD design are still refining the safeguards that are needed to
make REDD projects watertight, including the development of robust
methodologies and rules on:
n

additionality (forests are protected that would otherwise be lost);

leakage (deforestation and degradation is not simply displaced
	to another forest);
n

n

permanence (forest protection is ongoing); and

baselines (agreeing the historical, present or future basis on which
	REDD rewards and penalties are calculated).
n

In addition to these conceptual design issues, the practicalities of
ensuring adequacy of the key monitoring, reporting and verification
tools (MRV) are also proving challenging. REDD ‘enabling conditions’
are somewhat different but no less daunting. Some aspects are a
function of scale and related resourcing needs. Should REDD finance
be made available at a country or a ‘sub-national’ (project or region)
level? What are the policy frameworks and capabilities that need to
be in place for a country to qualify for REDD? Other aspects relate to
wider governance concerns. Should the land rights of forest peoples
be institutionalised within REDD, through a mandated ‘free, prior
and informed consent’ (FPIC) principle?
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Some see these difficulties as too inherently complex for REDD
ever to go operational. Many commentators fear a repeat of the
1992 Earth Summit debacle, when agreeing the ‘Forest Principles’
was seen as one of the key objectives, alongside the Conventions
on biodiversity and climate change. The outcome was a weak and
confused document that did not lead to concerted international
action on deforestation (which accelerated in the next decade).
As then, so now: REDD design and enabling conditions will
not be resolved, leading to continued paralysis and inaction.
Such an outcome is not predestined. It is also mistaken to focus solely
on the difficulties. REDD has, by any measure, been a remarkable
achievement to date. A dedicated group of experts and organisations
has taken an idea to the point where a working model is on the horizon –
all in a mere five years. As in other areas of the climate challenge,
setbacks and reversals must not be allowed to derail progress. REDD
participants (and their supporting donors and funders) need patience,
commitment and stamina to see the job through.
Two key themes emerge. First, debate and division have long
marked the story of forest protection. In this context, REDD offers
great hope and opportunity for tropical forest conservation and
restoration. Such an opportunity has not arisen before, and must be
exploited to the full. Second, REDD is relatively new and its status
and progress is embryonic and precarious. At all levels of society
– international institutions, governments, businesses, NGOs and
other civil society groups, philanthropy – organisations have barely
started to tackle the challenge of protecting tropical forest carbon.
Very few so far have REDD as a primary focus and this must
change if REDD is to succeed.
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Forest protection has been on the international agendaii since the
1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED)
in Rio – often referred to as the ‘Earth Summit’. UNCED saw the birth
of three initiatives that could have led to effective forest protection: the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), and the Forest Principles.
Despite strong early commitments and intent, and ongoing work within
the UN through the Intergovernmental Forum on Forests (IFF) and its
successor body, the UN Forum on Forests (UNFF), tropical forests
have continued to decline, with official estimates indicating that 300
million hectares have been lost since 1980, or about one third of the
size of the continental United States.2, 3
The lowest point in forest conservation history was the July 2001
decision at a UNFCCC meeting to exclude avoided deforestation from
the provisions of the Kyoto Protocol, after five years of wrangling.4 Many
reasons for the collective failure to protect and enhance tropical forests
have been given, including: difficulties with definitions and measurement
of forests; tensions between conservation and development goals;iii
and the cost of financial support that developing countries in tropical
regions would have needed to receive from developed nations. The
most frequently cited cause of failure is that agreement could not be
reached over the advisability of allowing emissions reductions from
avoided deforestation as a credit category within carbon markets.
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The decision to exclude avoided deforestation from Kyoto was
welcomed by WWF: ‘Avoided deforestation – which would have
provided a particularly destructive loophole – has been excluded from
the [Kyoto Protocol].’5 Behind this statement lay a fundamental concern
that developed countries would exploit an avoided deforestation
provision as a means to evade painful but necessary action to make
significant cuts in their own fossil fuel emissions. Forest credits could
become a form of ‘hot air’, with any gains negated by continuing
‘business as usual’ in the core industrial sectors, such as power
generation and transportation. This concern is still at the heart of
much of the opposition to forest credits, in combination with the
related argument that the large volume of credits would swamp
the carbon markets, thus destroying the price.6
The Nature Conservancy (TNC) had a different response: ‘Today’s
agreement represents the worst possible outcome for those interested
in international biodiversity conservation. It excludes projects that reduce
emissions from tropical deforestation, the source of over 20 percent of
annual emissions.’5iv By 2008, WWF, alarmed by evidence of accelerating
tropical deforestation, had shifted its position significantly, confirming
in testimony to a US Senate hearing that it supported initiatives
to include tropical forest emissions credits within US legislation.8
However, WWF did not join with TNC, other NGOs and a range of
large US companies to support the 2009 Unity Agreement: Consensus
Principles on International Forests for U.S. Climate Legislation9 that
aimed to mobilise broad backing for the Waxman-Markey Bill.

ii For a brief overview of international environmental policy and institutions, see Appendix II
of Green Philanthropy.1
iii For example, the Forest Principles (which were adopted by 178 governments) confirm ‘the sovereign and inalienable right [of States] to utilize, manage and develop their forests in accordance with
their development needs and level of socio-economic development’; and also proclaim that ‘forest
resources and forest needs should be sustainably managed to meet the social, economic, ecological,
cultural and spiritual needs of present and future generations.’ The tensions are evident throughout
the document.

iv There are few publicly available documents on the evolution and political history of REDD.
In addition to the Tropical Forest Group’s brief account, see also Environmentalists split over Kyoto
and Amazonian deforestation.7
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These snapshots from a complex and tortuous period in climate
change policy are necessarily selective and are not intended to be
definitive. Many other organisations played key parts, in addition
to WWF and TNC. The points of view rehearsed above are included
because they help demonstrate why it has proven so difficult to
arrive at a global deal on tropical forests, and why so much is still
unresolved and untested. The arguments over market approaches
and moral hazards have not gone away, and will continue to
reverberate in 2010 and beyond.

as homes to forest peoples, and to biodiversity (but not necessarily
both in the same place); exploitable economic resources, and
untouchable ecosystems; finite, but also completely renewable; the
property of the human communities that live in them, and part of
the global commons that should be outside individual or community
tenure; sources of timber for the use of mankind, and vital carbon
sinks that must not be removed; generators of rainfall and stores of
freshwater, yet legally destroyed in order to make way for cropland,
roads, hydroelectric dams, railways and urban settlements.

At the same time, it would be over-simplistic to attribute the exclusion
of tropical forests from Kyoto solely to disagreements over carbon markets.
Tensions over conservation versus utilisation, the lack of scrutiny and
consensus on how to achieve forest protection in practical terms and
the tendency to treat forests as a series of technical and financial
challenges also played a part. It is also important to recognise that, in
political terms, deforestation and degradation were seen as marginal
by comparison with other social challenges, such as poverty alleviation
and HIV/Aids.

After 2001, in a political landscape dominated by the 9/11 attacks
on the US, the abandonment of Kyoto by the Bush administration
and vehement pushback from climate sceptics, tropical deforestation
virtually disappeared from view. Then, as the UN began to look at
options for extending or reformulating climate change action after the
2012 expiration of the first commitment phase of the Kyoto Protocol,
a new initiative emerged – from the rainforest nations themselves.

This can be seen in the configuration of UN institutions, where forest
protection is a part of the responsibility of many agencies, but is not
owned by any. At the time of the Earth Summit, climate change science
was much less advanced than it is today. Biodiversity science, however,
was probably more developed. As a consequence, forests could
legitimately have been placed within the remit of the CBD rather than
the UNFCCC. In practice, forests fell between the two new UN
institutions. This was then compounded by the exclusion of avoided
deforestation from the Kyoto Protocol and the failure of the CBD itself
to achieve the objective of halting the decline in global biodiversity,
and the inadequate prescriptions for environmental sustainability
contained within the 2001 Millennium Development Goals.
The parcelling up of forest responsibilities between many UN
institutions mirrors collective ambivalence and disagreement over
the value, importance and purpose of forests. Forests are proclaimed

At the UNFCCC meeting in Montreal in November/December 2005,
the governments of Costa Rica and Papua New Guinea, on behalf of
the newly formed Coalition for Rainforest Nations (CfRN)10 tabled
a proposal for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation in Developing
Countries.11 Quickly christened ‘REDD’, this unequivocally called for
the admission of tropical forest emissions within the UNFCCC, as
the only means by which developing nations can make a financially
sustainable contribution to winning the climate battle:
‘Over the course of the next few decades, emissions are projected
to grow dramatically from what are currently classified as developing
nations. As developing nations, we are prepared to stand accountable
for our contributions toward global climate stability, provided international
frameworks are appropriately modified, namely through fair and equitable
access to carbon emissions markets. Lasting climatic stability will depend
upon the equitable expansion of the market systems initiated following
the Kyoto Protocol that actively facilitate and integrate developing
nation participation.’

Protecting and restoring forest carbon in tropical Africa
Chapter 2: Tropical forests and the rise of REDD

The CfRN proposal had a galvanic effect. New bodies were created
within the UNFCCC to prepare a REDD framework and outline a
rulebook for the Bali meeting in 2007.v
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2.1 The Bali Action Plan
The December 2007 Bali Action Plan12 – a roadmap for achieving
a post-2012 climate agreement at COP15 in Copenhagen at the end
of 2009 – was hailed worldwide as a historic step forward. In his
address to the meeting when agreement for the Action Plan was
far from assured, Al Gore spoke for many:
‘Not too long from now, when our children assess what you did here
in Bali, what we and our generation did here in this world, as they
look backward at 2007, they will ask one of two questions.
They’ll look back, and either they will ask “What were you thinking?
Didn’t you hear the IPCC four times unanimously warning the world
to act? Didn’t you see the glaciers melting? Didn’t you see the deserts
growing, and the droughts deepening, and the crops drying up?
Didn’t you pay attention to what was going on? Didn’t you care?
What were you thinking?”
Or they’ll ask a second question, one that I’d much prefer them to
ask. I want them to look back on this time, and ask: “How did you
find the moral courage to successfully address a crisis that so many
said was impossible? How were you able to start the process that
unleashed the moral imagination of humankind to see ourselves as a
single, global civilisation?” And when they ask that question, I want
you to tell them that you saw it as a privilege to be alive at a moment
when a relatively small group of people could control the destiny of
all generations to come.

v The documentation coming out of the work of the principal bodies (SBSTA and AWG-LCA)
is voluminous. See http://unfccc.int/documentation/documents/document_lists/items/2960.php
for access to the full library.

Instead of shaking our heads at the difficulty of this task, and saying
“Woe is us, this is impossible, how can we do this?” We ought to feel
a sense of joy that we have work that is worth doing that is so important
to the future of all humankind. We ought to feel a sense of exhilaration
that we are the people alive at a moment in history when we can
make all the difference.’13
Within the Bali roadmap, the framework for addressing REDD was
the first of its kind in the history of environmental policy-making.
Building on the CfRN proposal and the work of REDD experts over
the previous two years, the plan aimed to deliver ‘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.’
This laid the basis for the formal development of the REDD concept
within the UNFCCC process.
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3.1 Finance and funding mechanisms
The CfRN proposal envisaged that REDD funding would come entirely
from carbon markets. A market-based model remains the favoured
approach for many governments, businesses, and civil society
organisations. But since Bali, a number of other proposals have been
advanced which advocate a ‘mixed economy’ of funding, in which
public funding mechanisms (multilateral, bilateral and national funds)
could provide capital resources alongside market mechanisms
(carbon markets). Norway (which has committed significant REDD
funds, see below) supports the mixed economy approach.14
In the domestic context, the US focused during 2009 on a market
approach, through The American Clean Energy and Security Act of
2009 (ACES, also known as ‘Waxman-Markey’)15 which passed the
House of Representatives in June 2009. Since then, progress toward
US climate legislation has stalled, with no Senate Bill emerging, as
of August 2010. The European Union has consistently opposed the
inclusion of forestry credits in emissions trading in the short term,
based on concerns about the impact of REDD credits on the price of
carbon in the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (EU-ETS).
However, positions differ within EU member states, and a shift in the
EU position should not be ruled out. France, Spain, the Netherlands
and Belgium have actively supported inclusion of forestry credits, with
Denmark, Hungary, Finland and Austria opposing.16 Brazil supports a
fund rather than a market mechanism approach, such as the Amazon
Fund it created in 2008, to which Norway has committed $1 billion.17
These are by no means the only proposals on the table. The Little
REDD+ Book (second edition, 2009)18 provides summaries of all 32
submissions to the UNFCCC (19 from governmental bodies, 13 from
NGOs). Many cover wider issues, such as monitoring and verification
challenges, as well as financing strategies.

Within financing, most concerns have coalesced around four challenges:
n the scale of finance required, and the political will to make 		
	adequate commitments;
n arguments for and against the effectiveness and efficiency of 		
	public (fund) versus private (market) mechanisms;
n concerns that the G20 nations – already industrialised countries
	plus rapidly industrialising ones – will manipulate REDD financing
so as to evade or dilute their own fossil fuel mitigation efforts and
responsibilities; and
n disagreements over how REDD finance will be distributed within
	forest countries – for example, given to national governments or
given to communities around project sites.
3.2 Allowable REDD activities
The core goals of REDD are clear: avoided deforestation is designed
to prevent the logging or conversion of existing intact forests; reducing
degradation is a response to widespread partial conversion to agriculture,
selective logging and wood removal for fuel and timber. In practice,
these concepts are elusive and hard to define. Looking beyond REDDplus, we are likely to see initiatives that seek to broaden the concept still
further. Some argue for the inclusion of non-environmental co-benefits,
including the alleviation of rural poverty and improving governance
and land tenure. REDD payments could also be extended to include
adaptation activities, such as the diversification of agriculture-based
livelihoods as a response to freshwater constraints.19
REDD may also eventually morph into a holistic approach for all forms of
terrestrial carbon, as found in farmlands, peatlands, wetlands, grasslands
and soils. Debates on these options are framed under the LULUCF (Land
Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry) and AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry
and Other Land Use) headings used by the UNFCCC. This in turn
may bring a new focus on the much wider issue of land use, which puts
agriculture and population at the centre of the climate change debate. In
any given area of land, what is the optimal activity? How can we balance
the need for carbon conservation with the imperative to produce
adequate food supplies? How can human populations continue to soar
in many parts of the world without detriment to carbon preservation?
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4.1 Governmental responses and initiatives on REDD
National governments have responded to the call in the Bali Action Plan
for REDD proposals and initiatives in diverse ways. Some countries,
like Brazil, have concentrated on developing ideas for fund-based
solutions. Others, like the US, have focused on creating a framework
for the use of forest credits within a new carbon market. Many other
governments (including the UK) have not committed themselves
to a specific way forward.
4.1.1 US government
When CfRN tabled the original REDD proposal in December 2005,
the framing and implementation of US policy on tropical forests was
largely being promulgated outside of the aegis of the UNFCCC. The
principal programs were driven by the 1998 Tropical Forest Conservation
Act (TFCA), and to some extent by the earlier 1991 Enterprise for the
Americas Initiative (EAI).20, 21 Run by three US departments and agencies
(State, Treasury, and USAID), TFCA ‘aims to help save the world’s tropical
forests by forgiving some of the official debt owed to the United States
by the nations that have tropical forests.’ As of July 2009, 15 agreements
have been reached, including deals with Indonesia, Guatemala, Paraguay
and the Philippines, generating $218 million for forest protection.
In Africa, USAID initiated the Central Africa Regional Program for the
Environment (CARPE) program in 1995, with a focus on ‘identifying
and establishing the conditions and practices required to reduce
deforestation and loss of biological diversity in Central Africa.’22 Other
notable forest-related actions include amendment of the Lacey Act
in 2008 to prevent importation of illegal timber and wildlife, and
USAID-funded SFM programs in a range of tropical countries.23
As these initiatives pre-date the arrival of REDD, the goals aim for
protection of standing forests and biodiversity, rather than a focus

on carbon. As signalled during the election campaign, the Obama
administration has attempted to shift US climate policy, in part
through participation in the UNFCCC process, and through
domestic climate legislation.
What is the Obama administration’s position on REDD? The failure
to enact climate legislation in the Senate during 2010 should not
obscure the efforts to reframe US climate policy that have occurred.
Many commentators believe that efforts to secure legislation will
resurface, perhaps during 2011. The summary below signposts the
nature of mitigation provisions that may eventually become binding.
A useful starting point is the October 2009 report by the Commission
on Climate and Tropical Forests. Protecting the Forests24 calls on the US
to lead a global partnership to halve greenhouse gas emissions from
tropical deforestation by 2020 and reach zero net emissions from
deforestation by 2030 – an ambitious goal. It recommends US public
funding of $1 billion for tropical forests prior to 2012 and mobilisation
of $9 billion annually by 2020 from the private sector. It argues that
funding at this level could help reduce the climate costs faced by US
companies by up to 50 per cent, saving up to $50 billion by 2020
compared to domestic action alone. Furthermore, public sector
investments should increase gradually to $5 billion annually by
2020 to unlock these cost savings and reduce deforestation
in nations that cannot attract private capital.
Other recommendations include: the allocation of 5 per cent of the
value of tradable emission allowances in a cap-and-trade program to
new international forest conservation programs; the pool of emission
allowances set aside to help control the cost of a new cap-and-trade
program (the ‘strategic reserve’) should be large enough to manage the
risk that the supply of forest carbon ‘offsets’ may prove insufficient to
stabilise prices and avoid price spikes; a lead office or agency should
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be designated to oversee tropical forest conservation programmes; the
US should explore and consider establishing a financial intermediary
to aggregate forest carbon offset demand and supply.

Directive.vi Unlike the US, the UK is not able to act unilaterally on the
issuance of forest carbon credits, because it is bound by the EU ETS
scheme, which currently excludes forestry as an allowable category.

Tabled US climate legislation15, 25 has followed some of these
recommendations. Perhaps the most striking aspect is the sanctioning
of a mixed economy of public/private funding. While the ‘strategic reserve’
(proposed in some iterations of the draft legislation) is seen as obtaining
funds via the set-aside of 5 per cent of allowance revenues, some options
have called for the application of those funds to a wide range of ‘REDD
Readiness’ activities, including:26 national and sub-national deforestation
reduction activities; programmes to tackle measurement, monitoring
and verification capabilities; development of governance structures;
efforts to combat illegal logging; development of incentives for policy
reforms; and enforcement of requirements to achieve reduced
deforestation and forest conservation. These draft proposals mirror
the evolution of REDD since 2005, and the growing recognition that
saving tropical forests calls for investment in the intergovernmental
and national government REDD infrastructure, as well as catalysing
action by businesses via the carbon markets.

In the absence of any overarching REDD strategy, UK government
perspectives must be gleaned from a range of reports, some of which
have been produced by advisers, such as Lord Stern and Johan
Eliasch. These and other reports are reviewed below.

The other salient implication is that of scale. The Terrestrial Carbon
Group calculated in 2009 that US climate change legislation at the time
called for up to 1.72GtCO2e of international mitigation per annum in
2020. Assuming all is from forestry, US demand alone would provide
incentives to avoid 25 per cent of tropical deforestation.27
4.1.2 UK government
The absence of any provisions for tropical forests in UK climate
policy is striking. The first report to Parliament of the Committee on
Climate Change made no mention of tropical forests (or land carbon
in any form, including the UK’s own forests).28 This may in part be a
function of the relationship between the UK and the European Union
on environmental policy issues. Many aspects of UK environmental
policy are derived from EU legislation, such as the 1992 Habitats

4.1.2.1 The Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Change
Stern29 placed deforestation firmly in the centre of the climate challenge,
and the Review is generally considered to have significantly raised
the profile of the need for tropical forest protection both within the
UK and globally. On costs, the Review concludes that ‘the opportunity
cost of forest protection in 8 countries responsible for 70 per cent
of emissions from land use could be around $5 billion per annum
initially, although over time marginal costs would rise.’ It argues that
carbon markets could play an important role in providing ‘incentives
in the long term. But there are short-term risks of destabilising
the crucial process of strengthening existing carbon markets if
deforestation is integrated without agreements that strongly
increase demand for emissions reductions.’
4.1.2.2 The Eliasch Review
In 2008, Johan Eliasch, Gordon Brown’s special representative
on deforestation, led a review30 to look at the finance needed for
reducing emissions from global deforestation, and what mechanisms
could be used to reduce emissions effectively. The Review concluded
that the cost could rise to $1 trillion a year by 2100 if we continue
on a BAU (business as usual) pathway, but that if global carbon
markets are opened to forest credits during the next decade, the
finance requirement could be much lower, at $17–33 billion a year.
vi See Appendices III and IV in Green Philanthropy.1
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However, the Review argues that carbon trading cannot provide a
complete financing solution, and by 2020 public financing of around
$11–18 billion a year will be required to close the gap.
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Despite this caveat, the Review comes out much more strongly in
favour of a major role for carbon markets than the Stern Review: ‘a
global step change is needed in the way land is used and commodities
are produced... a central element in making this shift work will be the
inclusion of the forest sector in global carbon markets. In doing so, the
costs of reducing global carbon emissions will be reduced substantially,
and lower costs will mean that a more ambitious overall emissions
target will be possible.’
The Review maintains that ‘if properly designed, inclusion of the
forest sector in the EU ETS should have little or no impact on the
EU carbon market price.’ It goes on to suggest that additional funding
from non-market sources (ie, government and philanthropy) will
be needed in the short to medium term, calculating that capacity
building in 40 forest nations could cost up to $4 billion over
the next five years.

8

4.1.2.3 The Road to Copenhagen
In June 2009, the UK government published The Road to Copenhagen:
The UK Government’s case for an ambitious international agreement
on climate change,31 laying out its overall position. REDD features
prominently within the document and there is support for REDD-plus:
‘we agree that developing country deforestation should include not just
reduced emissions from avoided deforestation but also degradation,
sustainable forest management and conservation (known as REDD-plus).
We also need to be sure that reduced deforestation in one area does
not just displace it elsewhere, and that avoided deforestation is permanent.’

46

The report stated UK government goals for REDD at Copenhagen.
In terms of targets, the position is very similar to that proposed by the
US Commission on Forests: reducing tropical deforestation by at least
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50 per cent by 2020, and halting global forest cover loss by 2030.
The other goals are:
to take account of the concerns of indigenous peoples and local
	communities, and realise biodiversity and other co-benefits;
n

to agree to substantial interim financing arrangements of action
	to reduce deforestation in advance of bringing it into the carbon
market in due course; and
n

to work toward the more comprehensive inclusion of forestry and
	land use in developed countries’ targets so that the sector makes
a real contribution to the 2°C target.
n

4.1.2.4 House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee report
on deforestation
The Environmental Audit Committee (EAC) is an all-party body,
and its reports cannot therefore be seen as an expression of the UK
Government’s position. However, its outputs are closely followed, in
part because they reflect a range of views held by Members of Parliament,
but also because the verbal or written testimony gathered by the
Committee from environmental NGOs and experts provides valuable
insights into the range of perspectives and opinion within UK
environmental policy.
The EAC’s report on deforestation32 reflects the lack of consensus
across UK society on how tropical forest protection and enhancement
should be funded. The series of observations and statements (pages
24–26) on this issue make for painful reading. The Committee
declares ‘A system to pay for sustaining forests is vital. But such a system
could be counterproductive if it allowed developed countries to continue
emitting unsustainable levels of greenhouse gases or if it diverted funds
away from projects that enable developing countries to ‘leap-frog’ carbon
intensive development.’ It goes on to endorse the European Commission’s
exclusion of forest credits from the EU ETS before 2020.
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Yet the report quotes Michael Foster MP, the Department for International
Development (DFID) Minister (‘the market is one way in which we can
lever in the private funding that is necessary’) and Joan Ruddock MP,
the Department for Climate Change (DECC) Minister (‘[public funds
could not] possibly provide the level of sustainable funding that would
be required. The estimates are between £10 billion and £20 billion
a year to have deforestation by 2030. We think those sums are just
beyond the collecting pot and we are going to have to find a market
mechanism to do that.’)
As we noted earlier in this chapter, opposition to the admittance of
forest credits within carbon markets was the principal cause for the
exclusion of avoided deforestation from the Kyoto Protocol. In the
US, there appears to be strong bipartisan support for forest carbon
credits, and this mirrors the strong (but not unanimous) consensus
within the US NGO and business communities. In the UK, opinion
remains much more divided, and this seems to be borne out by
the dissonance within the EAC’s report on the funding question.
4.1.3 European Union and other national government
positions on REDD
The 19 governmental proposals identified in the Little REDD Book18
reveal the wide range of options that are under discussion in the
REDD debate. While the issue of endorsing a fund or market-based
mechanism (or a combination of both) is a dominant theme, there
are many other differences – both of emphasis and substance – that
differentiate proposals. On accounting frameworks, for example,
Norway is by far the most radical, with a commitment to national
and global terrestrial carbon accounting in an eventual context that
would holistically embrace all carbon-related land use (REDD-plus
and AFOLU).27 The Norwegian government is a very substantial
REDD funder, currently allocating $500 million per year through
its International Climate and Forest Initiative.33

COMIFAC (Commission for the Forests of Central Africa)34 holds
a more conservative position, supporting national and project-level
accounting, in a REDD (rather than REDD-plus/AFOLU) context.
On baselines, a similar spread can be observed. Brazil favours an
extrapolated historical baseline, while Indonesia supports a forwardlooking approach, and China has not aligned itself with a particular
perspective. Many of the differences in position reflect national
characteristics and interests. Brazil has a high historical rate of
deforestation, and has much to gain from a REDD deal that
emphasises this aspect.
4.2 Multilateral and bilateral initiatives
When REDD was conceived in 2005, there were already a range of
international institutions and initiatives providing finance and support for
forest-related activities. Some had originated in the post-War years (FAO,
World Bank, IUCN), and many were brought into existence as a result of
the 1992 Earth summit (UNFCCC, CBD, UNCCD). In broad terms, the
focus has been on the traditional business of forestry – the exploitation
of timber and other resources as sources of revenue, employment, and
materials. Although forest conservation and sustainable management
played some part, this was marginal by comparison to forest industry.
REDD is reconfiguring this landscape, as the world moves away from
exploitation to forest protection. Of the 21 organisations listed below
(see Table 1), nine have been created since 2005, all with a sole or
substantial forest carbon conservation component. Some, like Brazil’s
Amazon Fund and Norway’s International Forest and Climate
Initiative are providing finance for a range of projects and initiatives.
Four initiatives are playing leading roles in preparations for REDD: the
World Bank’s Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) and Forest
Investment Program (FIP); UN-REDD (the joint initiative from three
major UN agencies – UNEP, UNDP and FAO); and the Congo Basin
Forest Fund (CBFF). Within this group, FCPF has made the most
progress so far, admitting 37 countries into its Readiness programme.
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Looking underneath the jargon (each country has to submit a
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The United Nations, through its UN-REDD programme, and the
World Bank, through its Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF),
are together committing over $200 million to capacity building and
pilot projects around REDD.35, 36 The World Bank Group as a whole
spent over $500 million on forest conservation and sustainable
management in 2009,37 while other development banks (such as
the African Development Bank) have together committed around
$100 million in total. REDD funding from donor governments is
also significant: Australia, Britain, France, Japan, Norway and the
United States announced at Copenhagen that they were pledging
$4.5 billion to REDD between 2010 and 2012.
Tropical nations with substantial forests but severely under-resourced
management capabilities are being helped to develop national strategies
to protect their forestlands. In many (if not most) cases, these are the
first ever planning exercises of this kind. Tropical African countries
figure prominently in the FCPF membership: Cameroon, Central
African Republic, Democratic Republic of Congo, Equatorial Guinea,
Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Madagascar, Mozambique,
Republic of Congo, Tanzania, and Uganda.38 Within World Bank
activity, the aim is for the FIP to complement FCPF by providing
up-front investment.
UN-REDD is in some respects carrying out similar work to FCPF, but in
different countries. It funds projects in participating countries (currently,
African members are Democratic Republic of Congo, Tanzania, and
Zambia) to: improve monitoring of deforestation and emission;
address specific drivers of deforestation; and involve ‘stakeholders’
(eg, communities, businesses) in avoided deforestation projects.36

The CBFF was established with €118 million ($145 million) of
funding from the governments of Norway and the UK. It was set
up to make grants to pilot projects to reduce deforestation in Congo
Basin countries. Projects receiving grants from the CBFF in 2009
included: advocacy for land rights; research quantifying carbon
stocks and emissions; reforestation of degraded areas; and pilot
projects with biochar.39
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Table 1: International funds, institutions and initiatives relevant to tropical forests
Institution/initiative

Founded

Notes

Bilateral funds		

Brazil’s Amazon Fund40

2008
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 aunched by President Lula da Silva, the Amazon Fund aims to raise up to $21 billion. Norway
L
has made a £1 billion ($1.5 billion) commitment subject to reduction in Brazil’s deforestation.41

Environmental Transformation 2007
Fund (ETF) (UK)

UK fund, £800 million ($1.2 billion) pledged over 4 years, to capitalise the World Bank’s
Climate Investment Funds. Includes funding for the Congo Basin Fund and FCPF.

International Climate
Initiative (Germany)

2007

Financed by proceeds from auctioning of allowable emissions permits, expected to initially provide
400 million ($490 million). Includes a focus on biodiversity conservation in large forested areas.

2007

CHAPTER

International Forest and
Climate Initiative (Norway)33

Norway has emerged as a leading supporter of REDD, and has already committed more than
$100 million to FCPF, UN-REDD, FIP, CBFF, Brazil, Tanzania.

2008

CHAPTER

International Forest Carbon
Initiative (IFCI), Australia

AUD$200 million ($170 million) pledged over 5 years. Partnerships announced with Indonesia
and Papua New Guinea.
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Multilateral initiatives		

Africa BioCarbon Initiative
(ABI)42

2008
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Coalition for Rainforest
Nations (CfRN)10

Intergovernmental organisation that advocates on behalf of a coalition of 40 tropical forest nations
to establish a funding mechanism (REDD) that would see wealthy nations funding avoided
deforestation projects in tropical forest countries that also promoted development. African members
are Central African Republic, Democratic Republic of Congo, Gabon, and Republic of Congo. CfRN
has been a key player at international negotiations around REDD.
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The ABI was launched at the December 2008 Poznan climate talks by a group of 26 countries
in East and Southern Africa. It advocates for the broader inclusion of non-forest carbon (carbon
in grasslands, wetlands, croplands and pasture) in global climate change mitigation strategies.
The ABI aims to form a global coalition of member states behind this goal called the REDDAFOLU Coalition.43-45

Collaborative Partnership
on Forests (CPF)46

2001

A voluntary arrangement among 14 international organisations and secretariats with substantial
programmes on forests, including the major UN agencies.

Congo Basin Forest Fund
(CBFF)39

2008

The CBFF is initially being financed by a grant of £100 million ($150 million) from the British and
Norwegian governments.
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Continued Table 1: International funds, institutions and initiatives relevant to tropical forests
Institution/initiative

Founded Notes

Multilateral initiatives		
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Congo Basin Forest
Partnership47

2002

The CBFP was launched by the US government to support the Commission for the Forests of
Central Africa (COMIFAC) in meeting the goals laid out in the Yaoundé Declaration to conserve and
sustainably manage the forests of the Congo Basin. Its members include COMIFAC, several
developed countries, UN bodies and development banks, and a dozen NGOs.

Consultative Group on
International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR)

1971

The CGIAR is a group of 15 agricultural research centres posted around the world. It is supported by
donations from countries and the World Bank. The two research centres most relevant to forests are
the Centre for International Forestry Research (CIFOR) and the World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF).43, 48

Critical Ecosystems
Partnership Fund (CEPF)

2000

Partnership of a range of institutions – Conservation International, the French Development Agency,
the Global Environment Facility, the Government of Japan, the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation, and the World Bank.

Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO)49

1945

Key agency for the UN’s work around agriculture and forestry. Works with national governments and
other international initiatives in Africa to integrate climate change mitigation and adaptation into
food security and agricultural development plans. Strong supporter of SFM and conservation
agriculture as climate change mitigation strategies.

Global Environment
Facility (GEF)

1991

Funded by donor countries, the GEF is the world’s largest environmental grant-funder. The World
Bank is the trustee.

International Tropical Timber
Organization (ITTO)

1986

Intergovernmental organisation promoting the conservation and sustainable management, use and
trade of tropical forest resources.
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International Union for the
1948
Conservation of Nature (IUCN)

IUCN has a long history of involvement in forest issues, particularly through the WCPA (World
Commission for Protected Areas).

International Union of Forest
1892
Research Organisations (IUFRO)

Science-based forestry network.
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United Nations Collaborative
2008 Collaborative partnership between FAO, UNDP and UNEP. $25 million approved as of May 2009
Programme on Reducing
for six REDD-Readiness programmes (including DRC, Indonesia, PNG, Tanzania).
Emissions from Deforestation
and Degradation in Developing
Countries (UN-REDD)36
World Bank

1944 T
 raditionally, the World Bank’s involvement in forests has been largely confined to supporting
investment in the timber industry. Since the emergence of REDD, it has become heavily involved in
supporting countries to build capacity in monitoring and protecting their forests, not just exploiting
them, through initiatives such as the Forest Investment Program, the BioCarbon Fund, and the
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility.

Sources unless otherwise stated: New Finance for Climate Change and the Environment;50 Climatefundsupdate.org;51 World Bank Programs and Partnerships;52 World Bank Carbon Finance
website;53 UNFCCC.54

These are early days in the history of REDD implementation, and
the focus to date has necessarily been on laying the groundwork.
Future success will depend on a number of factors. Concerted and
sustained commitment from multilateral and bilateral institutions will
be essential. The current positioning of initiatives like FCPF and UNREDD is predicated on substantial REDD finance being released from
2012 onwards: there is little purpose in encouraging tropical countries to develop national REDD plans if finance is not forthcoming
to resource them. The outcomes from the UNFCCC process and US
legislation are therefore critical. If REDD finance becomes available,
are the right institutions in existence, in the right configuration?
Some commentators have argued that, within the UN system, a new
‘Global Environmental Organisation’ may be needed to resolve the
fragmentation of effort across so many agencies.55 In the forests and

land carbon context, FPAN and the Terrestrial Carbon Group have
suggested that there is a case for a Global Land Use Organisation56
(or a ‘Global Terrestrial Carbon Capture & Storage Institute’, similar in
concept to the CCS institute proposed by the Australian government).57
As we have seen above, there are a range of specific challenges that
have captured much of the energy and effort of those involved in the
formulation of REDD during the first four years, most notably the difficulties around additionality, permanence, baselines, and monitoring
and verification. These are major hurdles, which involve fundamental
design issues that have to be resolved for REDD to function. But they
are aspects of the development phase. Looking forward, the challenge
is to move from REDD design to REDD implementation. What should
REDD money be spent on? Which interventions, and where, and at
what scale? With whom should management responsibility reside?
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The early documents produced during the formation of the World
Bank’s FCPF and FIP give some hint of multilateral perspectives
on these issues.58-61 One summary of REDD challenges notes the
well-known causes and drivers of forest destruction and degradation,
such as agriculture, illegal logging, rural poverty, population,
infrastructure, mining and woodfuels. But it goes on to list a
number of factors that are less frequently cited:
n	weak

capacities and insufficient financial resources among
government agencies, the private sector, forest communities,
smallholders and other stakeholders;

n	inadequate

investment in afforestation, reforestation and
restoration (quoting a figure of 800 million hectares of degraded
forest ecosystems in developing countries); and
investment in Protected Area Management: ‘The
world’s over 600m hectares of protected areas are key...many...
are under increasing pressure from development and illegal
activities... Many governments do not have the resources and
capacities to effectively administer and protect these areas.’62

n	inadequate

4.3 REDD and the for-profit worldvii
In lieu of a global compliance market, a range of developers and NGOs
has been active in the voluntary market. Unlike the Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM), offset projects in the voluntary carbon markets
are not limited to planting and forest establishment, but can include
avoided deforestation, avoided degradation and forest management
activities as well. The share of terrestrial projects in 2008 has been
estimated at 7 per cent, making voluntary markets much more
significant for these projects than the CDM.63 Most projects in this
sector are conservation-oriented reforestation activities, with the
remainder being attributed to REDD, productive plantations, forest
management, and soil carbon. However, although still growing in
overall volume, the share of land use projects in these markets has
vii This section draws significantly on the ProForest report.

been steadily declining over the last few years with the sector
being plagued by the same criticisms and controversies as in
the regulatory markets.
The only permissible standard under Kyoto for project-based credits
from developing countries is the CDM. In a fundamental difference
to regulatory markets, there are no mandatory standards for carbon
credit generation that need to be followed in voluntary markets. As
a consequence, a large variety of third-party verified and proprietary
standards have been used until recently. These differ widely in
quality and level of formalisation (and have attracted a similarly
wide range of prices).
However, there has been a strong trend toward high quality and
independently verified standards with the Voluntary Carbon Standard
(VCS)64 leading the way in the UK, Europe and elsewhere. In the US,
the Climate Action Reserve (CAR) standard is dominant.65 Climate
Community and Biodiversity Standards (CCBS)66 is also important.
Many projects that are certified against the CDM also sell ‘preregistration credits’ on the voluntary markets. Overall, standards have
emerged as the main price determinant in voluntary markets, whereas
the project type had previously been the best indicator. This is a clear
indication of the importance now attached to quality and independent
verifiability of carbon credits also in the voluntary markets.
Additional certification under the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)67
or the CCBS may be sought by carbon forestry projects. Unlike the
above-described standards, FSC and CCBS constitute a quality certificate
related to the design, set-up and co-benefits of a project, and are not
aimed at the issuance of carbon credits. This is notwithstanding the fact
that both standards have been used as stand-alone carbon standards in
the past and in the absence of any alternative formalised standards.
In fact, many market participants still view the CCBS in particular
as an attractive stand-alone carbon standard, although this view is
diminishing as the standards landscape is becoming more transparent.
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Co-Certification under the CCBS or FSC schemes formalises the
additional environmental and sustainable development attributes of
a project. In conjunction with a high quality carbon standard such
as the VCS, this has become best practice for ambitious projects and
enables projects to potentially obtain higher carbon prices as well as
improved market access. In addition, the CCB and FSC standards are
also a valuable risk-management tool in that they provide an adaptive
instrument for ensuring good community relations and lowering nonpermanence risks in forestry projects.
The Plan Vivo68 standard offers an interesting alternative for smallscale reforestation projects and can potentially also be used for
avoided deforestation or degradation projects. While not aiming at
the same level of formalisation as the CDM or the VCS, Plan Vivo
projects do need to follow approved ‘technical specifications’
(methodologies), but there are substantially lower hurdles regarding
documentation and verification in order to lower transaction costs.
As we explore in the Conservation chapter, forests and other land
carbon ecosystems provide a range of ‘services to humanity’ over and
above carbon storage and sequestration. These include the critical role
of forests as rainfall generators69 and freshwater sinks; biodiversity70,
and the range of forest products; and across terrestrial ecosystems,
the values of fertile soils.
As in the voluntary markets, many of the pilot Payments for Ecosystem
Services (PES) schemes owe their origins to the efforts of non-profit
organisations, like Forest Trends and its associated initiatives, the
Ecosystem Marketplace, and Katoomba Group. This illustrates a
major option for donors and funders: in some contexts, investment in
market-based projects could potentially achieve greater impact than
can be obtained through traditional philanthropic grant-making or
multilateral/bilateral ODA.

A new Ecosystem Marketplace report, State of the Forest Carbon
Markets 200963 confirms the strong interest of philanthropic and
non-profit organisations in market-based approaches. Based on a
survey of 61 project developers and 34 intermediaries, representing
226 projects across 40 countries, the report found that 54 per cent
of the suppliers of forest carbon offsets are non-profit organisations.
Thirty-nine per cent are for-profit businesses, and 6 per cent are
public sector organisations.
Ecosystem Marketplace notes: ‘currently, the forest carbon market
is diverse on both the supply and demand fronts. Many offsets have
been developed and purchased purely for the sake of philanthropy,
while others have been created as commodity products to be sold as
units of trade on global regulated and voluntary markets.’ Philanthropic
or non-profit motivations are perhaps also seen in the buyer preferences
for native trees in afforestation and ‘improved forest management’
projects. Seventy-six per cent of projects in these categories were
planted with mostly indigenous species. Other findings include:
n	Africa’s

share of forest carbon markets – in credit sourcing terms
(where project activity is sited, as opposed to where transactions
took place) is at 26 per cent, higher than Latin America (21 per
cent). However, as in other voluntary carbon markets, North
America dominates with a 42 per cent market share.

n

 EDD is currently a minor project type. Afforestation and
R
reforestation projects dominate the mix (63 per cent), with
REDD accounting for 17 per cent.

n

 griculture and woodfuels dominate the deforestation drivers.
A
Respondents cited grazing and fuelwood collection (24 per cent)
as the leading deforestation drivers, followed by agricultural
plantation development and commercial logging.

n	Forest

area and carbon finance. In terms of forest areas influenced
by carbon finance, Africa has almost 800,000 hectares out of a
global total of 2.1 million (38 per cent).
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While these findings are hugely instructive, there are some caveats.
Firstly, this is a new report, and different trend lines for some indicators
may start to emerge from subsequent reports. Secondly, the total size
of the forest carbon markets is very small: $149.2 million in 2008, of
which $137.6 million was channelled through voluntary markets. It
remains to be seen whether the findings will point to consistent trends.
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4.4 REDD and the non-profit world
4.4.1 Philanthropy and REDD
Philanthropy has already played a major role in the development of
action plans on climate change and forest protection, from the Design
to Win project,71 the David & Lucile Packard Foundation’s tropical
forest strategyviii,72 and the role of foundation funding support for the
climate mitigation modelling carried out by McKinsey & Company
and Project Catalyst (see Chapter 1). In this section we look more
closely at how philanthropic funders are responding to the
challenges and opportunities of implementing REDD goals.

Within these numbers, the allocation for tropical forests and related
terrestrial carbon issues is unknown, because of an absence of
reliable data.
Looking at known philanthropic activity on tropical forests and land
carbon, it is clear that a small number of foundations and donors are
working in a concerted way to support REDD. The leading foundation in
these efforts is the David & Lucile Packard Foundation, in collaboration
with ClimateWorks. In 2008, the Foundation made grants of $11
million to further work on tropical forests and REDD, including support
for research in several universities and institutes, and for NGOs (in the
US and around the world) working on the ground and at the policy
level within the UN process.74 Several of the outputs from these grants
have made valuable contributions to the REDD debate, including:

T hree Essential Strategies for Reducing Deforestation,75 a strategy
paper on options for the Amazon produced by Aliança da Terra, the
Woods Hole Research Center, and others;
n three white papers from the Nicholas Institute at Duke University
1 and the Where
on the economics of forest carbon incentives in climate policy,76 a
New Philanthropy Capital’s Green Philanthropy report
review of past policy impacts on deforestation,77 and an overview
the Green Grants Went publications73 of the UK Environmental Funders
of REDD issues and options;78 and
Network show that the overall level of philanthropic funding (especially
n the influential Options Assessment Report14 for REDD, prepared for
from UK trusts and foundations) for environment-related NGOs and
other civil society groups is low, both in absolute terms and relative to
the Government of Norway.
support for other charitable sectors. Analysis in the EFN study of the
The listing of a series of papers hardly conveys the importance of the
97 UK trusts that are active environment funders shows that the total
Packard Foundation’s role as a leading force within REDD. As well as
grant distribution in 2006/2007 was £53.9 million ($80 million). This providing grants, the Foundation has engaged directly with many of
is dwarfed by the environment funding of the US philanthropic sector:
the key participants, funding and orchestrating a stream of workshops
£1.34 billion ($2 billion), or 19 times greater than the UK total. On a
and meetings, both within and outside the UN process. Other major
per capita basis, US foundation giving on the environment is nearly
philanthropic support for REDD-related activity has come from The
four times that of UK trusts and foundations; moreover, the gap is
Linden Trust for Nature Conservation (grants for the Coalition for
still growing. In absolute terms, UK environment funding is 3 per
Rainforest Nations (CfRN), Environmental Defense Fund, Union of
cent of total trust giving. The US proportion is higher at 7 per cent.73 Concerned Scientists, and the Woods Hole Research Center),79 and
the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation (over $16.5 million of
viii In early 2010, the next step in the strategy was announced: the formation of CLUA (Climate and Land
Use Alliance), a partnership between the Climate Works, Moore, Packard and Ford Foundations.
REDD grants in 2008/2009).80
n
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In these early phases of REDD, many of the major hindrances to
effective design and implementation are at the conceptual level.
Philanthropic support for both these areas is highly valuable, for
a number of reasons:
n	Philanthropic
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organisations are widely perceived as ‘neutral’ –
that is, they are not normally mandated to reflect the views of
constituents, as is the case for many political entities, institutions
and civil society organisations.

n	Philanthropic

organisations are able to provide ‘seed capital’ for
innovative and entrepreneurial work that may be ‘below the radar’
of other funders – in ways that are analogous to the role of venture
capital in the business sector.

n	Support

can be tailored to the needs of recipients. This is frequently
not the case in public funding contexts, where amounts of finance
and terms of use are often rigidly framed.
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4.4.2 REDD and NGOs
In this section we give an overview of how the world’s leading
international environmental NGOs and other civil society organisations
have responded to REDD since the launch of the concept in 2005.
Because the level of activity has been so intense and diverse, the
overview is necessarily selective. There is no single comprehensive
overview or history of the response of NGOs and other civil society
organisations to REDD, and in compiling the summary below we
have therefore had to rely on two principal source types: statements
and reports published by NGOs; and personal conversations with
senior NGO staff.ix
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ix The Climate Focus report, Europe and Forest Carbon: An overview of the main actors and their views on
REDD is a rare example of sectoral analysis in the public domain.16

In the US, Avoided Deforestation Partners, a non-profit group,
led a process in early 2009 resulting in a Unity Agreement between
a number of leading environmental NGOs and US corporates in
support of consensus principles on forests for US climate legislation,9
including (on the NGO side) Conservation International, Environmental
Defense Fund, National Wildlife Federation, Natural Resources
Defense Council, Sierra Club, The Nature Conservancy, Union of
Concerned Scientists, Wildlife Conservation Society, and Woods Hole
Research Center. Key US NGOs who did not sign the agreement
include Friends of the Earth US, Greenpeace US, Rainforest
Action Network, the World Resources Institute, and WWF US.
Within the 14 points of the Unity Agreement there are calls for:
allocation of 5 per cent of the overall emissions allowances in a US
federal cap-and-trade system to reduce international forest emissions;
granting permits for verified emission reductions from forests in
developed nations into US compliance-based carbon markets;
creation of flexible rules for small emitter countries; and protection
of forest-dependent communities.
Internationally, the Forests Now campaign81 was launched by the Global
Canopy Programme in 2007, with a Declaration calling on governments
to include REDD within an international climate treaty, in addition to
efforts to reduce industrial greenhouse gas emissions at home, and
ramp up support for capacity building in tropical forest countries.
A number of leading NGOs (together with many individual supporters
and tropics-based NGOs, and a number of carbon finance companies)
have endorsed the Forests Now Declaration, including Fauna & Flora
International, Rainforest Alliance, Practical Action, Pro Natura, Wetlands
International, Union of Concerned Scientists, and Wildlife Conservation
Society. Notable absentees from the list of endorsers include
Conservation International, Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace,
The Nature Conservancy and WWF.
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In a separate and different mobilisation, HRH The Prince of Wales
launched The Prince’s Rainforests Project (PRP) in 2007, to promote
awareness of the urgent need to take action against tropical
deforestation: ‘If deforestation can be stopped in its tracks, then
we will be able to buy ourselves some much-needed time to build
the low carbon economies on which our futures depend. I have
endeavoured to create a global public, private and NGO partnership
to discover an innovative means of halting tropical deforestation.
Success would literally transform the situation for our children
and grandchildren and for every species on the planet.’
One of the major outputs of the Project is An Emergency Package for
Tropical Forests, launched in April 2009,82 a 10 point proposal which
aims to ‘produce sizeable funding quickly. This money will come from
an innovative public-private partnership in developed countries, which
could include the issuing of Rainforest Bonds.’ A separate strand of
PRP activity is the Rainforest Declaration,83 which has been endorsed
by a number of leading NGOs, including several (BirdLife International,
Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace, International Institute for Environment
and Development (IIED), and WWF) that have not signed the Forests
Now Declaration or Unity Agreements. The PRP Declaration does not
make any specific mention of market-based carbon finance.
The Unity Agreement, Forests Now and The Prince’s Rainforests
Project are to a greater or lesser extent focused on mobilising broad
support from outside of the UN process for adoption of REDD. A range
of other NGO-led initiatives is concentrating on directly influencing
the outcomes of Copenhagen, and the eventual shape of the REDDAFOLU framework.
In terms of REDD design, the two ‘OAR’ proposals, REDD: An Options
Assessment Report14 and REDD+ Institutional Options Assessment,84
represent the mainstream position for many governments, carbon
finance companies, funders and NGOs, and for the majority of experts
participating in the UN process. Both reports have received strong

support from the Government of Norway and the David & Lucile
Packard Foundation. Taken together, they envisage a REDD-plus
agreement driven by a mix of public and private finance, and
administered by UN-approved institutions.
Other key NGO contributions on REDD development have come
from Project Catalyst and Terrestrial Carbon Group. The former has
advocated strongly for REDD, drawing on McKinsey analysis for
the proposal put forward in Towards the inclusion of forest-based
mitigation in a global climate agreement.85 Terrestrial Carbon Group
has been influential in the development of REDD and AFOLU, starting
with the seminal 2008 paper, How to Include Terrestrial Carbon in
Developing Nations in the Overall Climate Change Solution.86 A raft
of other publications has followed, dealing with estimation of ‘at risk’
terrestrial carbon; legal and institutional foundations for national REDD
implementation; tools for setting reference emission levels; analysis
of terrestrial carbon across developing countries; and measuring
and monitoring issues. Most recently, it has addressed the REDD
institutional management system.87
The initiatives outlined above, while diverse, are broadly supportive
of a market and funds-based REDD mechanism, and largely (although
not exclusively) focus on design and financing issues. But not all NGOs
share these perspectives. Many are sharply critical of current proposals.
The Ecosystem Climate Alliance has emerged as a powerful voice, calling
for reform of the land use provisions agreed in the Marrakesh Accords,
which in ECA’s view have embedded perversities88 within the UN process
that have not been adequately challenged and scrutinised. In particular,
ECA focuses on the need for curbs on the role of plantations within
afforestation and reforestation, and the rejection of Sustainable
Forest Management (SFM)89 models as a primary mitigation tool.
The Leuenberg Declaration, signed by 16 European NGOs in June
2009, is a strong call for ‘new non-regressive taxes and levies on
carbon use or other transactions that could provide the funds needed
to improve forest government and protect forest ecosystems.’90
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It also calls for provisions to stop the conversion of primary forests to
plantations, measures to ensure that industrial-scale logging cannot
benefit from REDD funds, initiatives to place forestlands under local
control, and programmes to tackle consumption drivers, including an
EU moratorium on all imports of agrofuels, whether certified or not.

ad hoc gatherings of NGO experts who attended UN climate change
meetings. The paradox is that this state of affairs may have weakened
the independence of civil society on forests and climate, as the
community has constantly been required to react to legislative
proposals, rather than developing its own vision for the future.

None of the existing declarations have brought together the whole
of the NGO community. It would be easy to conclude from this that
such a degree of unity is impossible. But this may not be the case:
dwelling on the differences may understate an underlying collective
commitment to REDD.

This can be seen clearly if a comparison is drawn with NGO
initiatives on HIV/Aids and poverty alleviation, where there are no
equivalent UN agreements. In those fields, NGOs have invested
far more comprehensively in the development of independent civil
society action and momentum.

How do forest-related NGO coalitions compare to civil society collective
action on other issues? There are no equivalents of The Global Fund for
Aids,91 InterAction (the alliance of more than 180 US development
and humanitarian NGOs),92 the UK’s BOND (British Overseas NGOs
for Development),93 or the UK’s Disasters and Emergencies Committee
(DEC).94 As a result, many critiques emanate from individual NGOs.
It is striking that one of the major templates for an agreement in
Copenhagen, the Copenhagen Climate Treaty, Version 1.095 is
authored by individuals working within NGOs, rather than the
organisations themselves.

This is but one of several possible explanations. A commonly cited
perspective is that many NGOs fundamentally disagree about the role
of public versus private finance, just as they did during the Kyoto
negotiations. In this view, little has changed since 1997, and the
course currently being charted for REDD risks being scuttled because
of a lack of consensus within civil society.

Many NGO participants (particularly senior staff) in the REDD debates
are all too conscious that protection of tropical forests has been
weakened by the absence of strong collective NGO action, and there
have been several attempts to rectify this, most notably through the
Climate Action Network (CAN).96 Why has coalition building proved
so difficult? One explanation points to a paradox.
The chosen global route for protection of tropical forests and climate
mitigation has been through a UN agreement that imposes binding
obligations on signatory nations. This has placed ‘negotiating text’
at the centre of activity. NGO responses to REDD have largely been
reactive to the UN process. CAN itself evolved out of the initially

This is over-simplistic and over-pessimistic. Protecting tropical forests
is undeniably complex and challenging, and major disagreements have
split the NGO community. But this does not necessarily mean that,
looking forward, they will not be able to work toward a common REDD
goal. Continual focus on areas of disagreement may be obscuring the
extent to which the road to REDD is, thus far, a remarkably successful
joint endeavour.
4.4.3 Development NGOs
Many development NGOs involved in climate change and forests
emphasise adaptation, rather than mitigation: that is, reducing the
impact of climate change on people, rather than the reverse. Their
approach to forests tends to focus on strategies that aim to improve
livelihoods – for example, increasing agricultural productivity or
creating new sources of income – and have a positive impact on forest
carbon as a by-product. These might include interventions like tree
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planting, community forestry, agroforestry and various agricultural
techniques. At the policy level, development NGOs also share concerns
with many environmental NGOs that REDD be pro-poor. Development
NGOs that work in forests include CARE, FARM Africa, SOS Sahel
and TREE Aid.
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4.4.4 REDD and academia
The role of climate scientists through the IPCC and UNFCCC is well
known, but important contributions are also being made by academics
from other disciplines, including conservation biology and forest
ecosystem science, forestry, agriculture, environmental science,
zoology, botany, ecology, economics, anthropology, geography,
and political science.
A major challenge is that many of the contributions are made within
specialisations, rather than from interdisciplinary teamwork, yet the
latter is vital as a means to produce the data and analysis required for
effective tropical forest protection and restoration. Oxford University
has addressed this problem by creating the Oxford Centre for Tropical
Forests, under the direction of Yadvinder Malhi.97 Other centres
with a strong focus on REDD include the Nicholas Institute for
Environmental Policy Solutions (Duke University),98 the Earth
Observatory (Edinburgh University),99 and the Woods Hole
Research Center.100 These initiatives all rely to some extent on
philanthropic funding.
Many of the most valuable REDD research initiatives have been
catalysed, managed or incubated by NGOs and international agencies.
Examples include Terrestrial Carbon Group (commissioning research
from Bernardo Strassburg); the OSIRIS project housed at Conservation
International, which provides a downloadable spreadsheet tool to
compare ‘global, regional, and country-by-country emissions reduction,
deforestation, and revenue impacts of alternative approaches to
providing positive economic incentives for REDD’;101 and the World

Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC),102 whose recent work on
forest carbon and protected areas is noted in the Conservation chapter.
4.5 Information sources on REDD
A small number of sources provide coverage, almost all from NGOs or
platforms created by NGOs. CAN’s Eco Newsletters96 provide insider
perspectives on the UN climate talks; Ecosystem Marketplace103
and Forestcarbonportal.com104 are initiatives of Forest Trends, with
editorial comment and information from market-based perspectives;
International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) compiles
summaries of official business in Earth Negotiations Bulletin105, for all
environment-related UN meetings (including CBD and UNCCD as well
as UNFCCC); Mongabay.com41 is an extensive biodiversity news
website with many valuable articles on forest-related issues, including
announcements and summaries of key articles from scientific journals;
REDD Monitor106 acts as a REDD watchdog, highlighting alleged
exploitation and abuses by forest carbon finance companies; and the
Forum on Readiness for REDD is a useful repository of workshop
presentations, reports, and other materials.107
Outside of the NGO sphere there are a few information services
provided by carbon finance companies, such as Point Carbon,108
Carbon Positive109 and New Carbon Finance.110 The UNFCCC
REDD Platform54 is a valuable resource for records of UN
meetings, and submissions by governments and others.
4.6 REDD debates
One of the most frequent comments made to FPAN by senior staff
of NGOs working on REDD issues is that there has been insufficient
debate on the whole range of concerns relating to REDD design
and enabling conditions. It is striking that no broad forum for REDD
participants exists. This may be a function of the UN-focus in the
whole REDD process. Meaningful debate and dialogue goes on
within the UN bodies charged with REDD formulation, such as
AWG-LCA, rather than a broader audience of stakeholders.
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The format and inclusiveness of the Skoll Forum for Social
Entrepreneurship111 serves as an example of how the NGO
community could open REDD up to better public debate.

Finally, we have illustrated concerns with examples of specific NGOs
who have articulated them. The examples are not intended as a
comprehensive list.

What are the concerns? They are varied, and come from all sides.
Some are shared by all, such as fears that REDD design will not
deal adequately with inequitable baselines, leakage, additionality,
permanence, and monitoring, assessment, reporting, and
verification (MARV).

4.6.1 What are the concerns of NGOs that are broadly supportive
of REDD?

Many of those who favour a market-based approach are as fearful of
failure as those who reject the market. Philanthropists can be found
in all camps. Some believe that only market-based approaches can
deliver effective results, and express their support via investments in
carbon finance vehicles in addition to traditional grant-making. Others
are concerned by the perceived threats to the rights and livelihoods of
indigenous and local communities, and have aligned themselves with
NGOs representing those perspectives.
A summary of the different voices and perspectives is given below.
Inevitably, some NGOs will disagree with aspects of this articulation,
or wish to add or subtract various concerns, or propose arguments for
why one concern or another is flawed, invalid or otherwise unworthy
of consideration. Our perspective is that donors and funders are critical
to REDD success. We believe that a candid assessment of the range
of concerns will be a valuable contribution to their understanding of
REDD, and that this will lead to stronger donor confidence, and thus
greater donor engagement.
For clarity, we have organised the summary under two headings
– concerns of those who are broadly supportive of REDD, and
concerns of those who are opposed to aspects of REDD. We
accept that a weakness in this presentation is that some participants
will have a combination of concerns from both headings, and
the structure is not meant to imply that this is not possible.

1: Weak global mitigation targets will mean ineffective REDD action
Almost all NGOs share this concern to some extent. The Project
Catalyst presentation in Bonn, June 2009 (and many other outputs
from across the spectrum of NGOs) makes clear that the major
emitting nations need to substantially increase their emissions
reductions commitments: ‘Current commitments and actions are
insufficient to steer the world on to a 450 ppm path... Unless all
parties lift their ambitions, the likely outcome is warming of at least
4°C, with a non-negligible risk of catastrophic warming above 6°C.’112
Weak overall targets could mean weak financial support for REDD,
whether channelled through public and/or private finance.
2: REDD will be too narrowly framed around avoided deforestation
This is a major concern for some NGOs (eg, Terrestrial Carbon Group)
who want to see a holistic approach to terrestrial carbon, starting with
REDD-plus and leading eventually to the inclusion of agriculture and
other land uses (AFOLU). Those focused on reversing forest degradation
through regeneration and restoration (and those who believe that
markets are necessary for the full suite of ecosystem services) also
support a holistic goal (eg, Katoomba Group, Forest Trends).
3: REDD success will be weakened by co-benefit goals
This relates to ‘allowable activities’ as covered earlier in this chapter. If
a range of ‘non-ecosystem co-benefits’ is included within REDD-plus,
such as pro-poor strategies designed to improve livelihoods, then the
potency of REDD as a climate mitigation tool could be diluted, in the
eyes of some participants.
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There are some ironies and counterintuitive truths here, as our brief
review of the history of offsets (see below) makes clear. Offsets were
originally intended as a means to include developing nations in the
Kyoto Protocol – a way for non-Annex 1 (developing countries)
countries to participate in a collaborative effort on climate without
needing to take the step of adopting binding mitigation targets; and
they were also seen as a sustainable development pathway, with
co-benefits (such as livelihood improvements, energy availability
and jobs) expected as part of the outcomes.
4: REDD strategy will favour small-scale community-based projects
Because REDD is still in the design phase, almost all current projects
are small-scale. As a means to test methodologies and models this has
been valuable, but there is a concern that this approach could become
institutionalised – yet it is clear that the small-scale model (if pursued as
the sole strategy) has no chance of achieving the emissions reductions
that are required. Related to this is a concern that the dominance of
community-based models within the thinking of bilateral agencies (eg,
DFID) will thwart initiatives to develop large-scale schemes, which will
necessarily need to be framed and managed at national, landscape
or even transboundary levels (eg, Congo Basin Forest Fund).
5: REDD processes will be too complex and costly
The CDM has been widely criticised for high transaction costs and
compliance complexity, and there are fears that REDD effectiveness
could be similarly weakened. There is a voluminous literature on
these concerns.113, 114
6: REDD finance transfers to governments will repeat aid failures
This could be framed as the fear that REDD becomes ‘carbon ODA’
(Overseas Development Assistance). How can donors and funders
have confidence that the flow of REDD funds will be applied where
needed, if national governments are the initial recipients? These are
challenges which lead some to argue against national-scale REDD.

In this view, market-based REDD finance is seen as likely to achieve
substantially more than public funding. For those in this camp,
Dambisa Moyo’s Dead Aid: Why Aid is not working and how there is
another way for Africa is almost an article of faith.115 Moyo, a Zambianborn economist who has worked for the World Bank and Goldman
Sachs argues:
‘Has more than $1 trillion in development assistance over the last
decades made African people better off? No. In fact, across the globe,
the recipients of this aid are worse off; much worse off. Aid has helped
make the poor poorer, and growth slower. Yet aid remains a centrepiece
of today’s development policy and one of the biggest ideas of our time.’
4.6.2 What are the concerns of NGOs opposed to aspects of REDD?
1: Developed countries will use forest credits in carbon markets as
a means to evade their own mitigation responsibilities
This is perhaps the most fundamental objection raised against the
use of forest credits within carbon markets. Leading NGOs who have
published statements or reports on this issue include FERN, Forest
Peoples Programme, Friends of the Earth,116, 117 Global Witness,
Greenpeace,118 Rainforest Foundation UK119 and REDD Monitor.106
The objection is multi-faceted: evading action on industrial emissions
is morally wrong; deep cuts in industrial emissions are needed to
avert climate disaster; and cheap (fungible)x forest credits could
flood the market, reducing the price of carbon, and thus weaken
the efficacy of markets as mitigation tools.

x If all carbon credits are treated as the same when traded – regardless of the activity that they were
issued for – then they will be ‘fungible’, that is, interchangeable. This would mean that a forest credit
would be treated the same as a power station credit in carbon markets.
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It is perhaps an irony that resistance to a market-based REDD
approach should be so powerful at a point in time when many
funders, NGOs, institutions and experts in other fields are moving
away from aid and grants toward market-based investment approaches.
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Within international philanthropy, for example, successes in
microfinance and related areas have stimulated interest and support
for social investmentxi models. The Global Impact Investing Network
(GIIN) handbook on impact investing shows that the approach is
applicable to environmental as well as social issues.120
The creation of workable REDD funding models may involve
combinations of public and private sources and a mix of for-profit and
altruistic returns. The model developed by Acumen Fund (a US-based
not-for-profit organisation)121 in the development context – applying
philanthropic capital via a social investment mechanism, involving loans
to for-profit businesses – shows that a hybrid fund/market approach can
work. In the forests arena, the UK-based charity Plan Vivo is pioneering
a similar strategy, financing forest and other carbon conservation in
Africa by using voluntary market credits as the investment capital
for poor farmers.
2: A market-based REDD mechanism will increase global inequity
There are three related concerns here. Firstly, there is a moral
objection against the accumulation of wealth as a by-product of
‘saving the world’. Proponents of this view cite the moral outrage
over perceived exploitation of the poor and suffering in other contexts
(eg, over the high cost of anti-retroviral drugs for HIV/Aids victims
in developing countries). Secondly, there is potential for fraud
and corruption in carbon markets (see REDD-Monitor for
investigative reporting on alleged REDD corporate abuses).
xi Related approaches and concepts include impact investment and social entrepreneurship. For
an introduction to these ideas, see the websites for the Skoll Forum for Social Entrepreneurship,
http://www.skollfoundation.org/skollworldforum/index.asp, and the Global Impact Investing
Network, http://www.globalimpactinvestingnetwork.org/cgi-bin/iowa/home/index.html.

This is also linked to the potential dangers of forest carbon
securitisation in the financial markets (see the Friends of the Earth
US report on ‘Sub-prime carbon’).117 Thirdly, the possibility that
market mechanisms could be more expensive than publicly funded
approaches is a significant concern. One analysis of the CDM argues
that to abate all HFC (hydrofluorocarbons) emissions in the developing
world would only cost $31 million a year whereas the CDM could pay
up to 20 times that amount for eliminating these gases.122
3: REDD will not address the consumption problem
Greenpeace has shown strong leadership within the NGO community
on highlighting the role of consumption in developed nations as a
driver of deforestation. Its research and campaigns on soybean123 and
cattle ranching124 in the Amazon and palm oil in Indonesia125 have
significantly raised the profile of these issues, and in some cases
have led to shifts in corporate policy toward sustainable (certified)
production. Greenpeace and others argue that a combination of selfregulation (through certification schemes) and governmental legislation
(by national governments, the European Union, and internationally) is
the answer to consumption pressures on forests, not carbon markets.
Legislative action does not preclude the concept of bans (eg, EU
importation restrictions) and tariffs.
4: Expectations of REDD’s mitigation potential are over-optimistic,
if the rights and needs of tropical peoples are to be safeguarded
If measured by quantity, the REDD literature relating to rights of
indigenous and local peoples in forest areas, governance, and land
tenure is probably as voluminous as the science and economicsbased outputs. Some of the leading international NGOs with
published statements and reports on these topics include Forest
Peoples Programme,126 FERN,127 Global Witness,128 Indigenous
Environmental Network, Rainforest Action Network,129 Rainforest
Foundation UK and World Rainforest Movement.130
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Within their outputs, there are differences in emphasis, reflecting the
complexity of the issues. It is noticeable that terms like land tenure
and governance have multiple meanings. Within one part of the NGO
community, land tenure is associated with the assertion of the rights
of local communities to the forestland on which they live. Those in
this camp are usually against foreign ownership. For others, the term
is used more pragmatically, because defining land ownership is a
necessary legal precondition for many REDD proposals. For still others,
resolving land tenure is essentially about the privatisation of forestlands
as part of the process of creating liquidity in a market-based system
(as has happened across much of Europe since the medieval period,
and in the US since independence).
An underlying theme in many of the outputs relates to civil society
participation within REDD. This derives in turn from concerns that
REDD could have an innate anti-democratic tendency, favouring
the interests of elites in developed and developing countries over
individual and community rights, if participation is not built into
decision-making processes.
5: A market-based approach to REDD will incentivise forms of
forest management and afforestation that have negative
environmental and socio-economic impacts
As noted earlier, the Ecosystem Climate Alliance is leading NGO
resistance to Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) as an allowable
activity within REDD.89 The critique of SFM is allied to concerns
(shared by many NGOs, including FERN, Friends of the Earth,131
Rainforest Foundation UK, Global Witness, and World Rainforest
Movement) that REDD will encourage the growth of monoculture
plantations which can deplete soil quality and water resources, and
have other adverse environmental and social impacts, and that REDD
could incentivise industrial logging (see the Leuenberg Declaration).90

6: REDD could slow down or reverse global efforts to alleviate
poverty and increase prosperity across the tropics
The relationship between deforestation and poverty is a contentious
issue, with many in the development community believing that lifting
forest peoples out of poverty is an essential precondition for ending
deforestation, while others point to increased deforestation as a byproduct of increasing prosperity (eg, Malaysia, Indonesia). There are
also tensions that relate to the allocation of finance for environment
and development. Will REDD funding be truly additional to existing
ODA, or will it ultimately lead to reductions in multilateral and bilateral
expenditure on poverty-related support, for example, funding for
Poverty Reduction Strategy Partnerships (PRSPs) within the
framework of the Millennium Development Goals?
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