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Integrating REDD into the global climate protection regime: 
proposals and implications  

 
Background paper for the introductory meeting for the 

collaborative analysis coordinated by CIFOR, IPAM and ODI  
(Tokyo, 24th June 2008)1 

 
 
 

This document summarises some of the key outstanding concerns in the negotiations 
surrounding REDD and raises a set of research questions that relate to these 
concerns. It serves as a basis for discussion in order to identify the priority research 
questions that may be addressed through the planned collaborative analysis 
coordinated by CIFOR, IPAM and ODI and funded by the Packard Foundation.  
 
Annex A is a schematic overview of the framework representing a selection of key 
REDD design issues which are currently under debate and factors for assessing their 
implications in terms of i) cost effectiveness ii) carbon effectiveness iii) equity and co-
benefits. This background paper sets out the key REDD design issues and Annex B 
elaborates on the definition of the implication factors referred to.   
 

1 METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 
 

1.1 What are the implications relating to the scope of REDD accounting 
systems? 

Accounting systems for REDD could either be very broadly, or very narrowly defined. 
In terms of the scope of what can be rewarded and credited, a number of options 
have been proposed:   

1. Reduced deforestation alone; 
2. Reduced deforestation plus reduced degradation. Under certain definitions of 

deforestation, significant forest degradation can take place in an area before it 
crosses the threshold of qualifying as having undergone ‘deforestation’.1 The 
Bali declaration ‘acknowledges’ that forest degradation leads to emissions 
and needs to be addressed when reducing emissions from deforestation. 
There appears to be general consensus on the inclusion of forest 
degradation, though there remain outstanding issues surrounding how 
degradation should be interpreted and included2; 

3. And/or the enhancement of forest stocks (otherwise called forest restoration); 
4. And/or conservation3 (ie. the maintenance of a steady stock)4. 

 
Broad definitions would include REDD as part of accounting systems for all carbon 
sources and sinks (i.e. full carbon accounting). Narrow definitions may include only a 
sub-set of emissions categories, such as those from particular sectors or certain 
forest categories (i.e. partial accounting). Related to this, a key issue surrounds the 
potential adoption of wider accounting approaches, which would include accounting 
for all climate benefits arising from the AFOLU/LULUCF sector, not only from 
                                                 
1 Version of the 20th June, 2007. Compiled by Sheila Wertz-Kanounnikoff, Laura Bozzi, Leo Peskett, 
Daniel Murdiyarso and Cecilia Luttrell, with input from Philippe Guizol and Herry Purnomo. We would 
like to thank all those who have so far provided valuable comments on previous versions of this draft 
including: Ken Andrasko, Ralph Ashton, Olivier Bouyer, Bas Clabbers Michael Dutschke, Alain 
Karsenty, Markku Kaninnen, Ruben Lubowski, Samsudin Musa, Earl Saxon, Henry Scheyvens, Frances 
Seymour, Margaret Skutsch, Sven Wunder and Dan Zarin. And we look forward to more. 
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forests.5 It is argued that such an approach could create an incentive to manage all 
sinks and sources in a comprehensive way. It is possible that REDD could start as 
first step towards a system where all carbon pools are considered.6  
 
What are the main concerns in debates about the scope of accounting? 
• Methodological requirements for detecting forest degradation and estimating the 

associated changes in carbon stocks with a useful degree of certainty is a 
significant challenge for many developing countries7.  

• Omitting degradation from the regime means that a significant source of 
emissions could be unaccounted for8, or could lead to a country claiming false 
REDD credits. This may also occur under certain definitions of degradation. 

• Omitting degradation or using certain definitions of degradation could result in 
countries with high degradation rates not benefiting from REDD. 

• Some activities which could be defined as ‘degradation’ are a crucial part of 
livelihoods, so preventing them could result in negative livelihood impacts.  

• Sustainable forest management and Community forest management can 
contribute not only to emission reductions from avoided degradation, but also to 
forest enhancement (including increasing soil carbon).9 These activities risk being 
ignored should carbon assessment methodologies focus on forest carbon alone.  

• Considering all carbon contained in terrestrial ecosystems would require a full 
carbon accounting approach whereas current REDD discussions have focused 
more on partial accounting.10 

• REDD negotiations are already under a tight schedule so widening the scope 
towards full terrestrial carbon may complicate and slow down the negotiations. 

 

 

1.2 What are the implications surrounding the use of different baselines? 
Baselines (usually discussed in proposals and submissions under the heading 
‘reference emissions levels’) are used as the basis for assessing performance in 
reducing deforestation (and degradation) rates. They are necessary for ensuring that 
reductions in emissions are additional to what would have happened without REDD 
schemes (i.e. business as usual). There are a number of different options for 
establishing baselines, including:  

1. Historic baselines based on time series remote-sensing images of forest area, 
projected forwards as straight line; 

2. Historic baselines predicted forward using some other rationale (eg 
decreasing total forest area, or decreasing population growth rates); 

3. Modelled future baselines based on regression or other analysis of 
explanatory variables; 

4. Negotiated baselines (agreed country by country); 

Key research questions:  
1. What are the implications of different approaches to the inclusion of 

degradation, forest stock enhancement and conservation?  
a. Do the monitoring and reporting systems required when 

degradation is included represent a significant barrier to entry into 
REDD markets for some (sub-) countries? 

2. What are the options for establishing baselines for degradation and what are 
their implications?  

3. What are the options for including broader sources and sinks, and what would 
be the implications?  

a. What are the methodological implications (historical data is limited 
at best to past deforestation data whereas information on past 
carbon pools is missing)? 
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5. Baselines based on world average historical deforestation rates; and 
6. Current stock with no historical baseline. 

 
Decision 2/CP.13 recommends that baselines should be based on historical 
emissions, taking into account ‘national circumstances’.  
 
What are the key concerns relating to baselines? 
• Determining rewards for REDD only on the basis of historic baselines presents a 

disincentive for countries with past low deforestation and degradation rates to 
participate in REDD schemes and could reduce overall GHG effectiveness11. 

• The use of historic baselines could result in rewards for REDD going to 
countries/actors with poor past performance in managing deforestation and 
degradation.  

• Inaccurate historic baselines or reference periods that are too short could result in 
non-additional REDD credits.12  

• Historic baselines will be difficult to establish with accuracy in countries with 
limited comparable (across years) and unreliable high-resolution historic 
deforestation data. 

• Projected baselines based on future projections of deforestation and degradation 
are difficult to establish particularly due to limitations in high resolution and 
spatially-explicit socio-economic data and the dynamic nature of factors such as 
population, commodity demand and prices etc. which could increase or decrease 
deforestation and degradation rates. 

• Projected baselines could result in perverse incentives if countries try to 
exaggerate future deforestation threats.13 

• Concerns surrounding the extent to which there will be a ‘one size fits all’ 
approach to baseline establishment or whether countries/actors will have some 
degree of flexibility in being able to negotiate their own baselines. In each case 
trade-offs between environmental effectiveness, efficiency and equity might be 
expected to arise that will need to be dealt with. 

 

 

1.3 What are the implications of methodological approaches used for 
carbon accounting and monitoring? 

Various methods are available and appropriate to analyze satellite data for 
deforestation monitoring; forest degradation monitoring is technically more 
challenging but methods are increasingly becoming available. To quantify changes in 
carbon emissions, information on deforested area then must be combined with data 
on the biomass loss and its associated carbon content.  Such data on carbon stocks 

Key research questions: 
1. What are the implications of using different types of baselines (e.g. historic or 

predictive reference levels; different base periods) or different degrees of 
combination of the two? 

2. What are the options for addressing problems relating to the disincentives that 
could occur through the use of purely historic baselines (e.g. compensating 
forest conservation; stabilisation funds; applying a development adjustment 
factor etc.) and what are the implications?  

3. What are the options for overcoming the problem of non-existent or non-
comparable historical data to developing countries. What are the implications 
of these options? 

4. What are the options for who governs the establishment and management of 
baselines (e.g. international community; national governments; independent 
experts) and what are the implications?
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cannot currently be observed directly over large areas with remote sensing, and so 
requires additional methodologies14. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) has previously compiled methods and good practice for determining 
changes in carbon stocks15, and these guidelines may help to reduce uncertainties 
that exist in many developing countries with regard to estimates of carbon stock 
changes16. 
 
What are the key concerns raised about carbon methodological approaches to 
accounting and monitoring? 
• Standard practices or capabilities for measuring forest biomass through remote 

sensing at regional or national scales are currently very limited17. There are 
disagreements over how best to overcome these current limitations. Remote 
sensing data may provide useful improvement to biomass estimates, but it 
requires significant additional technological investment for many developing 
countries18. Others call for remote sensing to be coupled with ground 
measurements.19  

• Some countries call for consistency across each (sub-) country’s national carbon 
accounting and monitoring systems, however there is still a need for an agreed 
approach about how to reach such consistency across diverse ecosystems and 
national circumstances20. 

• Carbon stocks of different ecosystems around the world are poorly known, and 
there is a need for countries to be able to develop ecosystem-specific information 
rather than relying completely on using default values.21 

• There is disagreement over how to deal with varying levels of data quality on 
changes in emissions22. 

 

1.4 What are the implications of using national versus sub-national 
approaches for REDD? 

REDD may be designed around a national or a sub-national based approach. Under 
a purely national-based approach, countries would commit to a certain level of 
emissions reductions for the entire country, so that the accounting of forestry 
emissions would occur at the national level and the national government would 
manage implementation of its REDD scheme. Furthermore, financial transactions 
would occur between the countries, and the developing countries could be held liable 
for defaults on reduction commitments. Under a purely sub-national approach (that 
may be similar to a project approach like the existing CDM), transactions would be 
more likely to occur between investors and particular sub-national projects, with likely 
less involvement of national governments in the management of finances, project 
design etc. While those sub-national units would undertake emissions reductions 

Key research questions: 
1. What are the implications of using different potential forest carbon 

monitoring methods (including remote sensing and ground 
measurements)?  

a. How does this affect eligibility of countries to participate? 
2. What are the options for ensuring comparability in assessment of carbon 

stocks across diverse ecosystems and national circumstances and what 
are the implications? 

3. What options exist to deal with uncertainties (e.g. ground-truthing; sound 
definitions), including those existing within IPCC guidelines? 

a. What are the implications of uncertainties in estimates? 
4. What are the implications of using emissions and stock-based accounting 

approaches? 
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activities, their changes in emissions would not be aggregated with activities in 
surrounding areas or in the country as a whole. In addition to pure ‘national’ or ‘sub-
national’ approaches, intermediate proposals include a flexible approach that allows 
for implementation at the project, sub-national or national level depending upon a 
country’s circumstances23, or the ‘nested approach’ in which project activities can 
begin before national level commitments are adopted24. 

 
What are the key concerns raised about national versus sub-national approaches?  
• Sub-national approaches may not easily account for in-country leakage compared 

to national approaches25 
• National approaches could limit participation of some developing countries with 

lower institutional and technical capacities, financing capabilities, or deforestation 
drivers that are difficult to control in the short term.26  

• National approaches may entail higher investment risks for investors due to lack of 
control over the use of financing27.  

• There is a lack of clarity on whether or not the methodology protocols should or 
would differ under a sub-national approach versus a national approach  

 

 

2 FINANCIAL ISSUES  

2.1 What are the implications of market and fund-based approaches to 
REDD? 

The financial mechanisms that REDD schemes could use include market-based 
mechanisms, fund-based mechanisms or possibly a mixture of the two. Market-
based schemes would involve the transaction of REDD credits between buyers and 
sellers. These could be countries (e.g. Annex 1 and non-Annex 1) or smaller entities 
(e.g. companies and individual farmers). They would involve payments for carbon as 
a ‘commodity’ with factors such as cost-effectiveness, low risk investments, high 
volumes etc. being given high priority. Fund-based schemes would use international 
funds to reward reductions in deforestation and degradation. Compared to market-
based approaches, funds might come from different sources, be targeted at different 
types of activities, and be less performance-based, giving less priority to factors such 
as investment risk, comparability of emissions reduction units and cost-effectiveness. 
 
The reasons for these different approaches being proposed stem from a range of 
political and economic arguments, many of which are key hurdles in the debate. 

Key research questions: 
1. What are the implications of national and sub-national approaches? 

a. Is the risk of leakage by higher in a sub-national approach than a national 
one?  

b. What are the options for dealing with leakage in national and sub-national 
approaches and what are their implications? 

c. What are the capacity requirements of a national approach, and how do 
these compare against the financial benefits that a participating country 
might receive through REDD? 

d. To what extent can sub-national approaches help as a step towards the 
development of national approaches? And to what extent can the two 
approaches co-exist? 

e. What are the implications of different combinations and timing of countries 
adopting national and sub-national REDD schemes? 

f. To what extent do sub-national or mixed approaches reduce investment 
risks compared to national approaches? 
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These have also led to a further range of alternative approaches being proposed, 
particularly within the markets category, including, for example, whether trading of 
REDD credits should occur in mainstream carbon markets or in parallel markets28. 
 
Where are the main concerns surrounding different market and fund based options? 
• Directly allowing REDD credits into existing carbon markets could significantly 

weaken incentives for abatement in other sectors29. 
• Integrating REDD credits directly into existing carbon markets may result in 

market flooding of cheap and/or non-additional credits3031. Options such as, 
limiting the supply of REDD credits into the market or banking32 have been 
proposed to reduce this risk.  

• Market-based approaches may impinge on national sovereignty. 
• Markets are risk averse and payment on delivery of ERs creates problems 

surrounding upfront funding. Other mechanisms for dealing with risks of non-
permanence or non-delivery of credits (e.g. discounted temporary credits33; no 
lose targets; penalties; risk spreading through the use of buffers etc.) may have 
adverse effects such as reducing the interest of investors (e.g. as temporary 
credits have done in the CDM) or disproportionately affecting some actors (e.g. 
strict enforcement measures affecting indigenous groups) 34. 

• Funds may not raise sufficient volumes of finance on a short-enough timescale to 
reduce deforestation and degradation35. 

• Funds may not be as efficient in addressing emissions from deforestation and 
degradation. 

 

 

Key research questions: 
1. What are the options for creating REDD market systems (e.g. fully integrated 

markets; parallel markets; dual markets etc.) and what are their implications? 
a. What are the options for dealing with the risk of market flooding (e.g. 

Banking; capping REDD credit volumes etc), and what are the 
implications?  

2. What are the options for different levels of country/actor participation in REDD 
markets (e.g. all tropical forested countries; only major emitters etc.) and what 
are the implications? 

3. What are the implications of alternative options to overcome problems of 
upfront funding (e.g. buyers taking on risks; use of ODA; loans)? 

4. What financial options exist for dealing with risks of non-permanence and 
non-delivery (e.g. tCERs; discounted CERs; payment on delivery; carbon 
buffers etc.) and what are their implications? 

5. What are the options for creating fund-based REDD systems (e.g. bilateral 
funds; multilateral funds stocked through carbon market levies etc.) and what 
are their implications? 

a. What are the options for establishing the value of REDD carbon in 
fund-based systems and what are the implications? 

b. What volumes of finance may be raised through fund-based options 
and over what timescales? 

c. Are there options for fund-based and market-based systems to co-
exist and what are their implications? 
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3 INSTITUTIONAL ISSUES 

3.1 What are the implications of verification systems? 
Verification systems for REDD will be required in order to verify estimates of 
emissions reductions and enhancement of removals, and changes in forest cover. 
They will also be required to ensure accountability within financial mechanisms, for 
example through third party review of financial transactions and accounting 
procedures. As with the existing CDM and Kyoto Protocol, some elements of 
verification systems may exist at international level (such as the Executive Board; 
expert review teams; accreditation of verification authorities, independent third party 
review36 etc.) and some at national level. The breadth of coverage of verification 
systems for REDD, their management and how they respond to different national 
circumstances have not yet been defined 
 
What are the concerns relating to verification systems for REDD?  
• Lack of standardisation in verification systems will result in systems that are not 

comparable. 
• Internationally mandated verification systems risk impinging on national 

sovereignty37. 
• Mandating verification systems to include non-emissions implications such as 

social impacts and biodiversity co-benefits could overload REDD markets or 
funds38. 

• Not including broader non-emissions related impacts such as social impacts could 
reduce the effectiveness, increase investment risk, violate other international 
conventions and adversely affect indigenous groups and the poor39. 

 

 

3.2 What are the implications relating to capacity building requirements for 
REDD? 

Capacity building for REDD may include supporting activities such as establishing 
deforestation inventories, establishment of monitoring, reporting and verification 
systems and related institutions such as national registries, research, technical and 
legal support and technology transfer specifically required for REDD systems to 
function. It may also include funding activities that will help create an enabling 
environment for enhancing trading, such as supporting land tenure reform, 
governance reform etc. Many of these activities may be unlikely to be supported 
through finances channelled though markets or funds to reward reductions in 
emissions, and may therefore need to be sourced through other means. Defining 
what will be funded in REDD schemes and what should be funded is still open to 

Key research questions: 
1. What are the options for the design of REDD verification systems and what 

are their implications? 
a. Can existing institutions such as the Executive Board and Designated 

National Authorities be extended or do new institutions need to be 
established?  

b. How can the concept of "peer-review monitoring/verification" as stated 
in the indicative modalities annexed to the decision 2/CP.13 be 
operationalised? 

c. What are the advantages and trade-offs of including non-GHG related 
factors (e.g. social co-benefits and biodiversity benefits) within 
verification systems? 
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debate, but it is an important aspect of the negotiations, particularly because it could 
affect participation by some countries. 
 
Where are the main areas of concern surrounding capacity building? 
• Funding used for capacity building in REDD schemes could divert resources from 

other areas (e.g. ODA)40. 
• Lack of additional funding for capacity building could prevent some developing 

countries from participating in REDD41. 
• How to define the scope of activities that need to be covered through capacity 

building and who is eligible for support. 
• The scale of funding required for capacity building required for REDD schemes 

could reduce their feasibility. 
 

 
 
 
 
Endnotes: 
                                                 
1 Kanninen M, Murdiyarso D, Seymour F, Angelsen A, Wunder S, German L. 2007. Do trees 
grow on money? The implications of deforestation research for policies to promote REDD, 
Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), Bogor, Indonesia 
2 Views from the parties on REDD (FCCC/SBSTA/2008/MISC4. Views on outstanding 
methodological issues related to policy approaches and positives incentives to reduce 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries, 22 April 2008). 
3 For example, the proposal of ‘preventive credits’ in: Fonseca A.B. da, Rodriguez C.M., 
Midgley G., Busch J. Hannah L., Mittermeier R. A. (2007): “No Forests Left Behind”, Plos 
Biology 5(8): 1645-1646.  
4 Those who would like to see the scope of REDD be extended to include ‘forest 
conservation’ include Costa Rica, India, Chile and Paraguay et al., as noted in submissions to 
FCCC/SBSTA/2008/MISC.4 (22 April 2008) 
5 Terrestrial Carbon Group, 2008, How to include terrestrial carbon in developing countries in 
the overall climate solution.  
6 Ibid. 
7 Canada raises this concern, although concludes that degradation should be included, and 
that it should not prevent countries from participating if they cannot account for degradation.  
The COMIFAC submission also raises technical shortcomings as a concern.  
FCCC/SBSTA/2008/MISC.4 (22 April 2008) 
8 Skutsch, M. 2008.  In REDD, the second D is for Degradation.  A policy note from the Kyoto: 
Think Global, Act Local project. www.communitycarbonforestry.org; Houghton, R.A., 2005. 

Key research questions: 
1. What are the options for different levels of capacity building for REDD (e.g. 

purely technical support for monitoring or broader institutional support in the 
forest sector) and what are the implications? 

a. What activities need to be covered by capacity building in REDD 
schemes in order for systems to be effective? 

b. What eligibility criteria are needed for determining access to capacity 
building funds? 

c. What scale of capacity building related finance is required in order to 
implement REDD? 

d. Can sufficient additional funding be raised and through what means?  
e. Could capacity building for REDD divert resources from other areas 

and under what circumstances (e.g. development aid)? 
f. How would different levels of investment in capacity building and the 

types of interventions increase investor confidence in REDD 
schemes? 
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9 The role of SFM is emphasised in the submissions from Japan, India, COMIFAC, Costa 
Rica, Nepal and Sri Lanka while others point to IPCC guidelines to account for incremental 
changes from SFM (Canada, EU). Some remain cautious (Paraguay et al., Chile) while Nepal 
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FCCC/SBSTA/2008/MISC.4 (22 April 2008)   
22 Expressed in submissions by Costa Rica and Indonesia (FCCC/SBSTA/2008/MISC.4 (22 
April 2008)) 
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2008)) 
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2008)  
27 As expressed in “The Nested Approach” by Pedroni et al.2007 
28 Eg. Ogonowski M., Helme N. Movius D. and J. Schmidt, 2007, ‘Reducing emissions from 
deforestation: The dual market approach’, Center for Clean Air Policy (CCAP), Washington 
DC. 
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37 For example, the Indonesia submission (FCCC/SBSTA/2008/MISC.4 (22 April 2008)) 
explains that acceptable measurement and monitoring methods should be supported by 
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FACTORS FOR

ASSESSING
IMPLICATIONS

 
 
 
 
OUTSTANDING DESIGN  
CONCERNS IN REDD  
NEGOTIATIONS 
  

Carbon 
Effectiveness
A function of: 
- Additionality 
- Leakage 
- Permanence 
- Flexibility and 
Robustness 
- Effect on 
other mitigation 
measures 
- Verifiability 
- Investment 
confidence 
 

Cost 
Efficiency 
A function of: 
- Start-up costs 
- Running 
costs 
- Efficiency 
over time 

Equity and 
Co-Benefits 
A function of: 
- Among and 
within country 
distribution 
- Inter-
generational 
distribution 
- Effects on local 
& indigenous 
communities 
- Impact on 
biodiversity 
- Impact on 
economic dev’t 
- Forest 
governance 
effects 

Category Issue area 

Example options 
(Note: not 
necessarily 
mutually 
exclusive) 

   

Scope of 
accounting 

•  Deforestation or 
deforestation and 
degradation? 

• Full landscape or 
partial accounting? 

   

Reference 
emission 
levels 

• Historic or 
projected? 

• Emissions based 
or stock based? 

• Base years or 
base periods? 

   

Methodological 
approaches to 
accounting 
and monitoring 

• Remote sensing or 
ground truthing? 

• High or low tiers of 
accuracy? 

   

Methodological 
Issues 

Spatial scale • National, sub-
national or nested 
approaches? 

   

Financial 
Issues 

Financial 
mechanisms 

• Markets or funds? 
• Integrated or 

parallel markets? 
• Regulated or 

voluntary markets? 
• Temporary or 

permanent 
credits? 

   

Verification 
systems 

• Narrow focus on 
GHG emissions or 
covering wider co-
benefits? 

   

Institutional 
Issues Capacity 

building  
• Only covering key 

components of 
REDD or broader 
enabling 
environment? 

   

 

Annex A: Schematic Overview of Framework 
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Annex B. 

Factors for assessing implications  
 

The implications of REDD may be collected within three main groupings: (1) 
implications associated with Cost Efficiency, (2) implications associated with Carbon 
Effectiveness, and (3) implications associated with Equity and Co-Benefits.  These 
three can serve as potential criteria for evaluating REDD actions.   

Terms are defined below for clarification.   

Carbon Effectiveness  
Overall definition:  The extent to which REDD contributes toward achievement of 
reducing global carbon emissions. 
 
REDD Carbon Effectiveness is a function of various factors, including: 
1. Additionality.  REDD actions satisfy ‘additionality’ if they create reductions in 

emissions (by sources) that are additional to any that would occur in the absence of 
REDD.  This definition may be further broadened to include financial and 
technological additionality as well as in the context of ensuring that the international 
community is funding projects/providing technical assistance that go above and 
beyond what they would already be providing. 

 
2. Leakage.  Occurs if there is an increase in carbon emissions in one area as a 

result of emissions reduction in another area.  Leakage can occur within a country 
(due to project- level REDD implementation) or at a global level (if not all countries 
participate, or if the incentive mechanism does effectively cap DD).  Generally, the 
broader the scope of REDD and the more inclusive the agreement or mechanism, 
the lower the risk of leakage. 

 
3. Permanence.  Refers to the issue of duration and reversibility of a reduction in 

carbon emissions.  Permanence concerns relate to the potential reversibility of the 
emissions reductions, if deforestation/degradation occurs at a later time due to 
forests’ vulnerability to natural and human disturbances (e.g. fire or management 
changes). 

 
4. Flexibility and Robustness.  The mechanism’s ability to adapt to meet (a) diverse, 

local conditions; and (b) unknown future changes at all scales.  There is a trade-off, 
however, between flexibility and robustness.  

 
5. Effect on other mitigation measures.  Under this definition, REDD’s carbon 

effectiveness is in part evaluated by its impact on global climate change mitigation 
as a whole.  This include REDD’s impact on the global carbon market, on the level 
of emissions reductions by Annex 1 countries, and on investment in low carbon 
technology. 

 
6. Verifiability.  The degree to which reductions are verifiable depends on both (a) 

the technology to make accurate and complete measurements; and (b) the capacity 
to carry out such measurements.   
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7. Investment Confidence.  Investor confidence is necessary for proper functioning 
of the market.  Supply-side investors require confidence in the integrity of REDD 
credits, and demand-side investors require confidence in the return on their up-front 
investment in establishing REDD activities.   

 

Cost Efficiency 
Overall definition: The extent to which REDD lowers costs of reducing global carbon 
emissions.  
 
REDD Cost Efficiency is a function of various factors, including: 
1. Start-up costs.  The costs of setting up a REDD system at the (sub-) national 

level.  These costs cover the infrastructure and capacity required by the REDD 
mechanism, for example: installation of monitoring equipment and associated 
training, collection of information to establish baseline, land-tenure demarcation and 
registration, and government capacity to process and redistribute funding.  These 
costs relate to, among other things, the capacity requirements that are stipulated in 
the REDD mechanism, and they differ across countries depending on the countries’ 
initial infrastructure and preparation for REDD. 

 
2. Running costs.  The additional costs incurred to complete a REDD transaction.  

These encompass costs in terms of time, energy, and money that occur in 
completion of, for example: required administrative tasks, linking buyer and seller, 
and verifying compliance with requirements.  Transaction costs often tend to 
increase with the complexity of the policy design, while they often tend to decrease 
as units are scaled up (‘economies of scale’).  

 
3. Efficiency over Time.  It is likely that the system’s efficiency will improve over time 

and scaling-up.  Greater efficiency would result from ‘learning-by-doing’ and from 
incentives embedded in the mechanism.  Such efficiency can be incorporated 
specifically into the mechanism, for example to create a phase-in introduction of 
REDD or could be induced by market competition that requires increased 
efficiency. 

 

Equity and Co-Benefits  
Overall definition:  The fair distribution of risk and benefits across countries; within 
countries; and across time.  Also, the side benefits and unintended consequences/ 
perverse effects for associated environmental, social and sustainable development 
concerns.   
 
REDD Equity is a function of various factors, including: 
1. Among and within Country Distribution.  Certain countries or regions may 

receive a greater proportion of risk or benefit from REDD.     
 
2. Inter-generational Distribution.  The distribution of risks and benefits may change 

over time. 
 
3. Effects on Local and Indigenous Communities.  The Bali Action Plan notes that 

the needs of local and indigenous communities should be addressed when action is 
taken toward REDD.   
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REDD Co-benefits are a function of various factors, including: 
4. Impact on Biodiversity.  Global goods, particularly biodiversity, may be either 

benefited or put at risk by REDD.    
 
5. Impact on Economic Development.  The UNFCCC states the right of parties to 

“promote sustainable development,” and considers economic development as 
“essential for adopting measures to address climate change.”  REDD may enable 
or constrain economic development at the national and sub-national level, affecting 
those economically dependent on forests as well as affecting national economies 
as a whole.   

 
6. Forest Governance Effects.  (1) How the mechanism might complement, or 

compete with, other global or national forest-related policy instruments (2) The 
impact of international finance on the national priorities and planning processes of 
recipient countries (3) The effect of financial flows associated with REDD on forest 
management. 


