4: Cross-scale institutions

In a country like Indonesia rules for engaging in REDD and similar projects are under development. They
will involve various agencies such as forestry, environmental, agricultural and home affairs, linking
government agencies from village to district to province and national scales. Multilayer institutions tend
to be complex and often operate at high transaction costs. An assessment of formal and informal
approaches to make the system workable is important, especially in this formative stage for REDD/REALU
implementation. We can learn from previous efforts in A/R CDM where the rules were made too complex,
and try to avoid this pitfall.

A negotiation support toolbox for Integrated Natural Resource Management
Would a targeted effort to reduce emissions bring local livelihood benefits?

Land use and land cover change are an important part (about 20%) of the total human-induced emission of
greenhouse gasses that lead to global climate change. While most of the attention has so far gone to
reductions in the other 80% that relate to fossil fuel use (and some other industrial processes), no
opportunity to reduce emissions can be left ignored, if targets are to be met such as keeping global warming
below 2°C. Reducing land-based emissions usually requires two things: A) dealing with the direct drivers of
land use change that reduce C storage, e.g. through forest conversion; and B) supporting sustainable
livelihood options that are compatible with high C stock landscapes, with trees that provide goods and
services. To get such efforts recognized, a further set of steps is needed, that we group here under
monitoring, evaluation and transaction costs. Since the discussion on ‘C markets' has started, there are high
expectations that engaging in emission reduction and/or enhancing C storage can help provide funding for
rural development. Much of that hope may be hype, but there are opportunities for real benefits if
intentions are genuine and projects are designed well. The international rules are still under discussion.

(Any design for reducing net emissions of CO, and other greenhouse gasses needs to balance between )

A. Dealing with the local representations of drivers of land cover change, by protecting high C stock density
areas (effectiveness and, when expressed per unit investment, efficiency),

B. Promoting sustainable development pathways that provide livelihoods (welfare and wellbeing) at
reduced net emission levels (fairness).

Figure 3. as part of a RESFA study, Rapid appraisal of
the multiple claims of land tenure and use rights was
conducted in the peat land-Central Kalimantan Ex-
Mega Rice Project as a demonstration of REDD pilot

project initiated by The Kalimantan Forest and While linking opportunities to reduce emissions locally with those at other through the concepts:
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Climate Partnership (KFCP).
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o C1. Additionality (how do 'with-project' emissions differ from ‘'without-project’' ones) and changes from
Reference Emmission Levels (REL)

0 C2. Leakage (how do 'within-project’ actions relate to ‘out-of-project’ emissions),

o C3. Permanence (what is the expected emission trajectory after the project ends),

0 C4. Accounting rules (how will emission reductions be quantified and verified),

o C5. Rights to co-invest and share in future net benefits, within national sovereignty to set rules

o Cé6. Certification (clarifying the local emission reduction as part of national scale achievements).

A'REDD/REALU Site-level Feasibility Appraisal' (RESFA) will need to assess all these steps, as any of them
can become a bottleneck when full project design (PDD), approval and implementation are attempted - a
process that costs considerable time and investment and needs to have a reasonable probability of success

\.to justify such investments. A number of TUL-SEA tools can be combined to make an initial assessment. /

Key questions in the assessment

*What is the current carbon stock of the system? What other environmental services does the
system provide?

sWhat are the driving factors and threats that lead to reduction in carbon stock (increase in C-
emission)?

*What is the dependency of the local people on the system?

els there a problem on tenure security and land claims?

*What are the possible scenarios and what is the potential carbon stock increase or decrease under
these scenarios?

*What are the implications of these scenarios for livelihoods, institutions and equity? What are the
opportunity costs, both financial and social? What about additionality, leakage and permanence
issues?

sHow can the benefits of REDD/REALU be shared or distributed equitably? Who will benefit and who will
suffer?

REDD projects developed based on clear answers to these questions are likely to have a good chance of
success.




CO-benefits:

2 REFSA Background Local CO, benefits: reducing emis-

sions that are due to

Decisi intl) s i hwhil - q siome £ and actors rights Faimess Sustainable livelihood op-
ecision point:1) is it worthwhile to pursue a project to reduce net emissions from lan (incl >Planned change to land 2 offi tions for the longer term,
use (incl. forest) for this area, or will it be too complex, too costly or low in co- private ) | enhancing buffering of
. . . . . . . sector, ciency
benefit retums? 2) if so, what directions can best be pursued in project design? NGO’s water flows and conser-
CBO,S)‘ vation of biodiversity
= > in development pathway
-
DFE E 5 ‘?A Dis- % Actual emissions (or chan- Additionality: difference
trist & =) ges in stock) in relation to with ‘business as usual’
Drivers and threats Scenario studies Fairness/efficiency provin- -'c' R?;,eéi:ec; Emission Level ieveklopm er}: pathway
b for project design, PR ce govt ., il eakage: effects on
(DriLUC and RASA) . prol o g & institutions RISNAA S, \Baseline emissions elsewhere Transac-
) incl. additionality and FERVA ‘.‘. Registry and P oot tion
and leakage Cemmn . B ermanence: effects on
& rlg:]hts tlo |n. future emissions (~ insu- costs
ve;t , attribution rance & spreading risk)
C- stock appraisal . : Natio- .
% ﬁ Tenure, Policy history nal ',' certification
-~
(RACSA) R R R (RATA) ._____j REDD \ y _
z Livelihood options Interna- Sale and use Rules of the game, eligibility of*Independent
ti | ff-set t f emission r tion verification
& (RAFTWNoTree,Papold) O iona as oflr-sets ypes ol emissio eductio e catio
--------------------- {=-= a7 ittty Figure 2. A few points that merit specific attention among the 'transaction costs’

E i i Concentration factors, i E Market value chains: i

i flows), RABA (biodiversity, ; | Gini coefficients, equity | ! RMA ; Additionality arguments

E E E : i i There are many 'paper parks' and areas that are protected in theory, but not in practice. Yet, the use of
funding for ‘emission reduction’ cannot be easily applied for protecting what is supposedly already

livelihood analyses

C3. Permanence (what is the expected emission trajectory after the project ends)

C4. Accounting rules: RACSA + scenarios

C5. Rights to co-invest and share in future net benefits: RATA and FERVA

Cé6. Certification: all of the above, with analysis of uncertainty and gaps that require further
replication or efforts.

leakage mentioned above, may well increase greenhouse gas emissions from an ‘agricultural sector’
within a landscape that is being assessed. Agricultural intensification can well be part of an emission
reduction package, bit its emissions need to be accounted for as part of the project design, or as
‘leakage’ if outside of the project boundary.
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