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 Making REDD+ Real:  
Guiding Principles and Operational Framework for 

Tropical Forest Carbon  
 
Copenhagen presents us a vital window of opportunity to centre-stage land-use 
change and its impact on terrestrial carbon storage, and to move governments 
towards agreement for material mitigation of the 35% of global emissions which 
arise from farming and from forest losses. 
 
There is increasing evidence that a mitigation regime that only values fossil and 
industrial carbon incentivizes the use of bio-energy, and along with that, increases 
pressures on conversion from forests and croplands, with a risk of increasing 
deforestation emissions as well as food prices.1 Furthermore, extensive 
deforestation and forest degradation in tropical forests has turned a natural sink 
(estimated absorptions 2.9-5.9 GtC per annum2) into a large source of emissions. 
Together with the human welfare losses and ecological scarcities caused by tropical 
deforestation, these factors point to the urgent need for a forest carbon agreement, 
whereby, all parties collectively aim at halting forest cover loss in developing 
countries by 2030 and reducing gross deforestation in developing countries by at 
least 50 percent by 2020 compared to current levels. 

 

1. Purpose of this document  

 
The purpose of this document is to lay out the guiding principles and operational 
framework for a proposed global agreement , focusing on tropical forests and 
developing countries3 ,which rewards reduced deforestation and forest degradation 
(i.e. REDD), afforestation, reforestation, and forest conservation (i.e. REDD-Plus) 
that lead to enhancement of forest carbon stocks. Our goal is to inform the 
international discussion on this topic well before Copenhagen, Dec 2009, so that 
Copenhagen becomes a substantive step in the establishment of a REDD-Plus 

                                                        
1 Nine studies are cited which point in this direction in Annexure 1. 
2 S. Lewis and L. White, Nature, Feb 2009. 
3 See Annexure 3 for a discussion on the special significance of tropical forests in terrestrial 
carbon storage and global CO2 mitigation. 
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agreement.  We base our recommendations on the content of the revised negotiating 
ÔÅØÔ ÐÒÅÐÁÒÅÄ ÆÏÒ 5.&###ȭÓ ÆÏÒÔÈÃÏÍÉÎÇ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇ ÁÔ #ÏÐÅÎÈÁÇÅÎȟ December 2009, 
and referred to as FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2 dated 15th Sep 2009. 
   
To ensure that the REDD-Plus mechanism shall be effective, results-based, flexible, 
dynamic and incentive driven [paragraph 106.1 in FCCC/AWGLCA/ 2009/INF.2], the 
structure outlined here favours the adoption of a three-phased approach, similar to 
that described in a recent options assessment report prepared by Meridian Institute 
for the Government of Norway.  This document proposes and describes workable 
mechanics of each of these three phases, in terms of key open ended issues. Thus, 
×Å ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅ  ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÆÕÎÄÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÆÕÎÄȭ ÐÈÁÓÅȠ ÔÈÅ 
ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÁÒËÅÔȭ ÐÈÁÓÅ Ƞ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÁÎ ÁÄÊÕÎÃÔ 
ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÆÏÒ  ÔÈÅ Ȱ0ÒÅÍÉÕÍȱ  ÁÔÔÒÁcted by  biodiversity, community and ecosystem 
service co-benefits ; the nature and workable mechanics of reference levels set at 
ÅÁÃÈ ÐÈÁÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅ Ƞ ÔÈÅ  ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȰÔÈÒÅÅ-ÔÉÅÒȱ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÏÎ ɉ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȾ 
landowner, local government, national goÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔɊ  ÁÎÄ ȰÎÅÓÔÅÄȱ ÓÃÈÅÍÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ 
needed for this to work ; and the  criteria for eligibility at project and country level, 
both for donor countries and developing countries. 
 
 

 

2. Scope  

 
We have argued in this paper 4that ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÕÒÇÅÎÔ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ Á ȰÇÒÅÅÎ ÃÁÒÂÏÎȱ5  or 
terrestrial carbon regime to be put in place, to accompany the current Kyoto regime 
and its associated markets (eg: EU-ETS) which still constitute largely Á ȰÂÒÏ×Î 
ÃÁÒÂÏÎȱ6  regime. The scope of our proposal is  two sub-regimes for the new 
0ÒÏÔÏÃÏÌȟ ÔÏ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÅÒÒÅÓÔÒÉÁÌ ÅÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ ɉȰÇÒÅÅÎ ÃÁÒÂÏÎȱɊ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÅÒÇÙ ÁÎÄ 
ÉÎÄÕÓÔÒÉÁÌ ÅÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ #/ς ɉȰÂÒÏ×Î ÃÁÒÂÏÎȱɊ ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ '('ȭÓ respectively. The 

                                                        
4 See Annexure 1 
5  3ÅÅ !ÎÎÅØÕÒÅ τ ȟ Ȱ#ÏÌÏÕÒÓ ÏÆ #ÁÒÂÏÎȱ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ 4%%" Climate Issues Update, September 
2009. 
6  ibid  

Acronyms  
 
FC: Forest Carbon 
FCɀNSAP: Forest Carbon National 
Strategy and Action Plan 
FC-ERC: Forest Carbon Emission 
Reduction Certificate 
FC-ERC-P: Premium Forest 
carbon Emission Reduction 
Certificate 
TFC: Tropical Forest Carbon 
 
All other acronyms have the nconnotation 
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ÆÉÒÓÔ ÓÃÈÅÍÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÓÅÔ ÕÐ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȰÇÒÅÅÎ ÃÁÒÂÏÎȱ ÓÕÂ-regime is Tropical Forest 
Carbon, in the form of REDD-Plus, as defined below.  Our proposal is  for a terrestrial 
carbon  contract which is not fungible with industrial carbon ( see Annexure 2), but 
we propose that  so-ÃÁÌÌÅÄ Ȱ!ÎÎÅØ ρ ȰÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÆÕÎÄ 2%$$-Plus activities in 
developing countries can offset (to be decided) between 30% - 35%  of their annual 
ÅÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÙ ÂÕÙÉÎÇ ȰÇÒÅÅÎ ÃÁÒÂÏÎȱ offsets. We suggest that unutilized 
ȰÇÒÅÅÎ ÃÁÒÂÏÎȱ ÏÆÆÓÅÔ ÑÕÏÔÁÓ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÃÁÒÒÉÅÄ ÆÏÒ×ÁÒÄ ÉÎÔÏ ÌÁÔÅÒ ÙÅÁÒÓ. The entire 
regime should be reviewed in 2020, based on global performance on forestry 
emissions, on new schemes mooted for terrestrial carbon (eg: agricultural schemes). 
This overall approach and design would enable donor nations to meet their offset 
demand in green carbon through those countries that meet country eligibility 
criteria (outlined in section 6.2) and have established FC-NSAP by Phase 2. We 
suggest that Phase 2 (fund phase) should be available from 2012 onwards, for those 
which meet eligibility criteria, and Phase 3 (market phase) should be available from 
2015. %2#ȭÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÆÏÒÅÓÔ ÃÁÒÂÏÎ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÒÁÄÅÁÂÌÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ &#-ERC 
compliance markets, stripped premiums in FC-ERC-P (Premium) markets from 
2015. 
 
We see Tropical Forests as the priority arena for starting the ȰÇÒÅÅÎ ÃÁÒÂÏÎȱ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ 
ɀ because if its high performance and potential as a land-based mitigation engine 
akready capturing an estimated 4.8 Gt CO2, because of the high deforestation 
(largely tropical forests) which comprises 20% of CO2 emissions, and because of the 
attendant social and ecological benefits as tropical forests are mostly in developing 
countries (see Annexure 3). 
 
 As mentioned in the FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2 Alternative/Addition 1, 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, it is recommended in this document that the 
purpose of REDD-Plus is to assist developing countries in: 
 
a. Contributing to the objective in Article 2 of the Convention; 
b. Enhancing efforts to achieve sustainable development goals through their 

nationally appropriate miti gation strategies; 
c. Meeting their commitments under the Convention and related international 

agreements; 
d. Conserving biological diversity and combating desertification; 
e. Developing comprehensive land-use inventories and monitoring frameworks; 
f. Developing robust national carbon monitoring and accounting systems that are 

subject to review and; 
g. Establishing national forest emissions levels, which take account of national 

circumstances, and that are agreed by the COP based on independent expert 
advice. 

 
It is criti cal that a forest carbon agreement post-Kyoto also adopts a framework to 
ensure that multiple benefits are generated for livelihoods, biodiversity and 
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ecosystems through avoided deforestation and degradation projects that are 
implemented.  
As described in section 3.4 below, the REDD-Plus operational framework proposed 
here favours the adoption of quality standards and standard international ratings 
×ÈÉÃÈ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔ ÁÎ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ &ÏÒÅÓÔ #ÁÒÂÏÎ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÅÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍ 
benefits ( livelihood support, freshwater enhancement, biodiversity conservation,  
and other so-ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȰÃÏ-ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȱ Ɋ ÁÎÄ ÁÌÌÏ× Á ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅÌÙ ÔÒÁÄÅÄ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÔÏ ÅÖÏÌÖÅ ÉÎ 
×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ  ÍÏÎÅÔÁÒÙ ȰÐÒÅÍÉÕÍȱ ÆÒÏÍ Á ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ ÅÃÏÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅ ÖÁÌÕÅÓ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ 
ÓÔÒÉÐÐÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÌÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ owners to a willing marketplace of international 
aid, philanthropic, CSR, and trading interests.   
 
7Å ÎÏÔÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÏÐÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ȰÇÒÅÅÎ ÃÁÒÂÏÎȱ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ 
activities,  
 

2.1 Terrestrial Carbon  

 
It is essential that the eventual scope of an effective agreement is Ȱ4ÅÒÒÅÓÔÒÉÁÌ 
#ÁÒÂÏÎȱ as a whole. This is because natural areas, plantation forests, agricultural 
lands and pasture lands can all perform carbon sequestration and storage functions 
to varying degrees at various stages of their life-cycles, and land use change from 
one to the other needs to be managed to several objectives including emissions 
mitigation.   
 

2.2 Tropical Forest Carbon  

 
Deforestation and forest degradation cause one-fifth of our current CO2 emissions. 
Land use change from natural areas to human habitation and agricultural use thus, 
needs to be addressed with urgency in many parts of the world where ecosystem 
degradation and biodiversity losses are severe, damaging to human welfare, and 
potentially irreversible.  It is noted (see Annexure-3, & references) that this is 
particularly the case in tropical forests, most of which are in developing countries. 
This leads to the immediate focus on Ȱ4ÒÏÐÉÃÁÌ &ÏÒÅÓÔ #ÁÒÂÏÎȱȟ a sub-set of 
Terrestrial Carbon. It is noted and agreed that geographical areas covered in some 
instances extend beyond the tropics where justified by contiguity, sovereignty, 
ecosystem types, and observed deforestation pressures. 
 

2.3 Activities in Scope  
 
Which activities to reward through a Tropical Forest Carbon agreement is a critical 
success factor. It also has ethical implications, as some developing nations have been 
ȬÅÁÒÌÙ ÍÏÖÅÒÓȭ ÉÎ ÇÏÏÄ ÃÏÎÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅÄȟ ÉÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ 
recognizing and rewarding lower deforestation and degradation. Furthermore, 
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ÐÅÒÖÅÒÓÅ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÉÎÃÅÎÔÉÖÅÓ ÍÁÙ ÁÒÉÓÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÒÅ×ÁÒÄÉÎÇ ȰÒÅÄÕÃÅÄ ÂÁÄ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒȱ 
ÂÕÔ ÎÏÔ ÒÅ×ÁÒÄÉÎÇ ȰÇÏÏÄ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍ ÏÆ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎȢ   
 
The operational REDD-Plus framework outlined here integrates the fact that 
measuring and managing the effectiveness of conservation is an important 
component of a Tropical Forest Carbon agreement, in addition to measuring and 
managing baseline-referenced reductions in deforestation and forest degradation. 
 
In-scope activities are therefore agreed as follows, 
 

(a) Reduced Emissions from Deforestation, set and measured against an 
appropriate Reference Level, 

(b)  Reduced Emissions from Forest Degradation, set and measured as in (a) 
above, 

(c) Carbon sequestration through afforestation in agricultural zoned land, fallow 
lands and waste lands, and restoration of degraded forest land, 

(d)  Improvements in Conservation Effectiveness and Ecological Restoration 
(three eligible outputs: measurable improvements in ecological services (eg. 
freshwater capacity, Protected Areas), in biodiversity (eg. threatened 
species) and in community engagement (eg. enhancing livelihoods without 
impairing conservation).  

 
Since effective conservation is generally observed in countries on the path to 
improved forest governance, ÒÅ×ÁÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ ȰÇÏÏÄ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÕÒȱ ÉÎ 0ÈÁÓÅÓ ρ ÁÎÄ ς ÉÓ 
vital both from an ethical perspective and to ensure that REDD-Plus, does not create 
perverse incentives.  
 

3. Phasing 

 
Phase 1 constitutes capacity building in REDD-Plus developing countries and the 
beginning of national REDD-plus strategy development [refer to paragraph 106.1 in 
FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2] in the form of Forest Carbon National Strategy Action 
Plans (FC-NSAPs) with support from Annex I governments and institutions such as 
the World Bank Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and UN-REDD.  
 
Phase 2 involves implementation of national REDD-plus policies and measures in 
combination with compensation for results based emission reductions and removals 
from the forestry sector [paragraph 106.1 in FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2].  
 
Within Phase 2, a second component is an international Fund set up under the 
UNFCCC to facilitate REDD-Plus implementation [refer to paragraph 113 Option 1 
and Option 2 in FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2 and paragraph 127 Option 3 in 
FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.1 ] and to leverage global willingness to pay, support 
technology transfer, policy implementation and institutional arrangements, scaling 
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up of demonstration activities, MRV [paragraph 113 in FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2] 
and to aggregate and develop a critical mass of eligible REDD-Plus projects.  
 
Phase 3 is a results-based compensation mechanism in the form of a cap and trade 
compliance market for fully measured, reported and verified emission reductions 
and removals from the whole forestry sector [paragraph 106.1 in 
FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2]. We  further recommend that Phase 3 includes an 
ÁÄÊÕÎÃÔ Ȱ0ÒÅÍÉÕÍȱ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅ×ÁÒÄÓ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÄȟ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÖÅÒÉÆÉÅÄ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÉÎ 
livelihoods, biodiversity and ecological services resulting from emission reductions 
and removals activities above from the whole forestry sector.  

3.1 Rationale for Phasing  

 
4ÈÅÒÅ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÂÌÅ ÄÅÂÁÔÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅ ÍÅÒÉÔÓ ÏÆ ȰÆÕÎÄȱ ÖÅÒÓÕÓ ȰÍÁÒËÅÔȱ 
approaches, but most of this debate has missed the point that these can be two 
mutually reinforcing approaches, if properly sequenced and structured.  
 
Secondly, given the technical, legal, operational, and governance complexities of 
forest carbon, it is vital that careful preparation and capacity building precedes any 
fund or market based mechanism.  
 
This REDD-Plus proposal therefore, favours the adoption of a three-phased 
approach, similar to that described in a recent options assessment report prepared 
by Meridian Institute for the Government of Norway7. This approach optimizes 
(dÕÒÉÎÇ 0ÈÁÓÅ ρɊ ÏÎÇÏÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÅ Ȭ2%$$ȭ ÁÎÄ Ȭ&ÏÒÅÓÔ #ÁÒÂÏÎȭ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅÓ ÔÏ 
prepare the ground for a tropical forest carbon mechanism, by incentivizing in 
country conditions through core capacity building  and national REDD-Plus strategy 
development [paragraph 106.1 in FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2] in the form of FC-
NSAPs that create eligible projects.  In Phase 2, which is similar to the Amazon Fund 
proposed by Brazil, it leverages global willingness to pay through a fund mechanism 
to facilitate REDD-Plus implementation [refer to paragraph 113 Option 1 and Option 
2 in FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2], and also aggregates and develops a critical mass of 
eligible and performing projects which can later issue tradable certificates of 
emissions reductions (FC-ERC) in Phase 3 which are the underlying instruments for 
a forest carbon marketplace. 
 

                                                        
7  !ÎÇÅÌÓÅÎȟ !ÒÉÌÄ ÅÔ ÁÌȟ Ȱ2ÅÄÕÃÉÎÇ %ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓ ÆÒÏÍ $ÅÆÏÒÅÓÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ &ÏÒÅÓÔ $ÅÇÒÁÄÁÔion 
ɉ2%$$Ɋ ȡ !Î /ÐÔÉÏÎÓ !ÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ 2ÅÐÏÒÔȱȟ -ÅÒÉÄÉÁÎ )ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅȟ -ÁÒÃÈ ςππωȟ  
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3.2 Phase 1 (Support Instrument) 2010 / Copenhagen onwards  
 
4ÈÅ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÍÁÉÎ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÈÁÓÅ ÁÒÅ ÔÏ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒ Á ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ Ȱ.ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ &ÏÒÅÓÔ 
#ÁÒÂÏÎ 3ÔÒÁÔÅÇÙ Ǫ !ÃÔÉÏÎ 0ÌÁÎȱ ɉ&#-NSAP) documents from first-mover countries, to 
fund capacity building to run a well governed, MRV bound, legally empowered, 
ȰÎÅÓÔÅÄȱ ÔÈÒÅÅ-tier of beneficiaries approach during Phase 2 in these countries, to 
establish reference levels and  thirdly, to fund a large initial population of 
demonstration projects such as already proposed and financed by UN-REDD and by 
ÔÈÅ 7ÏÒÌÄ "ÁÎËȭÓ &ÏÒÅÓÔ #ÁÒÂÏÎ 0ÁÒÔÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ &ÁÃÉÌÉÔÙɍparagraph x.28 in 
FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.1].  
 
Such bilateral finance would be guided and encouraged to fund the setting up of 
appropriate policy frameworks and MRV frameworks that include creating robust 
national monitoring systems, country level aggregate forest carbon databases to 
record on going activities and quality of projects and involvement of indigenous 
peoples and local communities [refer to paragraphs 119, 120 and 120.1 in 
FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2]. 
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3.3 Phase 2 (Fund Instrument) 2012 onwards  

 
Phase 2 involves implementation of national REDD-plus policies and measures in 
combination with compensation for proxy-based results for emission reductions 
and removals from selected forest activities and land use and land-use change 
categories [paragraph 106.1 in FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.2].  
 
A second component of Phase 2 is an international Fund-based mechanism. A 
Clearing House approach is envisaged, which centrally registers and monitors all 
eligible projects which use bilateral funding, as well as an international fund set up 
simultaneously to supplement bilateral funding.   
 
Phase 1 would already have created in-country institutional readiness (MRV 
ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓȟ &# ÄÁÔÁÂÁÓÅÓȟ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÉÎÇ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓȟ ȰÎÅÓÔÅÄ 
ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈȱ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÁÂÌÉÎÇ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎɊ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÎÇ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ 
projects in Phase 2. In addition, under Phase 1 those countries that have established 
reference levels would be able to engage in Phase 2 and begin to negotiate 
agreements with donor governments through the Fund. Ex ante payments would be 
negotiated bilaterally by donor and developing governments and be defined by the 
accepted terms of the agreement between the two parties.  
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This phase has two main objectives [refer to paragraphs x.30 and x.31in 
FCCC/AWGLCA/2009/INF.1]. The first is to implement country-level forest carbon 
strategies and plans amongst participating developing countries which have tropical 
forests. Phase 2 capacity building would include an improved national accounting 
framework (note : UN-SEEA revision is in progress) to measure and recognize forest 
biomass and its ecosystem service values, through setting shadow prices for forest 
carbon capture  and other ecosystem services of tropical forests. National and 
Project Accounts would be consistent, and Performance reports would enable the 
monetary role of the Fund-based mechanism to be reflected in national accounts. 
The second objective is to fund a significant population of eligible projects in 
participating countries whose performance during Phase 2 is measured and 
rewarded against reference levels, which have been established under Phase 1 and 
before donor-developing country government agreements are formed in Phase 2.  
 
4ÈÉÓ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÓ Á ȰÃÌÅÁÒÉÎÇ-ÈÏÕÓÅȱ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÍÏÒÅ ÓÕÉÔÁÂÌÅ ÔÈÁÎ Á ÓÉÎÇÌÅ 
unified international fund, as it helps better reflect governance concerns and 
performance risks in project selection through empowering and following 
ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÆÕÎÄÅÒÓȭ ÃÈÏÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙ ÒÉÓËÓȢ   
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Firstly, this approach will create a positive bias towards higher quality (lower risk) 
projects ÁÎÄ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒËÓȢ 3ÕÃÈ ȬÍÁÒËÅÔȭ ÐÒÅÓÓÕÒÅ ÉÎ ÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÏÆ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
projects is healthy, as it will demonstrate their benefits early, providing models of 
success for other countries and projects to emulate.  
 

 
 
 


