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‘e Two basic messages:

— Evidence-based policy advocacy can shift policy
and investments in forests, if it is relevant and
timely

— Therefore it is critically important to identify the

areas where that evidence is likely to be found
and deliver it in a timely manner




__ Change that happened

* Kenya
— UNEP’s assessments of the state of the Mau Forest complex
identified the challenges and opportunities for investment

— Kenyan government at the highest levels has responded

positively & proactively with a suite of investments and actions in
SFM

* India
— TEEB & partners estimated forestry benefits in India

— Taken into account by Supreme Court of India in designing
compensation arising out of deforestation, better reflection of
true opportunity costs

— Parliamentary recognition of Ecosystem Services value from
forests
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Overview of UNEP’s activities

* Establishing context and frameworks

— The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity
(TEEB)

— Green Economy initiative & green accounting
* Innovative finance in forests

— UNEP Finance Initiative
— CASCADe and CDM
— REDD+ (within UN-REDD)




Actual 2000 2050 Difference
million
km2 | million km2 | 2000 to 2050
65.5 58.0 C 1% D
33 30 9%
Forest managed 4.2 7.0
5.0 3.0
Intensive agriculture 11.0 15.8
Woody biofuels 0.1 0.5
19.1 20.8
Artificial surfaces 0.2 0.2
108.4 108.4

. Natural areas loss is 7.5m km2 - broadly equivalent to the area of the Australia.

Losses: natural, bare natural areas & extensive agriculture broadly equals the USA

Braat et al (2008), Cost of Policy Inaction, European Commission Brussels. (TEEB)

Typical cost of Net present value
rest- Est. ann benefits of Internal  [Benefit/
oration (high  from restor benefits over 40  rate cost
scenario) (avg.scenario) years of return Jratio
USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha % Ratio
542,500 129,200 1,166,000 7% 2.8
232,700 73,900 935,400 11% 4.4
2,880 4,290 86,900 40% 26.4
Inland wetlands 33,000 14,200 171,300 12% 5.4
Lakes/rivers 4,000 3,800 69,700 27% 15.5
Tropical forests 3,450 7,000 148,700 50% 37.3
Other forests 2,390 1,620 26,300 20% 10.3
Woodlands/shrubland 990 1,571 32,180 42% 28.4
Grassland 260 1,010 22,600 79% 75.1

Sources : UNEP: Dead Planet, Living Planet, 2010, ciiting TEEB, 2009;




¢ If we do not make the value of our ecosystem services
explicit, we will continue to lose them at alarming rates

¢ Markets consistently undervalue ecosystem services

* Most services provided by the natural environment to
human society are not captured by GDP or other
conventional macro-economic indicators

e Biodiversity is important for all but essential for the rural
poor

Losses of ESS from forests as share of % GDP -5.5%

* Accounted

* Monetarily
Valued

* Recoghized

e Partially Valued
e Unaccounted

e Acknowledged
¢ Unpriced




Economic case for greening economies and jobs by investing in a new
generation of assets (social, natural, human and financial)

11 Sectors, including Forestry

It will deal with investments in terms of:
— Current levels
— What additional level of investment is required?
And also economy-wide effects of increased investments:
— output
— jobs/livelihoods
— poverty reduction
— Environment
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ors all over the world have pumped around $66 billion into more

e Asset Management, 2008)

Id Bank (2007); Point Carbon (2008); Financial Times (24.03.2008)




REDD+ implementation is currently in its
first phase

oordination and partnerships are essential,
ence UN-REDD

sights on how to deliver REDD+ readiness
emerging

REDD+, taken as a whole, is a unique
opportunity to transform the forest sector
and forested landscapes — thus
ontributing to SFM




Carbomn stored by biome
(Gigatonnes of C)

Tropical and subtropical forests
store the largest amount of carbon
(550 Gt), followed by boreal forests.
Deserts and dry sub-humid while

Tropical amd
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Z2BS5.3 Grasslands,
having little aboveground biomass are Shrablands
significant soil carbon reservoirs as

Deserts and
they cover large areas. Conversely, the 1780 —n O

tundra covers the smallest area but
has the highest density of carbon. 127
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REDD+ will achieve its objectives only
if:

* It delivers carbon benefits that are

‘additional’ & ‘permanent’

Safeguards biodiversity and ecosystem

services

Promotes SFM & equitable development (i.e.
local livelihoods and jobs, through to
enhancing national income)

Is efficient, i.e. transaction costs are kept to
the minimum




To offer & secure a forest based carbon asset within
the context of national development, countries will:

¢ Reduce ‘consumption’ of existing forest resources per
output of production

e Shift to less consumptive land use patterns

e Assure optimal, multiple benefits from forests
This will require

* Investments in efficiency of resource use

E.g.shift from ‘conventional’ to Reduced Impact Logging
Identification of alternative land-use options

E.g. ‘layering’ payments for ecosystem services such as
water or NTFPs on top of carbon for economically viable
forests as a land-use system




NEP’s focus is on finding new & innovative sources of
financing for forests

uch of this is focused on some forms of payments for
cosystem services &

ealization of a green economy model

DD+, in this context, represents both a significant new
urce of financing by itself

\well as a ‘leveraging’ opportunity for additional
incing to secure multiple benefits




