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Deforestation and forest degradation are costing the world’s economy between $2 trillion and 
$5 trillion US dollars a year in losses of biodiversity and ecosystem services. Across all tropical 
forests, more than 1 million hectares are lost each month, resulting in the release of more 
greenhouse gas than the monthly emissions of the entire European Union. Parties in Durban could 
provide finance decisions on REDD (Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation) 
in relation to the Green Climate Fund (GCF) as well as the finance discussions under the Ad hoc 
Working Group for Long Term Cooperative Action under the United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate Change Conference (UNFCCC).   

In Durban, the Transitional Committee (TC) for the design of the Green Climate Fund will provide 
recommendations for adoption to the UNFCCC. Regrettably, the TC’s current drafts for the 
formation of the GCF would not immediately establish a specific REDD window under the GCF, 
relegating REDD financing and plans to the mitigation window and adaptation windows.  

As recently as the UNFCCC session in Panama, the vast majority of parties made public statements 
in support of a dedicated REDD+ window under the Green Climate Fund. Since 2009 there has 
been consensus among many parties for the need of a specific REDD+ window. The decision to 
create such a window is therefore long overdue, and should not be further delayed.  

The reasons for a specific REDD+ window are numerous. REDD+ has advanced more rapidly than 
other areas under the UNFCCC, and provides perhaps the best opportunity for large-scale 
emission reductions in the near term. The Cancún agreement on REDD+ included safeguards for 
biodiversity and the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities, and addressed the issues 
of leakage, permanence and additionality, which are unique or heightened for REDD+. Civil society 
support for REDD+ remains contingent on the implementation of these safeguards and issues.  

The current REDD landscape is an inefficient mess that requires coordination. Such coordination 
could only be provided by a specific REDD window under the GCF, rather than the divergent 
mitigation and adaptation windows. The World Bank Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, Forest 
Investment Programme, BioCarbon Fund, UNREDD, GEF, the REDD+ Partnership and bilateral 
agreements are only some of the entities that both donor and developing countries are having to 
deal with on REDD. While parties may decide that multiple implementation agencies would be 
preferable for purposes of competition and innovation, the lack of coordination and the large-scale 
duplication of efforts should not be confused with those ends.  

REDD requires separate attention that is not required for other mitigation and adaptation actions. 
Forests are home to millions of people, and store more biodiversity and carbon than any other 
terrestrial biome in the world. REDD will have a significant impact on the livelihoods of indigenous 
peoples and local communities, as well as biodiversity. Recent news headlines have contained 
scandals from some early REDD efforts, which will likely intensify over time. This is why the Cancún 
agreement codified a phased approach to REDD, to ensure that rights are fully respected and that 
incentives are not perverse. Lumping REDD in with other mitigation and adaptation projects will not 
give the people and biodiversity at issue the attention required by the Cancún agreement.  



Finally, REDD+ provides both mitigation and adaptation benefits, and many countries with tropical 
forests are among those highly vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. Shortsighted mitigation 
actions that will not help a country and its peoples to adapt to a changing climate would be not only 
wasteful but counterproductive. Rather than directing financing to diverging and potentially 
competing ends, parties should agree to direct forest-related financing to a REDD funding window 
that will best enable it to achieve multiple ends as required by the Cancún Agreement on REDD. It is 
regrettable that the consensus surrounding a REDD+ funding window in GCF drafts circulated in 
both Copenhagen and Cancún appears not to be represented in the current Transitional Committee 
draft for Durban.  Fortunately, Durban provides parties an excellent opportunity to correct this 
oversight and establish a specific window for REDD+ under the Green Climate Fund.  

Greenpeace has been, and remains, a passionate and vocal advocate for scaled-up finance to help 
protect the world’s remaining forests and combat climate change. It has also been a vocal advocate 
against the promotion of false solutions to REDD.   
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