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Tropical forest destruction is responsible for up to a fifth of global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
– more than emissions from all the world’s cars, planes and trains put together. Consequently, 
stopping forest destruction is necessary to achieve the dramatic cuts to global GHG emissions 
required to fight runaway climate change. In Durban, governments need to set up a framework for 
the protection of tropical forests that includes:   

• The establishment of a forest window under the Climate Fund. Countries must agree on a 
mechanism to reduce emissions from deforestation in developing countries. Funding for 
Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD) must be directed 
towards a new global fund (not offset markets) to provide additional reductions. This is especially 
important given that the inadequate voluntary pledges made in Copenhagen would place us on 
an emissions pathway that could devastate many land areas including tropical forests. Adopting 
a specific forest (REDD) window to address this crisis should therefore be of the utmost priority 
for governments meeting in Durban. Other innovative new sources of genuinely additional finance 
(such as taxes and levies, market-linked and hybrid approaches, and the re-direction of 
subsidies) should also be explored.   

• Adopting a ‘common approach’ to safeguard biodiversity and the rights of indigenous 
peoples and local communities and a system whereby countries provide information to the 
UNFCCC that ensures safeguards are being addressed and respected nationwide. The 
monitoring, reporting, and verification of REDD should be consolidated and include safeguards 
as well as carbon. Information systems must include participatory and independent monitoring 
approaches and be fully transparent and publicly accessible. Independent, transparent, and 
accessible accountability mechanisms are needed to ensure grievances are addressed.  

• National-level reductions in deforestation and degradation. In Durban, governments 
should adopt strategies that would reduce deforestation and degradation nationwide through the 
use of national reference levels, monitoring and accounting measures. Sub-national projects and 
approaches alone risk shifting deforestation from one part of the country to another. 
Implementation should be an integration between the national strategy and states and local levels 
in a way that effectively benefits those who protect the forest.  

In Cancún, countries committed to ‘slow, halt and reverse forest cover and carbon loss’. The 
combination for REDD success is clear: nationwide reductions in deforestation and forest 
degradation combined with strong safeguards for biodiversity and the rights of indigenous peoples 
and local communities. Parties in Durban must reject the false solutions, and deliver 
decisions on reference levels, safeguards, and finance that will help parties achieve this 
objective.   

Moving ahead with REDD  

Countries are moving forward with REDD, but stumbling blocks remain. One positive initiative has 
been the development of national monitoring efforts to identify where and when deforestation is 
occurring in a country. In June, the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) announced that it is 
developing a satellite monitoring system based on the Terra-Amazon model from Brazil. However, in 
order to succeed, participatory land use planning processes are needed which link on-the-ground 
implementation to national-level success. Greenpeace is working to influence the DRC’s national 
REDD plans and to ensure that indigenous peoples and local communities are heard at the national 
level. In Durban, Greenpeace will release a map of the DRC’s Intact Forest Landscapes, to 
encourage policymakers to identify areas to be protected from industrial exploitation.  

 
 
 



 
 

 
Indonesia announced its long-awaited moratorium in May. The decree’s two-year prohibition on issuing new 
concession licences in primary forests contains numerous loopholes, and does not address existing concessions or 
significantly expand the areas already protected under law. However, the decree identified the need for transparency 
and required the creation of a National Moratorium Map to be integrated with a revised national land-use map.  
In Indonesia, Greenpeace as part of a large coalition of Civil Society Organisations has been promoting the use of 
transparent and participatory land-use plans that respect the rights of forest dependent indigenous peoples and local 
communities, and support forest uses that protect biodiversity, carbon and ecosystem services. In collaboration with 
several NGOs, Greenpeace will release in Durban a spatial analysis of the moratorium map and its impacts on 
deforestation in Indonesia.  

Although Brazil has established a sophisticated satellite monitoring system for deforestation, it is currently facing other 
impediments to Brazil’s unilateral commitment in Copenhagen to reduce deforestation in the Amazon by 80% by 
2020. The agribusiness industry has been lobbying to weaken Brazil’s Forest Code, and forest destruction in certain 
Amazon provinces has significantly increased in 2011. Greenpeace and others are calling on President Dilma to be a 
global leader and Save the Amazon by committing to zero deforestation.   

Avoiding false solutions  

Greenpeace supports the phased approach to REDD, including the clarification of land tenure, given the need to 
ensure rights are respected. The push by industry and others to quickly include REDD in the carbon offset markets has 
been counter-productive and could have significant negative consequences. Numerous independent examinations of 
sub-national REDD offset projects have shown them to be inefficient and ineffective; and significant economic, 
environmental and social risks remain to creating a market offset mechanism for REDD.   

One issue that often gets short thrift is natural disturbances, which can at times overwhelm human-induced reductions 
in forest emissions. In such instances, a market offset mechanism for REDD could actually lead to an increase, rather 
than a decrease, in global emissions. For instance, the Amazon rainforest has historically acted as a carbon sink, 
capturing about 0.4 billion tonnes of carbon (Gt C) a year*. However, the 2010 drought caused large numbers of trees 
to die and decompose, and more committed to dying. Modelling predicts that this turns the Amazon temporarily into 
an emissions source and expects the Amazon to lose roughly 1.4 Gt C over several years following the drought*. This 
is just under double Brazil's entire GHG emissions for 2005 or roughly the same as the total amount of carbon taken 
up by tropical forests globally per year. Market offset advocates must explain how they would sell credits from sub-
national projects that allow companies to continue burning coal while the entire Amazon swings from sink to a source 
of emissions.  

California’s cap-and-trade programme threatens to undermine progress that has been made on REDD in international 
and bilateral fora. Efforts taken at the UNFCCC have promoted a phased approach to REDD whereby land tenure, 
governance and safeguards for biodiversity and the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities are developing 
while the capacity to deliver national-level reductions in deforestation and forest degradation is advanced. Industry and 
others in California are promoting a competing approach whereby coal companies and other major emitters can 
continue to pollute in exchange for protecting a small area of forest in a developing country. Not only have studies 
shown such projects to be ineffective, or overwhelmed by natural occurrences, but research on the use of sub-national 
offsets in China and elsewhere indicates that they may actually deter nationwide mitigation efforts.  

McKinsey advice on REDD+ conflicts with the Cancún decision and could subsidise the continued destruction of 
natural forests. In no example studied by Greenpeace did McKinsey’s advice on REDD lead to the halting of 
deforestation or degradation. Instead, McKinsey uses projected (rather than historic) baselines, which allows it to claim 
emission reductions that haven’t yet happened and which may never happen, regardless of REDD+ intervention. 
McKinsey’s advice targets the poorest and most vulnerable members of society (and the least-understood drivers of 
deforestation) by systematically exaggerating the costs of addressing logging and plantation companies, and 
downplaying the costs of addressing the small scale subsistent agricultural practices of indigenous peoples and local 
communities. The social and environmental safeguards codified by the Cancún decision are either absent or lacking in 
McKinsey’s advice; and it refuses to release its data.   

*  Lewis SL, Brando PM, Phillips OL, Van der Heijden GMF & Nepstad D (2011). The 2010 Amazon Drought. Science 331: 554.  
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