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What	  Should	  be	  Counted?	  
§  System	  should	  achieve	  the	  following:	  

•  Weigh	  all	  sources	  according	  to	  their	  actual	  global	  warming	  
poten(als	  

•  Balanced	  and	  efficient	  use	  of	  forest-‐based	  resources	  
•  Cost	  effec(ve	  strategies	  for	  climate	  change	  mi(ga(on	  (and	  
adapta(on)	  

§  How	  this	  can	  be	  achieved:	  
•  Model	  should	  consider	  the	  full	  carbon	  value	  of	  all	  ac(ons/ac(vi(es	  
•  Fully	  mobilize	  ALL	  LULUCF	  resources	  for	  climate	  change	  mi(ga(on	  
•  Count	  all	  carbon	  pools	  (omided	  pools)	  –	  One	  Na(onal	  Inventory	  
•  Include	  full	  HWP	  accoun(ng	  
•  Recognize	  importance	  of	  troika	  (bioenergy,	  HWP,	  standing	  forests)	  



Why	  Should	  All	  LULUCF	  Carbon	  be	  Counted?	  

§  Balance	  Interests	  across	  Forest-‐based	  Resources	  
•  Bioenergy	  favored,	  HWP	  and	  standing	  forests	  not	  fully	  mobilized	  

§  Failure	  to	  recognize	  the	  full	  carbon	  weigh(ng	  (global	  warming	  
poten(al)	  means	  this	  will	  not	  be	  considered	  or	  mobilized	  in	  the	  
climate	  policy	  framework	  

=>	  Equal	  Weigh(ng	  of	  All	  Carbon	  Components	  in	  the	  System	  
•  Only	  Bioenergy	  use	  is	  100%	  mobilized	  
•  Many	  carbon	  pools	  are	  not	  counted	  
•  HWP	  and	  Standing	  forests	  only	  “par(ally”	  counted	  (reference	  line,	  
cap)	  

•  LULUCF	  is	  the	  only	  segment	  in	  which	  all	  emissions/removals	  are	  not	  
fully	  accounted	  

•  All	  other	  segments	  (ETS,	  non-‐ETS)	  have	  full	  100%	  accoun(ng	  
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Kyoto	  Protocol	  
Annex	  I	  Signatories	  

FM	  Not	  Elected:	  

Australia,	  Austria,	  Belgium,	  Bulgaria,	  Cyprus*,	  Estonia,	  
Iceland,	  Ireland,	  Liechtenstein,	  Luxembourg,	  Monaco,	  
Netherlands,	  New	  Zealand,	  Slovakia	  and	  the	  US	  

No	  cap:	  
Belarus,	  Kazakhstan*,	  Malta	  and	  
Turkey**	  

KP	  not	  raZfied:	  

US	  

Croa(a,	  Czech	  Republic,	  Denmark,	  Finland,	  France,	  Germany,	  
Greece,	  Hungary,	  Italy,	  Latvia,	  Lithuania,	  Norway,	  Poland,	  
Portugal,	  Romania,	  Slovenia,	  Spain,	  Sweden,	  Switzerland,	  
Ukraine,	  and	  the	  United	  Kingdom	  

Dropouts:	  

Japan,	  Russian	  
Federa(on	  

Canada	  

*	  Neither	  country	  is	  a	  Party	  to	  CP1.	  However,	  a-er	  the	  adop(on	  of	  a	  cap	  (Kazakhstan),	  both	  Cyprus	  and	  
Kazakhstan	  intend	  to	  par(cipate	  in	  CP2.	  
**	  Turkey	  has	  stated	  its	  inten(on	  to	  par(cipate	  in	  CP2,	  but	  has	  not	  formally	  submided	  a	  projec(on	  line	  and	  was	  
not	  included	  in	  the	  Durban	  data	  tables.	  

>60%	  Annex	  I	  
forest	  (w/US)	  



Fully%Incen*vized%(AR)%

Par*ally%Incen*vized%
(FM)%

No%Incen*ves%
(remaining%global%

forests)%

Global%Incen*vized%Forest%Area%under%the%Kyoto%Protocol%(CP1)%

Global%Forest%
Cover:%

4033$Million$Ha$

676$(16.8%)$

110$(2.7%)$

3240$(80.3%)$

7$(0.2%)$

Totals%
%

%Incen*vized:%
7+110$(2.9%)$

$
NonFIncen*vized:%
676+3240$(97.1%)$

US,	  Canada,	  
Russia,	  Japan	  
not	  in	  CP2	  

(>60%	  Annex	  I	  
forest	  cover)	  

2010	  REDD:	  19.5	  
MtCO2e	  (23%	  of	  ARD,	  

0.05%	  Global)	  
2010	  total	  VM:	  29	  

MtCO2e	  	  



Kyoto	  Rules	  -‐	  
LULUCF	  

Pre-‐Durban	  
(CP-‐I:	  2008-‐2012)	  

Post-‐Durban	  
(CP-‐II:	  2013-‐2020)	   Idealized	  Model	  

FM	  elecZon	   voluntary	   mandatory	   mandatory	  

cap	  
3%	  of	  1990	  emissions,	  15%	  of	  
actual	  net	  removals	  (whichever	  

smaller,	  or	  nego(ated)	  
3.5%	  1990	  emissions	   no	  cap	  

Reference	  Level/	  
(AccounZng	  Method)	   reference	  level	  =	  “0”	  (gross-‐net)	   projected,	  historical	  or	  reference	  

level	  =	  “0”	  (net-‐net)	  
Reference	  level	  =	  “0”	  (gross-‐

net)	  

HWP	   reported	  /	  not	  counted	   Produc(on	  Approach	  
(limited	  by	  "cap")	  

Produc(on	  Approach	  (or	  
stock	  change	  Approach,	  

no	  limit)	  

IG	   88%	   43-‐66%	   0%	  

ARD	  offsecng	   permided	   not	  permided	   collapse	  Arts.	  3.3	  &	  3.4	  

Use	  Reference	  Lines	  in	  General	  Target/Commitment	  Se<ng?	  



Conclusions	  
	  

We	  s(ll	  have	  a	  long	  way	  to	  go	  in	  order	  to	  truly	  mobilize	  LULUCF	  and	  all	  
related	  carbon	  pools	  in	  the	  climate	  policy	  framework	  

The	  Nuts	  and	  Bolts	  of	  Accoun(ng	  Mader:	  No	  Accoun(ng	  =	  No	  Incen(ves	  

The	  carbon	  value	  of	  different	  LULUCF	  ac(vi(es	  are	  not	  adequately	  or	  equally	  
recognized,	  thus	  not	  likely	  to	  be	  weighed	  appropriately	  in	  actor	  decisions	  

The	  elimina(on	  of	  barriers	  (cap,	  reference	  lines)	  to	  full	  carbon	  accoun(ng	  in	  
the	  (Post)-‐Kyoto	  framework(s)	  could	  go	  a	  long	  way	  to	  achieving	  a	  more	  
balanced	  use	  of	  forest	  resources	  

The	  inclusion	  of	  all	  relevant	  carbon	  pools	  in	  the	  LULUCF	  framework	  will	  help	  
incen(vize	  greater	  efforts	  to	  safeguard	  forests,	  in	  par(cular	  under	  
moun(ng	  climate	  change	  

Much	  of	  the	  interna(onal	  framework	  may	  depend	  on	  the	  successful	  
integra(on	  of	  full	  carbon	  accoun(ng	  for	  forests	  in	  the	  carbon	  trading	  
framework	  
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