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The Alternatives to Slash and Burn Program hosted a small workshop on 
carbon offsets strategies for increasing and conserving carbon storage in the 
small-holder agriculture sector in the humid tropics (See Annex 1 for list of 
participants).  The ASB workshop followed at larger workshop hosted by 
CIFOR on ‘Developing a Shared Research Agenda for LULUCF (Land- Use, 
Land-Use Change and Forestry) and CDM (Clean Development Mechanism); 
Research Needs and Opportunities after COP 6. While the objectives of the 
CIFOR workshop were for forests and forestry, the discussions on definitions, 
problems, and opportunities of land-use cover change and forestry as they 
pertain to the negotiations and stalemate surrounding the Kyoto Protocol 
served as an excellent background and starting point for the ASB workshop.  
This report summarizes the objectives, discussions and proposed activities 
from the ASB workshop but important and a few issues arising from the 
CIFOR meeting can be found in Annex 2.  (A complete report of the CIFOR 
meeting will soon be available on the CIFOR website: 
http://www.cifor.org/carbon).  
 
The original objectives and outputs of the ASB workshop were: 
 
1. To assess the different carbon accounting methods (time-averaged C, ton 

years etc) and the implications to measurements, transactions costs for 
monitoring and verification, and C off-set payments, 

2. To review the main weaknesses in current national C inventories and the 
opportunities for C offset approaches at provincial or national scale 

3. To evaluate and compare the transactions costs of project implementation 
(including monitoring and verification and payments) of small-holder, 
community based, or large scale projects. 

4. To assess dynamic baseline scenarios and additionality (including the use 
of macroeconomic models) for 'project' scale efforts and consistency over 
time for provincial or national scale 

5. To design pilot projects and generic programs and develop protocols for 
comparing the various implementation strategies. 

 
The intended outputs from the meeting were to be policy briefs outlining the 
implications of the various carbon accounting methods and implementation 
strategies for use by local, national and international partners concerned with 
the pros and cons of carbon sink projects and the Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM) of the Kyoto Protocol.  The policy briefs could be useful for 
the continuing negotiations regarding the Kyoto Protocol.  In addition, pilot 
project designs and protocols, including projects for funding, would be part of 
the workshop output. 
 



Workshop Content 
 
The workshop included six presentations (as detailed in Annex 3), each 
followed by detailed discussions.  From those discussions several points 
relevant to ASB were noted and follow-up activities were planned. 
 
A few highlights from the various presentations and subsequent discussions 
are presented below. 
 
Reducing barriers: Many of us have thought that the CDM would be a way of 
reducing barriers to adoption of practices that would sequester more carbon, 
e.g. providing credit/subsidies for purchasing inputs such as fertilizers, tree 
seedlings, etc.  While this can be so for certain circumstances there are 
apparently limits to the types of barriers that would fall under CDM and this 
may be related to the scale of the project.  As examples, changing national 
agricultural policies that would correct price distortions or investment 
programs for improving infrastructure, such as roads, might be followed by 
adoption of C sequestering activities.  However, some policies should be 
implemented by countries anyway, therefore the activity might not be 
considered ‘additional’ and fall into CDM. 
 
Traditional ODA funding versus CDM funding:  Non Annex 1 countries 
noted that traditional ODA funding is declining and is likely to be diverted to 
CDM projects and there will be no net increase in funding.  One suggestion is 
that CDM projects could only be funded through private, not public, funds.  
This issue might be of importance to ASB since we receive public funds for 
research.  Therefore we need to clarify that our objectives should not be 
developing and running pilot CDM projects but that our role is more to provide 
the protocols, methods, and capacity building for our national partners to 
conduct CDM projects.  The central question would be: Are additional private 
funds available to fund C offset projects? 
 
LUC baseline in a “U” shaped world: Much of the ASB zone fits 
somewhere along the land use intensity land degradation ‘U- or inverted J- 
shaped’ curve, with imperata grasslands exemplifying the bottom of the curve.  
The research ASB is conducting is to avoid or minimize the extent of 
degradation or to rehabilitate the land and bring it back up the curve.  
Reducing the extent of degradation and rehabilitating the system are both 
activities that would increase carbon sequestration.  The difficulty is in 
determining what the normal trajectory of an area would be to establish the 
baseline of the project in order to calculate the additionality.  ASB could help 
to develop this concept further and how it relates to C sequestration, 
sustainable development and the ‘threshold criteria’ for indicating is a system 
is about to enter the ‘degradation phase’ or if is in the ‘rehabilitation phase’.  
The ASB matrix may serve as a template for assessing sustainable 
development. 
 
World map of terrestrial C stocks (& potential sequestration): The maps 
generated by IFPRI and WRI as part of the Pilot Analysis of Global 
Ecosystems (PAGE) include C storage in agricultural and forest lands.  They 



were constructed using a variety of databases and serve only for looking at 
broad regions in terms of current C stocks (though the databases used are 
admittedly often from old data and probably do not represent the current 
status).  It would be good to use these maps as a starting point and expand 
them to include C sequestration potential maps.  This activity is compatible 
with one of the research themes developed by the Inter-Center Working 
Group on Climate Change.  ASB could contribute by improving the databases 
used for the humid tropical regions but also by augmenting them with 
information on the socio-economic aspects that would relate to the 
possibilities of implementing CDM projects. 
 
Methodology for measuring – monitoring C:  The current default values, 
including definitions of forested lands, used by the IPCC for estimating 
national greenhouse gas inventories, can lead to incorrect estimates to the 
extent that the inventory for Indonesia changed from the country being a net 
sink of C equivalents to one of a net source when ‘improved definitions’ and 
‘improved values’ such the C stocks developed by ASB were used.  ASB 
Southeast Asia has been actively involved in national capacity building in 
producing national inventories capacity building in the region.  ASB needs to 
identify and link with similar type institutions in Latin America and Africa. 
 
CDM projects will require methodologies that are quick and cost effective for 
baseline assessments and monitoring of C stocks. A few of the questions 
concerning C monitoring are: Cost versus precision tradeoffs.  The level of 
precision that is required. Winrock International is actively involved in 
developing methodologies that address these questions.  They stress that 
precision of C inventories is a function of variance of LUS classification 
system and that the better defined and stratified the LUS classification system 
one can be more precise with fewer measurements.  They would be 
interested in working with ASB to develop this methodology for the different 
ASB sites. 
 
The issues of measurement and monitoring were also highlighted as research 
topics during the CIFOR meeting.  Ken MacDicken will lead the activity and 
ASB was listed as a collaborative partner in these endeavors. 
 
Carbon accounting and payments, Land Use Change and Modelling:  
The IPCC Special Report on LULUCF discusses several options for 
accounting for C and making C payments, eg. time-averaged C, C ton years, 
etc.  The Farm Bioeconomic Model developed by ASB Brazil/IFPRI is a 
valuable tool for assessing how these different accounting schemes will affect 
incentives and subsequent land use patterns.  The need for adapting the 
model for more generic land use changes and for the other ASB benchmark 
sites was emphasized.  The model could then become a part of pilot project 
design and assessments of institutional changes on land use patterns.  The 
farm bioeconomic model combined with GCE or spatial models could then 
explore how changes in policies would affect land use patterns and C stocks. 
Modeling might also provide and means of including asset creation/land 
valuation. 
 



Issues identified for ‘Briefs’ or ‘Concept Notes’ 
 
From the discussions on the above topics the following issues were identified 
for developing concept notes and policy briefs.  Responsibilities (shown in 
brackets) were assigned for the initial development of these topics.   
Participants met briefly to discuss the issues and how to proceed with the 
development of the notes and briefs.   
 
Concept Notes: 
1. Pilot project design: including use of bioeconomic model for scenario 

testing (Gockowski, Tomich, Witcover). 
2. Carbon map – ASB contribution to the global map, link to InterCenter 

Working Group on Climate Change. (Wood, Reid, Thornton, Palm, 
Verchot) 

3. C methods and monitoring protocols – for minimizing costs.  (MacDicken, 
Palm) 

 
Briefs: 
1. Barriers to adoption (Tomich, van Noorwijk) 
2. U-shaped curve as it applies to C and sustainability issues (van Noordwijk, 

Palm) 
3. ASB matrix (Tomich – already an on-going ASB activity). 
      



Annex 1.  List of participants in ASB C offset workshop. 
 
NAME INSTITUTION ADDRESS 

1. Boer, Rizaldi  Department of 
Geophysics and 
Meteorology, FMIPA - 
IPB 

Kampus Baranangsiang, Jl. 
Raya Pajajaran, Bogor - 
Indonesia. 
Tel:+62-251-376 817 
Fax:+62-251-313 384 
E-mail: 
rizaldiboer@hotmail.com / 
rboer@fmipa.ipb.ac.id 

2. Garrity, Dennis  ICRAF-Indonesia ICRAF 
PO Box 161 
Bogor 16001 
INDONESIA 
Tel: (62) 251 625415  
Fax: (62) 251 625416 
Email: d.garrity@cgiar.org 

3. Gockowski, James  IITA IITA-Humid Forset Station 
BP 2008 (MESSA) 
Yaounde 
CAMEROON 
Tel: (237) 237522/237 434 
Fax: (237) 237437 
Email: gockowski@iccnet.com 

4. Kadyszewski, John  Winrock International 1621 N. Kent Street, Suite 
1200 
Arlington, VA 22209 
USA  
Tel: 1-703-525-9430, Ext. 618 
Fax: 1-703-525-1744 
JKadyszewski@winrock.org 
 

5. MacDicken, Ken  CIFOR CIFOR 
Jalan Situ Gede 
Sindangbarang 
Bogor Barat 16680 
Indonesia 
Tel:  (62-251) 622 622 
Fax:  (62-251) 622 100 
Email: k.macdicken@cgiar.org 
 



 
6. Murdiyarso, Daniel  Ministry of 

Environment, 
Indonesia 

Jl. D.I. Panjaitan Kav.24 
Jakarta Timur 13410,  
Indonesia 
Tel. 62-21-857-7661  
Fax. 62-21-858-0111 
email: d.murdiyarso@icsea.org

7. Palm, Cheryl  TSBF PO Box 30592 
Nairobi 
KENYA 
Tel: (254) 2 622 584  
Fax: (254) 2 521 159/ 622 733 
Email: 
cheryl.palm@tsbf.unon.org 

8. Smith, Joyotee  CIFOR CIFOR 
Jalan Situ Gede 
Sindangbarang 
Bogor Barat 16680 
Indonesia 
Tel:  (62-251) 622 622 
Fax:  (62-251) 622 100 
Email: e.smith@cgiar.org 

9. Tomich, Tom  ICRAF-Nairobi PO Box 30677 
UN Avenue 
NAIROBI 
Kenya 
Tel: (254) 2 524139 
Fax: (254) 524001 or 
Tel: (1) 650 833 6645 
Fax: (1) 650 833 6646 
Email: t.tomich@cgiar.org 

10. van Noordwijk, Meine  ICRAF-Indonesia ICRAF 
PO Box 161 
Bogor 16001 
INDONESIA 
Tel: (62) 251 625415  
Fax: (62) 251 625416 
Email: m.van-
noordwijk@cgiar.org 

11. Verchot, Louis  ICRAF-Nairobi PO Box 30677 
UN Avenue 
NAIROBI 
Kenya 
Tel: (254) 2 524238 
Fax: (254) 524001 or 
Tel: (1) 650 833 6645 
Fax: (1) 650 833 6646 
Email: l.verchot@cgiar.org 

12. Witcover, Julie  University of 
California, Davis 

Dept. of Ag. and Resource 
Economics 

mailto:d.murdiyarso@icsea.org
mailto:cheryl.palm@tsbf.unon.org


 U. C. Davis 
Davis, CA  95616 
USA 
Email: witcover@primal.ucdavis.edu 

13. Wood, Stanley  IFPRI 2033 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20006-1002 
USA 
Tel: 1 (202) 862-8122 
Email: s.wood@cgiar.org 

 



Annex 2.  Highlights from the CIFOR meeting, ‘Developing a Shared 
Research Agenda for LULUCF (Land- Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry) 
and CDM (Clean Development Mechanism); Research Needs and 
Opportunities after COP 6’. 
 
Ken MacDicken, organizer of the CIFOR meeting, introduced the topics of 
LULUCF and CDM projects as they relate to the Kyoto Protocol and 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions.  The type of projects that might be 
considered (but currently subject to much debate) include three general 
typologies: 

1. Avoided emissions that include averted deforestation, reduced-
impact logging, and improved forest management; 

2. Sequester carbon that includes establishment of plantations and 
agroforestry on previously deforested land (though the timing of 
deforestation is under intense debate to avoid the situation of 
increased deforestation now to provide areas for plantations 
later…); 

3. Substitution that includes primarily plantations established for 
bioenergy. 

 
Some of the difficulties in the negotiations about the use of land use change 
and forestry to partially offset greenhouse gas emissions arises from 
problems in defining and measuring several issues. Some of these issues 
include baseline (+ additionality), permanence, and leakage; short definitions 
and some of the implications or confusions regarding their definition or use 
are provided here. 

 
Baseline: A reference scenario against which a change in greenhouse 
gas emissions or removals is measured.  Additionality means that the 
greenhouse gas emissions due to project implementation are below 
that which would occur in absence of the project.  Sustainable 
development is also a goal of CDM projects and therefore establishing 
indices and monitoring of sustainable development have also made the 
definition and characterization of baseline difficult. 
 
Permanence:  The longevity (duration) of a carbon pool and the 
stability of its stocks.  The issue here is that reducing the use of fossil 
fuels is a permanent reduction but  sequestering carbon in soils or 
vegetation will generally be temporary; therefore, there is a need to find 
some means of defining or discounting the carbon equivalency due to 
land use projects.   
 
Leakage:  Changes in emissions and removals of greenhouse gases 
outside the accounting system that result from activities that change 
the GHG stocks within project accounting boundaries.  Basically this 
means that one must be assured, or account, for changes in 
greenhouse gas emissions that occur outside a project area that are 
due to the existence of the project.  In other words, reducing 
deforestation in the project zone could serve to offset C emissions but 



the project may result in the displacement of people that instead 
reduce C stocks elsewhere. 
 

Other issues that are stalling ratification of the LULUCH aspects of the Kyoto 
Protocol that were discussed include:  

• methodologies for measuring and monitoring GHG emissions and 
reductions 

• institutional arrangements for certification of C, C trading and 
distributing benefits;  

• measuring and monitoring the social costs and benefits of CDM 
projects; 

• equity and geographic distribution of CDM projects. 
 

Participants at the CIFOR workshop broke out into working groups that 
developed research priorities, questions, and outputs related to the above 
issues.  These topics and the research partners are detailed in the CIFOR 
workshop report.



ANNEX 3:      AGENDA 
 

CARBON -OFFSETS PROJECTS AND ASB: 
PROS AND CONS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES AT 

DIFFERENT SCALES 
 

Schedule 
 
March 9 Day –1   
 
Project (specific) versus national scale (generic) approaches as seen 
from Annex-I and non-Annex-I country perspectives 
  
8:30 CDM as viewed from a non Annex 1 Perspective D. Murdiyarso MOE, 
Indonesia 
 
Discussion 
 
9:00 Farmer, community, based, or large scale projects M. van 
Noordwijk ICRAF 
 
Discussion 

 
Carbon accounting methods and payments  
 
10:30 National C inventories    Rizaldi Boer – IPB, Indonesia 
 
Discussion 
 
11:15 Farm bioeconomic model and carbon payments  Julie Witcover – 
UC Davis 
 
Discussion 
 
14:00 Working groups to develop policy briefs on C accounting at 
project and national scale 
 
 
March 10 - Day 2 
        
Project Implementation Strategies  
 
8:30  Project monitoring and verification – methods and costs  John 
Kadyszewski Winrock 
 
9:30  Global agroecological maps and C stocks  Stanley Wood, IFPRI
  
10:00 Pilot project design 

Cacao agroforestry systems in the Congo Basin  Jim Gockowski   
 



IITA 
 
Discussion 
 
Discussion 
 
Working groups to develop drafts of implementation and research 
projects 
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