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Preface 

In the context of the wider debate on reduction of carbon emissions from tropical deforestation and 

forest degradation, this report reviews key methodological challenges including incentives,  

nesting, costs and leakage as regards landscape level planning and implementation of REALU 

(Reducing Emissions from All Land Uses). This work supports Phase II of the REALU project, a 

joint effort of the ASB Partnership and several partner organizations. The overarching goal of this 

project is to develop, through action research, a set of approaches, methodologies and national 

capacity to implement effective landscape-based strategies for reducing emissions from deforestation 

and degradation (REDD+), within a context of sustainable rural development, national sovereignty, 

respect for indigenous rights, and integrity of a global Greenhouse Gas (GHG) accounting system.   

Phase I of this project was based on research and reviews of key areas to enhance understanding of 

landscape approaches to REDD+ and the implications for ongoing UNFCCC negotiations. Phase II 

emphasizes demonstration landscapes, national level backstopping through UN-REDD and FCPF 

(Forest Carbon Partnership Facility) processes and the generation of comparative action research on 

global landscape approaches to reducing emissions, including but not limited to REDD+. The 

project is occurring in four  countries, Cameroon, Indonesia, Peru and Vietnam. 

The project is being implemented by the ASB Partnership for the Tropical Forest Margins 

programme of the World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF) in partnership with the International 

Institute for Tropical Agriculture (IITA) – Cameroon Station, The International Center for 

Tropical Agriculture, CIAT, based in Cali, Colombia and several national institutions in the four 

case study countries namely Cameroon, Indonesia, Peru and Vietnam. This project has made 

possible with the generous support of the Government of Norway.  

This workshop report summarizes the presentations and discussions of the methodology training 

workshop conducted to get insights into key methodological challenges including incentives,  

nesting, costs and leakage as regards landscape level planning and implementation of REALU in 

relation to REDD and Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAs) at sub-national and 

national level. The results of the workshop will not only serve project implementation teams but 

also the wider public.  

We would like to acknowledge all the participants of the global workshop for their invaluable 

inputs and interactive training. A special thanks to Ms. Sigi Hayu for all the logistics 

arrangements and to Ms. Joyce Kasyoki for managerial support and contributions on the first 

draft of this report.  
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Glossary 

GAMA 
GHG 

Global Appropriate Mitigation Actions 
Greenhouse Gas 

ICRAF 
IPCC 

International Centre for Research in Agroforestry alias World Agroforestry Centre 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

LUWES Land-Use Planning for Low Emission Development Strategy  
NAMA National Appropriate Mitigation Action 
NORAD Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation 
OppCost Opportunity Cost analysis scheme 
REALU Reducing Emissions from All Land Uses 
REDD Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation 
REDD+ Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation plus 

conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of carbon 
stocks 

REL/RL Reference (Emission) Level 
UNFCC United Nations framework convention on climate change 
UN-REDD United Nations collaborative programme on Reducing Emissions from 

Deforestation and Forest Degradation in developing countries 
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I. Objectives of the workshop 

The objective of this global project methods workshop is to get insights into key methodological 

challenges including incentives,  nesting, costs and leakage as regards landscape level planning 

and implementation of REALU in relation to REDD and NAMAs at sub-national and national 

level.  

The specific objectives of the workshop were to:  

 Enable ICRAF scientists to understand, familiarize more and with :  

- how to determine and mitigate leakage (Emission Displacement);  

- Nested approaches at different levels (national, sub-national) and the different aspects 

- technical, regulatory, institutional and economic – that can affect nested approaches 

and influence their design; 

- Emission Reduction  Incentives options, design and implementation; and  

- Estimating the total cost of REALU / REDD+ 

 Identify existing methodologies / tools for addressing the above challenges to determine and 

mitigate leakage and for designing nested approaches  

 Identify approaches and use of the results in the REALU project countries 

 Identify and plan further development of these tools / methodologies where and when 

appropriate 

The workshop aims to: 

- Learn from each other and have a common understanding of REALU  concepts and  

- Be clear on things that each  team member will be doing or working on; 

- Discuss of the specifics and way forward in implementing these concepts in Cameroon, 

Vietnam, Peru and Indonesia 

- Identify methodologies and tools and build/develop that into our workplans 

- Move into implementation mode in REALU in the next 6 months 

- Produce a synthesis report on the methodological challenges and opportunities for nesting 

and leakage issues. 

REALU II Year 2 aims at looking at the feasibility of various options for emission reduction and 

try to operationalize it. It explores how local planning links/fit into the national level REDD 

framework. This is what refers to nested approaches. The subnational level has to nest in the 

national level. Locally the incentives systems need to link up to the national level and also the 

reference baselines. This also raises the question of transactions costs for local governments 

about the problems of nesting and regarding the broader costs of delivering REALU and some of 

the investments required.  

The goal is to move from the identification of these options to opportunities. What are the most 

viable ways within the incentive systems to support options for emission reduction at the 

landscape level?  
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Regarding leakage, leakage at the national level is internalized so it is not a big issue. But 

because we are still dealing with subnational level, we need to have an understanding. When we 

will deal with national level, it will become less important.  

 

II. Background on concepts 

II.1. Leakage  

Leakage has been defined as an “unanticipated decrease or increase in GHG benefits outside of 

the project’s  accounting boundary… as a result of the project activities.” (IPCC 2000: 246) 

Leakage is also defined as ‘‘GHG emissions displacement that occurs when interventions to 

reduce emissions in one geographical area (subnational or national) cause an increase in 

emissions in another area through the relocation of activities” (Forest Trends, 2011) 

(From Brief REALU report by Meine, July 2011) 

Leakage (or the more neutral term ‘emission displacement’) is one of the key problems of 

REDD: reducing emissions at one place, may very well increase emissions elsewhere with 

reduced, neutral or even negative impact on global emissions. Empirical methods using ‘control’ 

belts are problematic, unless absolute reference emission levels have been defined. Leakage can 

be understood at the level of a number of ‘drivers’: 

• Spatial zoning 

• Demography 

• Product flows to external markets 

• Motivational aspects 

New research results of the REDD_ALERT project (see ASB brief 17) have highlighted the 

importance of emission displacement across national borders, as countries that have been able to 

protect and increase forest areas have on average done so by increasing their external ‘footprint’ 

through imported food and fibre. Thus the issue of ‘Emissions Embodied in Trade’ or EET is an 

important challenge to international climate negotiations. So far, such issues have been ignored, 

but this may no longer be acceptable. 

II.2. Nested approach or Nesting 

Nested Approach or Nesting is generally understood as ‘‘an accounting, management and 

incentive system established to simultaneously enable REDD+ activities led by various actors 

working at national and subnational levels” (Forest Trends, 2011). Different aspects - technical, 

regulatory, institutional and economic - may affect nested approaches and influence their design 

at the national level (Forest Trends, 2011). 
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The nested approach is: ‘‘a mechanism which allows countries to start REDD efforts through 

subnational activities and gradually move to a national approach, or for the coexistence of the 

two approaches in a system where REDD credits are generated by projects and governments, 

thus maximizing the potential of both approaches’’ (Angelsen et al., 2008). 

The notion of a nested approach to REDD+ was first introduced by Pedroni et al. as a way to 

promote the direct engagement private actors in project activities nested within a national 

accounting system. Key assumptions of the nested approach as initially proposed were (i) the use 

of market-based instruments as a tool to deploy REDD+ finance; (ii) direct crediting of project-

level activities; and (iii) the detachment of national level performance from project-level 

crediting (Forest Trends, 2011) 

Since then the concept of “nesting” has been elaborated in a variety of forms by experts which 

developed a number of conceptual papers highlighting the many intricate aspects surrounding 

nested approaches to REDD+. Recent studies addressed some of the most relevant technical, 

regulatory and commercial implications of the adoption and integration of project-level activities 

within national and/or subnational accounting frameworks for REDD+. (Forest Trends, 2011) 

II.3. Incentives 

An incentive is any factor (financial or non-financial) that enables or motivates a particular 

course of action, or counts as a reason for preferring one choice to the alternatives. It is an 

expectation that encourages people to behave in a certain way. Incentives can be classified 

according to the different ways in which they motivate agents to take a particular course of 

action (Wikipedia). It can be: financial incentives; moral incentives; coercive incentives; policy  

incentives; etc. 

II.4. Costs 

Three important cost categories can be stressed in REDD+/REALU development and 

implementation: opportunity costs, implementation costs and transaction costs.  

Avoiding deforestation conserves carbon and many other benefits that forests provide, such as 

water services and biodiversity. But it foregoes the benefits of alternative land uses, such as 

production of timber, crops, and livestock. These opportunity costs are often the largest 

component of the costs of REDD. Therefore, knowledge of opportunity costs at a national or 

regional level is important before developing policy priorities and entering into REDD 

agreements. 

Transactions costs are incurred throughout the process: REDD+ program identification, 

transaction negotiation, monitoring, reporting, and verifying the emission reductions. 

Transactions costs arise from (1) different parties involved in a REDD+ transaction, such as the 

buyer and seller or donor and recipient, and (2) external parties such as a market regulator or 
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payment system administrator that oversee compliance of stated emission reductions (White, D. 

& Minang, P., 2011). 

Management tools are needed in order to estimate the costs and benefits of running biocarbon 

projects. The abatement cost curve analyses needs complementary tools to address the analysis 

of transaction costs1 of establishing and operating a REDD+ program.  

 

III. Why REALU and how different is REALU from 
REDD+?   

By Florence Bernard  

The absence of a globally agreed definition of ‘Forest’ will impede implementation of REDD or 

REDD+ schemes, Current REDD+ construction ignores high potential emissions reduction and 

sequestration in other land uses. Drivers of deforestation are largely outside the forests and need 

to be addressed. REDD  just a partial accounting of land use is challenged by cross-scale issues 

such additional leakage, and permanence Intermediate land uses such as: Tree-based agricultural 

systems can lead to greater emissions reductions and larger benefits for local people. 

REALU proposes a definition that includes REDD and all transitions in land cover that affect 

carbon storage.   REALU is an evolving framework that seeks to understand the potential for 

optimizing emission reductions from all land use in an holistic (bio-physical, technical, policy, 

social and economic) manner.  It is expected that an emerging potential REALU architecture 

could provide a good basis for understanding landscape approaches to REDD+ and the role of 

potentially more complete emission reduction mechanisms such as Nationally Appropriate 

Mitigation Actions (NAMAs)- especially land based NAMAs.  

In 2011, a total of about 35 publications were completed.  These included 5 policy briefs, 3 book 

chapters, 5 journal articles, several reports and working papers, several web related publications 

etc.  For downloads visit url:  

http://www.asb.cgiar.org/ourresources?tid=All&biblio_year=&title=&lastname=  

Emerging Questions for clarification 

1. What is the progress to date from Durban COP17 in regard to global REDD negotiations?  

REDD is not on the finish line but it was on NAMAS threat.  Do we see REDD and 

NAMAs coming together or is one of them weighing more and if yes which one?   

                                                           
1  Transactions costs are incurred throughout the process: REDD+ program identification, 
transaction negotiation, monitoring, reporting, and verifying the emission reductions. Transactions 
costs arise from (1) different parties involved in a REDD+ transaction, such as the buyer and seller 
or donor and recipient, and (2) external parties such as a market regulator or payment system 
administrator that oversee compliance of stated emission reductions (White, D. & Minang, P., 2011). 

http://www.asb.cgiar.org/ourresources?tid=All&biblio_year=&title=&lastname
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Overall REDD has moved towards NAMAs side.  Enthusiasm of REDD has sharply gone down.  

Amount of money that was put in REDD has dwindled in a way. NAMA is the focus and is in 

the central part of the debate.  NAMA is taking a bigger focus (central part of the debate) and the 

data reference levels are high compared to REDD.  REDD’s momentum has slowed down 

because countries have agreed on a step-based approach referencing and will only develop 

reference emission levels when data becomes available.  In Durban, during Forest Day-5, -

Landscape  Approaches was one of the key words in the summary – a big recognition for the first 

time ever unlike in past where REDD carried the main message at Forest Day. From REALU 

perspective, ASB/ICRAF side event at COP17 “Landscape approaches: The place of 

agroforestry, afforestation and reforestation in REDD+” made a significant impact and very 

successful.    In two years’ time, it is anticipated that the profile will be much higher. 

2. Where do you see much of the funding and recognition for NAMAS i.e. the government or 

private sector and where do you see the funding coming from?  

Both are quite important at the moment.  From the look of things, the government money will 

invest more to NAMA.  Private sector will probably put more money in the old framework of the 

REDD. Country levels that will focus on NAMA and that provide the framework for these 

money to flow in will get the money.  Readiness for NAMAS to take off will attract new funding 

in the next two years. 

3. Do you see the GAMA money flowing in to NAMAS? 

No, not at the moment as the NAMAS design is not very clear. UN and World Bank system are 

still focusing in to mitigation.  There is a strong general feeling to move towards adaptation but 

not NAMAs partly because people are still looking for the framework that provides design and 

guidelines for it. Therefore, it is important that REALU from a landscape perspective should 

reflect on how to address NAMAs.  This should be our biggest argument and focus as we move 

forward with the methodologies that we are designing. REALU’s literature review should pay 

more attention in the NAMAs and be ahead of the game. In our feasibility study at local level, it 

is needed to state how NAMA fits in the broader national levels objectives. Second dimension is 

in MITI-ADAPT.  This could be the logical next step for NORAD’s attention. 

4. What about REDD and  global leakage?  

At the ASB Global Coordination Office, Jeremy McDaniels, IISD intern is already reviewing on 

Emissions Existing Tools (EET) broadly (EET module based) and key methods available to 

support the REDD+ and REALU.  The plan is to tease out questions as follow up to ASB policy 

Brief 17 ‘Emissions Embodied in Trade (EET)’. Findings of the review will be available in 

6months from now. 

One peculiar experience worthy sharing at this point is the case in Peru where everything that 

relates to REDD or REALU should be pre-conditioned on rights of the indigenous people.  This 
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has blocked a lot of work started in Peru.  From discussions held with the Peru team, it is clear 

that in the feasibility study we need to go back to the basic questions to look at what other work 

can be done on emissions reduction in the landscapes without the rights pre-conditions.    

Working on other land that is free of these conditions, forest concessions, management might be 

the way forward.  A prior discussion with communities to get their consent is a challenge. The 

approach is to get in and begin working with the communities on emission reductions and other 

details can come later. NGO lobbying is very strong “everythingindigenous rights, No rights no 

REDD”. 

Other countries are welcome to share their experiences as they come across.  

5. What is the REALU concept? What are the land uses, how are they combined as land uses, 

is mining and urbanization in REALU category?  

ASB is looking more at Agriculture land use.  Mining is a driver of land use but it contributes to 

REDD emissions across land uses.  Urban emissions have not been accounted in this category as 

well as coal mining. A broader real accounting within NAMA will have to take all of this into 

account.  

IV. Fairly efficient or efficiently fair: success factors and 
constraints of payment and reward schemes for 
environmental services in Asia 

By Beria Leimona 

RUPES vs REALU (incentives) 

Payment for environmental service (PES) is strictly defined as a market-based environmental 

policy instrument to achieve environmental protection in the most efficient way. However, an 

increasing body of literature shows that the prescriptive conceptualization of PES cannot be 

easily generalized and implemented in practice and the commodification of ecosystem services is 

problematic. To investigate the underlying causes, Lei’s PhD study combined a quantitative and 

qualitative research approach using case studies in Indonesia, the Philippines and Nepal. The 

empirical observations on emerging PES-mechanisms in the Asian case studies showed that 

interdependency of fairness and efficiency should be the main consideration in designing and 

implementing a PES scheme in developing countries. Neither fairness nor efficiency alone 

should be the primary aim but an intermediate PES that is “fairly efficient and efficiently fair” 

may bridge the gap between PES theory and the practical implementation of PES to increase ES 

provision and improve livelihoods.  
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Emerging Questions for clarifications 

1. In the assessment of RUPES mechanism for people, how did you handle the payments? 

House survey?(Amos)   

Strict conditionality PES was not working.  Needed to balance efficiency and fairness (financial, 

social, human, natural, physical).   

2. What is the relationship for partnership characteristic within RUPES?(Amos) 

 Potential participants were chosen within ES.  

3. Did the research involve a comparison between the difference of individual farmers 

and local community as a whole?  What if the farmers did not meet the PES conditions 

what happened?  (Hoan) 

Making the social punishment mandatory to ensure performance and reduce the risk of non-

accomplishment.  In other site in Indonesia (Singkarak) where PES scheme included integrated 

approach, farmers cited benefits more in terms of other gains rather than cash e.g. trust, 

recognition from local government authorities, increased ability to invest in local business. 

Fairness=> access, process, decision making and outcome. 

Conditionality: Payment is based on royalty for land rehabilitation compared to number of trees 

or area of planted trees; level of sedimentation reduction. 

Peter shared a good example of the Kasigau REDD project in Kenya (currently, first REDD 

project in Africa),  In first year when the project did not have certificate for carbon farming the 

project paid  the farmers USD2 p/ton of anticipated carbon farmed and when they got the license 

they started to pay USD4p/ton of carbon in price.  After the VCS certification, they paid 

USD7p/ton. 

4. How did you handle legal entity of community at the local level? How long are the 

contracts? (Atiek) 

Contracts were for 1 year.  Repeated/dynamic, but this does not seem to affect people’s bids.  In 

Australia, same was observed.  In Europe, contracts moved from individual to group.  The 

difference between survey and auction bid values showed that the communities valued other 

incentives besides financial payments, but this is to be proved through observing performance. 

Performance was affected by leadership challenges, timing with other activities on the farm 

calendar and limited access to planting material. 
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In other site in Indonesia (Singkarak) where PES scheme included integrated approach, farmers 

cited benefits more in terms of other gains rather than cash e.g. trust, recognition from local 

government, increased ability to invest in local business. 

Payments to communities are practiced as compared to individual.  For example, in Sumberjaya 

and Singkarak they prefer to have ad-hoc groups handle the payments as individuals and not 

collectively.  It is easier to bring a balance. It was also found that communities do not only ask 

for cash but for in-kind payments as well.   

5. What is the best payment schedule?  

Upfront is considered to be pro-poor since farmers have no means of implementing conservation 

measures that they may need. 

6. Before balancing efficiency and fairness, we should wonder whether the PES is effective 

or not.(Suyanto) 

From a bargaining position, the PES is not efficient, because WTP is very low. Auction is not 

efficient in terms of the payments perspective because this is a onetime payment.   

7. What are the lessons learned in relation to carbon components (Atiek) 

PES or RES need to harness the policies to be more performant based so that  there are clearer 

policy guidelines to implement such schemes in developing countries. For instance, when 

looking at a conditional community forest, if we see the policy of this area, it mentions some 

general statement on how PES should be implemented but there are neither conditionalities nor 

indicators to evaluate whether it is successful or not.  

8. How was the auction for the PES programme  designed that allowed uniform price rule for 

fairness reasons (Sara). 

As part of a payment for ecosystem services project on the island of Sumatra led by the World 

Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF), we implemented an auction to elicit private information on 

landowners’ willingness to accept payments in return for soil conservation investments on 

private coffee farms.  The Sumberjaya sub-district, where the auction took place, is dominated 

by coffee crops in erosion-prone uplands.   Erosion transports sediment loads to sensitive aquatic 

ecosystems with negative effects on the resident flora and fauna. Erosion control is an impure 

public good that generates both private benefits and positive externalities.  As a result, farmers 

tend to under-invest in soil conservation.  Research shows that several on-farm techniques 

effectively reduce soil erosion from smallholder coffee farms in the Sumberjaya watershed  

 Auction came to $171/ha cost for conservation structures yet socio economic survey found the 

cost to be $225/ha! Post auction, farmers said it was a bit low; and though they understood the 
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rules, they found the process a bit complicated.  The process did not cause any social conflict 

between winners and losers.  Many (8) rounds of auctions allowed understanding of the process.  

---------------- 

Discussant remarks – part of next generation challenge in our work in PES will be looking at the 

scale issue in terms of the Landscape  and PES  and issues around it. There is need to fill in the 

gaps in PES that is “fairly efficient and efficiently fair”.  Fairness and efficiency go hand in 

hand.  As of now the struggle is on to prove effectiveness, fairness and efficiency.  The PES 

process must be all inclusive whether rich or poor.  There should be no discrimination 

whatsoever in the pro-poor aspect. 

Secondly, the issue of incentives should not be punitive.  The whole idea of PES cannot be 

detached from incentives.  Incentives are meant to encourage and not to discourage.   Therefore, 

this baseline is very important and calls for research attention.   

Food for thought - is whether PES can be applicable where social norms are very strong. Cash 

incentives will not make sense where social norms are strong within PES schemes.  This aspect 

needs to be thought through i.e. cash payments vs. supporting social norms.  

V. REALU Nested Systems 

By Sonya Dewi 

Nested systems – set of rules to integrate incentives, accounting and management across various 

geographical  scales and political boundaries.  Rules nest projects or programs within national- 

or state-level REDD+ accounting systems. 

Why nested systems are necessary? This is because the systems: 

• Allows progressive, phased approach from independent project accounting to projects 

nested within state/provincial programs, and finally to a full-fledged national accounting 

system (time) 

• Allows national program, sub-national implementation (space)  

• Provides opportunities for private sector engagement and direct community-level 

participation (actor) 

• Increase efficiencies in addressing different sources of emissions and their drivers 

(sector) 

Recommendations 

• REDD+ and land-based NAMA should cover AFOLU  -> REALU, 

• REL and MRV of REDD+ and land-based NAMA should be under one system, 

• Aggregation of subnational REL to national in a nested system, LAMA to NAMA, 



15 
 

• Development of baseline scenario at subnational level (administrative boundary) is based 

on local circumstances toward LAMA, 

• Forest transition stage as a proxy of local circumstances to develop guideline for REL 

setting: baseline scenarios can be  forward looking, projection from driver modeling of 

LULCC, historical rates of LULCC, discounted historical rates of LULCC, 

• Projected emissions from baseline scenario is taken as REL/REL but should be 

negotiated and agreed upon by stakeholders. 

 

Emerging Questions for clarifications 

1. What are REALU nested systems? 

Systems designed to encourage immediate emission reductions in developing countries at a scale 

compatible with their capacities and levels of governance of rules to integrate incentives, 

accounting and management across various geographical scales. 

 

2. Comment: Is it practical to look at nested level from political delineation (this is same 

question we are asking in Usambaras in Tanzania) from sub-national level as province or 

district? But for example in Africa setup where funding is coming private sector, the 

project site could be anything and not follows the administrative boundaries. (Sara) 

 

3. What about forest boundaries in place? (sara) 

Admin boundaries would provide a better measure because development planning and programs 

interferes with the forest per se. 

4. Bottom up approach determining emissions – how is the process and how does it work? Lei 

Baseline scenario rules differ across the country – this is because different areas are in the 

different forms of forest transition. Using forest loss as the guiding factor for the differentiation 

of rules.  Stocks are easy to nest, but drivers are not. Reference scenarios should look at net 

rather than gross emission reduction – taking into consideration the compensatory RL from the 

subsequent land uses. 

Allowing national units to negotiate with government about reference levels is important for 

achieving efficiency and fairness. 

5.  Hoan: is REL same  as deforestation vs reforestation and this is what people talk about in 

deforestation? 

Reference levels: most of the discussions so far they only talk about deforestation. 

6. Lei – scenario applied to determine REDD e.g. modeling . local and national level  
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Bottom up approach to determine the approach?  How does it differ from district to district? This 

has to be flexible. E.g. Papua has not deforested in the past, but they need to do so for their 

economic development so they should be allowed to exceed their historical emissions from the 

past. It will be necessary to adjust the reference emission level every  years.  

7. Comment: Nesting based looks simple. For national carbon stock accounting, nested is 

simple. If you look at drivers, nesting is more difficult and for incentives, it looks more 

complicated. There is need for a legend in terms of land use under the REALU project which 

directly replaces the common forest definition that Forest Trends is talking about. This 

should be a must for REALU. We need to think about the nestingness of incentive schemes 

and how these schemes would nest into a broader national payment scheme. If Sumatra 

meets its targets but the district does not, what nested collective action this would mean? Do 

you punish one? If you achieve your target and that a person at 500km do not achieve , you 

cannot be punished from this. (Meine) 

Discussant remarks 

1. We need to think about the multiple nestedness of the entitled schemes and how these 

schemes could nest into a boarder national level payment schemes that are multiple level and 

multi-layer.  Within the work that we do, we need to look at district level for example in 

Tanjabar, Sumatra,  Jambi, Indonesia, etc to see how multiple level nesting will do. 

2. Drawing from the richness of the presentation, we need to start thinking of discussions on the 

key things that we need to take going forward for negotiations and the percentage that we 

want to work with as well as the sort of nesting we want. 

3. The dilemma is between the drivers and the political jurisdictions. E.g. DRC chooses the 

district level but this does not match with where are the drivers. The drivers criss-cross the 

provinces. At the moment, there is confusion about what is a manageable sub national level. 

We should be sure that the district or communes start the process of discussing with the 

national level: this will help on the negotiations and on the development of the reference 

emission levels.  

4. There is need to have a legend vs the REALU concept.  REALU concept of land use from 

global to national reference level 

5. We also need to be clear on REALU’s relationship with local stake holder and government 

officials in terms of adopting  our proposed methods in relation to measuring landscape at 

national and local level what is the possibility of them adopting our methods e.g. Abacus, etc.  

So far our methods have been well received.  The response has been taken well and have 

come up with a big table of what they can do and have already started to project the different 

scenarios and discuss what sort of scenarios to focus at. 
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VI. Working Group on Nesting & leakage  

The objective of the working groups was to reflect on some concepts, methods and tools 

regarding nesting & leakage as well as incentives  & costs and to translate those into project 

activities and deliverables for the Year 2 of the REALU project. This should also enable us to 

contribute to the global debate and create more clarity. 

It is important to identify which dimensions we are trying to nest: areas, drivers and actors.  

The easiest to upscale would be the areas as we can just add up. For instance carbon stocks of a 

country are expressed by unit by area and additive rules can apply. Carbon emissions are scaled 

with areas. Uncertainty associated with carbon stock of a specific pixel image is mostly about 

sampling errors and classification errors. If we go uncertainty at the aggregate level, it is mostly 

about bias.  But nesting for drivers of change has different rules and will lead to different scale 

issues and the same applies for feedback mechanisms. The REALU mechanism must deal with 

the drivers. In addition, the relationship between drivers and effects is also changing.  

One point is how people delineate the zone on the planning unit and define the smallest planning 

unit. Leakage is internalized at the national level and occurs at the very micro level.  

The process of the interaction of drivers within the same district is important to understand in 

order to model it and upscale it. 

How to operationalize leakage? Under which conditions leakage is a problem? Under which 

conditions it is not a problem? This requires to study different scenarios and look at actors, 

consequences and incentives. In terms of actors, one has to look at demography and migration 

patterns, actors are the ones who are changing the land use.  

A nested area is geographic and sometimes links with administrative boundaries.  But drivers 

and actors do not follow the same rules and interfaces between the scaling rules are a problem.  

In Peru, we can differentiate three main zones, the coastal zone, the mountain zone and the 

Amazon with high carbon stock and few people. If people from outside moving to these areas, 

then there is more carbon emission. There is interface between the development policies and the 

migration patterns. Decentralization is about nesting of governance, there is a shift of power 

along the nesting. Local people have more words to say on migrants coming or not. How much 

of a combination between top down and bottom up approaches would be needed?  
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Methods: 

 What language would be used for the administrative nesting?  

 Identify different zonations in terms of carbon stocks versus census with different 

locations.  

 Decentralization and planning management: what kind of decisions about land use 

planning, infrastructure, forest investment, concessions can be made according to scales? 

There are different kind of units, forest typologies according to scales (from national to 

district to local). The entry point for drivers is the link with authorities. In Vietnam, there 

is a strong central planning whereas in Cameroon the planning is conducted more as a 

bottom-up approach. It would be very interesting to compare how these nested issues 

have different faces in the different countries.  

 How do we take drivers from the district to the province level? Regarding policies, are 

there synergies or are there working against each other?  

 Mapping the dominant forest transition regime per admin unit 

 Mapping the dominance / significance of the main drivers per admin unit 

 LUWES (Land Use Planning, District Level) 

 FALLOW (Interaction of actors with environment)  

What project activities can be feasible for nesting and leakage?  

In Indonesia, leakage will be calculated with the FALLOW model. As they are focusing on two 

sites in Tanjabar province, they will first look at potential leakage within the district itself due to 

interventions on the two project sites.  

In terms of nesting, this is important to look at different steps at the national, provincial and 

district level based on the steps: define, diagnose, strategize and act and learn and look at 

whether they are  synergetic and/or contravening. Also to what degree the four steps are 

themselves nested and synergetic ? How are these different capacities nested and are there ways 

to synergize more? What does it mean for decision making? What decisions are essentially 

national scales, district scales and what is the space for individual HH to make their own 

decisions? One of the objectives of REALU is about shifting the drivers so that there will be less 

emissions. Drivers at the national scale is not the same as at the pixel scale. How to think of 

nesting the drivers? Drivers at any point can be split into exogenous and endogenous: for 

instance, at the national scale, exogenous factors include foreign investment and endogenous 

factors include national policies; at the local scale, exogenous factors include migration and 

endogenous factors include paper factory rules.  
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There are different degrees of decentralization and planning between countries and we can learn 

from contrast in the four different countries.  

Discussion 

More work is needed at the household issue.  

In order to conduct the studies of nesting and leakage, the type of data needed has to be clarified 

and whether there are accessible or not in the various countries has to be more looked at. Sonya 

to help clarifying the type of data needed.  

An important point is related to the translation of drivers on how they nest to the national level. 

There is need of a good translation of what is the share of the reference levels that are acceptable 

from the district level to the national level.  

Rules for negotiating with outside have to be defined. There is need for negotiation at different 

jurisdictional level with national level. The LUWES process can be helpful.   

Argument whether or not VCS would be eligible : would it be eligible when the national level 

got fully displayed?  

VII. Working Group on Incentives & costs  

 

 Incentives: Tools and methods 

An important question here is how to nest the incentive at different scales, this is connected  with 

the negotiations among the village-district-regional-and national level. 

We have to see the demand as connected to the national reference level. For example, if the 

Indonesian objective to reduce emission is 26% that is the demand for the moment, incentives 

schemes are also related to the national reference level (in this moment REDD). In the meantime 

(until REALU is recognized), financing sources for activities outside REDD should be looked 

elsewhere. In countries who have not yet defined a national reference level, they should negotiate 

reference levels at the district scale or by projects (for the moment).  

We have to see in the first place if there is any kind of tax for incentives (revenues).    

In the negotiation part, it is important to be clear about the distribution of the incentives, and this 

should be a key point in the surveys (whether beneficiaries prefer cash (how much), or any type 

of reward (e.g. construction of a school) 

The COS/CES/CIS schemes work  better at different scales (COS at the national level, CIS at the 

village or community level, etc). 
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 Financial REALU cost 

While looking at the current financial costs,  if we include hidden or social costs we will be 

making the implementation of REALU more difficult and at this stage that doesn’t make sense.  

Implementation costs should be accounted. For this purpose, we need to define the processes, 

procedures and steps of the implementation process and “cost” them. For the moment, we are 

looking at the opportunity cost as the “minimum cost” (we cannot accept a project below this 

cost), so this year we have to think and review these processes, steps and procedures (maybe start 

constructing a framework) and for the next year have a framework for the landscape level and 

implement it. 

REALU is known for having the highest work on empirical costs (opportunity costs), so for the 

end of the project we should have empirical data for all the costs (implementation and 

transaction costs).  

 Costs 

Value chain (FERVA, which is qualitative and consists of the costs and benefits) 

Cost elements Standard cost range Option  option 2 

    

    

Discussion 

How do we think about incentives in a nested approach?  

Action Point: Full cost emissions – small group (Meine, Suyanto, Jason, Hoan) to do a review 

on full cost emissions and build a framework for some kinds of rough ideas for REALU at the 

subnational level. 

 

VIII. Assessing Leakage in REALU demonstration 
landscape: exploring for ideas and initial thoughts 

By Atiek Widayati (Please refer to presentation) 

The Indonesia Team has not done really experiments on leakage and is exploring how to apply 

for their forest sites. They will use the FALLOW model for small holder decision making in 

changing  their land uses. It will be the basis for leakage assessment. In terms of efficiency, they 

want to focus on high carbon stock assessment. They will assess leakage 10 or 20 km beyond the 

boundaries.  
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Emerging Questions for clarifications 

Comment (Peter): If we have sufficient evidence that we will move substantial activities outside 

the district it becomes an important issue. If there is not so much evidence, it is ok. What kind of 

measures do we have to do to reduce emissions? Is that going to affect the supply from products 

that came from this area? can I sufficiently analyze the possible displacements? There is need to 

explore potential displacement of services and products. Quantification of leakage whether it is 

outside or inside is very important to know for leakage prevention and drivers.  

 

IX. REDD+ and REDD Costs: how to explore REALU 
implementation options 

By Meine van Noordwijk (Please refer to presentation) 

There are different types of costs: transaction costs which are the costs of information, 

negotiation, representation and Free Prior Informed Consent (FPIC), opportunity costs and 

implementation and MRV costs. Transaction costs are interpreted as all costs preceding a signed 

contract, and are generally born by both sides. The stepwise decision points can help to contain 

the transaction costs, and delay the more expensive, detailed quantification to a point where a 

contract is likely to emerge, justifying the expenditure for either side. 

Some low-cost opportunities to reduce land-based emissions are based on negotiated local use 

rights in the forest margin. 

Emerging Questions for clarifications 

1. Where is the risk in opportunity cost?  

There are uncertainties about what opportunity costs are. There is a risk that we negotiate the 

contract at a lower cost which is a risk for the seller. Nevertheless, a lot of risk is also on buyer in 

terms of emission reductions.  There is also a risk factor in the relative pricing of carbon 

(reflection of the carbon and not per se risk of price).  If you bank some carbon at that level but 

transaction cost. 
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X. Closing remarks 

By Peter Minang 

1. The global coordinator noted that the staff turnover in Cameroon and Peru has affected some 

areas of the project implementation, but replacement in Peru has been done and for 

Cameroon it is underway.  The project should be moving ahead to deliver as per schedule. 

 

2. REALU budget burn rate is a serious issue.  Team leaders are urged to work with finance 

managers in their regions to review the budget expenditure levels.  In case any region 

encounters financial challenges that may delay expenditures as planned, then this information 

must be communicated to GCO latest 20
th

 February, 2012 to avoid under budget reporting.  

Finance managers must ensure that all expenditures are reported and posted effectively in 

Sun system.  All financial commitments for activities already earmarked must be reported in 

the system.  The year 2 annual financial report is due from each region on 20th May.  This 

will allow Joyce and FSU-HQ support team humble time to work on the report to 

Norad.  31
st
 May, 2012 is the due date for Peter to send the financial statement to NORAD. 

 

3. ASB-GCO does not want to end up with a scenario where funds have to be sent back to the 

donor due to poor planning or expenditure reporting. 

 

4. All team leaders ought to plan effectively and commit to work to ensure timely use of the 

allocated budget.  As a result of co-financing in 2011 reporting we ended up reporting 16K 

unspent funds this was partly because the REDD-ALERT project supported REALU2 

‘workshop on tools and methods’ held in Texel. 

 

5. Team leaders and scientists wishing to participate in international conferences / workshops to 

present REALU work, to please write to global coordinator and request for budget support.  

In 2011 we only spent 75% of the allocated budget.   ASB-GCO is ready to invest in these 

worthy opportunities and so people should plan accordingly to spend the money.  REALU 

scientists will never be short of ideas. 

 

6. Lombok Writeshop enabled REALU scientist a good opportunity to come together to share 

ideas of their draft papers.  A few of the papers have escalated to next stages and are various 

places with one in press.  There is need to build on that past achievement (78 papers to clean 

up).  GCO will send communication out to invite those people whose REALU papers have 

gone to full length as first drafts and others whose REALU papers are at advanced stage for 

second review in a second Writeshop to conclude on their papers.  Scientists are hereby 

encouraged to take advantage of this opportunity to write.  The second Writeshop will be an 

incentive to reward writing scientists.  The location will be determined very soon and as time 

goes by but it will be in a very nice location. 
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7. Participants to keep the first week of July, 2012 for the 3rd planning meeting. Venue TBD. 

 

8. ASB Policybrief  Book Workplan  - Elizabeth Kahurani, ASB Communications Officer is 

working on the draft schedule.  ASB-GCO to discuss the workplan in Nairobi on Monday 23 

January, 2012 during the office retreat.  

 

9. Feedback on the Policybriefs – Joyce Kasyoki and Elizabeth Kahurani to work together to 

document experiences and feedback received from our diverse users. 

 

10. REALU Global Methodology and Training Workshop draft report  is to be shared out 

immediately for people to fill in the gaps, etc. 
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Annex 1: Meeting Schedule 

Timing Sunday 

15th  

(Novotel ) 

Monday 16
th

 

(Novotel) 

Tuesday 17
th

 

(Novotel) 

Wednesday 

18
th

 (ICRAF 

Offices) 

Thursday 

19
th

 

(ICRAF 

Offices) 

8.30 -9.am  Free Self Intro.    

9.00 – 10.00 Objectives (Peter), Intro. to 

REALU Project (Florence) 

Group work on 

Methods and 

approaches 

Incentives & 

Costs:  

 and  

Nesting & 

Leakage ( 1hr 

15Min) 

PLENARY 

(45Mins) 

  

10.00 – 11.00 Incentives and REALU 

●Presentation by Lei 

●Discussants (Peter and 

Delia) 

Exchange / 

Interactions 

Interactions 

11.00 – 11.20 Health Break    

11.20 – 13.00 Nesting REALU 

Landscapes to National 

●Presentation by Sonya 

●Discussants (Meine and 

Peter) 

Group Work: 

Research and 

Implementation 

in REALU ( 

Hypotheses, 

activities, 

Outputs) 

Exchange / 

Interactions 

Exchange / 

Interactions 

13.00 – 14.00 Lunch Lunch    

14.00 – 15.00 Pre-

Arranged 

Meetings 

Leakage and REALU 

landscapes 

●Presentation (Atiek) 

●Discussants 

(Sonya and Sara) 

Plenary 

Dsicussions 

Exchange / 

Interactions 

Exchange / 

Interactions 

15.00-  16.00 REDD+ and REDD Costs 

Presentation (Meine) 

Discussants 

(Suyanto and Amos) 

Reflections of 

inter-

connectivity 

(Meine) 

Exchange / 

Interactions 

Exchange / 

Interactions 

16.00 – 16.20 Health Break    

16.20 – 17.30  …….. Introducing the 

Indonesia team 

(Atiek & 

Suyanto) 

Exchange / 

Interactions 

 

Evening Free Free Dinner Free Free 

 


