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In tackling climate change, policy makers often overlook the role
of the natural world in regulating greenhouse gases in the
atmosphere: specifically, the unique role that forests and
peatlands have to play in the battle against rising emissions.
Changing approach would significantly reduce the cost of
tackling climate change and deliver a variety of other benefits.

In this report, we argue that preventing deforestation, promoting
afforestation/reforestation and stopping peatland destruction
are some of the cheapest and most effective ways of reducing
global emissions. We propose the introduction of market
mechanisms that can ensure investment is directed into these
areas and a strategy to make this happen as quickly as possible.
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Executive Summary

In tackling climate change, policy makers
often overlook the role of the natural
world in regulating greenhouse gases in
the atmosphere: specifically, the unique
role that forests and peatlands have to
play in the battle against rising emissions.
Changing approach would significantly
reduce the cost of tackling climate
change and deliver a variety of other ben-
efits.

As forests grow, carbon dioxide is taken
out of the air. However, this carbon is
released during deforestation. Similarly,
peatlands have accumulated carbon from
plant matter over millennia and when they
dry out – often as a result of deforestation –
release vast quantities of carbon. In other
words, living forests and peatlands can
sequester carbon emissions, whilst dying
ones release previously stored carbon.

In this report, we argue that prevent-
ing deforestation, promoting afforesta-
tion/reforestation and stopping peatland
destruction are some of the cheapest and
most effective ways of reducing global
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. We
propose the introduction of market
mechanisms that can ensure investment
is directed into these areas and a strategy
to make this happen as quickly as possi-
ble.

Every year the destruction of forests and
peatlands generates more than the entire
GHG emissions from the global transport
sector or a similar amount to that emitted
by the United States or China. Stopping
their destruction can be done comparative-
ly quickly and cheaply. The prevention of
deforestation and peatland destruction
requires no technological development and
little capital investment. This method of
reducing GHG emissions is dramatically
cheaper than all other mitigation technolo-
gies currently available–as low as US$0.1
per tonne of CO₂. The table and graph

overleaf set out the relative costs of the dif-
ferent mitigation options.

The economics is startling – if developed
countries spent the same amount of money
on preventing deforestation and the
destruction of peatlands as they do on bio-
fuel subsidies (US$15 billion), this would
halve the total costs of tackling climate
change. In addition to this, the protection
of these habitats yields a plethora of valu-
able eco-system services, particularly in the
poorest countries.

Yet current government policy places no
value on protecting our forests and peat-
lands. The protection of these habitats is
not included in the European Union’s
Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS) and
is seriously neglected by the UN Kyoto
Protocol. For example, only one forestry
project has been approved by the Kyoto
Protocol’s Clean Development Mechanism
(CDM).

In order to promote forest and peatland
protection and policies such as afforesta-
tion and habitat restoration, the following
policies should be introduced.

Policies the UK can introduce
immediately:

1. Abandon biofuel targets and subsidies.
Biofuel targets are responsible for the
creation of price mechanisms that
encourage biofuel crops to replace nat-
ural forests. This has led to an increase
in both food prices and deforestation.
This misjudged policy should be sus-
pended until second-generation biofu-
els are tested and shown to provide net
emission reductions without directly or
indirectly causing deforestation. In the
UK the 5% biofuel target under the
Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation
(RTFO) at £0.20 per litre will cost the

4
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Treasury £550 million annually in fore-
gone revenue. The RTFO saves 2.6-3.0
MtCO₂/year, equivalent to only a
tenth of the emissions of one UK
power station and at a cost of £68-150
per tonne of CO₂.2 A similar invest-
ment in preventing deforestation and

peatland destruction could result in
avoided emissions of 40-200
MtCO₂/year or a 50 times greater
amount of avoided emissions. In 2005
alone, this would have offset the equiv-
alent of up to 37% of all UK CO₂
emissions.

www.policyexchange.org.uk • 5
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Figure 1: Cost comparison of carbon mitigation options1

Carbon Mitigation Option Estimated minimum cost per Estimated maximum cost per
tonne of CO₂ abated in US$ tonne of CO₂ abated in US$

Biomass (large and small scale) $585 $644

Hydrogen (longer term) $254 N/A

Nuclear power and renewable
energy $146 N/A

5% biofuel target under $133 $292
the Renewable Transport
Fuel Obligation (RTFO)

Decentralised generation $49 N/A
from solar and small
CHP generators

Central electricity from $39 $59
coal or gas with CCS

Afforestation/Reforestation $20 $100

Avoided Deforestation $3 $30

Avoided Tropical Peatland $0.1 $4
Destruction

Executive Summary

1 IPCC, 2007; Angus, F. et al,

Reducing Emissions from

Peatland Deforestation and

Degradation: Carbon Emission

and Opportunity Costs,

International Symposium and

Workshop on Peatland Carbon-

Climate – Human Interaction –

Carbon pools, fire, mitigation,

restoration, and wise use,

Yogyakarta, Indonesia, 27-31st

August 2007; http://www.hm-

treasury.gov.uk/independent

_reviews/stern_review_economic

s_climate_change/stern_review_r

eport.cfm; http://www.berr.gov

.uk/files/file36782.pdf

2 http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si

2007/em/uksiem_20073072_en.pdf
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2. Support immediate action to reduce peat-
land destruction in South-east Asia.
One of the lowest-hanging fruits of cli-
mate change mitigation are Indonesia's
peat swamp forests, which contain mil-
lions of tonnes of carbon per sq km and
where vast amounts of GHGs are now
being released by logging, drainage and
fire. Measures focused on illegal log-
ging and canal building, and on block-
ing canals before swamps dry out, are
among the best possible investments
that can be made in avoiding GHG
emissions.

3. Build capacity in developing countries to
prepare for avoided deforestation.
Avoided deforestation (AD) will be held
back if developing countries do not have
the capacity to support and monitor
forest conservation. Government can
contribute by helping developing coun-
tries to establish this capacity through
financial support and technology,
knowledge and experience transfer.

4. Provide financial support to kick-start
pilot avoided deforestation projects.
Large-scale pilot projects are urgently
needed to inform policy development.
The reduced deforestation that results
would be profoundly beneficial and
cost-effective. Government can help by
contributing to the World Bank’s
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, and
by funding exemplary avoided defor-
estation projects such as the US$160
million Australian fund for reducing
deforestation in South-east Asia.

Policies the UK can promote at
European and international levels:

5. Introduce forest carbon credits to give a
realistic price for ecosystem services.
Current market failures mean that for-
est and peatland carbon services are

undervalued relative to other uses.
This can be corrected through a forest
carbon market that recognises existing
afforestation/reforestation credits,
including those in developing coun-
tries and also avoided deforestation
credits when they come on-line. The
post-Kyoto climate policy and EU
ETS should be developed/amended
accordingly.

6. Encourage immediate action to slow
deforestation before 2012.
Every day of inaction results in further
deforestation and the emission of
GHGs with little benefit to the global
economy and significant damage to the
climate. Governments can help by
developing clear long-term policies to
encourage private sector-investment in
avoided deforestation. Providing cer-
tainty that avoided deforestation credits
will be recognized in future climate
change mitigation policy will encourage
the development of a pre-2012 market
in Reduced Emissions from Deforest-
ation and Degradation (REDD) credits.

7. Recognise avoided deforestation in future
international climate mitigation.
Avoided deforestation contributes 50-
70% of the total forestry mitigation
potential. However, it is excluded from
the Kyoto Protocol and the EU ETS.
Many challenges must be overcome
before avoided deforestation can be inte-
grated into future international climate
change mitigation policy. Immediate
targets are the 15th Conference of Parties
meeting in Copenhagen in 2009, where
substantial progress must be made if
avoided deforestation is to commence in
2012 in time for a successor to Kyoto.

8. Encourage development of the voluntary
carbon/ecosystem services market.
The voluntary carbon market has huge
potential and is already driving emission

The The Root of the Matter

6

Root of the Matter UPDATE_HDS NEW  18/8/08  15:59  Page 6



reductions through forest restoration
and avoided deforestation. Suitably
encouraged and regulated it could help
reduce deforestation immediately, years

before avoided deforestation compli-
ance mechanisms, such as an appropri-
ately designed successor to Kyoto, are
likely to be in place.

www.policyexchange.org.uk • 7
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List of Terms

Anthropogenic – of human origin or
caused by people.

Avoided deforestation (AD) – A loss of
forest that is expected but does not occur,
such as a loss that is less than that expected
under ‘business as usual’ scenarios, and
which could generate credits to reflect
avoided carbon emissions.

Biomass - The amount of living material that
exists in a particular area (usually expressed as
kg per hectare or tonnes per sq km).

Biosphere – all parts of the Earth where
life occurs, comprising the atmosphere,
oceans, fresh waters, soils, and their under-
lying sediments and rock layers.

Carbon markets – A market that handles
trade in carbon emission reduction credits
and other carbon-related derivatives, there-
by creating a price and ultimately an eco-
nomic incentive for reducing carbon emis-
sions.

Clean Development Mechanism (CDM)
– An arrangement under the Kyoto
Protocol that allows certain developed
(‘Annex I’) countries to meet some of their
emission reduction targets by investing in
cheaper projects in developing countries as
opposed to more expensive ones at home.

CO₂ equivalent (CO₂e) – a measure of the
warming effect of mixtures of greenhouse
gases, expressed as a standard concentra-
tion of CO₂. Thus in 1998 CO₂ concen-
tration was 365 ppm of dry air, but the
effects of methane, nitrous oxide and other
GHGs in the air at that time were in
warming terms equivalent to another 47
ppm of CO₂; the result is a CO₂e of 412
ppm. Throughout this report, ‘CO₂’
means ‘CO₂e’ unless otherwise stated.

CO₂ sink – An ecosystem or mechanism
which, as it grows or operates, absorbs or
‘sequesters’ (i.e. isolates) CO₂ from the
atmosphere.

CO₂ source – An ecosystem or mechanism
which, as it decays or operates, releases
CO₂ into the atmosphere.

CO₂ store – An ecosystem or artificial con-
tainment which holds carbon from previ-
ous growth or operation, but is now
absorbing no new carbon. A store therefore
has no direct effect on the atmosphere
until it is destroyed or emptied. The
destruction of ecosystems such as coral
reefs, peatlands and primary forests that
are CO stores now accounts for about a
quarter of anthropogenic carbon emis-
sions.

Ecosystem – All the organisms living in a
place and time, all the relationships
amongst them, all the physical features of
light, heat, moisture, wind, waves and
chemistry that affect them, and the history
of the place as well.

Ecosystem services – All behaviours and
functions of ecosystems that contribute to
human well-being, including water catch-
ment services (regular supplies of clean
fresh water coupled with the prevention of
droughts, flash-floods and landslides),
coastal protection services (safe absorption
of energy delivered by floods, waves and
wind), and carbon storage (reduced GHG
emissions).

European Union Emissions Trading
Scheme (EU ETS) – A carbon market
based on ‘cap and trade’, whereby binding
emission targets are set by the EU and
tradeable allowances to emit up to these
targets are then offered to emitters (as gifts

8
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or sold). Companies that pollute more can
then buy surplus credits from those who
pollute less, ensuring that overall emissions
do not exceed the cap.

Forests, forest loss and forest planting –
Forests are ecosystems dominated by
trees. Deforestation means removing so
many trees that the ecosystem becomes
dominated by grasses or other low-stature
vegetation, or bare ground. Afforestation
means planting a forest in an area that
was not previously forested. Refores-
tation means planting a forest in an area
that has been deforested previously.
Although nature can deforest (e.g. in vol-
canic eruptions), afforest (in areas that
climate change has newly made hos-
pitable to trees) and reforest (through
colonisation and ecological succession),
these terms usually refer to human
actions.

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility – A
proposed World Bank initiative to help
developing countries reduce emissions
from deforestation and [forest/land] degra-
dation (REDD), with the two aims of
building capacity for REDD, and testing
performance-based incentive payments in
some pilot countries, in order to prepare
for a much larger system of incentives in
the future.

Forest die-back – A process in which
forests are gradually killed by parasites or
drought.

Frontier Forests – About 40% of the
world’s forests that remain largely undis-
turbed and beyond the advancing ‘frontier’
of human exploitation and settlement.

Fungible – Mutually interchangeable, for
example fungible REDD credits can be
exchanged for other carbon credits, such as
those achieved through the use of renew-
able energy.

Greenhouse effect – Warming of the
Earth’s surface by trapping solar radiation
due to components of the atmosphere
known as greenhouse gases (GHGs).
Without this effect, the Earth would be a
frozen and probably lifeless desert. The
current biosphere is adapted to a green-
house effect set by the composition of the
atmosphere that has prevailed for millen-
nia, but this is now changing due to
anthropogenic emissions of additional
GHGs, especially CO₂. The current CO₂
concentration is about 387 ppm (or
0.0387% of dry air), up from 315 ppm in
1960, and under ‘business as usual’ scenar-
ios will reach around 700 ppm by 2100.
This would result in an increase in the
Earth’s average surface temperature by sev-
eral degrees more than would be needed to
stimulate catastrophic change in all ecosys-
tems. Policy efforts are focused on limiting
the rise of CO₂ concentration to 450-550
ppm by 2050, and to stabilise or reduce it
thereafter. This might avoid more than a
2°C rise, which will still have numerous
adverse impacts.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) – In the atmos-
phere, GHGs such as CO₂ trap sunlight as
heat, thus contributing to the greenhouse
effect which keeps the Earth’s surface
warmer than it would otherwise be. The
six GHGs defined by the IPCC comprise
carbon dioxide (CO₂), methane (CH),
nitrous oxide (N₂O), hydrofluorocarbons
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and
sulphur hexafluoride (SF6).

GtCO₂ – a thousand million tonnes of
CO₂, also known as a billion tonnes or one
gigatonne. Estimates put worldwide CO₂
emissions at 31.1 GtCO₂ by 2010.

IPCC – The Inter-governmental Panel on
Climate Change was established in 1988
by the United Nations Environment
Programme and the World Meteorological
Organisation, to evaluate scientific evidence

www.policyexchange.org.uk • 9
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and risks. It published its first assessment
report in 1990, and a supplement in 1992
to inform the ‘Rio Earth Summit’. As
knowledge of climate change improved it
produced further assessments in 1995,
2001, and 2007, all based on reviewing
published scientific papers. The reports
were prepared and reviewed by hundreds
of professional scientists, and in the case
of the 2007 report by nearly 4,000 of
them. They have consistently firmed up
our understanding of the processes
involved in climate change, and reduced
our uncertainty of the likely conse-
quences.

Kyoto Protocol – A 1997 protocol of the
UNFCCC, entering into force in 2005, by
which parties agreed to engage in emis-
sions monitoring, reduction and/or trad-
ing with an overall objective of reducing
overall greenhouse gas inputs into the
atmosphere, thus helping to prevent cli-
mate change. By the end of 2007, 175
countries had ratified the protocol. See
also: UNFCCC.

MtCO₂ – a million tonnes of CO₂, also
known as one megatonne.

Parts per million (ppm) – A measure of
concentration often used for greenhouse
gases in the atmosphere. One thousand
parts per million is equivalent to 0.1% of
dry air.

Peat and peatlands – Peat is a layer of dead
vegetation that is only partly decayed
because decomposition is slowed by water-
logging, lack of oxygen, high concentra-
tions of tannins and/or by low tempera-
tures. Thus, peat accumulates in swampy
conditions beneath tropical forests, and at
high altitudes and latitudes. Peaty soils are
those that contain abundant peat as well as
mineral components, such as sand and
mud. Peatlands are all areas with pure peat
or peaty soils, which amount to about 400

million hectares, most of which are in
Canada (37%) and Russia (30%) although
there are large areas of rainforest growing
on deep peat swamps in the Amazon
Basin, Sumatra, Borneo, New Guinea and
elsewhere.

Plantation forests – Artificial forests usual-
ly planted for timber production, or as
windbreaks or for water catchment pur-
poses. These forests are often low-stature
monocultures and function far less well
than natural forests for biodiversity and
ecosystem services including carbon stor-
age.

Primary Forest – A forest stand that pre-
dates human interference or one that has
undergone all known stages of ecological
succession and is now mature and stable.
Such a forest has as high a standing bio-
mass as it ever will under the physical con-
ditions where it grows (i.e. some mature
forests are taller and/or denser and heavier
than others), so it has stored a maximum
amount of carbon and accretes very little
or no new carbon each year, other than
through reversible seasonal growth and leaf
fall. Major expanses of primary forest
occur in the sub-Arctic zones of Eurasia
and North America, and across the moist
equatorial tropics (principally the Amazon
and Congo Basins and the Malay
Archipelago), with lesser and/or more frag-
mented stands elsewhere.

Primary production – The amount of bio-
mass that is formed from non-living mat-
ter and solar energy in a particular area
during a specified time (expressed as kg per
hectare per year).

REDD – Reduced Emissions from
Deforestation and [forest/land]
Degradation. A scheme to reward avoided
deforestation proposed by the Coalition of
Rainforest Nations and discussed at the cli-
mate change conference in Bali.

The Root of the Matter
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Secondary Forest – An area of forest
which has re-grown after a major distur-
bance such as a fire or severe timber har-
vest. Due to their relative youth these
store less carbon than primary forests but
absorb more on a yearly basis. Most
forests in the USA and Europe are sec-
ondary.

Silviculture – The applied science of con-
trolling the establishment, growth, compo-
sition, health and quality of forests, usual-
ly with the aim of promoting the growth of
harvestable timber.

UNFCCC – The United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate
Change, which came into effect in 1994,
was one of three international conventions
that were opened for signature at the 1992
‘Rio Earth Summit’. The others were the
Convention on Biological Diversity and
the Convention to Combat Desertif-
ication, and involve matters strongly
affected by climate change. The UNFCCC
provides the legal basis for its Kyoto
Protocol, which sets binding targets for
industrialized countries and the European
community for reducing GHG emissions.

www.policyexchange.org.uk • 11
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1
Overview

Forests and peatlands play a critical role in
maintaining the Earth’s climate. Despite
decades of conservation effort, these
ecosystems continue to be destroyed - the
tropics alone is losing an area almost half
the size of the UK each year. These ecosys-
tems weigh up to hundreds of thousands of
tonnes per square kilometre even when
dry, or up to millions in the case of deep
peat deposits, and are largely composed of
carbon-rich compounds such as lignin and
cellulose. When these are burnt or decay,
they release greenhouse gases (GHGs) such
as carbon dioxide (CO₂) and methane
(CH₄).

Aside from their role in global climate
change, forests and peatlands influence
local and regional climates. Tropical moist
forests are rainfall generators that recycle
billions of tonnes of water into the atmos-
phere, whilst peatlands help to regulate
drainage and absorb floods. Deforestation
and peatland destruction can change rain-
fall patterns, resulting in droughts with
serious economic and social consequences.
Thus forests and peatlands contribute bil-
lions of dollars to the global economy via
these and other ecosystem services. Such
services are often taken for granted rather
than being economically recognised, and
forests and peatlands are cleared because

their economic values are not recognised
by those doing the clearing or those
accountable to them. The trivial financial
gains to be made by such uses contrast
with the potential value of stored carbon
that could be realised were there to be a
way to generate income from this global
service function. If carbon storage could
be charged for at realistic prices, then
forests and peatlands would become much
more valuable alive than dead. Hence the
central question in this report is how can
forests and peatlands be priced effectively
and through that and other policies, con-
served.

Forests and peatlands as global
carbon stores
Forests cover more than a quarter of the
Earth’s land surface or some 4 billion
hectares3, with each hectare containing
360-1450 tonnes of carbon dioxide equiva-
lent4 and therefore about 4,000 billion
tonnes (GtCO₂e) in total. To put this in
perspective, the average UK resident pro-
duces about 10 tCO₂e each year, so one
hectare of forest stores the annual GHG
emissions of up to 145 British people.
Peatlands cover a tenth of the world’s forest
area but are much denser carbon stores and
are estimated to contain a worldwide total
of about 2,200 GtCO₂e. Between them,
forests and peatlands contain twice or more
of the CO₂ equivalent contained in the
atmosphere5, or more than 100 years’ worth
of human-caused GHG emissions.6 As well
as acting as carbon stores, forests also act as
carbon sinks by absorbing carbon from the
air as they grow. Each year, forests absorb

12

3 FAO, State of the World’s

Forests, Food and Agriculture

Organisation of the United

Nations, Rome, 2007.

4 Fearnside PM, Global warming

and tropical land-use change:

Greenhouse gas emissions from

biomass burning, decomposition

and soils in forest conversion,

shifting cultivation and second-

ary vegetation, Climate Change,

46: 115–145, 2000.

5 Prentice et al.,

Intergovernmental Panel on

Climate Change (IPCC), Third

Assessment Report, 2001.

6 With greenhouse gas emis-

sions in 2004 of 49 GtCO₂
equivalent/year, IPCC, Fourth

Assessment Report, 2007.

“ Destruction of forests and peatlands account for

about 20% of humanity’s total GHG emissions; greater

than the total released from every truck, car, train and

aeroplane in the world ”
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11 GtCO₂e from the atmosphere, which is
about 25% of total anthropogenic emis-
sions.

Emissions from tropical deforestation
and peatland destruction
Deforestation and peatland destruction
release carbon into the atmosphere. Every
year about 12 million hectares of tropical
forests are logged, cleared or burnt.7 In
1990-2005 deforestation reduced global
forest cover by 3% and tropical forest cover
by 8%8, with about half of this occurring
in Brazil and Indonesia. The IPCC’s
Fourth Assessment report calculated that
tropical deforestation results in annual
emissions of between 3.7 and 8.1
GtCO₂e9, or 15-25% of total anthro-
pogenic GHG emissions. This is greater
than the emissions from the global trans-
port sector and is similar to the amount
emitted by the USA or China.

Peatlands are also being quickly destroyed,
by melting and decay in circumpolar regions,
and elsewhere by draining, land conversion,
logging and fire. The high carbon density of
tropical peatlands combined with its rapid
depletion has helped Indonesia to become
the world’s third-largest GHG emitter,

despite the country’s relatively modest indus-
trial activity. Drainage channels that cut
through tropical peatlands to allow timber
exploitation are often left open after use,
causing the peat to ‘bleed out’ until it is com-
pletely dry, allowing it to decay or making it
fire prone. This problem can be solved by
blocking drainage channels so that the peat
remains waterlogged, or (better) by prevent-
ing logging in the first place. Many peat
swamps in Indonesia are being drained for oil
palm plantations to meet food oil and biofu-
el demand.

The effect of deforestation on climate
The climate system is very sensitive to
changes in land-use and the impacts of
deforestation are complex and occur on
local to global scales (Figure 2). Locally,
tropical deforestation leads to increased
temperatures and reduced humidity as
more sunlight reaches the earth’s surface10,
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Figure 2: Impacts of deforestation on climate at local and global scales.

“ The average UK resident produces about 10 tCO₂e
each year, so one hectare of forest stores the annual GHG

emissions of up to 145 British people ”
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while smoke from forests fires results in
reduced rainfall downwind11. Defores-
tation can result in greatly reduced region-
al rainfall12 due to decreased evapotranspi-
ration.13 Tropical deforestation can also
modify global rainfall patterns through
complex links in the climate system known
as ‘atmospheric teleconnections’. Thus,
deforestation in the Amazon and central
Africa results in reduced rainfall in the
Midwestern USA and likewise, deforesta-
tion in South-east Asia results in reduced
rainfall in China.14

Deforestation in the Amazon basin is
estimated to reduce Amazon-wide rainfall
by 10-25%15 and could increase average
Amazon-wide temperatures by up to 4C16.

Deforestation is also predicted to cause
similar reductions in regional rainfall in
central Africa17 and South-east Asia18. Thus
large deforested areas can desiccate their
surroundings and promote desertification.
Of profound concern is that the Amazon
may have an ecological ‘tipping point’,
where so much forest is lost that reduced
rainfall causes remaining forest to dry out
and become vulnerable to fire and conver-
sion to scrub and grassland. It is not yet
known how much deforestation would
need to occur before the tipping point is
reached, but the mechanism has the poten-
tial to destroy the entire Amazon ecosys-
tem. The resulting feedback system would
involve a damaging spiral of deforestation
reducing rainfall, causing forest dieback,
increasing carbon emissions, amplifying
climate change, and driving more forest
dieback.19 These complex ecosystem-cli-
mate feedbacks emphasize the importance
of maintaining large areas of intact tropical
forest.

Causes of tropical deforestation
The causes of tropical deforestation vary
from region to region20. Subsistence
farming is a major driver in Africa, parts
of mainland South-east Asia and Central

America, aggravated historically by weak
institutions, poverty, disorder and in
many places war. By contrast the main
drivers in other parts of South-east Asia
and much of South America are commer-
cial agriculture and logging. Here, and
more generally wherever powerful insti-
tutions drive change, it is the opportuni-
ty to capture supernormal profits from
forest conversion that drive policies
towards it, often aided by corruption and
the official rejection of traditional land
claims that might have preserved the
forests21. Thus deforestation rates are
influenced by policy, institutions, eco-
nomics and technology, as well as by cul-
tural and demographic factors. Infrast-
ructure development is also important, as
new roads open up formerly inaccessible
forests and peatlands to agriculture and
logging22.

The national and international demand
for commodities also drives a very large
proportion of deforestation. The main
areas are as follows:

� Beef – Cattle ranches cover 50 million
hectares of the Amazon (more than
twice the size of the UK) and account-
ed for 60% of deforestation in the
1970s and 1980s.23

� Soya – At least five million hectares of
the Amazon are now farmed for soya.

� Palm oil and rubber – Plantations
cover more than seven million hectares
in South-east Asia and this is rapidly
expanding.

� Oil and minerals – Exploration, min-
ing, drilling, roads and pipelines all
contribute strongly to the extension of
infrastructure networks into forest
areas.

� Industrial logging – Forest exports
from the developing world are worth
US$39 billion per year including
US$10 billion annually in Southeast
Asia24, illegal logging results in a US$4
billion revenue loss in Indonesia.25
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Quite simply, tropical forests are defor-
ested and peatlands destroyed because
this generates short-term financial
rewards that can be captured by individ-
uals and corporations, even though it
makes no sense at an economic level.
Leaving aside the majority of economi-
cally-important services including carbon
storage, most tropical deforestation gen-
erates a return of less than US$5/tCO₂e,
while in peatland returns of less than
US$0.20/tCO₂e are common.26 This is a
serious market failure that reflects the
difficulty of determining a price for
untraded goods and services, especially in
this case the ecosystem service known as
carbon storage. Figure 3 shows the
‘break-even price’ – the price of carbon at
which forest conservation becomes finan-
cially attractive compared to logging and
agriculture. If the return from conserva-
tion can be increased above this level,
then conserving peatlands and forests
will become more attractive than destroy-
ing them.

All this might seem odd, when forests
and peatlands provide ecosystem services
that have an estimated global benefit of
US$4.7 trillion annually.27 However, many
of these services are difficult to value and

are often viewed as free benefits to global
society (Box 1). With no market for these
services, forests are undervalued and mar-
ginally profitable activities can result in
their destruction.

Of all the ecosystem services, carbon
storage is the most easy to quantify.
Carbon markets could value a hectare of
forest (containing 360-1450 tCO₂e) at
US$500-3,500 (at US$5.5/tCO₂e) or
US$2,500-20,000 (at US$27/tCO₂e). As
shown in Figure 3, even carbon prices
below US$10/tCO₂e would in many cases
provide sufficient incentive to prevent
deforestation. A funding mechanism for
avoided deforestation could directly gen-
erate up to US$30 billion per year, com-
parable to revenues from industrial log-
ging and additional to all the other bene-
fits that intact forests and peatlands pro-
vide.
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“ Each year, forests absorb 11 GtCO₂e from the

atmosphere, which is about 25% of total

anthropogenic emissions”
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The future for forests and peatlands
Despite more than 30 years of conservation
effort, deforestation continues unabated and
is increasing in many tropical forest regions.
Deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon
increased by 30% between 2001 (1.8 mil-
lion ha/yr) and 2004 (2.3 million ha/yr)41.
The continued expansion of the paved road
network in the Amazon Basin means this
trend is likely to continue. Deforestation is

also increasing in Indonesia: deforestation of
1.7 million ha/yr between 1987 and 1997
increased to 2.1 million ha in 2003. In both
countries, despite intense efforts and policy
commitments to prevent it at the highest
levels of government since the mid-2000s,
there is little evidence that deforestation (and
related factors such as illegal logging in
national parks) is being brought under con-
trol. In Indonesia’s case, this has not been
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Box 1: Ecosystem Services

Forests and peatlands do not just store carbon - these big, biodiverse ecosystems offer many other essen-
tial services to humanity. They are home to upwards of 300 million people, including at least 100 mil-
lion indigenous people, and more than a billion of the world’s poorest rely heavily on forest products for
food, fuel and subsistence income (an accounting that is amplified if marine fisheries that depend on
coastal forests such as mangroves are included). It is not always easy to give a quantified economic value
to forest and peatland services, but two of the best known concern biodiversity and water catchments.

“Tropical forests contain 40% of the Earth’s biodiversity”29 and as such they provide important
services such as pollination, pest control, disease buffering and the source of medicinal products.

� Tropical forests provide the source of 40-50% of marketed pharmaceutical drugs30 with an esti-
mated value of US$108 billion a year.31

� Pollination is essential for 35% of global crop production32 with an estimated value of US$112
billion annually.33 Deforestation in Indonesia over the next two decades will cause coffee yields
there to decline by 14%.34 Farms near forest fragments in Costa Rica have 20% higher produc-
tivity due to pollination with a value estimated at US$20-380 per hectare of forest.35

� Malarial outbreaks increase after tropical deforestation even after increases in population have
been accounted for.36 In deforested regions of the Amazon, malarial carrying mosquitoes have a
bite rate nearly 300 times higher than in forested areas.37

Forested water catchments protect against disaster and improve water supplies, improving down-
stream water quality and reliability and recharging aquifers, while preventing landslides.
Deforestation in the semi-arid Alwar district of Rajasthan, for example, had starved groundwater
resources and desiccated the climate to the point that the river Aravari was almost always dry and the
people had to abandon their farms. A systematic effort by youth activists together with 700 village
councils led to restoration of forests and traditional means to capture water and recharge aquifers, re-
creating a functional ecology, a moist climate and halting desertification.38 Urban examples in the
West include New York City’s unique relationship with forested water catchments that supply its
water to a high enough quality that the city avoided having to invest US$6-8 billion on a new water
filtration plant while still complying with Federal law39. Meanwhile, the floods that can occur when
catchment forests are damaged caused US$1 trillion damage in the 1990s, taking 100,000 lives and
creating 300 million refugees. A global-scale analysis of historical flooding events suggests that defor-
esting 10% of remaining natural forest cover would increase flood frequency by 4-28% and flood
duration by 4-8%.40 Mangrove forests, many of which have been cleared for development, buffer
coastal areas from sea surges caused by typhoons and tsunamis.
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helped by the international community’s
abandonment of the country’s forest sector
as an object of assistance. And now, the
recent increase in global food prices is driv-
ing a new wave of arable conversion in South
America and South-east Asia42. Part of it is
certainly due to the fact that ‘deforestation
crops’ such as sugar, soya and palm oil are
increasingly in demand for biofuel as well as
being sought-after subsistence and feedstock
commodities.

The net result so far is that half of the
world’s forests have already been destroyed.
In the Amazon, 16% of the forests have
been cleared (equivalent to an area the size
of France), while 25-40% of Indonesia’s
land area has been deforested over the past
50 years, and Central America has lost 40%
of its forests. These figures are for complete
removal of natural forest ecosystems, and
additional to them are very large areas of
forest that have been heavily logged, often
repeatedly, or fragmented, but which are
still recorded as ‘forest’ in UN Food and
Agriculture Organisation statistics. In any
case, even without counting heavily logged
areas this deforestation is now estimated to
have contributed around 30% of the total
cumulative anthropogenic emissions of
GHGs. Without significant change, emis-
sions from deforestation will continue con-
tributing massively to climate change. Over
the 21st century, under the ‘business-as-
usual’ scenario, deforestation is expected to:

� release 320-480 GtCO₂e, or 10-20%
of total predicted anthropogenic emis-
sions over the same period.43

� release GHGs equivalent to 50% of the
total fossil-fuel emissions that have
occurred between the start of the indus-
trial revolution and the present day.

� consume 10-35% of the ‘allowance’ of
GHGs that we can emit over the 21st
century if we are to avoid dangerous
climate change.44 Stopping climate
change in a deforesting world will be
almost impossible.

Response of forests to a changing
climate
Forests are living through a period of
unprecedented environmental change, as
indicated by these three observations:

� Tropical forest regions have been
warming by about 0.25°C per decade
since the 1970s45 and are predicted to
warm by a further 3-8°C over the 21st
century.

� The same regions will experience a 20-
40% reduction in dry-season rainfall
over the 21st century if business con-
tinues as usual.46

� These regions are also experiencing
increased CO₂ concentrations and
increased air pollution (especially expo-
sure to ozone and nitrogen com-
pounds).47

The impacts of such changes on forest
ecosystems are not well known, and may
have important impacts on the carbon
stored in forests. Carbon sinks may ini-
tially increase due to carbon dioxide fer-
tilization, but will probably reverse
under a business-as-usual climate change
regime in the 21st century.48 The carbon
stored in forests can also be released due
to fire or insect outbreaks. Undisturbed
tropical rainforests are not normally
affected by fire, but logging and frag-
mentation combined with changes in cli-
mate can result in fire becoming a major
threat.49 This is already occurring, with
massive tropical forest fires occurring in
El Nino years in Indonesia and the
Amazon. Increased wildfire and pest out-
breaks are also occurring in Canada and
North America.

“ Stopping climate change in a deforesting world will be

almost impossible”
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2
The scope for action

How are current policies failing forests
and peatlands? 
Efforts to conserve tropical forests have
been aptly described as a ‘long defeat’50.
Isolated fragments have been set aside as
protected areas, but these are vulnerable
to regional desiccation and climate
change and elsewhere destruction pro-
ceeds unabated. Despite their signifi-
cance in terms of GHG emission reduc-
tions, avoided deforestation and peatland
loss are not rewarded under the Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM) creat-
ed under the 1997 Kyoto Protocol.
Afforestation and reforestation projects
are covered, but have been discouraged
by the complex rules and high costs
involved under the CDM and to date
account for only one of a thousand CDM
projects.51

Avoided deforestation and the Kyoto Protocol
In June 2001, the Parties to the Kyoto
Protocol decided to exclude avoided
deforestation - meaning a rate of defor-
estation below the ‘business as usual’ base-
line - from the first Commitment Period
(2008-2012). There were several reasons
for this:

� There was concern that the so called
‘flexible mechanisms’ of the Kyoto
Protocol (i.e. CDM and Joint
Implementation) would allow devel-
oped countries to reach their targets
without stringent controls on domestic
fossil fuel use. Avoided deforestation
was expected to yield large reductions
in emissions at relatively low cost,
potentially providing all the reductions

required under Kyoto with no need for
countries to control domestic emis-
sions. There was also concern that
avoided deforestation would distract
attention from what was seen as the real
business of reducing emissions from
fossil fuel use. 

� There was strong opposition from
some developing nations worried about
the potential loss of sovereignty and
constraints on their future develop-
ment. For example, Brazil was in favour
of carbon credits being earned for
reforestation but not avoided deforesta-
tion. The sub-text was that Amazonian
deforestation was out of government
control so targets to reduce deforesta-
tion would be difficult or impossible to
meet.

� Methodological and technical issues
made accurate accounting for emission
reductions from forest lands very diffi-
cult. Many developing countries had
little or no capacity to monitor defor-
estation or ensure that forests were pro-
tected permanently. 

An underlying constraint was the notion -
already embedded in the thinking of the
Global Environment Facility (GEF),
which finances only the ‘incremental costs’
of actions to yield global rather than
national benefits - that avoided deforesta-
tion was already in the interests of forested
nations (because of national benefits
received from ecosystem services). Simply
transferring wealth to countries to pay for
things that those countries should be doing
anyway was unattractive to many potential
donor governments.
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Voluntary carbon markets and charitable
activities
The failure of Kyoto mechanisms to stimu-
late a market in carbon credits from protec-
tion of forests and peatlands has not prevent-
ed a voluntary carbon market from making
significant progress, in financial terms and in
driving innovation and the development of
best practices. Thus 36-45% of credits in the
voluntary market are generated through for-
est management52, and this market is an
important financing mechanism for avoided
deforestation. Verified Emission Reduction
(VER) prices from forestry activities
(US$0.5-45/tCO₂e) compare favourably
with the costs of projects from the energy
sector (US$0.5-20/tCO₂e).

Important early actors in the voluntary
carbon market were non-profit NGOs,
which introduced many forest protection
and restoration projects. Most such projects
are aimed at conserving biodiversity, but
they also mitigate climate change by pre-
venting deforestation and encouraging refor-
estation. These are supported by private and
corporate donations, and from the sale of
voluntary carbon offsets. Examples include:
projects financed by the Royal Society for
the Protection of Birds in Indonesia
(100,000 hectares) and Sierra Leone (75,000
hectares); projects supported by the World
Land Trust in South America and Asia
(around 150,000 hectares), plus a joint ini-
tiative with the government of Paraguay to
protect a million hectares of dry Chaco for-
est; a million-hectare forest restoration proj-
ect supported by The Nature Conservancy
in Brazil; and a project involving Fauna and
Flora International, local government and
private companies which aims to reduce
deforestation by 85% in 750,000 hectares of
Indonesia to avoid the emission of 3.3 mil-
lion tonnes of CO₂ annually53. Numerous
private trusts have also bought land for con-
servation.

The voluntary market is also driving inter-
est and investment in ecosystem services. In
March 2008, Canopy Capital, a private equi-

ty firm, announced a deal with Guyana’s
Iwokrama International Centre for
Rainforest Conservation and Development,
to fund conservation and research in
Iwokrama’s 370,000 hectares of forest in
exchange for the right to market the forest’s
ecosystem services. In the absence of detailed
figures for all such activities worldwide, it is
estimated that charities and their for-profit
allies have protected at least 100 million
hectares and are responsible for restoring up
to a million hectares per year.

Despite objections from most offset
providers, in February 2008 Defra
announced the framework for the Code of
Best Practice for Carbon Offsetting. The
Code is voluntary and offset providers can
choose whether to seek accreditation for
some or all of their offsetting products.
The Code initially covers only Certified
Emission Reductions (CERs) that are
compliant with the Kyoto Protocol. The
Code cannot be complied with by the off-
sets offered by voluntary bodies to fund
forest restoration or avoided deforestation,
which may as a result suffer. Defra has also
challenged offset providers to develop a
standard for VERs which could be includ-
ed in the Code in the future, subject to
acceptable levels of robustness. Standards
appropriate to forest credits are being
introduced, notably the “Voluntary
Carbon Standard”54, and adopted by some
offset providers on a voluntary basis.

What more can be done?
Trade in carbon-based derivatives linked to
forest and peatland conservation are likely to
be a very effective way of protecting these
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“ Carbon markets are demonstrably able to mobilise

tens of billions of dollars annually and can strongly motivate

forest conservation”
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ecosystems, since carbon markets are demon-
strably able to mobilise tens of billions of dol-
lars annually and can strongly motivate forest
conservation. The costs of climate-change
mitigation through forestry are driven by a
variety of factors (Box 2), but are typically
US$0.1-22/tCO₂e, which compares well to
mitigation costs in the energy sector where
US$0.5-20/tCO₂e are typical. In compari-
son, the projected prices for 2008 carbon
credits are US$34-39/tCO₂e. The IPCC’s
Fourth Assessment Report (FAR) estimated
that all forestry activities had an economic
potential of 1.6 GtCO₂e per year at costs of
less than US$20/tCO₂e rising to 2.9
GtCO₂e at prices under US$100/tCO₂e
(Table 1). The envisioned scale of avoided
emissions is the same as the total emissions by
EU Member States combined. By compari-
son, an article in an international corporate
journal, the McKinsey Quarterly55, calculated
a greater potential of as much as 6.7 GtCO₂e
at costs less than US$50/tCO₂e.

A large proportion, estimated at 60-
70%, of total forestry mitigation potential
is within tropical countries. This is due to:

� Lower mitigation costs in tropical
(US$0.1 - US$7/tCO₂) compared to
developed countries (US$1.4 - US$22/
tCO₂)56 due to lower labour and
opportunity costs.

� Deforestation occurs mainly in the trop-
ics, which means that avoided deforesta-
tion has the greatest potential there;

� Forests in the tropics store large
amounts of carbon, and trees grow and
absorb carbon more quickly there.

The costs and benefits of avoided
deforestation 
All studies that have so far been published
agree that avoided deforestation contributes
50-70% of the forest sector’s potential abili-
ty to mitigate climate change. Despite this,
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55 Enkvist, P.A, et al. A cost

curve for greenhouse gas reduc-

tion. McKinsey Quarterly No 1.,

2007

56 Richard, K.R. and Stokes, C.

A review of forest carbon

sequestration cost studies: A

dozen years of research,

Climatic Change, 63, 1-48, 2004

Source Mitigation potential in 2030 (GtCO₂e/yr) Cost (US$/tCO₂e/)

IPCC FAR, regional studies 2.9 <US$100

IPCC FAR, regional studies 1.6 <US$20

IPCC FAR, global studies 13.8 <US$27

McKinsey Quarterly 6.7 <US$50 (40 euro)

Table 1: The climate mitigation potential from all forestry activities,
estimated for 2030.

Box 2:  The costs of carbon mitigation through forestry 

Cost centres include:
� Opportunity costs – Stakeholders (landowners, leaseholders and indigenous people) must be

provided with equivalent income to compensate for lost opportunities (timber, grazing or arable
use returns).

� Management, maintenance and enforcement costs.
� Monitoring costs.
� Transaction, registration and administration costs.
� Provision for leakage and non-permanence.
� Education, training and support for sustainable forest use.
� For afforestation and reforestation projects, additional costs for tree planting and aftercare.
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avoided deforestation is currently excluded
from climate mitigation policy. Each year,
some 13 million hectares of forests are
cleared, releasing 5.5 GtCO₂. If the global
deforestation rate were to be halved, by 2050
GHG emissions would be reduced by 180
GtCO₂. This would also save about 300
million hectares of forest with all the other
environmental benefits implied by this. Such
a reduction in deforestation would con-
tribute about 12% of the total needed to
meet an 80% reduction in global GHG
emissions by 2050 (relative to 1990 levels).57

If carbon credits were generated through
avoided deforestation, their effect would
depend on the value of those credits. At a
price of US$3-20/tCO₂, avoided defor-
estation would be expected to contribute
emission reductions of 0.3-1.6 GtCO₂/yr,
equivalent to a 5-30% reduction in defor-
estation. The Stern report estimated that
cutting deforestation by 50% would cost
US$15 billion per year, the same amount
that the OECD spends of biofuel subsi-
dies. At higher carbon credit prices, of say
US$27/tCO₂, however, deforestation can

be virtually eliminated saving up to 5.5
GtCO₂/yr. This is almost enough to offset
the fossil fuel emissions of the United
States. Avoiding the defo r estation and
drainage of South-east Asian forest peat-
lands alone could reduce emissions by up
to 2 GtCO₂ per year.58 This is greater than
the combined fossil fuel emissions from
the UK, France, Spain and Germany.

Avoiding deforestation on such scales will
require policy changes, institutional reform,
capacity building, public education, enforce-
ment and monitoring, as well as finance to
fund the project-delivery mechanisms
involved. Indicative costs and outcomes are
given in Table 2.
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57 Gullison RE et al., Tropical

forests and climate policy,

Science 316: 985–6, 2007.

58 Hooijer, A., Silvius, M.,

Wösten, H. D Page, S. 2006.

PEAT-CO2, Assessment of CO₂
emissions from drained peat-

lands in SE Asia. Delft

Hydraulics report Q3943 2006.

Table 2: Emission reductions and costs of avoided deforestation

Source Cost Avoided Annual Cumulative  
(US$/tCO₂) deforestation (%) avoided emission avoided emission 

(GtCO₂) by 2050 (GtCO₂)

IPCC FAR US$20 50 1.6

Greig-Gran US$1-2 50 3.5-4.9 154-216
(2006) compiled 
for the Stern 
Review

World Bank US$7-42 10-20 0.3-0.6

McKinsey US$50 (40 euro) Unspecified 3
Report

Sohngen and US$1.36 8-15 0.4 18
Beach (2006)

Sohngen and US$27.2 95-100 5.5 280
Beach (2006)

“ Avoiding the defo r estation and drainage of South-east

Asian forest peatlands alone could reduce emissions by

up to 2 GtCO₂ per year.58 This is greater than the combined
fossil fuel emissions from the UK, France, Spain and

Germany ”
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Climate-change mitigation through
avoided deforestation offers a significant
financial resource to those developing
countries that still possess abundant forest
resources. If countries in the Amazon Basin
reduced their deforestation rate by 50%,
for example, they could potentially receive
US$5-31 billion each year at a carbon
price of US$7.5-45/tCO₂e. Table 3 shows
some other potential avoided deforestation
revenues for key forested countries in the
tropics.

Better afforestation and reforestation
Growing trees absorb carbon, so afforesta-
tion and reforestation can remove carbon
from the atmosphere. In the tropics, where
the rate of plant growth is especially fast,
growing forests can absorb 20-30 tonnes of
CO₂ per hectare per year. Forest creation is
already occurring on a large scale in China
(4 million ha/year), Spain (0.3 million
ha/year), Vietnam (0.2 million ha/year)
and the United States (0.15 million
ha/year).59 China established 28 million

hectares of plantations between 2001 and
2007, offsetting about 20% of national
fossil fuel emissions in the year 2000.60

Most of this reforestation, however,
involved monocultures of trees planted for
timber, which is not an ideal model for
afforestation and reforestation. Artificial
forests of this kind contain far less carbon and
biodiversity, and yield far fewer ecosystem
services, than old-growth primary forest or
well-restored secondary forest.61 Hence it is
crucial that climate-change policies do not
encourage the conversion of primary forest to
plantations. Instead native tree species should
be encouraged and the approach to reforesta-
tion should be site specific. Where forest frag-
ments remain, natural regeneration is often
the most effective and cheapest mechanism
to restore forest cover 62. If seed sources are
absent, tree planting can speed forest recov-
ery. This should incorporate local knowledge
and use a wide range of predominately native
species of local provenance. Much more site-
specific research is needed in this area. 

Proposals to fund forests

Evolving policy on avoided deforestation
The climate mitigation potential of forests
and peatlands is clearly substantial, and
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59 FAO, Global Forest

Resources Assessment, 2005.

60 Wang S. et al., Journal of

Environmental Management,

85:524, 2007.

61 Jackson RB et al., Trading

water for carbon with biological

sequestration. Science, 310

(5756): 1944-1947, 2005.

62 Lamb D, Erskine PD & Parrotta

J, Restoration of degraded

tropical forest landscapes,

Science, 310, 5754,1628-1632,

2005

Table 3: Potential income resulting from 100% avoided deforestation at
US$60/tCO₂e, compared to gross domestic product in countries accounting
for more than 90% of global deforestation (from World Resources Institute
CAIT database)

Country GDP in 2005 Potential Avoided Share of GDP (%)
(US$ billions) Deforestation revenue 

(US$ billions)

Indonesia 370 79 21

Brazil 1030 47 5

Malaysia 167 22 13

Burma/Myanmar 12.4 12.4 100

DR Congo 9.3 9.3 100

“ It is crucial that climate-change policies do not

encourage the conversion of primary forest to plantations”
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while avoided deforestation is excluded
from the Kyoto Protocol, ways to include it
in future climate policy are now being
sought. Some of the reasons why it was neg-
lected under Kyoto have now been
addressed. Technological advances, for
example, now make monitoring deforesta-
tion emissions less uncertain, and develop-
ing countries with forest resources have
understood the scale of financial gain they
might receive if avoided deforestation was
properly rewarded. In 2005, the Coalition
of Rainforest Nations72 submitted a propos-
al to reinvestigate the potential for including
avoided deforestation in a future global cli-
mate change mitigation strategy. The pro-
posal contained the following ideas:

� The UNFCCC should acknowledge the
“climatic importance of deforestation”
and “open dialogue to develop scientific,

technical, policy and capacity responses”
to address deforestation emissions.

� Avoiding dangerous climate change
will be “more difficult and costly unless
both industrialized and developing
countries actively contribute to emis-
sion reductions from all sources”.

� Developing nations currently have no
way “to engage with the Kyoto Protocol
for emission reductions”.

� “In the absence of revenue streams
from standing forests, communities
and governments in many developing
nations have little incentive to prevent
deforestation.”

� Climate change mitigation should not
operate separately from achieving other
Millennium Development Goals.

The proposal was widely supported and the
UNFCCC launched a two-year initiative to
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Nations is an intergovernmental

organization with the objective of
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stewardship with economic

development”. The members are

developing countries with rain-
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includes Bolivia, Central Africa

Republic, Chile, DR Congo,

Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,
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Vanuatu.

Box 3: The potential for carbon absorption through forest planting in the UK

The potential for carbon sequestration in the UK is limited by the small amounts of available land.
UK annual CO₂ emissions in 2005 were 540 MtCO₂63; the options below could reduce these emis-
sions by about 2.5%.

� Newly-planted UK forests are young and provide a carbon sink of 9 MtCO₂ per year, which is
likely to last until about 2025. To maintain this rate after 2025 would require additional
afforestation and reforestation of an area of about 30,000 ha per year64. This would cost between
£240 million to £450 million per year.  

� Peatlands in the UK are important carbon stores containing 10 GtCO₂65, more than the forests
of the UK and France combined. There are 225,000 ha of peatlands in the UK that have been
damaged by drainage, excessive burning, over-grazing and afforestation66. Under more sympa-
thetic management, these peatlands could absorb an additional 1.4 MtCO₂ per year67.

� From the 1930s until the 1980s, hundreds of thousands of hectares of the UK’s ancient wood-
land (storing 670 tCO₂/ha68) were cleared and replanted with commercial conifer plantations
(storing on average 270 tCO₂/ha over a timber cycle69). Many of these conifer plantations are
reaching maturity and are being clear felled. Restoring 100,000 ha of these sites owned by the
Forestry Commission (or about 6% of existing UK conifer plantations) would absorb an addi-
tional 40 MtCO₂ over the next 100 years (or 0.4 MtCO₂/yr).

� Uplands cover 40% of the UK and are largely deforested. Large-scale restoration of these uplands
could take up large quantities of carbon70. The Scottish Forestry Alliance is restoring 10,000
hectares to a natural state, which is expected to absorb 1 MtCO₂ over the lifetime of the proj-
ect71. Restoration of 10% of UK uplands through appropriate natural regeneration could remove
from the atmosphere as much as 3 MtCO₂/yr.
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study the scientific, technical and political
challenges in implementing an avoided
deforestation policy to fulfil a diverse range
of requirements. As a result, it is now
becoming clear that to meet the needs of
the various stakeholders a future policy on
avoided deforestation (see Box 4) should:

� result in immediate and sustained
reduction in carbon emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation
that are additional to those achievable
from other sectors (e.g., reductions in
fossil fuel use);

� avoid destabilisation of existing carbon
markets;

� include as many developed and devel-
oping nations as possible;

� develop transparent and cost effective
methods for monitoring and verifying
emission reductions;

� account for the semi-permanent nature
of forestry carbon storage without
devaluing forest carbon assets;

� attract sufficient funding by mobi-
lizing private and public resources,
and equitably distribute such funds
to forest users and indigenous peo-
ple;

� maximize synergy between different
forest ecosystem services (including the
conventions on Desertification and
Biological Diversity);

� build effective mechanisms to control
deforestation through good governance
and capacity building; and
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Box 4: Avoided deforestation policy options

� Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD)
Proposed by the Coalition of Rainforest Nations. Countries that voluntarily reduce their national
rate of deforestation below a baseline (determined from historical national deforestation rates) are
offered financial compensation (see Figure 4). Funding could be derived from the sale of carbon
credits, non-market funds and/or taxes on post-2012 emission allowances. Similar plans were also
put forward under the title of ‘Compensated Reduction’ and the ‘Forest Retention Incentive
Scheme’, unique details of which are being absorbed into REDD discussions and planning.

� International non-market fund
Brazil proposed a non-market international fund to support avoided deforestation. There would
be no carbon trading or targets. Developed countries would share the cost of the scheme.
Payments could be made to developing nations based on the reductions in deforestation below a
baseline in a similar way to REDD. The essential difference to REDD is that this proposal does
not include carbon markets. In the summer of 2008 the Brazilian president launched an inter-
national fund to protect the Amazon rainforest with the aim of raising $21 billion by 2021.

REDD
Credits

Time
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Reducing emissions from deforestation
and degradation (REDD)

Figure 4: Potential REDD mechanism 1. Define a baseline on average deforestation
rate.

2. Countries voluntarily agree to reduce
deforestation below the baseline.

3. Any reduction below the baseline issued
with REDD credits.

4. Baseline revised (downwards) at some
future point.
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� promote sustainable development and
respect the rights and wishes of forest
communities.

The ‘Bali roadmap’
The thirteenth Conference of Parties to the
UNFCCC (CoP-13) held in Bali,
Indonesia, during December 2007, agreed
to include forest conservation and avoided
deforestation in a future global climate
change mitigation strategy. The ‘Bali
roadmap’73 was adopted and includes
mobilising resources with which:

� to support capacity building and tech-
nology transfers to meet methodologi-
cal, technical and institutional needs in
developing countries; and

� to explore a range of actions, identify
options and undertake demonstration
activities to address drivers of deforesta-
tion relevant to each country’s national
circumstances.

Scientific and technical challenges are now
being studied and a range of policy options
are under discussion (see Box 4). There is,
however, a great deal of uncertainty and
ongoing debate over the best mechanisms to
employ. The leading contenders are to reward
REDD countries for voluntarily reducing
their deforestation rate (e.g. from sale of car-
bon credits), to establish a non-market inter-
national fund to pay for forest conservation,
or to set up some kind of hybrid system. 

Priorities and options
Financing a significant reduction in defor-
estation is estimated to require at least
US$10-15 billion annually and there is
some controversy over the best funding
mechanism to raise this finance. The key
difference between REDD and an interna-
tional non-market fund is that the former
aims to harness the power of the carbon
market to oppose deforestation, whereas

the other relies on donations to a fund
from which grants will go to countries that
make a convincing show of reducing defor-
estation. Market failures cannot be ruled
out and may undermine the impact of the
REDD system, while the other scheme is
vulnerable to parsimony (i.e. will donors
be willing to give enough?), moral hazard
(i.e. will developing countries misrepresent
their levels of success?) and inefficiency
(i.e. can international technobureaucratic
mechanisms spend money wisely and well
enough to achieve good results?). Given
the nature of the risk that is being
addressed, getting the answer right is not
unimportant. 

The poor record of intergovernmental
non-market funding mechanisms such as
the GEF is hardly reassuring, and donor
governments may not see another such
fund as the best use of tax-payers’ money.
On the other hand, the carbon market can
mobilise abundant financing at low polit-
ical cost, with more than US$30 billion
traded in the carbon market in 2006
alone under the Kyoto Protocol and the
EU ETS74. One disadvantage of a market-
based system is that it may allow some
countries, with efficient institutions and
lower marginal costs, to dominate the
REDD market. Another is that market
failures under REDD may well prove to
be just as significant as they are in other
market-based systems. An obvious con-
clusion is that the backbone of anti-defor-
estation financing should come from the
carbon market but an international fund
should also be set up specifically to correct
market failures.
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73 http://unfccc.int/files/mee

tings/cop_13/application/pdf/clo

se_stat_cop13_president.pdf
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(editors) Carbon 2007 – A new
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2007.

“ The backbone of anti-deforestation financing should

come from the carbon market but an international fund

should also be set up specifically to correct market

failures”
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Such a fund should be designed to synergise
with other governmental and non-govern-
mental technical assistance and financing
flows in areas that also oppose deforestation.

Efforts now need to be directed to ensure
that avoided deforestation is integrated into
post-Kyoto climate policy. Assuming that
the REDD mechanism will be the eventual
core of a market-based mechanism to reduce
deforestation, Figure 5 shows a potential
timeline for REDD over the next five years.
Despite the progress that was made in Bali,
many outstanding policy issues remain (see
Box 5). Negotiations for REDD policy need
to be complete by Cop-15 in Copenhagen
in 2009, and this should be the primary
focus for policy makers. Leaving action on
avoided deforestation until the end of the
Kyoto’s first commitment period would sac-
rifice significant potential emission reduc-
tions. Deforestation during the first commit-
ment period is expected to be greater than
the total historical and future emissions from

aviation until at least 2025. Getting REDD
organised and operational as soon as possible
must therefore be an urgent priority.

Fungible REDD credits?
Under a market based system, forestry car-
bon credits could either be fully fungible
with existing carbon markets, that is freely
tradable with fossil fuel emission reductions,
or could operate through a separate system.
Fungible avoided deforestation or REDD
credits could limit the incentive to reduce
emissions from fossil fuels. There is a legiti-
mate concern that REDD credits could
flood the market and destabilise the carbon
price in existing markets. To prevent this,
stricter overall emission reduction targets
are required to ensure REDD credits are
additional to fossil fuel reductions.

Preparing for forest conservation
Not all countries are equally well prepared
to implement avoided deforestation policy.
Those that are least prepared will need sup-
port in areas that include:

� Calculating national carbon stocks and
emission baselines.
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Figure 5: Possible timeline for implementation of REDD75

“ Efforts now need to be directed to ensure that avoided

deforestation is integrated into post-Kyoto climate policy”
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� Developing the institutional and technical
capacity for monitoring and reporting.

� Evaluating the drivers of deforestation
and successful policies for slowing
deforestation.

� Quantifying the opportunity costs of
forest conservation.

� Developing a participatory process to
include all the stakeholders impacted
by avoided deforestation policy.

� Establishing institutional and legal
frameworks.

These steps are estimated to only cost
US$1-3 million per developing country.
Costs could be met through a “REDD
Enabling fund”76; a non-market mecha-
nism with contributions from multilateral
financing institutions and developed

nations. Large-scale pilot projects are also
required to inform the policy development
process and offer countries practical expe-
rience in implementing avoided deforesta-
tion. The Stern report called for such pilot
projects. They are needed immediately.

The World Bank’s Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility (FCPF)77 is an example
of a commitment that will develop and test
a REDD framework. The facility will work
with about 20 tropical and sub-tropical
nations to build institutional and technical
capacity including preparation of a reduced
deforestation strategy, establishing forest
monitoring systems and calculating refer-
ence deforestation rates (the baseline).
These countries will be ideally-placed to
take advantage of REDD mechanisms post-
2012 and several will be selected to operate
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Box 5:  Outstanding issues from Bali. 

1. Should a market or non-market approach to avoided deforestation be used?
2. If a market approach is chosen should forestry carbon credits be fully fungible (i.e. tradable) with exist-

ing carbon credits?
3. Should sub-national activities be allowed as a stepping stone to national level programmes? National-

level accounting minimises the potential for leakage and reduces overall costs but restricts access
to countries with the necessary capacity. A nested approach that allows project activities to be
credited directly could be allowed. 

4. What are the technical challenges to implementing avoided deforestation and how should they be over-
come? This was a major stumbling block to pre-Kyoto attempts to account for avoided deforesta-
tion. Significant technological advances in remote sensing techniques have been made in the past
10 years and carbon stocks can now be measured with an error of less than 5%. Brazil and India
successfully monitor deforestation on a routine basis. The major challenge now is ensuring this
technology is available to other developing countries.

5. Should forest degradation (reduction in carbon stocks, but not forest area) be included as well as defor-
estation? Forest degradation can result in significant emissions, but monitoring is more difficult
and expensive, and the uncertainties are greater than for deforestation. 

6. How should countries (a) with large forest resources but little deforestation or (b) that have already
made major efforts in the past decade to reduce deforestation be rewarded?

7. How can it be ensured that avoided deforestation policy recognizes the role of forest communities and
indigenous peoples?

8. How will avoided deforestation be possible in face of growing demand for timber and agricultural
products?

9. When should avoided deforestation start? Options include: immediately, or after 2012 when the
first Kyoto commitment period ends.
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a pilot REDD finance scheme receiving
payments for reducing deforestation below
their baseline. The facility has a targeted vol-
ume of US$300 million, of which US$82

million has so far been received from 9
developed countries, including a pledge of
US$30 million from the UK government.78

The facility became operational in June
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Box 6: Biofuel subsidies

Fiscal measures aimed at meeting targets for the production and use of biofuels cost OECD coun-
tries US$11 billion in 2006 (rising to US$15 billion in 200879), and are likely to cost EU countries
US$11-22 billion annually by 202080. The 5% biofuel target under the Renewable Transport Fuel
Obligation (RTFO) at £0.20 per litre will cost the UK treasury US$1 billion annually in foregone
revenue.81 In the March 2008 budget the decision was taken to remove this biofuel duty exemption
from 2010. These are expensive ways to cut emissions of carbon dioxide. The RTFO in the UK may
save 2.6-3.0 million tCO₂/year but at a cost of £68-150 per tonne  of CO₂.82 A similar investment
in REDD could result in avoided emissions of 40-200 million tCO₂/year or a 50 times greater
amount of avoided emissions.  

Box 7: Protecting Frontier Forests

Frontier forests are large, relatively undisturbed tracts of forest, on or beyond the ‘frontier’ of human
settlement and exploitation83. Half of all frontier forests exist in the boreal forest zone of Russia,
Alaska and Canada; the rest is in the tropics mostly in the Amazon (see Figure 6). These forests are
very important because:

� they are significant stores of carbon that can be protected cheaply due to low opportunity costs;
� they are large enough to be resilient to natural disturbance (such as forest fires, pest outbreaks

and hurricane damage);
� due to their large size they offer the best opportunity for ecosystem adaptation to future climate

change; and
� many of the world’s indigenous people live there. 

The planned expansion of transport infrastructure means that 75% of frontier forests in the trop-
ics will be threatened by logging, mining and agriculture in the near future. The recent paving of
the 1000 km highway from Manaus in Brazil to Venezuela, for example, is bringing a new wave
of colonization, logging and agricultural expansion to previously remote and unfragmented for-
est84.

Boreal forests are also threatened by logging and mineral extraction; 45% of Canadian boreal
forests are under licence to logging companies and nearly one million hectares are cut each year85.
Although this land is normally replanted, carbon-rich old growth forests are replaced with new plan-
tations which even 40 years later store less than one half of the carbon86. A reduction of logging in
China has already pushed demand for timber products into the Russian boreal forests87. In the USA
most old-growth forests are on public lands. Maintaining and enhancing protection of these forests
is required, for which the controversial Roadless Area Conservation Rule (a policy limiting new road
construction and subsequent logging on 24 million ha of public land in the US) is an important
mechanism88.

Root of the Matter UPDATE_HDS NEW  18/8/08  15:59  Page 28



2008 and in July the first fourteen develop-
ing countries were chosen to receive grant
support from the FCPF. 

REDD issues
Correctly designed, new forest and peatland
carbon credits and markets could be power-
ful tools to reduce GHG emissions, as well
as protect important ecosystem services and
biodiversity. But there are several areas of
concern. First, the areas that will benefit
most from REDD, are not necessarily prior-
ities for protecting biodiversity or ecosystem
services. To resolve this, REDD mechanisms
can be coupled with other Payments for
Environmental Services (PES). PES is a
mechanism where the providers of ecosys-
tem services are financially compensated by

those who benefit from the service. PES has
great potential to encourage sustainable
resource management. Second, REDD proj-
ects may result in local people being side-
lined90. There is the risk that poorly managed
afforestation and reforestation projects may
not adequately consult or compensate forest
users and indigenous groups. Finally, many
African countries have both urgent develop-
ment needs and extensive forest resources,
but have played a very limited role in the
development of REDD. This is a serious
concern because deforestation and habitat
degradation are rapidly increasing in Africa,
releasing large amounts of GHGs and
undermining local economic development.
African countries should, therefore, be
encouraged to play a central role in develop-
ing future REDD policy.
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Figure 6: Global forest cover; original pre-human forest cover (dark brown + light

brown + green) and remaining forest (light brown + green). Only one fifth of the fron-

tier forest (green) remains mainly in the Amazon, Papua New Guinea, Canada, Alaska

and Siberia89.

Box 8: Biofuels or Forests?

The last few years have seen a dramatic growth in biofuels: bioethanol from sugar cane in the trop-
ics and maize in North America, and smaller amounts of biodiesel from oilseed rape in Europe and
oil palm in the tropics. Total production now exceeds 50 million tonnes of oil equivalent, meeting
about 1.5% of global transport needs. Around 25 million hectares of arable land is required to pro-
duce this, equivalent to the total land area of the UK or 1.5% of global arable land. The demand for
crops for biofuel has helped to drive up land and commodity crop prices globally.
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When arable land is restored to forest instead of being used for biofuel production, carbon stores
build up in the soil and vegetation. This absorbs more carbon than the emissions avoided by using
biofuel92. Converting cropland to tropical forest can absorb 20-30 tCO₂/ha/year, a rate 3-4 times
higher than the emissions avoided by using bioethanol. In temperate regions forest regrowth is slow-
er, but the rates of carbon absorption are still 2-3 times higher than the avoided emissions from bio-
fuels produced from temperate crops. Where, directly or indirectly, natural forests or grasslands are
converted to arable land to permit the production of the fuel crop, the loss of carbon stored in the
original ecosystem has to be factored in.  

In the tropics, the amount of carbon released into the atmosphere by the conversion of forest into
cropland is 600-1,500 tCO₂/ha. Most of these GHG emissions are the result of burning and
biodegradation in the months following the initial clearance. The impact on global GHG levels and
warming is immediate. The negative impacts of biofuel policy are increasingly recognized through-
out the EU; in February 2008 the UK government announced a review of biofuels, and in March
2008 the EU’s Environment Council questioned the 10% biofuel target.
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Figure 7: Biofuel production: millions of tonnes of oil equivalent91.
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3
Recommendations

Forests and peatlands are large-scale
ecosystems that occupy worldwide about
4 billion and 400 million hectares of land
respectively. They provide many essential
environmental services especially in the
areas of biodiversity, water catchments and
floodplains, regulation of local and region-
al climates, and carbon storage. Forests
contain carbon mainly in the standing
biomass at a density of 360-1450 tonnes
of carbon dioxide equivalent (tCO₂e) per
hectare, and therefore store somewhere
around 4000 billion tonnes or gigatonnes
(GtCO₂e) in total, worldwide. Peatlands
contain carbon mainly in the form of
accumulated dead and partly decayed veg-
etation, often waterlogged or frozen and
up to 20 metres deep in some tropical peat
swamps. They are much denser carbon
stores than forests, and are thought to
hold a worldwide total of about 2,200
GtCO₂e.

These ecosystems are largely composed
of carbon-rich compounds such as lignin
and cellulose, which when they burn or
decay release greenhouse gases (GHGs)
such as carbon dioxide (CO₂) and
methane (CH₄). Every year about 12 mil-
lion hectares of tropical forests are logged,
cleared or burnt. In 1990-2005 deforesta-
tion reduced global forest cover by 3% and
tropical forest cover by 8%. Tropical defor-
estation results in an annual emission of
3.7-8.1 GtCO₂e, or 15-25% of all GHG
emissions for which people are responsible.
This is greater than the emissions from the
global transport sector and is similar to the
amount emitted by the USA or China. 

Peatlands are also being quickly
destroyed, by melting and decay in circum-

polar regions, and elsewhere more directly
by draining, land conversion, logging and
fire. The carbon density of tropical peat-
land combined with its rapid depletion has
helped Indonesia to become the world’s
third-largest GHG emitter, despite the
country’s relatively modest industrial activ-
ity. Between them, destruction of forests
and peatlands account for around 20% of
humanity’s total GHG emissions.

The drivers of deforestation and peat-
land loss are complex and powerful, but if
they could be disabled then reduced rates
of ecosystem destruction would amount to
major avoided GHG emissions. Some 50-
70% of this potential lies in avoided defor-
estation, but since growing ecosystems
absorb and store carbon (a process often
called carbon sequestration), replanting
forests can also reduce net GHG emis-
sions. Such avoided deforestation and
reforestation would be beneficial in terms
of mitigating global climate change, as well
as contributing local and regional ecosys-
tem services. This report explores mecha-
nisms by which the UK and international
community can encourage this to happen.
It focuses on the weaknesses in resource
accounts, institutions and markets that
have undervalued forests and peatlands as
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carbon stores. To correct this, it advocates
the inclusion of avoided deforestation and
reforestation in systems that generate
tradeable carbon credits, and that could
therefore bring the power of the carbon
market to bear in support of the world’s
forests and peatlands.

Forestry and peatland protection and
restoration could mitigate 10-33% of the
total reductions needed by 2030 to avoid
catastrophic climate change. The costs and
benefits per hectare vary among sites and
circumstances, the greatest gains at lowest
costs being likely from preventing the
drainage of deep tropical peat beds, whilst
avoided deforestation is much more vari-
able. It is thought that with a carbon price
of US$16/tCO₂e, deforestation can be
reduced by 10-50%, resulting in emission
reductions of 0.3-1.6 GtCO₂e per year for
an estimated global cost of US$2-32 bil-
lion a year, equivalent to US$1.0-
5.5/tCO₂e, while reforestation and
afforestation can absorb and store an addi-
tional 1.2 GtCO₂e per year. With a carbon
price of up to US$27/tCO₂, however,
tropical deforestation could almost be halt-
ed, mitigating up to 6.0 GtCO₂e per year.

Thus, avoided deforestation could
reduce the overall costs of climate mitiga-
tion by up to 50%, and be dramatically
cheaper than any other means of achieving
the same result. But all of this depends
upon there being an effective pricing mech-
anism, and so far the regulatory arrange-
ments that could allow the market to set a
price for emission savings have been unable
to include avoided deforestation. There are
proposals to correct this through a scheme

known as REDD (Reduced Emissions from
Deforestation and [forest/land] Degrad -
ation); under which countries that voluntar-
ily reduce their rate of deforestation below a
baseline (determined from historical defor-
estation rates) would obtain financial com-
pensation. The exact mechanism is still
under negotiation, but introducing REDD
as soon as possible is essential, as is sufficient
certainty that REDD will be included in
future climate policy to encourage early
action by governments and the private sec-
tor. Finance is urgently required to begin
large scale pilot projects that can inform the
REDD development process.

After examining the alternatives to
REDD, and reviewing some of the other
approaches to emissions reduction (such as
the misguided biofuels policies that current-
ly prevail), this paper concludes by making
the following policy recommendations to
the UK government. Together, implementa-
tion of these policies will significantly reduce
GHG emissions and shift our approach
towards the protection of forests and peat-
lands. To be truly effective, a global response
is needed, but the UK has an opportunity to
lead the way. We can dramatically increase
funding for forest and peatland projects
domestically and with key partners, especial-
ly in South-east Asia, as well as lobbying at
an international level for the right global
policies. All this can be done within our cur-
rent budget, by ending wasteful and damag-
ing biofuel subsides. For the sake of our
future prosperity we can and must achieve
massive global GHG emission reductions.
Forest and peatland conservation is one of
the few methods at our disposal, where we
can do this now and at low cost. 

Policies the UK can introduce
immediately:

1. Abandon biofuel targets and subsidies.
Biofuel targets are responsible for the
creation of price mechanisms that

The Root of the Matter

32

“ Forestry and peatland protection and restoration could

mitigate 10-33% of the total reductions needed by 2030

to avoid catastrophic climate change ”

Root of the Matter UPDATE_HDS NEW  18/8/08  15:59  Page 32



encourage biofuel crops to replace nat-
ural forests. This has led to an increase
in both food prices and deforestation.
This misjudged policy should be sus-
pended until second-generation biofu-
els are tested and shown to provide net
emission reductions without directly or
indirectly causing deforestation. In the
UK the 5% biofuel target under the
Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation
(RTFO) at £0.20 per litre will cost the
Treasury £550 million annually in fore-
gone revenue. The RTFO saves 2.6-3.0
MtCO₂/year, equivalent to only a
tenth of the emissions of one UK
power station and at a cost of £68-150
per tonne of CO₂.93 A similar invest-
ment in preventing deforestation and
peatland destruction could result in
avoided emissions of 40-200
MtCO₂/year or a 50 times greater
amount of avoided emissions. In 2005
alone, this would have offset the equiv-
alent of up to 37% of all UK CO₂
emissions.  

2. Support immediate action to reduce peat-
land destruction in South-east Asia.
One of the lowest-hanging fruits of cli-
mate change mitigation are Indonesia's
peat swamp forests, which contain mil-
lions of tonnes of carbon per sq km and
where vast amounts of GHGs are now
being released by logging, drainage and
fire. Measures focused on illegal log-
ging and canal building, and on block-
ing canals before swamps dry out, are
among the best possible investments
that can be made in avoiding GHG
emissions.

3. Build capacity in developing countries to
prepare for avoided deforestation.
Avoided deforestation (AD) will be held
back if developing countries do not have
the capacity to support and monitor
forest conservation. Govern ment can
contribute by helping developing coun-

tries to establish this capacity through
financial support and technology,
knowledge and experience transfer.

4. Provide financial support to kick-start
pilot avoided deforestation projects.
Large-scale pilot projects are urgently
needed to inform policy development.
The reduced deforestation that results
would be profoundly beneficial and
cost-effective. Government can help by
contributing to the World Bank’s
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, and
by funding exemplary avoided defor-
estation projects such as the US$160
million Australian fund for reducing
deforestation in South-east Asia.

Policies the UK can promote at
European and international levels:

5. Introduce forest carbon credits to give a
realistic price for ecosystem services.
Current market failures mean that for-
est and peatland carbon services are
undervalued relative to other uses. This
can be corrected through a forest car-
bon market that recognises existing
afforestation/reforestation credits,
includ  ing those in developing countries
and also avoided deforestation credits
when they come on-line. The post-
Kyoto climate policy and EU ETS
should be developed/amended accord-
ingly.

6. Encourage immediate action to slow
deforestation before 2012.
Every day of inaction results in further
deforestation and the emission of
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GHGs with little benefit to the global
economy and significant damage to the
climate. Governments can help by
developing clear long-term policies to
encourage private sector-investment in
avoided deforestation. Providing cer-
tainty that avoided deforestation cred-
its will be recognized in future climate
change mitigation policy will enco -
urage the development of a pre-2012
mar k et in Reduced Emissions from
Defo re  s     t  ation and Degradation
(REDD) credits. 

7. Recognise avoided deforestation in future
international climate mitigation.
Avoided deforestation contributes 50-
70% of the total forestry mitigation
potential. However, it is excluded from
the Kyoto Protocol and the EU ETS.
Many challenges must be overcome

before avoided deforestation can be inte-
grated into future international climate
change mitigation policy. Immediate tar-
gets are the 15th Conference of Parties
meeting in Copenhagen in 2009, where
substantial progress must be made if
avoided deforestation is to commence in
2012 in time for a successor to Kyoto.

8. Encourage development of the voluntary
carbon/ecosystem services market.
The voluntary carbon market has huge
potential and is already driving emis-
sion reductions through forest restora-
tion and avoided deforestation.
Suitably encouraged and regulated it
could help reduce deforestation imme-
diately, years before avoided deforesta-
tion compliance mechanisms, such as
an appropriately designed successor to
Kyoto, are likely to be in place.
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In tackling climate change, policy makers often overlook the role
of the natural world in regulating greenhouse gases in the
atmosphere: specifically, the unique role that forests and
peatlands have to play in the battle against rising emissions.
Changing approach would significantly reduce the cost of
tackling climate change and deliver a variety of other benefits.

In this report, we argue that preventing deforestation, promoting
afforestation/reforestation and stopping peatland destruction
are some of the cheapest and most effective ways of reducing
global emissions. We propose the introduction of market
mechanisms that can ensure investment is directed into these
areas and a strategy to make this happen as quickly as possible.
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