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part i: project information
	Project Title: The GLOBE Legislator Forest Initiative

	Country(ies):
	Brazil, Democratic Republic of Congo, Indonesia, Mexico
	GEF Project ID:

	4543

	GEF Agency(ies):
	 FORMDROPDOWN 
       FORMDROPDOWN 
      FORMDROPDOWN 

	GEF Agency Project ID:
	708

	Other Executing Partner(s):
	GLOBE International
	Submission Date:
	May 18, 2011

	GEF Focal Area (s):
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Project Duration(Months)
	24 months

	Name of Parent Program (if applicable):
· For SFM/REDD+  FORMCHECKBOX 

	     
	Agency Fee ($):
	100000


A. Focal Area Strategy framework

	Focal Area Objectives
	Expected FA Outcomes
	Expected FA Outputs
	Trust Fund
	Grant Amount ($)
	Cofinancing

($)

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	Measures to conserve and sustainably use biodiversity incorporated in policy and regulatory frameworks.


	National and sub-national land-use plans that incorporate biodiversity and ecosystem services valuation.
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	181818
	207410

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	Good management practices in LULUCF adopted within forested landscapes
	Forested land under good management practices
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	181818
	207410

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	Increased capacity of stakeholders to diagnose, understand and transform complex dynamic naure of global environmental problems and develop local solutions
	Stakeholders are better informed via workshops and trainings about global challeneges and local actions required


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	545455
	622230

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 
     FORMDROPDOWN 

	Others
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	Subtotal
	
	909091 FORMTEXT 

909091

	1037050 FORMTEXT 

1037050


	 Project management cost

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	90909
	150000

	Total project costs
	
	1000000 FORMTEXT 

1000000

	1187050 FORMTEXT 

1187050



B. Project Framework

	Project Objective: To strengthen legislation and parliamentary scrutiny functions within key forested developing countries (Brazil, the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Indonesia and Mexico) in support of national efforts to Reduce Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+) and promote Sustainable Forest Management (SFM).

	Project Component
	Grant Type


	Expected Outcomes
	Expected Outputs
	Trust Fund
	Grant Amount ($)
	 Confirmed Cofinancing

($) 

	 1. Establishment of Cross-party group of Legislators: 


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	1.1 Capacity is developed in parliaments to provide greater support to legislators to be engaged in REDD+
	1.1.1 A cross-party group of legislators committed to REDD+ is created in the parliaments of the initiative countries within the first three months of the project
1.1.2 At least one meeting per month is arranged on REDD+ in the parliments of the initiative countries in order to engage with stakeholders and to brief legislators on key topics

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	340000
	218,525

	 2. Strengthening capacity and improving understanding of legislators 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	2.1 Legislators high-quality advice from leading international and national experts on how to deliver REDD+ while conserving forest biodiversity and promoting good management practices in LULUCF
	2.1.1 Legislators are provided with a comprehensive set of documents on the existing forest policy landscape in their country, including the gaps in the existing policy and regulatory frameworks within the first six months of the project
2.1.2 Legislators are equipped with the necessary information to make political interventions in order to improve their national REDD+ strategies
2.1.3 Legislators are equipped with the necessary information to strengthen their role to carry out financial oversight of REDD+ finance invested in their country to ensure that accountable institutions are established and that REDD+ benefits are shared in an equitable and transparent manner within the first twelve months of the project


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	355,000
	218,525

	 3. Enhancing international dialogue among legislators


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	
3.1 Legislators from key forested developing countries and “REDD+-donor” countries engage in a dialogue to enhance peer-to-peer learning, south-south knowledge sharing and relationship building activities 

	
3.1.1 The Initiative Steering Committee is established within the first three months of the project
3.1.2 Successful policies and legislation are shared between legislators from the four initiative countries with at least one report from each country produced and circulated
3.1.3 Legislators in key "REDD+-donor" countries have a better understanding of how REDD+ finance is being spent
3.1.4 Senior legislators from the initiative countries take an international leadership position by highlighting their efforts to a wider group of legislators from forested developing countries at at least one gathering of senior legislators


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	180091
	400,000

	 4. Enhancing contribution of legislators in development and implementation of REDD+


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	4.1 Legislators strengthen their national REDD+ strategies by amending and passing legislation, performing their financial oversight functions and by representing their local communities. This will result in the incorporation of measures to conserve and sustainably use biodiversity in policy and regulatory frameworks and encourage good management practices in LULUCF adopted within forested landscapes 


	4.1.1 Legislation or  amendements to existing legislation that underpins the national REDD+ strategy while embedding nationally-appropriate social and environmental safeguards and capturing the multiple benefits of reducing deforestation drafted.
4.1.2 Legislators ensure that REDD+ finance is managed in a transparent and accountable manner, and that an equitable benefit sharing mechanism is established
4.1.3 Legislators strengthen the coordination between national and sub-national REDD+ strategies and develop greater coordination between all relevant government departments


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	0
	200,000

	 Monitoring & Evaluation 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	Terminal Evaluation and lessons learnt reports
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	34,000
	0

	      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	      
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	Subtotal
	
	909,091 FORMTEXT 

909,091

	1,037,050 FORMTEXT 

1,037,050


	Project management Cost

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	90,909
	150,000

	Total project costs
	
	1,000,000 FORMTEXT 

1,000,000

	1,187,050 FORMTEXT 

1,187,050



C. sources of confirmed Cofinancing for the project by source and by name ($)

	Sources of Co-financing 
	Name of Co-financier (source)
	Type of Cofinancing
	Cofinancing Amount ($) 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	German Ministry of Economic Cooperationa and Development (BMZ)
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	140,000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	UN-REDD Programme - UNEP
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	52,050

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	GLOBE
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	775000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	GLOBE - this includes an estimated value of the commitments from the four parliaments to host the National Initiative Directors and the political advice and guidance from GLOBE's network in the countries. 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	220000

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	    

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     

	Total Co-financing
	1,187,050 FORMTEXT 

1,187,050



D. GEF/LDCF/SCCF Resources Requested by agency, Focal Area  and country1 
	GEF Agency
	Type of Trust Fund
	Focal Area
	Country Name/
Global
	(in $)

	
	
	
	
	Grant Amount (a)
	Agency Fee (b)2
	Total c=a+b

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Global
	212121
	21212
	233333 FORMTEXT 

233333


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Global
	212121
	21212
	233333 FORMTEXT 

233333


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	Global
	575758
	57576
	633334 FORMTEXT 

633334


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	Total Grant Resources
	1000000 FORMTEXT 

1000000

	100000 FORMTEXT 

100000

	1100000 FORMTEXT 

1100000



E. Consultants working for technical assistance components:
	Component
	Estimated Person Weeks
	Grant Amount
($)
	Cofinancing
 ($)
	Project Total
 ($)

	Local consultants*
	464.00
	440,000
	330,000
	770,000 FORMTEXT 

770,000


	International consultants*
	164.00
	150,000
	260,000
	410,000 FORMTEXT 

410,000


	Total
	
	590,000 FORMTEXT 

590,000

	590,000 FORMTEXT 

590,000

	1,180,000 FORMTEXT 

1,180,000



*  Details to be provided in Annex C.
F. Project management cost
	Cost Items
	Total Estimated Person Weeks/Months
	Grant Amount
($)
	Co-financing
 ($)
	Project Total
 ($)

	Local consultants*
	     
	0
	0
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	International consultants*
	104.00
	80,000
	80,000
	160,000 FORMTEXT 

160,000


	Office facilities, equipment, vehicles and communications*
	
	0
	0
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	Travel*
	
	10,909
	0
	10,909 FORMTEXT 

10,909


	Others**
	Publication, Translation, Dissemnination
	0
	70,000
	70,000 FORMTEXT 

70,000


	
	     
	     
	0
	0 FORMTEXT 

0


	Total
	
	90,909 FORMTEXT 

90,909

	150,000 FORMTEXT 

150,000

	240,909 FORMTEXT 

240,909



* Details to be provided in Annex C.                    ** For others, to be clearly specified by overwriting fields *(1) and *(2).
G. Does the project include a “non-grant” instrument?     FORMDROPDOWN 
                  
     (If non-grant instruments are used, provide in Annex E an indicative calendar of expected reflows to your Agency 
       and to the GEF/LDCF/SCCF Trust Fund).           
H. describe the budgeted m &e plan:  
	The project will follow UNEP standard monitoring, reporting and evaluation processes and procedures. Substantive and financial project reporting requirements are summarized in section 32 of the UNEP Project Cooperation Agreement to which this document will form an Annex . Reporting requirements and templates are an integral part of the UNEP legal instrument to be signed by the executing agency and UNEP.  
The project M&E plan is consistent with the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation policy. The Project Results Framework presented in Annex A  includes SMART indicators for each expected outcome as well as mid-term and end-of-project targets. These indicators along with the key deliverables and benchmarks included in Appendix 4 will be the main tools for assessing project implementation progress and whether project results are being achieved. The project will use an adapted version of the Project Level Capacity Development Scorecard (Monitoring Guidelines of Capacity Development in GEF Projects) for component 2 and 3 of the project.  The means of verification and the costs associated with obtaining the information to track the indicators are summarized in the Table 1 below - the costed M&E plan. Other M&E related costs are also presented in the Costed M&E Plan and are fully integrated in the overall project budget.
The M&E plan will be reviewed and revised as necessary during the project inception workshop to ensure project stakeholders understand their roles and responsibilities vis-à-vis project monitoring and evaluation. Indicators and their means of verification may also be fine-tuned at the inception workshop. Day-to-day project monitoring is the responsibility of the project management team but other project partners will have responsibilities to collect specific information to track the indicators. It is the responsibility of the Project Manager to inform UNEP of any delays or difficulties faced during implementation so that the appropriate support or corrective measures can be adopted in a timely fashion.
The Project Steering Committee (see Appendix 6 for decision making flow chart) will receive periodic reports on progress and will make recommendations to UNEP concerning the need to revise any aspects of the Results Framework or the M&E plan. Project oversight to ensure that the project meets UNEP and GEF policies and procedures is the responsibility of the Task Manager in UNEP-GEF. The Task Manager will also review the quality of draft project outputs, provide feedback to the project partners, and establish peer review procedures to ensure adequate quality of scientific and technical outputs and publications. 
Project supervision will take an adaptive management approach. The Task Manager will develop a project supervision plan at the inception of the project which will be communicated to the project partners during the inception workshop. The emphasis of the Task Manager supervision will be on outcome monitoring but without neglecting project financial management and implementation monitoring.  Progress vis-à-vis delivering the agreed project global environmental benefits will be assessed with the Project Oversight Committee at agreed intervals. Project risks and assumptions will be regularly monitored both by project partners and UNEP.  Key financial parameters will be monitored quarterly to ensure cost-effective use of financial resources.
An independent terminal evaluation will take place at the end of project implementation. The Evaluation and Oversight Unit (EOU) of UNEP will manage the terminal evaluation process. A review of the quality of the evaluation report will be done by EOU and submitted along with the report to the GEF Evaluation Office not later than 6 months after the completion of the evaluation. The standard terms of reference for the terminal evaluation are included in Appendix 7.
Table 1 - Fully Costed Monitoring and Evaluation Plan



	Report and Content
	Timing
	Responsibility
	Budget (US $)

	Project Inception  
	
	
	

	· Inception Workshop

· Inception Report


	w/in 1 month of project start
	Globe Project Coordinator and Globe Project Team in consultation with UNEP.
	From co-financing

	Half Yearly Progress Report
	
	
	

	· Progress and activities completed; 

· Progress against annual work plan;

· Summary of  problems and adaptive management;

· Project outputs for review

· Annual and updated work plans

· PIR
	31 January 2012, 31 July 2012
	Globe Project Coordinator and Globe Project Team in consultation with UNEP.
	From Project Management-financing

	Half Yearly Financial report
	
	
	

	· Project expenditures according to established project budget and allocations;

· Budgetary plans for the next quarter;

· Requests further cash transfers;

· Requests budget revision as necessary; and

· Inventory of non-expendable equipment procured for project, if applicable
	31 January 2012, 31 July 2012
	Globe Project Coordinator for UNEP clearance  
	From Project Management financing

	Financial Audit
	
	
	

	· Audit reports  of project accounts and records
	At project completion
	Independent auditor
	4,000

	Co-financing report
	
	
	

	· Co-financing provided to the project; and

· Co-financing inputs against GEF approved financing plan
	Within 1 month after project completion.
	Globe Project Coordinator in consultation with UNEP.


	From Project Management financing.

	Project Terminal Report
	
	
	

	· Reviews effectiveness against implementation plan

· Highlights technical outputs 

· Identifies lessons learned and likely design approaches for future projects, assesses likelihood of achieving design outcomes
	At project completion
	Globe Project Coordinator and Globe  Project Team
	From Project Management financing.

	Terminal Evaluation
	
	
	

	· Independent evaluation of project management, actions, outputs and impacts;

· Sustainability analysis

· Project effectiveness; 

· Technical outputs;

· Lessons learned;

· Progress towards outcomes
	At project completion
	Independent Evaluator 


	30,000

	TOTAL INDICATIVE GEF COST
	US$ 34,000


part ii:  project JustiFication

A. Description of the consistency of the project with:

A.1.1. The GEF focal area/LDCF/SCCF strategies:  

	As with all activities aiming to reduce deforestation rates, this initiative is cross-cutting and is aligned with a number of the GEF focal areas. There are three particular focal area objectives that the initiative will contribute towards achieving:
BD-2: Mainstream biodiversity conservation and sustainable use into production landscapes, seascapes and sectors. The initiative will work with legislators to integrate biodiversity conservation into sustainably managed landscapes by improving the policy and regulatory frameworks in forested developing countries.
CCM-5: Promote conservation and enhancement of carbon stocks through sustainable management of land use, lamd use change and forestry (LULUCF). The initiative will encourage legislators to adopt good management practices in LULUCF wihtin forested landscapes
CD 2: Generate, access and use of information and knowledge.
 Stakeholders are better informed via workshops and trainings about global challeneges and local actions required. There is an increased capacity of stakeholders to diagnose, understand and transform complex dynamic nature of global environmental problems and develop local solutions.
RELATIONSHIP WITH CONVENTIONS
The GLOBE Legislator Forest Initiative project is in support of the following articles of the three UN Conventions: 
· Convention of Biodiversity (CBD): Article 1 (Objectives), Article 5 (Cooperation), Article 6 (General measures for conservation and sustainable use), Article 8 (in-situ conservation), Article 11 (Article 11 Incentive Measures), and Article 13 (Public Education and Awareness), Article 17 (Exchange of information), Article 18 (technical and scientific cooperation), Article 20 (Financial resources)
· United Nations Framework Conventions on Climate Change (UNFCC): Article 2 (objective), Article 4 (Commitments), Article 5 (Research and Systematic Observation), Article 6 (Education, Training and public awareness), Article 12 (communication of information related to implementation)
· United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD): Article 2 (Objective), Article 4 (General Obligations), Article 5 (Obligations of affected country Parties ), Article 10 (National action programmes), Article 12 (International cooperation), Article 13 (Support for the elaboration and implementation of action programmes), Article 14 (Coordination in the elaboration and implementation of action programmes), Article 16 (Information collection, analysis and exchange), Article 19 (Capacity building, education and public awareness).
Relationship between GLOBE project components and the Rio Conventions
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CONVENTION ARTICLES
 
 
COMPONENTS
CBD
UNFCC
UNCCD
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Establishment of cross-party group of legislators
Article 1
Article 6 Article 13
Article 2
Article 4
Article 2
2. 2. Strengthening capacity and improving understanding of legislators
Article 13
Article 17
Article 12
Article 10
Article 16
Article 19
3. Enhancing international dialogue among legislators
Article 5
Article 18
Article 5
Article 6
Article 4
Article 12
4. Enhancing contribution of legislators in development and implementation of REDD+
Article 8
Article 11
Article 20
Article 4
Article 5
Article 13
Article 14
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



A.1.2.   For projects funded from LDCF/SCCF:  the ldcf/sccf eligibility criteria and priorities:  N/A

	


A.2.   National strategies and plans or reports and assessments under relevant conventions, if applicable, i.e.  NAPAS, NAPs, NBSAPs, national communications,  TNAs, NIPs, PRSPs, NPFE, etc.:  

	


NCSA

The participating countries have all received support from the GEF to carry out their National Capacity Self Assessments. The capacities and needs for the policy and legal frameworks related to deforestation and forest degradation will be addressed. 

· Brazil. The project GEF ID 3056 National Capacity Needs Self-Assessment for Global Environmental Needs (NCSA) for Brazil was approved in 2006. The project has the following objectives: i) Identify the activities on capacity development, plans and strategies within the respective thematic areas of biodiversity, climate change and combat to desertification; and ii) determine the needs on capacity development related to the thematic areas involved in the NCSA. Special consideration will be given to the issue of deforestation in the Amazon, and the complex and extensive legal and political framework ruling forest issues in Brazil.

· Indonesia: The GEF project ID 2186 “National Capacity Self-Assessment (NCSA) for Environmental Management: was approved in 2004 and the final report published in 2007
. The issue of deforestation was address in the NCSA, and identified as one of the three core issues related to the three conventions (p. 77-79). Indeed, the inadequate policy, law and regulation, and its implementation, was identified as the single most important constraint in building capacity at the system level. 

· Mexico: The GEF project ID 2221 “National Capacity Self-Assessment (NCSA) for Global Environmental Management” for Mexico was approved in 2006. The objectives include: i) identify the national capacities to implementation the objectives and actions of the Rio Conventions, ii) evaluate the level of development and evaluate the adjustment required in the existing national capacities (and propose those which require creation, iii) propose priorities for the development of specific national capacities for the protection and sustainable use of biodiversity, for the mitigation and adaptation to climate change, and for the prevention and reduction of land degradation and desertification. The law and policy framework governing the three conventions are central to the development and action plan resulting from the NCSA.
· Congo DR: The GEF project ID 1752 “National Capacity Needs Self-Assessment for Global Environmental Management in DR Congo” was approved in 2005. The objective of the project is to determine the gaps, constraints and priorities for the creation, development and reinforcement of individual, institutional and systemic capacities in connection with the management of international conventions, in particular those pertaining to biodiversity, climate change and the fight against desertification. 

B. Project Overview:
B.1. Describe the baseline project and the problem that it seeks to address:

	Introduction to REDD+ and SFM
The need to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD) was formally recognised in 2007 at the UNFCCC 13th Conference of the Parties (COP13) as part of the Bali Action Plan. The following year at COP14 in Poznan, REDD was expanded to REDD+ to include the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries. 
This expansion to REDD+ recognizes the importance of sustainable forest management (SFM) when including forests as part of the global climate mitigation strategy. SFM is defined as “the stewardship and use of forests and forest lands in a way, and at a rate, that maintains their biodiversity, productivity, regeneration capacity, vitality and their potential to fulfill, now and in the future, relevant ecological, economic and social functions, at local, national, and global levels, and that does not cause damage to other ecosystems.”
It has been recognised that REDD+ offers both opportunities and risks for people and forests, and that SFM can make an important contribution to REDD+ initiatives. Therefore, the linkages between SFM and REDD+ policies and positive incentives should be promoted, as SFM has the potential to provide significant support to achieving REDD+. In particular, SFM can play a particular role in combating forest degradation and enhancing forest carbon stocks. Considering these linkages between SFM and REDD+, SFM will be part of the REDD+ information discussed with legislators throughout this initiative.
REDD+ to date
For forested developing countries where a considerable segment of their national greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is from terrestrial carbon emissions, addressing emissions from land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF) and deforestation must be a national climate change priority. Furthermore, when the multiple benefits that tropical forests provide to society and the economy are considered, both to forest-dependent communities and for the conservation of biodiversity, the success of national REDD+ strategies is of critical importance. For this reason, REDD+ strategies need to include comprehensive policies for addressing the drivers of deforestation,  promoting SFM and safeguarding biodiversity. Therefore, in developing countries the LULUCF sector and SFM are both central parts of the REDD+ strategy.
To date, the development of national REDD+ strategies has been lead by the government departments responsible for managing the country's forests, along with support from civil society, both at the international and national levels, multilateral agencies and bilateral agreements. As REDD+ strategies mature beyond the "readiness" and planning stages, it will be critical that there is broad political support within the national governments and parliaments in order to achieve ambitious targets to reduce deforestation while conserving biodiversity. This will include the aspects of the Cancun Agreement, which are relevant to REDD+ and LULUCF, and the commitments made at the CBD COP10 in Nagoya being adopted in national policies and legislation.
In particular, when considering the forest governance challenges in many of the key REDD+ nations, it is essential that there is sufficient national political will to improve the legal framework, strengthen law enforcement and increase the accountability and transparency of the management structures both within and outside of the forestry sector. Unless forest governance is put as a priority for REDD+ strategies, the increased financial flows that the mechanism will generate have the potential to further encourage corruption and illegal deforestation activities.
To date there has been a limited engagement of legislators* in discussions at the national and international level on reducing deforestation (International Commission on Land Use Change and Ecosystems - GEF Project 3811). As the REDD+ process advances, the typical functions of parliament will play an increasingly important role in creating effective and durable national strategies to reduce deforestation. It will be critical to build capacity within parliaments, so that legislators can pass or amend legislation, scrutinize Government policy and budgets, safeguard the rights of forest communities and indigenous people, and promote the conservation of biodiversity. Furthermore, legislators can provide political guidance and insight to ensure the successful development of an effective and durable REDD+ strategy. 
Baseline Project
The baseline project consists of an initiative to improve the understanding of legislators in forested developing countries on REDD+ and SFM and to create a peer-to-peer dialogue for legislators to discuss these topics and share experiences from their own countries. Work will be carried out by both national and international legal and economic consultants in order to identify the areas where legal frameworks and parliamentary scrutiny functions need to be strengthened as part of the national REDD+ strategy. The baseline project also includes convening legislators from the four key REDD+ countries (Brazil, Indonesia and Mexico) at the GLOBE Cape Town Legislator Forums during the UNFCCCC COP17 and the GLOBE World Summit of Legislators in Rio the week ahead of the Rio +20 Summit. The objective of the baseline project is to identify the areas where legislation and parliamentary scrutiny functions within these four key forested developing countries need to be strengthened in order to help create effective and durable national REDD+ strategies. 
By working directly with senior legislators, the initiative aims to improve governance, law enforcement, financial scrutiny and accountability in relation to REDD+. In addition, the initiative aims to integrate the lessons learnt from existing forest governance and conservation programmes that have been addressing these issues and to integrate previous successes into national strategies as a critical part of preparing for the REDD+ mechanism. This will require legislators to understand and share best practice solutions for integrating biodiversity, SFM and LULUCF into national REDD+ strategies in order to ensure effective implementation of all of the global conventions.
Review of the Legal Framework
It is evident that there has been considerable leadership demonstrated by the Executive branch of government on REDD+ in the four initiative countries. This has been crucial for the development of an effective REDD+ strategy and will continue to be so. However, as REDD+ matures a wider political support base will be needed to help create a durable legal framework. In order to achieve this, the legislative branch of government will become increasingly involved and will need to fully understand the many cross-cutting and REDD+-specific challenges that will emerge. Therefore, this project will play a unique role in promoting the early engagement of legislators in REDD+.
This will facilitate the integration of national REDD+ strategies within the existing legal frameworks. The baseline work in Appendix 13 highlights that there is considerable work to be done to ensure that REDD+ activities are enshrined in legislation that is harmonized, enforceable and equitable. This covers a number “cross-cutting” issues, including legislation relevant to forestry, spatial zoning, decentralization, land tenure, extractive industries, agriculture, and some REDD+-specific topics, including legislation relating to carbon rights and the establishment of REDD+ funding mechanisms.
By not engaging the legislative branch of government until a later stage of the REDD+ process, there is a risk that the parliament may present a number of barriers when it comes to advancing these important legal reforms. This could result in delays to REDD+ implementation and further complicate matters by adding further complexity to legal frameworks that are already inconsistent and difficult to enforce.
Parliamentary Oversight of REDD+ Finance
The success of climate finance that is provided to developing countries depends upon robust oversight at the country level, including financial scrutiny by the legislature. This will ensure that resources are utilised effectively to achieve climate compatible development goals and to mitigate fiduciary risk. Parliamentary scrutiny functions require effective legislative engagement at all four stages of the budget process, i.e. drafting, approval, implementation and audit.
However, legislative bodies in developing countries frequently encounter obstacles to fiscal oversight. These include insufficient legislative involvement in medium-term planning, as well as limited formal authority and organizational capacity to review the annual budget and international support. Moreover, large deviations from approved budgets during implementation and ineffective audit processes undermine parliamentary authority. Low levels of fiscal transparency hinder oversight and political dynamics may not be conducive to independent parliamentary scrutiny.
In many forested developing countries, mitigating terrestrial carbon emissions is a central pillar of national strategies and REDD+ offers a great potential to gain access to significant amounts of climate finance. Furthermore, REDD+ is one of the central focuses for fast-start climate finance and considerable multilateral and bilateral support has been committed ahead of 2015. Therefore, it is of particular importance that the legislatures of forested developing countries understand the risks of REDD+ and can provide effective financial scrutiny.
Developing effective legislative financial oversight functions of REDD+ finance is most important in the countries that are due to receive support through the large bilateral agreements and the pilot countries of the Forest Investment Programme (FIP). The four initiative countries fall into this category. While the institutional structures for receiving and distributing REDD+ finance are still being created in most countries, parliaments will have an important role to play in providing robust financial oversight, especially if the finance is being delivered to a national fund or directly to the state budget.
Preliminary Research as part of the Baseline Project
This includes carrying out preliminary research into the exisitng legal frameworks that are relevant to REDD+ in the four initiative countries. Please see Appendix 13 for a summary of this ongoing study. This document also outlines the specific legal issues connected to REDD+ that have been identified by the legislators as a priority to be addressed during this initiative. Furthermore, this baseline scenario recognises that REDD+ is beginnning to enter the legislative phase in many key REDD+ countries. This Appendix will also serve as the basis upon which the initiative’s progress can be judged.
Initial discussions with legislators from GLOBE’s network suggest that the current knowledge and support for REDD+ in the parliaments of the initiative countries is varied but fundamentally limited. The production of the GLOBE Climate Legislation Study provided a useful first attempt to map the legislation that is relevant to REDD+ in three of the four initiative countries (Brazil, Indonesia and Mexico). Although this document covers a wide range of climate change legislation in these countries, it provides an initial view on the progress of REDD+ legislation. This can be downloaded from: www.globeinternational.info/wp-content/uploads/2011/04/GLOBE-CLIMATE-LEGISLATION-STUDY.pdf
This initiative builds upon the lessons learned from the project ‘International Commission on Land Use Change and Ecosystems’, which was managed by GLOBE International and support by GEF/UNEP (project ID 3811). One of the main work streams of the International Commission was working with legislators on international forest policy and improving their understanding of the REDD+ mechanism. The demand and rationale for the GLOBE Legislator Forest Initiative was identified during GLOBE’s engagement with legislators from forested developing countries as part of the International Commission. Although the structure and approach of the two programmes differ, this initiative will build on the network and relationships that the first GLOBE project created. Finally, this initiative will aim to complement the activities of the International Conservation Caucus Foundation’s “Partnering For Natural Resource Management - Conservation Council of Nations (CCN)” project.

*The term “legislator” when used in this document refers to a person who writes and passes laws, and who is a member of a national legislature. Please see section B.5 for reference to engagement with sub-national legislators”.



B. 2. Incremental /Additional cost reasoning:  describe the incremental (GEF Trust Fund) or additional (LDCF/SCCF) activities requested for GEF/LDCF/SCCF financing and the associated global environmental benefits  (GEF Trust Fund) or associated adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF) to be delivered by the project:   

	Introduction
Since the UNFCCC COP15 in Copenhagen Accord in December 2009, approximately USD 4.5 billion has been dedicated towards fast-start funding to support developing countries in their efforts to reduce emissions from forest loss during 2010-2012. While there has been considerable progress at building capacity at the technical level, in order for REDD+ to have long-lasting effects, there needs to be greater political will across the governments of REDD+ countries to reduce deforestation, promote sustainable land management and conserve forest biodiversity. A recent report produced for the REDD+ Partnership summarized this, "It needs to be emphasized that policy and legal reforms are not often constrained by international financial support but by the national political will.” (Markku Simula, December 2010). The GEF finance is targeted at achieving this national political will by providing direct support to senior legislators in key REDD+ countries.
While the international debate around REDD+ and the development of national REDD+ strategies have continued to accelerate, these discussions and activities have primarily been led by national and local governments, the international community and civil society. In order for effective and durable REDD+ strategies to be developed, there needs to be greater engagement of the national legislatures, who will have an increasingly important role in REDD+. As mentioned in section B1 above, the typical functions of parliament will be critical in creating effective and durable national strategies to reduce deforestation. The GEF finance will help bring key legislators into the process of developing an effective REDD+ strategy at a critical time in each of the initiative countries.
It should be noted that the only previous attempts to engage legislators in REDD+ took place as part of the GLOBE International Commission on Land Use Change and Ecosystems, which was supported by the Global Environment Facility (GEF ID# 3811). However, this work focused primarily on improving legislators' understanding of the international REDD+ negotiations ahead of the UNFCCC COP15 in 2009. REDD+ has since moved on considerably and there is a far greater focus on national-level implementation, which is where legislators will be far more involved. Therefore, this project builds on the preliminary work of the earlier GLOBE project, responds to the progress of the REDD+ debate and is far more-focused at the national level in four key REDD+ countries.
Incremental Activities
The primary focus of the GEF-supported activities is on ensuring that the legislators engaged in the baseline project have a greater level of support at the national level to achieve the objectives of this initiative. This support is primarily targeted at creating a full-time position in the parliaments of the initiative countries who can play a leading role in working with the legislators and supporting them to strengthen legislation and parliamentary scrutiny functions in support of REDD+. From GLOBE’s previous experience of working with legislators to address global environmental challenges, in order to achieve tangible results, it is critical to provide full-time support from within the parliaments.
In addition, the GEF support will allow the further engagement of national legal advisors and international consultants to work with the legislators to achieve the goal of the initiative. By working closely with legal advisors who fully understand the legal framework of the initiative countries and consultants who are experienced at strengthening parliamentary oversight of budgetary support and climate finance, the GEF financing will ensure that legislators are fully equipped to carry out the parliamentary functions associated with REDD+.
The GEF finance will allow the initiative fully to engage with legislators on REDD+, which is a critical, yet to date, missing part of the mechanism. This has been recognised by the leading multilateral and bilateral institutions who are financing REDD+ programmes in the four initiative countries, including the UN-REDD Programme, the World Bank and Norway's International Climate and Forests Initiative. None of these organisations or any other initiatives that are working to build REDD+ Readiness are focussed on building capacity in the parliaments of forested developing countries. It has been recognised by senior individuals in these organisations that GLOBE's efforts to engage legislators in these key REDD+ countries will complement their existing activities and will play a critical role as countries enter the "legislative phase" of REDD+.
By supporting this initiative, GEF will help create the national political will to make REDD+ a success in four key forested developing countries. This will be achieved partly through a series of bilateral engagement meetings to identify and coordinate with the key legislators on this topic in each of the initiative countries. GEF finance will also provide support to the GLOBE Cape Town Legislators Forum, which provides a timely opportunity to convene the Steering Committee of the initiative. Furthermore, The GEF support will help develop a series of national meetings to promote engagement between legislators and key REDD+ stakeholders. As national REDD+ strategies continue to develop, this initiative will help build capacity within parliaments, so that legislators can pass or amend legislation, scrutinize Government policy and budgets, and safeguard the rights of forest communities and indigenous people.
Without GEF's support, the key lessons from the baseline project would be less likely to be onboard in the national REDD+ strategies and legislators in the four initiative countries would not receive the support that they require to play an active role in developing effective REDD+ strategies. Therefore, GEF's support to this initiative is therefore a critical and timely prerequisite to the success of REDD+.
Furthermore, there is great potential for this initiative to have benefits beyond the initial group of countries by utilizing GLOBE's network to engage with legislators from a broader group of REDD+ countries. The senior legislators from the four initial initiative countries will report on their progress at the World Summit of Legislators, which will take place just ahead of the Rio 2012 Summit, and will involve legislators from the majority of potential REDD+ nations.
This project seeks to: ‘To strengthen legislation and parliamentary scrutiny functions within key forested developing countries (Brazil, the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Indonesia and Mexico) in support of national efforts to Reduce Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+).’
The initiative includes four components. The GEF will support components 1, 2 and 3, while co-finance will support all four components. The GEF’s support of this initiative contributes towards the salaries of the Forest Policy Officer and the four National Initiative Directors (Components 1, 2 and 3), local legal consultants and international economic consultants (Components 1 and 2), travel and transport for the Global Initiative Director and Forest Policy Officer (Component 3), bilateral engagement meetings, national meetings in the four initiative countries (Components 1 and 2), the GLOBE Cape Town Legislator Forum (Component 2 and 3), and office equipment (Components 1 and 3). In addition, the GEF’s project management cost contributes towards the salary of the Global Initiative Director.
The following activities are proposed under each of the four components to deliver the projects outcomes and objective. 
Component 1: Establishment of Cross-party group of Legislators: 
The development of an influential and well-supported cross-party group of legislators in each of the initiative countries who are actively committed to reducing deforestation, conserving forest biodiversity and promoting good management practices in LULUCF.
· Outcome 1.1:Capacity is developed in parliaments to provide greater support to legislators to be engaged in REDD+
· Output 1.1.1: A cross-party group of legislators committed to REDD+ is created in the parliaments of the initiative countries within the first three months of the project
· Activity 1.1.1.1 Senior legislators from each of the initiative countries are identified to take a leadership position in creating that cross-party groups.
· Activity 1.1.1.2  Over 20 legislators from each country with the relevant level of influence and interest are engaged in the initiative
· Activity 1.1.1.3 A set of nationally-specific objectives are developed for each initiative country
· Activity 1.1.1.4 A regular programme of meeting of each of the national groups is organized and attended by the legislators
· Output 1.1.2: At least one meeting per month is arranged on REDD+ in the parliaments of the initiative countries in order to engage with stakeholders and to brief legislators on key topics
· Activity 1.1.2.1 A National Initiative Director is installed in each of these countries to coordinate the activities of the legislators within the initiative. The responsibilities of each of the National Initiative Director include:
· Establishing the initiative within the national parliament/legislature and identify the legislators to be engaged in the programme and manage these relationships.
· Liaising with the Global Initiative Director on a regular basis, as well as other National Initiative Directors through the project GLOBE team on national issues, and directly on specific technical issues.
· Preparing all technical and financial reports, including updated work plans and budgets, for the national GLOBE team, ensuring adequate articulation between global and national priorities and activities and submit them for approval by the Global Initiative Director.
· Drafting TORs, contract and manage all national consultants for the implementation of the national activities, and be responsible for reviewing and approving technical reports and deliverables prior to issuing associated payments.
· Coordinating and updating the project’s Monitoring & Evaluating (M&E) framework at the national level, and contribute to the implementation of the overall project M&E as requested by the Global Initiative Director.
· Providing support during the visits of the Global Initiative Director and other legislators as well as to Mid-Term and Final External Evaluations.
· Participating in and support the meetings of the Steering Committee to work with their legislators to present country activities, progress and issues.
· Preparing a national-level visibility plan and ensure adequate dissemination of project results and lessons learned at the national level.
· Working with the GLOBE International Secretariat to prepare the initiative for the World Summit of Legislators and the GLOBE Cape Town Legislators Forum.
· Coordinating the stakeholder engagement strategy and arranging for meetings between legislators and all of the groups identified in Appendix 12. 
· Activity 1.1.2.2 A series of oral briefings and/or policy seminars for the initiative are organised with relevant experts, government representatives and stakeholders on the critical policy areas of the initiative.
Component 2. Strengthening capacity and improving the knowledge of legislators: 
The provision of expert legal, economic and scientific advice to legislators in order to strengthen the parliamentary functions in support of national REDD+ strategies, NBSAPs (activities linked to forests) and the UNDAF process.
· Outcome 2.1: Legislators high-quality advice from leading international and national experts on how to deliver REDD+ while conserving forest biodiversity and promoting good management practices in LULUCF
· Output 2.1.1: Legislators are provided with a comprehensive set of documents on the existing forest policy landscape in their country, including the gaps in the existing policy and regulatory frameworks within the first six months of the project
· Activity 2.1.1.1 The production of a detailed analytic study of existing forestry legislation in the four initiative countries that is relevant to REDD+. This report will highlight the existing gaps in the legal and regulatory frameworks in each of the initiative countries and also include comparative analysis between the different approaches adopted
· Output 2.1.2: Legislators are equipped with the necessary information to make political interventions in order to improve their national REDD+ strategies
· Activity 2.1.2.1 The production of a set of guidelines for each of the initiative countries that outline the potential actions that legislators could take in order to make a positive contribution to an effective national REDD+ strategy using, amongst other sources, the UN-REDD Programme’s material
· Activity 2.1.2.2 The production of a set of policy briefs that highlight good practice in the key policy areas that are identified by the legislators
· Output 2.1.3: Legislators are equipped with the necessary information to strengthen their role to carry out financial oversight of REDD+ finance invested in their country to ensure that accountable institutions are established and that REDD+ benefits are shared in an equitable and transparent manner within the first twelve months of the project
· Activity 2.1.3.1 The production of a report exploring the role of parliaments in providing financial oversight of REDD+ finance, drawing on examples from the four initiative countries, with recommendations on how to strengthen this function.
Component 3. Enhancing international dialogue among legislators
The coordination of an international political dialogue on deforestation between legislators from all countries with an interest in creating an effective global REDD+ mechanism
· Outcome 3.1:Legislators from key forested developing countries and “REDD+-donor” countries engage in a dialogue to enhance peer-to-peer learning, south-south knowledge sharing and relationship building activities
· Output 3.1.1: The Initiative Steering Committee is established within the first three months of the project
· Activity 3.1.1.1 An Initiative Steering Committee is created that includes senior legislators from the four initiative countries along with representatives of the initiative’s partner organisations.
· Output 3.1.2: Successful policies and legislation are shared between legislators from the four initiative countries with at least one report from each country produced and circulated
· Activity 3.1.1.1 A Global Initiative Director is employed by the GLOBE International Secretariat to manage the overall delivery of the initiative. The responsibilities of the Global Initiative Director include to:
· Establish, hire and equip the GLOBE team that will coordinate this project.
· Define the operational, administrative and financial working procedures of the GLOBE team.
· Define communication, reporting and coordination mechanisms of the GLOBE team and the four National Initiative Directors
· Define the coordination and communication mechanisms between the GLOBE staff and the consultants, including those with the four initiative countries and with the legislators members and other relevant project stakeholders
· Draft TOR and define contractual arrangements for the consultants required for achieving the goals of the initiative. TOR will be based entirely on the activities, workplans and budgets set forth in the project support document and will also clearly specify requirements and provide a template for technical and financial reporting.
· Prepare half-yearly consolidated technical and financial progress reports as per guidelines included in the project document and based on (a) inputs received from the countries and (b) global-level activities conducted by the GLOBE team. The reports will be based on the structure of the project logical framework (and any revisions thereof) and will include revised budgets and work plans, status of the M&E plan implementation, etc.
· Develop and implement an international outreach and engagement strategy for the initiative.
· Prepare annual PIR (Programme Implementation Reports), including updating of GEF tracking tools and any other reporting requirement for the GEF, as per instructions provided by the  UNEP/DGEF
· Provide technical and managerial support and guidance to the national teams towards the implementation of their in-country projects.
· Establish and maintain consistent and close communication and collaboration with the in-country National Initiative Directors, establishing and leading a small executive management team (composed of the Global Initiative Director and the four National Initiative Directors) to periodically and jointly discuss and address all project management and technical issues.
· Review and approve half-yearly technical and financial reports (including annexes such as technical reports and other in-country project deliverables specified in the consultants’ TORs.
· Coordinate and update the project’s M&E framework and ensure its adequate implementation with inputs from all project executing partners.
· Carry out periodical visits to the parliaments of the four initiative countries in Brazil, DRC, Indonesia and Mexico
· Act as Secretary to the meetings of the Initiative Steering Committee by primarily liaising with and supporting the role of the Steering Committee Chair (the President of GLOBE International) in organizing and implementing Steering Committee meetings.
· Prepare and implement a project’s visibility plan to ensure adequate dissemination of project results and lessons learned. 
· Activity 3.1.1.2 A Launch Workshop is coordinated to convene the Initiative Steering Committee to discuss and endorse the objectives and approach of the initiative.
· Activity 3.1.1.3 Biannual meetings of the Initiative Steering Committee are arranged to define the ongoing objectives and direction of the initiative.
· Activity 3.1.1.4 Regular conference calls take place between the Global Initiative Director and the National Initiative Directors, along with any relevant initiative advisors, to facilitate greater idea and experience sharing between the initiative countries.
· Output 3.1.3: Legislators in key "REDD+-donor" countries have a better understanding of how REDD+ finance is being spent
· Activity 3.1.2.1 A meeting between legislators from the initiative countries and developed “REDD+-donor” countries takes place at the GLOBE Cape Town Legislators Forum at the UNFCCC COP17.
· Activity 3.1.2.2 Other opportunities for meetings between REDD+ country and “REDD+-donor” country legislators are identified over the course of the initiative.
· Output 3.1.4: Senior legislators from the initiative countries take an international leadership position by highlighting their efforts to a wider group of legislators from forested developing countries at at least one gathering of senior legislators
· Activity 3.1.3.1 Senior legislators from each of the four initiative countries make presentations at the GLOBE Forum at the Rio +20 event, including their experience of being involved in the initiative and their contributions to the REDD+ debate in their countries.
Component 4. Enhancing contribution of legislators in development and implementation of REDD+
Action is taken by the legislators in key forested developing countries by performing their typical parliamentary functions to contribute to the development and implementation of effective and durable national REDD+ strategies
· Outcome 4.1: Legislators strengthen their national REDD+ strategies by amending and passing legislation, performing their financial oversight functions and by representing their local communities. This will result in the incorporation of measures to conserve and sustainably use biodiversity in policy and regulatory frameworks and encourage good management practices in LULUCF adopted within forested landscapes
· Output 4.1.1: Legislation or  amendements to existing legislation that underpins the national REDD+ strategy while embedding nationally-appropriate social and environmental safeguards and capturing the multiple benefits of reducing deforestation drafted
· Activity 4.1.1.1 GLOBE legislators from the initiative take a leadership role in either amending existing legislation of advancing new legislation that creates the enabling conditions for an effective national REDD+ strategy.
· Activity 4.1.1.2 GLOBE legislators have meetings with relevant Ministers, officials and experts about critical aspects of the national REDD+ strategy and the legislation that underpins this.
· Output 4.1.2: Legislators ensure that REDD+ finance is managed in a transparent and accountable manner, and that an equitable benefit sharing mechanism is established
· Activity 4.1.2.1 GLOBE legislators take a leadership role in supporting the creation of transparent institutions and equitable benefit sharing mechanisms for REDD+ finance in the initiative countries
· Output 4.1.3: Legislators strengthen the coordination between national and sub-national REDD+ strategies and develop greater coordination between all relevant government departments
· Activity 4.1.3.1 GLOBE Legislators take a leadership role in encouraging that national REDD+ legislation is consistent with sub-national REDD+ legislation in the initiative countries
· Activity 4.1.3.2 GLOBE Legislators take a leadership role in encouraging greater coordination between government ministries in defining the national REDD+ strategy.
A detailed Projects Result Framework can be found in Annex A.



B.3. Describe the socioeconomic benefits to be delivered by the Project at the national and local levels, including consideration of gender dimensions, and how these will support the achievement of global environment benefits (GEF Trust Fund) or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF). As a background information, read Mainstreaming Gender at the GEF.":  

	By improving the accountability and parliamentary scrutiny functions of national REDD+ strategies and supporting legislators to take a greater role in the sustainable management of their forest resources, this initiative has the potential to deliver considerable socioeconomic benefits. If designed correctly, the REDD+ mechanism is capable of acting as a catalytic tool for the transition towards a low-carbon, green economy in forested developing countries. However, the prevailing governance issues in these countries mean that REDD+ strategies must be developed to minimize the risk of corruption and elite capture, and to protect the rights of forest-dependent people.
In order to encourage this approach to be adopted, the initiative will focus on strengthening the legislation and parliamentary scrutiny functions that can underpin REDD+ strategies. This initiative will focus on the key aspects of REDD+ where legislators can play a unique role in ensuring that the socioeconomic benefits of the mechanism are realised. These include:
· Financial Scrutiny and Equitable Benefit Sharing: Legislators can play a critical role in ensuring that REDD+ finance is managed in a transparent and accountable manner in order to reduce the risk of corruption, and that an equitable benefit sharing mechanism is created to ensure that local communities are fairly rewarded for their role in reducing deforestation.
· The Role of Environmental and Social Safeguards: Legislators play an important role in embedding nationally-appropriate social and environmental safeguards in REDD+ strategies. This will ensure that the rights of forest communities and indigenous people are respected and that biodiversity conservation is integrated into national REDD+ strategies.
· Forest Governance, Policy Coordination and Enforcement: Legislators help develop clear and coherent policy, regulation and legal frameworks, and call for the necessary capacity to enforce these. In addition, legislators can develop greater coordination between all government departments who have a stake in the country’s forests.
The initiative will also aim to maximize the role of women in developing REDD+ legislation. Initially this will be focus on efforts to engage female legislators in the initiative countries and to give them a leadership role in advancing their national legislation. Beyond this, when the initiative gets to the stage of developing legislation, strong emphasis will be put on the participation of women in order to recognize the crucial role that they play as stewards of natural resources, in particular in rural communities. 
As with recent UNEP-GEF submissions the project team have completed UNEP's internal 'Checklist for Environmental and Social issues', and this checklist will be revisited one year after project inception and during the final technical evaluation.

Finally, the project will act as a mechanism to ensure that the material and guidance developed by the UN-REDD Programme is delivered to legislators in four key REDD+ countries.


	


 B.4 Indicate risks, including climate change risks that might prevent the project objectives from being achieved, and if possible, propose measures that address these risks to be further developed during the project design:
	Risk Statement
	Risk Level
	Risk Mitigation Strategy

	There is not sufficient interest from the legislators in the initiative countries to be involved in this initiative
	Medium
	· By responding to a pre-existing demand from the network of GLOBE legislators, this initiative will be driven by the legislators themselves
· Ownership and control of the initiative is given to the legislators resulting in the legislators being fully committed to achieving its outcomes and committing the necessary time to deliver its goals.

	That the initiative does not maintain its relevance to the progress of the national REDD+ strategies in the four countries
	Medium
	· This risk has been minimized by selecting countries that are more advanced in developing their national strategies and therefore are more likely to be considering legislation soon. The initiative has targeted countries that are already looking at new pieces of legislation for REDD+. This means that legislators already have a significant role to play in these countries.
· The initiative is also helping to create accountable and equitable benefit sharing systems and inclusive approaches for stakeholder participation. These two aspects are already relevant in the countries and will continue to be so for the life of the project.
· The National Initiative Directors will maintain regular communication with senior officials in the Executive Branch of government to indentify where legislators can contribute to creating an effective REDD+ strategy

	The legislators that GLOBE engages with are not re-elected at the elections that fall within the timeframe of the initiative
	Low-to-Medium (depending on the country)
	· GLOBE always operates on a cross-party basis and aims to engage with influential legislators from both the government and opposition parties, this approach minimizes the impact of a change in government on the initiatives activities.
· In two of the four initiative countries there are presidential and parliamentary elections taking place during the 2-year period of the initiative:
· DRC (November 2011): these  elections are early on in the project period, so the engagement will be minimal in the initial period apart from with a few key individuals and then ramped up in the new parliament.
· Mexico (July 2012): there is an opportunity to propose legislation ahead of the elections by working with the existing members of GLOBE Mexico.


	Considering the political nature of this initiative, there are a number of risks attached to the process of engaging with legislators to reduce deforestation. A primary concern is whether there is sufficient interest from senior legislators in the initiative countries to take part in this programme. This risk is minimized by the fact that this initiative is responding to a pre-existing demand from the network of GLOBE legislators and that the initiative will be driven by the legislators themselves. By giving as much ownership and control of the initiative to the legislators as possible, this will hopefully result in the legislators being fully committed to achieving its outcomes and committing the necessary time to deliver its goals.
A further risk that the initiative must deal with is maintaining its relevance to the progress of the national REDD+ strategies in the four chosen countries. In countries that are already looking at new pieces of legislation for REDD+, e.g. Brazil, this initiative has an obvious role to play. However, this “legislative” phase of REDD+ has not been reached in all of the countries. This risk has been minimized by selecting countries that are more advanced in developing their national strategies and therefore are more likely to be considering legislation soon. In addition, the initiative will be providing services beyond legal advice, including helping to create accountable and equitable benefit sharing systems and inclusive approaches for stakeholder participation. These two aspects are already relevant in the countries and will continue to be so for the life of the project.
As with any prolonged engagement with elected officials, there are legislative election cycles to contend with. In two of the four initiative countries there are presidential and parliamentary elections taking place during the 2-year period of the initiative (DRC in November 2011 and Mexico in July 2012). Therefore, the initiative must manage its engagement in these two countries around these elections to ensure maximum continuity. As the DRC’s elections are early on in the project period, the engagement will be minimal in the initial period apart from with a few key individuals and then ramped up in the new parliament. With Mexico, the approach will be different as there is an opportunity to propose legislation ahead of the elections by working with the existing members of GLOBE Mexico. Furthermore, as GLOBE always operates on a cross-party basis and aims to engage with influential legislators from both the government and opposition parties, this approach minimizes the impact of a change in government on the initiatives activities.    




         B.5. Identify key stakeholders involved in the project including the private sector, civil society organizations, local and indigenous communities, and their respective roles, as applicable:  
	By design, the key stakeholders of the initiative are the national legislators from the four initiative countries. The objective of this initiative is to support these legislators in their parliamentary functions by providing them with the necessary support, advice and guidance to have a positive impact on their national REDD+ strategies. 
Despite the focus on national legislators, there are a number of other stakeholder groups that are important to the success of the initiative. In order to create effective and durable REDD+ strategies, it is critical that the sub-national legislators, private sector, civil society organisations and indigenous communities are all engaged in this process. The initiative will encourage experience-sharing between the legislators of the different approaches for effective participation of these groups. Examples of engaging these stakeholders include:
· Developing dialogues between national and sub-national legislators in each of the initiative countries to ensure that the rapidly emerging policies and initiatives at the state, provincial, and project levels are integrated.
· Creating public-private dialogues between legislators and private sector representatives to explore how sustainable financial incentives can be created to reduce deforestation.
· Ensuring that legislators represent their constituents and champion the rights of forest-based communities and indigenous people by ensuring that these stakeholders are invited to participate in developing the REDD+ strategy.
· Encouraging international and national-level civil society organisations to provide policy and legal advice to legislators.
Each of the four initiative countries will develop their own stakeholder engagement strategies that will ensure that the legislators develop productive and regular dialogues with each of the groups described above. See Appendix 12 for a diagram that outlines this approach.

The structure of involving indigenous people and dealing with their concerns will be managed at the national level in each of the four initiative countries. Representatives of the indigenous population will be invited to take part in a dialogue with the cross-party group of legislators in each country. This will be coordinated by the National Initiative Director in each country. This will provide indigenous people with the opportunity to raise the concerns over REDD+ and for the legislators to take these issues forward through the work of this initiative.
Beyond the communication with the stakeholder groups mentioned above, the initiative will also have a number of other communication components:
Other REDD+ and SFM initiatives: The initiative will create a mechanism to communicate the work of the other key REDD+ initiatives directly to legislators in the initiative countries. This will include projects supported by GEF, the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) and the Forest Investment Programme (FIP), each of the UN agencies involved in the UN-REDD Programme and a number of bilateral programmes (e.g. Norway, US, Germany, Japan and the UK). Equally, the initiative will provide these programmes with political guidance and advice by creating a dialogue between senior legislators and their senior officials.
Other Legislators: While the initiative is focused on working with legislators from the four selected countries, over the life of the programme there will be a number of opportunities for the legislators that are engaged in the initiative to communicate with other legislators, both from developed and other forested developing countries. This includes the GLOBE Legislator Cape Town Forum in December 2011 and the GLOBE World Summit of Legislators in May 2012. Developed country legislators can learn from the initiative legislators about the progress of REDD+ at the national level, which could help strengthen support for increased support from donor countries. Other forested developing country legislators can learn from the activities of the initiative legislators and apply the lessons learned within their own parliaments.
UNDAF: This initiative will allow legislators to make a better contribution to the national UNDAF process.



         B.6. Outline the coordination with other related initiatives: 

	This intiative will support the ongoing efforts of national governments, multilateral agencies, international partnerships and civil society to reduce tropical deforestation. Legislators have a unique role to play in developing, scrutinizing and overseeing the REDD+ strategies of  their countries, yet to date there has been a limited engagement of legislators in discussions at the national and international level on reducing deforestation. As the REDD+ process advances, the typical functions of parliament will play an increasingly important role in creating effective and durable national strategies to reduce deforestation. It will be critical to build capacity within parliaments, so that legislators can pass or amend legislation, scrutinize Government policy and budgets, and safeguard the rights of forest communities and indigenous people.
The GLOBE International Secretariat has already commenced discussions with the UN-REDD programme, the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (through the World Bank), the REDD+ Partnership (through the French Ministère de l'Ecologie, du Développement Durable, des Transports et du Logement), the German Ministry for Economic Development and Cooperation (BMZ), the UK Department for International Development (DfID), the Norwegian International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI), the Climate and Land Use Alliance (CLUA) the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) Secretariat in order to ensure that the initiative's activities complement existing work in the four forested developing countries. In order to ensure the alignment of this initiative with these major programmes, representatives of each of these organisations will be invited to have a seat on the initiative Steering Committee along with representatives of the Global Environment Facilily (GEF) (see Part III.A: Institutional Arrangement).
The first opportunity to strengthen the coordination with these these initiatives will be at the Planning Workshop. This event will convene two senior legislators from each of the four initiative countries along with representatives of the partner organisations. The goal of the meeting is to further define the approach and specific objectives of the initiative, and to strenghten the buy-in from the four initiative countries.

The project will also learn from the International Conservation Caucus Foundation (ICCF) GEF Submission  ‘Partnering for Biodiversity - Conservation Council of Nations (CCN)’,and the following UNEP-GEF 4 projects that will be operational in the collaborating countries during the projects life
·  GEF 3822 - CBSP-A regional Focus on Sustainable Timber Management in the Congo Basin
· GEF 3813 - Integrating trade offs between supply of ecosystem services and land use options into poverty alleviation efforts and development planning in Mixteca
· GEF 3816 - Mainstreaming the Conservation of Ecosystem Services and Biodiversity at the Micro-Watershed Scale in Chiapas
· GEF 3722 - Improving Brazilian Capacity to Conserve and Use Biodiversity through Information Management and Use.
· GEF 3077 - Greening the Cocoa Industry
· GEF 3897 - Project for Ecosystem Services (ProEcoServ) (GLOBAL)
· GEF 3951 - Expanding FSC Certification at Landscape-level through Incorporating Additional Eco-system Services
· GEF 4235 - SFM – Facilitating financing for Sustainable Forest Management in SIDS and LFCCs and
· GEF 3767 – FAO’s Strengthening National Policy and Knowledge Frameworks in Support of Sustainable Management of Brazil's Forest Resources
· GEF 3637 – UNDPs - Mexico: Transforming Management of Biodiversity-rich Community Production Forests through Building National Capacities for Market-based Instruments - under the Strategy for Sustainable Forest Management
· GEF 4527 - Partnering for Natural Resource Management -Conservation Council of Nations (CCN)
This list is not exhaustive, and every effort will be made to develop linkages with other relevant GEF funded initiatives in the collaborating countries.


	C.     GEF Agency information:
C.1   Confirm the co-financing amount the GEF agency brings to the project-
UNEP, through the UN-REDD programme,  is contributing a cash grant of US$52,050 to the Legislator Forest Initiative Launch Workshop. In addition, the initiative will continue its engagement with the UN-REDD programme throughout the project period through participation at meetings, regular teleconference calls and use of UN-REDD documents.


      


C.2 How does the project fit into the GEF agency’s program (reflected in documents such as UNDAF, CAS, etc.)  and staff capacity in the country to follow up project implementation: 

	UNEP is the only GEF Implementing Agency, whose sole focus is the environment. UNEP plays a key role in supporting countries to develop and execute GEF projects, including scientific assessments, technology transfer, advocacy capacity building. The GEF priorities and UNEP’s six thematic priorities under in its Medium Term Strategy, specifically Ecosystem Management and Environmental Governance (two sub programme in UNEP’s Medium Term Strategy)  are suited to this project as it is designed to assist countries achieve their environmental commitments and goals, States need strong legislative, political and judicial systems. UNEP uses its expertise in environmental policy and law to help States further develop these institutions, and enhance their ability to effectively participate in international negotiations and replicate international laws at the country level. At the present time UNEP is engaged in the development and implementation of a number of REDD+ and Environmental Function projects including those listed in section B6  above. 
The project specifically fits into UNEP’s Programme of work sub-programme 3 (Ecosystem Management) through the following UNEP-expected accomplishments:  
(a) The capacity of countries and regions increasingly to integrate an ecosystem management approach into development and planning processes is enhanced; and
 c) The capacity of countries and regions to realign their environmental programmes and financing to address degradation of selected priority ecosystem services is strengthened; 
and
Sub-programme 4 (Environmental Governance) through the following UNEP-expected accomplishments:
(b) Enhanced capacity of States to implement their environmental obligations and achieve their environmental goals, targets and objectives through strengthened institutions and the implementation of laws ; and

(c) National development processes and United Nations common country programming processes increasingly mainstream environmental sustainability into the implementation of their programmes of work  (UNDAF)

Bridging the science-policy gap, UNEP has unparalleled access to national governments who are UN member states through global platforms.  UNEP also has a wide range of staff expertise and partners ranging from scientific and technical know-how to policy expertise.  UNEP has access to high-quality and detailed data sets through the Division of Early Warning and Assessment as well as the UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Center, and internationally recognized Center of Excellence committed to the synthesis, analysis and dissemination of global biodiversity knowledge, providing authoritative, strategic and timely information for conventions, countries, organizations and companies to use in the development and implementation of their policies and practices. 
Through staff and its multiple partners and programs, UNEP is a globally recognized source of credible science and policy advice.  UNEP also brings expertise in bridging science to policy through its science-to-policy platforms such as the fledgling Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) whose purpose is to provide a scientifically sound, uniform and consistent framework to enable emerging scientific knowledge to be translated into policy action at the appropriate levels as to contribute to more effective and sustainable decision making that secures human well-being.  To do so, the platform will harnesses existing networks of scientific networks as well as policy communities.  The platform will remain scientifically independent, and credibility, relevance and legitimacy are core objectives, but also provides knowledge on biodiversity and ecosystem services for collaboration and coordination for common and shared knowledge bases.  

UNEP’s Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) study calls for wider recognition of nature's contribution to human livelihoods, health, security, and culture by decision-makers at all levels (local to national and business to citizens). It promotes the demonstration, and where appropriate, the capture of the economic values of nature's services through an array of policy instruments and mechanisms.  Some countries have already announced plans for implementing the economic valuation of their natural capital as well as the value of nature's services in decision-making. 

UNEP’s Green Economy Initiative (GEI) has been providing advisory services to more than 20 governments around the world, with an active engagement in 15 countries. Working in partnership with United Nations agencies, other international institutions and a network of leading policy research institutions and think tanks, UNEP seeks to lend support to countries’ national initiatives to achieve a green economic transformation. Advisory services include providing platforms for national dialogue and consultations; analytical and research support through macro-economic and sectoral assessments of green economy opportunities and options; capacity enhancing activities; and sharing of international experiences and best practices.
The joint UNDP-UNEP Poverty-Environment Initiative (PEI) supports country-led efforts to mainstream poverty-environment linkages into national development planning and processes, from policymaking to budgeting, implementation and monitoring. The UNEP Division for Regional Cooperation through its Regional Offices is managing the Initiative on behalf of UNEP and through its Regional Support Programmes: 
1. Offer guidance on strategic planning and information about poverty-environmental mainstreaming issues in the region; 
2. Define a set of priority services, including trainings and knowledge management services for countries in the region; 
3. Allocate funds for country programmes and provide advisory services, and support for the regional communities of practice
UNEP will work with GLOBE to ensure that all the project activities and outputs contribute to the UNDAF outcomes.



part iii:  institutional coordination and support

A. institutional arrangement:  
	UNEP will be the sole GEF agency.



B. project implementation arrangement:  

	The Executing Agency will be the Global Legislators Organisation (GLOBE) Ltd, a not-for-profit company registered in England and Wales (company number: 05739111). The GLOBE International Secretariat, which is based in London, UK, and is hosted by the UK parliament in Westminster, will be responsible for the overall coordination and management of the initiative.
The overall direction of the initiative will be governed by the senior legislators from the four countries, who will sit on the Initiative Steering Committee along with representatives from each of the partner organisations and the President of GLOBE International (see Appendix 6 for decision making flow chart). This group will meet twice a year and will be responsible for guiding the initiative and defining the high-level strategy.
A Management Board will be established that will include the Global Initiative Director, the GLOBE Secretary General, a member of the UNEP-GEF Directorate and a representative from any other key funders. This Board will have responsibility for reviewing the budget of the initiative, which will need to be signed off by the GLOBE International Treasurer (a peer from the UK House of Lords has recently been appointed to this position). 
The Global Initiative Director will act as the Project Manager and he/she will be responsible for the overall coordination of the project. The Global Initiative Director will oversee the work of the four National Initiative Directors who will operate from the four countries' parliaments and will coordinate the activities of the cross-party groups of legislators at the national level. The 
The Global Initiative Director will be supported by a Forest Policy Officer who will be based  in the GLOBE International Secretariat and will have responsibility for overseeing the policy and legal advice provided to the legislators.
The GLOBE International Secretariat will act as the central coordinating body and will manage the international coordination component of the initiative. Independent consultants will be recruited, where necessary, to provide advice and guidance to the legislators.

Please see Appendix 8 for the Terms of Reference for Project Staff, Consultants and Steering Committee.
Please see Appendix 11 for more information on the history, structure and legal status of GLOBE.



Part IV: Explain the alignment of project design with the original PIF

	     NA



PART V: Approval/endorsement by gef operational focal point(s) and gef AGENCY (ies)

A. Record of Endorsement of GEF Operational Focal Point(s) on Behalf of the Government(s): ): (Please attach the Operational Focal Point endorsement letter(s) with this template. For SGP, use this OFP endorsement letter).

	Name
	Position
	Ministry
	Date (MM/dd/yyyy)

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     


B.  GEF agency(ies) certification

	This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF/LDCF/SCCF policies and procedures and meets the GEF/LDCF/SCCF criteria for CEO endorsement/approval of project.


	Agency Coordinator, Agency Name
	Signature
	Date 
(Month, day, year)
	Project Contact Person
	Telephone
	Email Address

	Maryam Niamir-Fuller, UNEP GEF Executive Coordinator
	[image: image1.jpg]



	May 18, 2011
	Stephen Twomlow     
	+254 20 7625076     
	Stephen.twomlow@unep.org     

	     
	
	     
	     
	     
	     


ANNEX A:  PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK

Project Logical Framework and Objectively Verifiable Impact Indicators:

Project Title: The GLOBE Legislator Forest Initiative

	Objectives and Outcomes/Outputs
	Objectively Verifiable Indicators
	Means of Verification
	Important Assumptions

	Objective

To strengthen legislation and parliamentary scrutiny functions within key forested developing countries (Brazil, the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Indonesia and Mexico) in support of national efforts to Reduce Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+).

	· At least one new or amended piece of legislation in each of the initiative countries related to REDD+ that reflects the letter and spirit of the Cancun Agreement relevant to national and global REDD+ initiatives drafted.

· An increase in the level of parliamentary activity to support REDD+ and in the level of understanding amongst legislators in the four key countries on REDD+.
	· The formal evidence of legislation proposed, parliamentary debates and records of ministerial meetings.

· A survey of legislators from the initiative countries to investigate the changes in the level of understanding of REDD+ between the beginning and the end of the initiative.
· The products of the international political dialogue between legislators from the initiative countries, a wider group of REDD+ nations and “REDD+-donor” countries.

	· That there is sufficient interest in the parliament to take part in an initiative on REDD+ and commit their political capital to supporting the initiative.

· That the legislators have sufficient time to commit to the initiative and take part in the national and international meetings.

· That individuals with sufficient skills and expertise can be employed for the key positions to manage the initiative and deliver the objectives in a timely manner.

· That the REDD+ process in the initiative countries reaches the legislative during the period of the initiative’s time period.

	Component 1

Establishment of cross-party group of legislators 

	Outcome 1.1

Capacity is developed in parliaments to provide greater support to legislators to be engaged in REDD+

Output 1.1.1

A cross-party group of legislators committed to REDD+ is created in the parliaments of the initiative countries within the first three months of the project

Output 1.1.2

At least one meeting per month is arranged on REDD+ in the parliments of the initiative countries in order to engage with stakeholders and to brief legislators on key topics


	· Over 20 legislators from each country with the relevant level of influence and interest are engaged in the initiative.
· A set of objectives are developed by each national group that outlines specific nationally-relevant goals for the initiative.

· A regular programme of meetings of the national groups is organised and attended by the legislators.

· A National Initiative Director is installed in each of these countries to coordinate the activities of the legislators within the initiative.
· A series of oral briefings and/or policy seminars for the initiative are organised with relevant experts, government representatives and stakeholders on the critical policy areas of the initiative.


	· The invitations to the legislators and the ongoing communication following their acceptance to be involved in the national groups.
· The finalised set of objectives for each national group.
· A programme of meetings for each national group including the agenda of each of the national group meetings and the attendee list.

· The employment contract of each of the National Initiative Directors.

· Minutes from each of the briefings and seminars with the legislators.
	· That there is sufficient interest in the parliament to take part in an initiative on REDD+

· That legislators who are sufficiently influential also have an interest in joining the national groups

· That there are no other parliamentary initiatives on REDD+ that attract the engagement of the key legislators

· That consensus can be reached amongst each national group on what the objectives should be.

· That the legislators find time in their busy schedules in order to attend the meetings

· That individuals with sufficient experience and skills can be identified and are available to take up the position of National Initiative Director.

· That the relevant experts, government officials and stakeholders are willing to meet with the legislators.

· That the parliaments of the initiative countries allow the National Initiative Directors to be located within the parliament in order to gain sufficient access to the legislators and the parliamentary facilities.



	Component 2

Strengthening capacity and improving the knowledge of legislators



	Outcome 2.1
Legislators high-quality advice from leading international and national experts on how to deliver REDD+ while conserving forest biodiversity and promoting good management practices in LULUCF

Output 2.1.1

Legislators are provided with a comprehensive set of documents on the existing forest policy landscape in their country, including the gaps in the existing policy and regulatory frameworks within the first six months of the project

Output 2.1.2

Legislators are equipped with the necessary information to make political interventions in order to improve their national REDD+ strategies

Output 2.1.3

Legislators are equipped with the necessary information to strengthen their role to carry out financial oversight of REDD+ finance invested in their country to ensure that accountable institutions are established and that REDD+ benefits are shared in an equitable and transparent manner within the first twelve months of the project


	· The production of a detailed analytic study of existing forestry legislation in the four initiative countries that is relevant to REDD+. This report will highlight the existing gaps in the legal and regulatory frameworks in each of the initiative countries and also include comparative analysis between the different approaches adopted.

· The production of a set of guidelines for each of the initiative countries that outlines the potential actions that legislators could take in order to make a positive contribution to an effective national REDD+ strategy using, amongst other sources, the UN-REDD Programme’s material

· The production of a set of policy briefs that highlight good practice in the key policy areas that are identified by the legislators.

· The production of a report exploring the role of parliaments in providing financial oversight of REDD+ finance, drawing on examples from the four initiative countries, with recommendations on how to strengthen this function.
	· The publication of this report by the initiative legislators, the National Initiative Directors, the GLOBE International Secretariat and the initiative’s legal advisors.

· The publication of these documents by the initiative legislators, the National Initiative Directors, the GLOBE International Secretariat and the initiative’s legal advisors.

· The publication of this report by the initiative legislators, the National Initiative Directors, the GLOBE International Secretariat and the initiative’s economic advisors.


	· That advisors with sufficient expertise can be engaged for the production of these documents.

· That the authors of previous reports that are relevant to the initiative’s activities linked to forest legislation and REDD+ in the initiative countries are willing to collaborate with the initiative team and contribute their work towards these documents.

· That the legislators involved in the initiative are willing to contribute provide their expertise and experience to these documents.



	Component 3

Enhancing international dialogue among legislators


	Outcome 3.1

Legislators from key forested developing countries and “REDD+-donor” countries engage in a dialogue to enhance peer-to-peer learning, south-south knowledge sharing and relationship building activities

Output 3.1.1

The Initiative Steering Committee is established within the first three months of the project

Output 3.1.2

Successful policies and legislation are shared between legislators from the four initiative countries with at least one report from each country produced and circulated

Output 3.1.3

Legislators in key "REDD+-donor" countries have a better understanding of how REDD+ finance is being spent

Output 3.1.4

Senior legislators from the initiative countries take an international leadership position by highlighting their efforts to a wider group of legislators from forested developing countries at at least one gathering of senior legislators

	· A Global Initiative Director is employed by the GLOBE International Secretariat to manage the overall delivery of the initiative.

· An Initiative Steering Committee is created that includes senior legislators from the four initiative countries along with representatives of the initiative’s partner organisations.
· A Launch Workshop is coordinated to convene the Initiative Steering Committee to discuss and endorse the objectives and approach of the initiative.

· Biannual meetings of the Initiative Steering Committee are arranged to define the ongoing objectives and direction of the initiative.

· Regular conference calls take place between the Global Initiative Director and the National Initiative Directors, along with any relevant initiative advisors, to facilitate greater idea and experience sharing between the initiative countries.
· A meeting between legislators from the initiative countries and developed “REDD+-donor” countries takes place at the GLOBE Cape Town Legislators Forum at the UNFCCC COP17.
· The minutes of other meetings between REDD+ country and “REDD+-donor” country legislators that are identified over the course of the initiative.
· Senior legislators from each of the four initiative countries make presentations at the GLOBE Forum at the Rio +20 event, including their experience of being involved in the initiative and their contributions to the REDD+ debate in their countries. 


	· The employment contract of the Global Initiative Director.
· The membership list of the Initiative Steering Committee and the minutes of their biannual meetings.
· The agenda, attendee list and meeting report from the Launch Workshop.
· The agenda, attendee list and results of the initiative meeting at the GLOBE Cape Town Legislator Forum, including a progress report from each of the initiative countries.

· The presentations made by legislators from the four initiative countries.
· A list of suitable countries for the second group and a list of legislators from these counties.
· The agenda, attendee list and meeting report for the initiative meeting at the GLOBE Rio +20 event.
	· That an individual with sufficient experience and skills can be identified and are available to take up the position of the Global Initiative Director.

· That the legislators are willing to take on the responsibility of being involved in a leadership capacity within their national groups and take part in international travel to join the leadership group to guide the initiative.

· That the relevant legislators have been identified in time for the workshop.

· That the relevant legislators, once identified, can attend the workshop.

· That a suitable venue/location can be identified that is suitable for legislators from each of the initiative countries to attend.

· That the South African government and parliament allows legislator GLOBE to host a Forum during the UNFCCC COP17

· That legislators from each of the initiative countries can find times in their schedules to travel to the GLOBE Cape Town Legislator Forum.

· That the initiative has made sufficient progress and achieved demonstrable results with the four initiative countries.

· That legislators from both the four initiative countries and the second group of countries have time to travel to the GLOBE Rio +20 event

	Component 4

Enhancing contribution of legislators in development and implementation of REDD+



	Outcome 4.1

Legislators strengthen their national REDD+ strategies by amending and passing legislation, performing their financial oversight functions and by representing their local communities. This will result in the incorporation of measures to conserve and sustainably use biodiversity in policy and regulatory frameworks and encourage good management practices in LULUCF adopted within forested landscapes

Output 4.1.1

Legislators amend or pass legislation that underpins the national REDD+ strategy while embedding nationally-appropriate social and environmental safeguards and capturing the multiple benefits of reducing deforestation

Output 4.1.2

Legislators ensure that REDD+ finance is managed in a transparent and accountable manner, and that an equitable benefit sharing mechanism is established

Output 4.1.3

Legislators strengthen the coordination between national and sub-national REDD+ strategies and develop greater coordination between all relevant government departments


	· At least one new or amended piece of legislation is advanced/drafted in each of the initiative countries related to REDD+ that improves the enabling conditions for an effective national REDD+ strategy.
· GLOBE legislators have at least four meetings per year with relevant Ministers, officials and experts about critical aspects of the national REDD+ strategy and the legislation that underpins this.

· Transparent institutions and equitable benefit sharing mechanisms are created for REDD+ finance in the initiative countries.

· GLOBE legislators lead debates in their parliament about how REDD+ finance should be allocated.

· National REDD+ legislation is consistent with sub-national REDD+ legislation in the initiative countries.

· There is greater coordination between government ministries in defining the national REDD+ strategy.
	· Examining the legislation in each of the initiative countries.

· Minutes of the meeting with ministers, officials and experts.
· The creation of these institutions and mechanisms.

· The official records of parliamentary debate in the legislatures of each of the initiative countries.
· Examining and comparing legislation at the national and sub-national level.

· The existence of inter-ministerial task forces in the initiative countries.

· The minutes of meetings that GLOBE legislators have been involved in delivering these outputs.
	· That the initiative countries progress sufficiently with developing their REDD+ strategies in order to reach the point when legislation is appropriate.

· That the government of initiative countries is committed to a legislative approach to supporting their national REDD+ strategies.

· That Ministers, officials and experts are willing to meet with the legislators to discuss the national REDD+ strategy.

· That the necessary political opportunities arise to have a debate that is relevant to REDD+ during the initiative timeframe.

· That the necessary political opportunities arise to have a debate that is relevant to REDD+ during the initiative timeframe.


ANNEX B:  RESPONSES TO PROJECT REVIEWS (from GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, and Responses to Comments from Council at work program inclusion and the Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF).

Globe and UNEP responses the GEFsec review of 6 June 2011.

	Review Criteria 
	Questions 
	Secretariat Comment At CEO Endorsement(FSP)/Approval (MSP) 
	UNEP Response 9th June 2011

	Eligibility 
	1.Is the participating country eligible? 
	6-06-11 Yes. This is a Global project with the participation of Brazil, DRC, Indonesia and Mexico. All countries are eligible for GEF funding. Cleared 
	

	
	2.If there is a non-grant instrument in the project, is the GEF Agency capable of managing it? 
	NA 
	

	
	3.Has the operational focal point endorsed the project? 
	
	

	Agency’s Comparative Advantage 
	4. Is the Agency's comparative advantage for this project clearly described and supported? 
	6-06-11 Yes. Cleared 
	

	
	5. Is the co-financing amount that the Agency is bringing to the project in line with its role? 
	6-06-11 As stated in the CEO Endorsement, "UNEP, through the UN-REDD programme,  is contributing a cash grant of US$52,050 to the Legislator Forest Initiative Launch Workshop". What is the additional "back-stopping" support that will be provided by the UN​REDD Programme throughout the life of the project? On May 13th, 2011, GLOBE posted the announcement that they have launched this initiative with support from UN​REDD, the GEF, UNEP, etc.  (see www.globeinternational.info/2011/globe​legislators-forest-initiative-launched/). What support is the announcement referring to? 

6-23-11

Answer provided in Annex B of the

resubmission dated June 15.

Cleared
	9-06-11

· In-kind contribution from UN-REDD removed from Table C. Section C.1 updated.

· The announcement was referring to the expected support that the initiative will receive from the GEF. The article published on the UN-REDD newsletter was cleared by the GEF Secretariat and by the GEF Executing Agency (UNEP).



	
	6. Does the project fit into the Agency’s program and staff  capacity in the country? 
	6-06-11 

Yes. This project will be executed by 

GLOBE International. Cleared 
	

	Resource Availability
	7. Is the proposed GEF/LDCF/SCCF Grant (including the Agency fee) within the resources available from (mark all that apply): 
	
	

	
	 the STAR allocation? 
	NA 
	

	
	 the focal area allocation? 
	NA 
	

	
	 the LDCF under the principle of equitable access? 
	NA 
	

	
	 the SCCF (Adaptation or Technology Transfer)? 
	NA 
	

	
	 focal area set-aside? 
	6-06-11 Table A indicates that this project is drawing financial resources from three Focal Areas (BD, CC and CD). Table D indicates that all funds come from the BD Focal Area. Please reconcile the funding sources. 

6-22-11

Cleared
	9-06-11

Table A and Table D have now been reconciled as the Focal Area in Table D has been changed to “multi-focal area”. See comment on 8 for further discussion on focal areas.



	Project Consistency 
	8. Is the project aligned with the focal area/multi-focal area/ LDCF/SCCF results framework? 
	6-06-11 Given all the discussion of REDD+ in the text, with a few mentions of biodiversity, it is not clear why the funding is split as evenly as it is among three Focal Areas. Please clarify 

6-22-11

Based on UNEP's response to the

project review comments, it sounds like GEF financing is targeted at

strengthening capacity of legislators.

Thus, please use objective CD-2

instead of CD-3.
	9-06-11

The funding split between the Focal Areas has been amended to better reflect the activities of the initiative. This is now BD-2 (20%), CCM-5 (20%) and CD-3 (60%). In addition, references to biodiversity and LULUCF in relevant sections of the narrative have been strengthened. 

Focal area CD-3 changed to CD-2 in Part I Table A and Part II Section A.1.1.



	
	9. Are the relevant GEF 5 focal area/ LDCF/SCCF objectives identified? 
	6-06-11 This is a multifocal area project with objectives in BD, CC and CD. Cleared
	

	
	10. Is the project consistent with the recipient country’s national strategies and plans or reports and assessments under relevant conventions, including NPFE,  NAPA, and NCSA? 
	6-06-11 Based on the information provided for each of the participating countries (p.10​11) this project intends to be consistent and in support of existing national plans. Cleared 
	

	
	11. Does the proposal clearly articulate how the capacities developed will contribute to the institutional sustainability of project outcomes? 
	6-06-11 Because this project aims at supporting parliamentarians, it is not clear if the outcomes of this project will be sustained beyond the life of this project. Cleared 
	

	Project Design 
	12. Is (are) the baseline project(s) sufficiently described and based on sound data and assumptions? 
	6-06-11 While there is a generic description of the REDD+ situation in each of the participating countries, there is no real baseline on the REDD+ legislation relevant to the project. According to the MSP, the status of all relevant REDD+ legislation in the four initiative countries will be gathered during the preliminary phase of this project.  The baseline ("legislation-mapping") is proposed to be presented at the Launch Workshop Since GLOBE already announced the launching of this initiative, a more clear and distinct baseline project description should be expected. Shouldn't the project have a better idea of the REDD+ status in the participating countries before embarking in the proposed activities? Shouldn't the "GLOBE Climate Legislation Study", a summary of legislation in a number of countries published in April 2011, be part of the baseline project?  (http://www.globeinternational.info/wp​content/uploads/2011/04/GLOBE-CLIMATE-LEGISLATION-STUDY.pdf)

6-22-1

Thank you for the summary of the current base REDD+ legislation in the participating countries. Moving from the baseline of the REDD+ activities in the participating countries to the "Baseline Project" (sensu GEF). It appears the "Baseline Project" is the Globe Rainforest Initiative (the Rio+20 summit, paying for legal consultants,

cape town meeting, director and policy officer, etc.) that appear as $650,000 co-financing. While this is clear by reading the budget, it is not clear when

reading the text. Please then simply concisely write this information in B.1. There is too much information in the current text, and that obscures the core issues that need to be addressed in this section. The incrementality of this project will become clearer if the activities of the baseline project and problems to be tackled by this project are listed side by side. Concise and to the point information will be appreciated, especially considering that many of the problems are mostly written on already, (i.e. limited engagement of legislators,

capacity of legislators is limited, etc). The Project Objective includes the strengthening legislation and parliamentary "scrutiny structures".

While the concept is mentioned again in B.1., it is not clear what these structures mean  specifically to this GEF funded project. Please explain briefly how the activities are going to address the needed structures, and include the activities in Table B as appropriate. Strengthening the scrutiny structures in terms of accountability, financial records, law enforcement, etc is of great interest but this gets lost in the component and

output text that never mentions such structures.
	9-06-11

The GLOBE Climate Legislation Study has been included as part of the baseline and this has now been included in Section B1. In addition, Appendix 13 has been included that outlines the preliminary work baseline work that has been carried out before and after the Launch Workshop in early May 2011. This provides an initial summary of the REDD+-relevant legislation in the four countries and will act as the baseline for the project.

27-6-11

Section B1 has been streamlined and unnecessary text has been removed. Greater emphasis has been put on explaining the “Baseline Project” and the core components of this initiative. Section B2 has also been restructured in order to more clearly demonstrate the incrementality of the GEF support.

A section has been included in Section B1 on “Parliamentary Oversight of REDD+ Finance” that provides further information on the need of legislative scrutiny of climate finance and, in particular, REDD+ finance.



	
	13. Is (are) the problem(s) that the baseline project(s) seek/s to address sufficiently described and based on sound data and assumptions? 
	6-06-11 It is not easy to understand the difference between the existing initiative and the proposed GEF incremental. One statement is that "to date, there has been no financial support to build the capacity of parliaments in relation to REDD+". However, the terminal report to GEF ID # 3811 project, suggest otherwise ("Therefore, it was decided that the Commission's main focus in 2009 was to be tropical forests and, in particular, the need to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD)" and "Legislator Briefing Papers were prepared for the Commission relating to the science, economics and policy landscape of tropical forests and REDD. "  It appears that a base project has been done, and that this proposed project would be the increment. Please clarify. 

6-22-11

Please see comments on item 12. REDD+ needs to be formally defined, and differences with REDD explained. Please address this at the bottom of page. 8. Please also insert a paragraph about SFM and its relationship to REDD+ (we would like to see more discussion on sustainable forest  management (SFM), not less).
	9-06-11

GLOBE’s earlier work with legislators on REDD+ under the International Commission on Land Use Change and Ecosystems (GEF ID#3811) has been included in Section B2. In addition, an explanation of the difference between these earlier activities and the proposed approach of this new project has been included.

27-6-11

This has been included at the beginning of Section B1. 



	
	14. Is the project framework sound and sufficiently clear? 
	6-06-11 Output 2.1.3 is the same as 4.1.2.

Why is the co-financing in Component 4 (not supported by GEF) not part of the co-financing of Component 2?

The wording of some of the outputs seems potentially easy to misinterpret, such as 1.1.2 "legislators are provided with greater support to increase their capacity to identify and capture opportunities to influence the national REDD+ strategies" and 2.1.3 "Legislators are supported to strengthen their role to carry out financial oversight of REDD+". Please clarify how the legislators will be supported

The wording of the previous project (#3811) was much clearer. Please consider more straightforward, measurable outputs and outcomes in this proposal.

If the project is focused on providing information for legislators about REDD+, land use change and climate, the GEF project could be to broaden to provide forums for discussions between legislators which also include sharing information on SFM and multiple benefits, good practices for LULUCF

6-22-11

This approach by its nature is process oriented. We expect to see meetings,workshops, policy briefs, and reports as outputs, and this is what is listed.

Therefore the project framework is appropriate and generally clear. Mention of "scrutiny structures" in thecomponents of Table B is would be needed (only mentioned in the objective of the project). In Annex A, the first indicator is "at least one new or amended piece of legislation in each of the initiative countries" Although legislation related

to REDD+ activities is the goal of this project, to promise  legislation as an outcome sounds as if there is firmer control over this situation than there is.

This indicator should be less certain. Please consider using softer language such as draft text for legislation, etc If the GEF financing is targeted at strengthening capacity, then use CD-2 instead of CD-3.
	9-06-11

Output 2.1.3 is part of the “advisory” component and is focused on improving the understanding of legislators around REDD+ finance. Output 4.1.2 is part of the “legislative contribution” component and involves the actions taken by legislators to provide oversight and scrutiny of REDD+ finance, based on the knowledge that they received in Output 2.1.3. Output 2.1.3 has been modified slightly to differentiate it from 4.1.2.

As mentioned above, Components 2 and 4 are separate but complementary. Component 2 is focused on strengthening the capacity of legislators (i.e. by improving their understanding and helping them to identify opportunities) and Component 4 is where the legislators actually make a contribution to improve the REDD+ strategies in the initiative countries. Therefore, as they are separate components, they have separate co-financing.

.

Support will be provided to legislators through a number of approaches. This will include legal, policy and economic advice from the initiative core team and advisors to improve legislators’ understanding of the critical aspects of REDD+. This advice will be provided in the form of short briefing papers, more comprehensive reports, presentations and speeches. Support will also provided by improving the legislators’ ability to meet and discuss REDD+ with a wide network of stakeholders at the international, national and sub-national levels (as listed in Appendix 12). Support will also be provided to legislators to help identifying political opportunities to intervene and make a contribution to creating an effective REDD+ strategy. Logistical support will be provided to assist them to take part in the series of national meetings and the international political dialogue, which will create a peer-to-peer support network that allows legislators to learn from the experiences of their counterparts in other countries.
The outcomes and outputs of the project logical framework (Annex A) have been simplified and now include more measureable, quantifiable indicators. These amendments have also been made in Table B and the relevant part of Section B2. In addition, the initiative activities have been clarified in this Section, including an explanation of what each of the National Initiative Directors and Global Initiative Director will do on a daily basis with the legislators.

This project will include activities that inform legislators about all of the topics mentioned above (REDD+, land use change, climate, SFM, multiple benefits, good practices for SFM). It will also provide forums for discussions between legislators to discuss all of these topics and to share best practice.

27-6-11

These comments have been addressed in sections B1 and B2 and B3



	
	15. Are the incremental (in the case of GEF TF) or additional (in the case of LDCF/SCCF) activities complementary and appropriate to further address the identified problem? 
	6-06-11 The basic assumption is that none of the major organizations working on REDD+ readiness is focusing on building capacities in the parliaments of forest developing countries.  Nevertheless, because there is no clear baseline, it is not clear what part of the problem is being tackled with the GEF increment.  For instance, currently under B.2., the text says that " by supporting this initiative, GEF will help create the national political will to make REDD+ a success". In this case, what would be the baseline with no GEF funding for this project? 

6-22-11

If the baseline project describes what GLOBE could do with their Rainforest Initiative with the $650,000 cofinancing (see response to question 13), then

section B.2. should describe precisely what will be done with GEF funding. That is, each of the 4 countries would have individuals assigned to work in the countries with the legislators on REDD+ issues, more meetings, reports, briefings, etc. Please provide a statement of the work to be done by the local coordinators hired with GEF funding (It is somewhat difficult to imagine how this one person

per country will keep busy 100% of their time on these activities). If there are possible alternative arrangements,

please mention them.
	9-06-11

As mentioned in response to review point 12, Appendix 13 has now been inserted that provides a more detailed outline of the current legislation that is relevant to REDD+ in the four initiative countries. In addition, this outlines the legal issues that were identified by the legislators and GLOBE’s expert advisors on where each of the national programmes should focus their efforts. 

A description of the future scenario without this project is included in Section B2. Following the review, this section has been strengthened.

27-6-11

See the comments regarding “parliamentary oversight” in response to the review of #12.

The work of the National Initiative Directors is described in Appendix 8, the Terms of Reference for the Project Staff.



	
	16. Are the applied methodology and assumptions for the description of the global environmental benefits/adaptation benefits sound and appropriate? 
	6-06-11 It is not possible to determine the specific GEBs associated with this process-drive project. Cleared 
	

	
	17. Has the cost-effectiveness sufficiently been demonstrated, including the cost-effectiveness of the project design approach as compared to alternative approaches to achieve similar benefits? 
	6-06-11 Are there alternative approaches that GLOBE could have used to achieve the same results? 

6-22-11

Cleared
	9-06-11

The approach that has been adopted for this project builds upon GLOBE’s broad experience of working with senior legislators to address environmental challenges in both developed and developing countries. In particular, this method has taken on board many lessons that were learnt during the activities of the GLOBE International Commission on Land Use Change and Ecosystems (GEF ID#3811). These were summarized in the independent review of this project, which was coordinated by UNEP, that provided a clear set of recommendations on how GLOBE’s work can be more effective in achieving progressive legislative change in developing countries. This project has integrated many of these ideas into the design of this project, including focusing on a small group of countries, increasing the level of support for legislators at the national level and targeting national-specific objectives in each country while promoting greater south-south policy sharing through a peer-to-peer political dialogue.

	
	18. Is there a clear description of the socio-economic benefits to be delivered by the project and of how they will support the achievement of environmental/ adaptation benefits (for SCCF/LDCF)? 
	6-06-11 As stated in the MSP, "by improving the accountability and scrutiny structures of national REDD+ strategies and supporting legislators to take a greater role in the sustainable management of their forest resources, this initiative has the potential to deliver considerable socioeconomic benefit". While there is a generic consensus of the overall socio​economic and environmental benefit of the REDD+ agenda, the specific benefits that will be derived from this project are difficult to predict. Cleared 
	

	
	19. Is the role of civil society, including indigenous people and gender issues being taken into consideration and addressed appropriately? 
	6-06-11 To the extent that this project is supporting parliamentarians in the participating countries, the views of the civil society, indigenous peoples and gender issues should be taken into account. In this regard, this initiative will focus on three key aspects: i) Financial Scrutiny and Equitable Benefit Sharing, ii) The Role of Environmental and Social Safeguards, and iii) Forest Governance, Policy Coordination and Enforcement. The text discusses that indigenous peoples (IP) are important stakeholders (p.18-19), and on page 61, they are included as stakeholders, along with the "private sector reps" and "CSO" and "advisors".  In the decision making flowchart (p.37) there are no IPs or CSOs, even though there is a place for "advisors".  Please clarify the proposed structure for involving IPs and dealing with IP concerns.

6-22-11

Thank you for the response. Please include the paragraph about indigenous peoples and their involvement in this project in the CEO endorsement text. Speaking of scrutiny structures, how indigenous peoples are involved in REDD+ is a sensitive, important topic. The response is acceptable, but please

inserts it into the text of the GEF MSP. 
	9-06-11

To clarify, the decision making flow chat in Appendix 6 outlines the structure of the groups and individuals that comprise the broad “project team“ involved in the initiative, including the legislators, the representatives of the initiative’s partner organizations, the GLOBE International Secretariat and the initiative advisors. Appendix 12 outlines the broad group of stakeholders that will be involved in the initiative. Each of these groups will have the opportunity to engage with the legislators and to discuss the particular legal aspects of REDD+ that are of particular importance to them.

The structure of involving indigenous people and dealing with their concerns will be managed at the national level in each of the four initiative countries. Representatives of the indigenous population will be invited to take part in a dialogue with the cross-party group of legislators in each country. This will be coordinated by the National Initiative Director in each country. This will provide indigenous people with the opportunity to raise the concerns over REDD+ and for the legislators to take these issues forward through the work of this initiative.

27-6-11

The paragraph referred to above has been inserted into the GEF MSP in B5



	
	20. Does the project take into account potential major risks, including the consequences of climate change and provides sufficient risk mitigation measures? (i.e., climate resilience) 
	6-06-11 The risks associated with working with legislators (i.e. interest, relevance of the agenda, and turn-over) have been addressed. Cleared 
	

	
	21. Is the provided documentation consistent? 
	6-06-11 The proposed documentation is not consistent.  Table A does not match Table D, UN-REDD is included as back​stopping even though text indicates that  the UN-REDD work plan was not yet agreed upon, but then  "the initiative will create a mechanism to communicate the work of the UN-REDD programme directly to legislators in key REDD+ countries". The objective includes "and promote SFM", yet little is said about SFM and multiple benefits. Please streamline and focus the text, and check for inconsistencies. 

National Initiative Directors, and will be supported by a Forest Policy Officer based in the GLOBE International Secretariat. Cleared

6-22-11

On page 19, please remove the text "UN-REDD Programme: The initiative will create a mechanism to  communicate the work of the UN-REDDProgramme directly to legislators in key REDD+ countries. Equally, the initiative will provide the UN-REDD Programme with political guidance and advice by creating a dialogue between senior legislators and the senior officials in the UN-REDD." The GEF funding is for providing information about REDD+ and SFM topics in general, and providing legislators venues to discuss and highlight their work, not to fully endorse UN-REDD Programme. Correct? We wanted to read more about SFM not less. At this point, after the text where REDD+ is more clearly defined, (see response to #13), please also add a paragraph stating how REDD+ and Sustainable Forest Management may be considered linked, and so sustainable forest management as appropriate will also be part of the REDD+ information discussed with

legislators.
	9-06-11

· Table A and Table D have now been made consistent with each other.

· The “to be confirmed” in-kind contribution of the UN-REDD Programme has now been removed from the project documentation. In addition, the language has been clarified in Section C1.

· SFM has been remove from the objective in order to reflect the project’s primary focus on REDD+. However, as mentioned in the response to review point 8, a larger number of references to LULUCF and biodiversity have been included in the documentation to recognize the GEF Focal Areas that this project is delivering towards.
27-6-11

This paragraph in Section B5 has been rewritten to reflect the initiative’s objective of supporting legislator engagement with all relevant projects working in REDD+ and SFM, and not just the UN-REDD Programme.

This has been included at the beginning of Section B1 along with the response to #13.



	
	23  Is the project consistent and properly coordinated with other related initiatives in the country or in the region?

	Representatives of the following organizations will be invited to have a seat on the initiative Steering Committee: UN-REDD programme, the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (through the World Bank), the REDD+ Partnership (through the French Ministere de lEcologie, du Developpement Durable, des Transports et du Logement), the German Ministry for Economic

Development and Cooperation (BMZ), the UK Department for International Development (DfID), the Norwegian International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI) and the Climate and Land Use Alliance (CLUA). Please clarify if consideration would be given to other relevant organizations that ask to join the steering committee. Please briefly indicate the criteria that would be followed as to their acceptance or not.

6-22-11

It was clearly stated that the GEF is included on the Steering Committee. The question was about the possibility of other relevant organizations if they

should arise.Cleared.
	9-06-11

Although it was not clearly stated, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) will obviously be included in the Steering Committee of the project. This has now been made clear in Section B6.

Other relevant organizations are allowed to join the Steering Committee. The criteria for joining is that the organizations must either support this initiative through financial or in-kind contributions, be actively involved in work that is relevant to the initiative or have useful advice or knowledge that would benefit the activities of the initiative.



	
	24. Is the project implementation/

execution arrangement adequate?
	6-06-11

The Executing Agency will be the

Global Legislators Organization

(GLOBE) Ltd, a not-for-profit company registered in England and Wales (company number: 05739111). A Management Board will be established

that will include the Global Initiative Director, the GLOBE Secretary General, a member of the UNEP-GEF Directorate and a representative from any other key funders. The Global 

Initiative Director will act as the Project Manager and he/she will be responsible for the overall coordination of the project. The Global Initiative Director

will oversee the work of the four National Initiative Directors, and will be supported by a Forest Policy Officer based in the GLOBE International Secretariat.

Cleared
	

	
	25. Is the project structure sufficiently close to what was presented at PIF, with clear justifications for changes? 
	NA 
	

	
	26. If there is a non-grant instrument in the project, is there a reasonable calendar of reflows included? 
	NA 
	

	Project Financing 
	27. Is the GEF/LDCF/SCCF funding level for project management cost appropriate? 
	6-06-11 Project Management is 10% of the project.  Questions: 1. Why the National Initiative Director on DRC is only going to work for 1/2 the time when compared with the other 3 countries and the Global Initiative Director? 

2. There is no justification for the $50K in travel (Appendix 1 but not Annex C). 

6-22-11

Cleared
	9-06-11

The project’s work in the DRC ahead of the elections in the National Assembly (scheduled for 27th November 2011) will be limited to preliminary engagement, which will be carried out by the Global Initiative Director and the Forest Policy Officer. Once the new parliament has convened in 2012 a National Initiative Director for the DRC will be appointed for the second half of the initiative.

The travel budget will be used by the members of the project team to attend events and meetings that are relevant to the activities of the initiative. This will include both the events arranged as part of this initiative and other meetings that will be useful for the team members to attend, e.g. REDD+ Partnership meetings, meetings of the UN conventions. This will be a critical part of the outreach of the initiative to ensure that the global REDD+ community is aware of this project and that this community has the opportunity to advise and comment on the work of the project.

	
	28. Is the GEF/LDCF/SCCF funding per objective appropriate to achieve the expected outcomes and outputs according to the incremental/additional cost reasoning principle? 
	6-06-11 Given that a baseline project is not clearly identified, it is difficult to say that the funding is appropriate to achieve the expected outcomes according to the incremental/additional cost reasoning.  Because this is a process oriented project (i.e. engaging legislators, meetings, coordination of activities, oral briefings, guidelines of potential actions by legislators, etc) most of the objectives should not be difficult to achieve (i.e. the identification of the specific nationally-relevant goals for the initiative, and to carry out an analytical study to identify the gaps in the legal and regulatory frameworks).   Cleared 
	

	
	29. Comment on indicated cofinancing at PIF. At CEO endorsement, indicate if cofinancing is confirmed. 
	6-06-11 The only letter of co-financing included with the MSP is from the German Ministry of Economic Cooperation and Development (EU 100,000). There are no LoC from UN-REDD Programme (Grant $52K), GLOBE (Grant $675K), GLOBE participating countries (in-kind $320K). 

6-22-11

LoC from GLOBE (parliamentarians)

does not have amount in cash or inkind. Estimated as $320,000.
	9-06-11

The missing letters of co-financing have now been attached. This includes a letter from the UN-REDD Programme and a letter from GLOBE that outlines both its financial and in-kind contributions.



	
	30. Is the budget (GEF/LDCF/SCCF funding and co-financing) per objective adequate to achieve the expected outcomes and outputs? 
	6-06-11 See item 28. 

6-22-11

Cleared
	9-06-11

The baseline of the project has been outlined in Appendix 13.



	Project Monitoring and Evaluation 
	31. Has the Tracking Tool been included with information for all relevant indicators, as applicable? 
	NA 
	

	
	32. Does the proposal include a budgeted M&E Plan that monitors and measures results with indicators and targets? 
	6-06-11 Yes Cleared 
	

	Agency Responses 
	33. Has the Agency responded adequately to comments from: 
	
	

	
	 STAP? 
	
	

	
	 Convention Secretariat? 
	
	

	
	 Council comments? 
	
	

	
	 Other GEF Agencies? 
	
	

	
	34. Is PIF clearance/approval being recommended? 
	
	

	
	35. Items to consider at CEO endorsement/approval. 
	
	

	
	36. At endorsement/approval, did Agency include the progress of PPG with clear information of commitment status of the PPG? 
	
	

	
	37. Is CEO endorsement/approval being recommended? 
	6-06-11 No. Please address issues under items 5,7,8,12,13,14,15,17,19,21,23,27,29, and 30. 

6-22-11

No. Please address issues under items

8,12,13,14,15,19,21. Thanks.
	9-06-11

Please see the relevant sections above for our detailed responses



	
	First review* 
	June 06, 2011 
	

	
	Additional review (as necessary) 
	22 June 2011
	

	
	Additional review (as necessary) 
	
	


ANNEX C:  CONSULTANTS TO BE HIRED FOR THE PROJECT USING GEF/LDCF/SCCF RESOURCES

	Position Titles
	$/
Person Week*
	Estimated Person Weeks**
	Tasks To Be Performed

	For Project Management
	
	
	

	Local

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	International

	Global Initiative Director
	769
	104
	See Appendix 8

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	Justification for travel, if any:      


	For Technical Assistance
	
	
	

	Local
	
	
	

	National Intiative Director (Brazil)
	914
	104
	See Appendix 8

	National Intiative Director (DRC)
	673
	52
	See Appendix 8

	National Intiative Director (Indonesia)
	914
	104
	See Appendix 8

	National Intiative Director (Mexico)
	721
	104
	See Appendix 8

	Legal Consultants
	1400
	100
	Providing legal advice to legislators in order to amend and advance REDD+ legislation 

	International
	
	
	

	Forest Policy Officer
	577
	104
	See Appendix 8

	Economic/ Finance Consultants
	1,500
	60
	Providing economic and financial advice on REDD+ budgets to support legislators in the oversight functions

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	Justification for travel, if any:  Travel to GLOBE Intenational meetings and to GLOBE country-level meetings may be necessary.



       *  Provide dollar rate per person week.    **  Total person weeks  needed to carry out the tasks.

Annex d:  status of implementation of project preparation activities and the use of funds

A.  explain if the ppg objective has been achieved through the ppg activities undertaken.  

	     


B.  describe findings that might affect the project design or any concerns on project  
         implementation, if any:  

	     


C.  provide detailed funding amount of the ppg activities and their implementation status in the 
        table below:

	Project Preparation Activities Approved
	Implementation Status
	GEF/LDCF/SCCF Amount ($)
	Cofinancing
($)

	
	
	Amount Approved
	Amount Spent Todate
	Amount Committed
	Uncommitted Amount*
	

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	 FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Total
	
	0 FORMTEXT 

0

	0 FORMTEXT 

0

	0 FORMTEXT 

0

	0 FORMTEXT 

0

	0 FORMTEXT 

0



      *  Any uncommitted amounts should be returned to the GEF Trust Fund.  This is not a physical transfer of money, but achieved  through 
             reporting and netting out from disbursement request to Trustee.  Please indicate expected date of refund transaction to Trustee.     
annex e:  calendar  of expected reflows (if non-grant instrument is used)
Provide a calendar of expected reflows to the GEF/LDCF/SCCF  Trust Fund or to your Agency (and/or revolving fund that will be set up)
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Acronyms

BD

Biological Diversity

BMZ

German Ministry of Economic Development and Cooperation

CLUA

Climate and Land Use Alliance

COP

Conference of the Parties

DFID

Department for International Development

DRC

Democratic Republic of Congo

EOU

Evaluation and Oversight Unit

FAO

Food and Agriculture Organisation 

FIP

Forest Investment Programme

GEF

Global Environment Facility

GEI

Green Economy Initiative

GHG

Greenhouse Gases

GLOBE
Global Legislators Organisation (for a Balanced Environment)

ICCF

International Conservation Caucus Foundation

LULUCF
Land Use Change, Land Use and Forestry

M&E

Monitoring and Evaluation

NICFI

Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative

PEI

Poverty-Environment Initiative

REDD+
Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation

SFM

Sustainable Forest Management

SMART
Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound

TEEB

The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity

TOR

Terms of Reference

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNEP

United Nations Environment Programme

UNFCCC
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
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Appendix 1: GEF Budget and Co-Financing by project components and UNEP budget lines

See attached Excel spreadsheet.

Appendix 2:
Co-financing by source and UNEP budget line

See attached Excel spreadsheet.

Appendix 3:
Workplan and timetable

See attached Excel spreadsheet.

Appendix 4:
Key deliverables and benchmarks

See attached Excel spreadsheet.

Appendix 5:
Summary of reporting requirements and responsibilities
Appendix 6:
Decision making and flow chart

Appendix 7:
Standard Terminal Evaluation TOR

Appendix 8:
Terms of Reference for Project Staff, Consultants and Steering Committee

Appendix 9:
Draft Procurement Plan

Appendix 10:
Co-financing commitment letters from project partners

See attached file
Appendix 11: History, structure and legal status of GLOBE

Appendix 12: Stakeholder Engagement Diagram of the GLOBE Legislator Forest Initiative
Appendix 13: Baseline REDD+ Legislation Study

 Appendix 5:
Summary of reporting requirements and responsibilities (dates to be confirmed during internalization)
	Reporting requirements
	Due date
	Format  appended to legal instrument as
	Responsibility of:

	Individual Country Expenditure report accompanied by explanatory notes
	At end of project duration
	Annex 
	National Executing Agencies/GLOBE

	Cash Advance request and details of anticipated disbursements 
	On counter signature of Small Scale Funding Agreement
	Annex 
	National Executing Agencies/GLOBE

	Progress report
	6 monthly intervals after start of project and Annual PIR
	Annex 
	GLOBE /National Executing Agencies/

	Co-financing report
	6 monthly intervals after start of project and at Annual PIR
	Annex 
	National Executing Agencies/GLOBE

	Final report
	24 months after start of project
	Annex 
	GLOBE/National Executing Agencies

	Final expenditure statement
	No later than 30 months after the start of the project
	Annex 
	GLOBE/National Executing Agencies

	Final audited report for expenditures of project
	No later than 30 months after the start of the project
	N/A
	GLOBE

	Independent terminal evaluation report 
	No later than 30 months after the start of the project
	Annex
	EOU


Appendix 6:
Decision making and flow chart
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Appendix 7:
Standard Terminal Evaluation TOR

TERMS OF REFERENCE

Terminal Evaluation of the UNEP GEF project …

Project Number GF/…

1. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

Project rationale from the project document

Relevance to GEF Programmes

Executing Arrangements

Project Activities

Budget

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION

1. Objective and Scope of the Evaluation

The objective of this terminal evaluation is to examine the extent and magnitude of any project impacts to date and determine the likelihood of future impacts. The evaluation will also assess project performance and the implementation of planned project activities and planned outputs against actual results. 

The evaluation will focus on the following main questions: …

2. Methods

This terminal evaluation will be conducted as an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby the UNEP/DGEF Task Manager, key representatives of the executing agencies and other relevant staff are kept informed and regularly consulted throughout the evaluation. The consultant will liaise with the UNEP/EOU and the UNEP/DGEF Task Manager on any logistic and/or methodological issues to properly conduct the review in as independent a way as possible, given the circumstances and resources offered. The draft report will be circulated to UNEP/DGEF Task Manager, key representatives of the executing agencies and the UNEP/EOU.  Any comments or responses to the draft report will be sent to UNEP / EOU for collation and the consultant will be advised of any necessary revisions.

The findings of the evaluation will be based on the following:

1. A desk review of project documents including, but not limited to:

(a) The project documents, outputs, monitoring reports (such as progress and financial reports to UNEP and GEF annual Project Implementation Review reports) and relevant correspondence.

(b) Review of specific products including the final reports from country executing agencies, workshop proceedings, etc

(c) Notes from the Steering Group meetings. 

(d) Other project-related material produced by the project staff or partners.

2. Interviews with project management and technical support staff. 

3. Interviews with intended users for the project outputs and other stakeholders involved with this project, including in the participating countries and international bodies. As appropriate, these interviews could be combined with an email questionnaire. 
4. The Consultant shall seek additional information and opinions by e-mail, through telephone communication, or by actual meetings. 

5. Interviews with the UNEP/DGEF project task manager and Fund Management Officer, and other relevant staff in UNEP dealing with IW related activities as necessary.  The Consultant shall also gain broader perspectives from discussions with relevant GEF Secretariat staff.

Key Evaluation principles.

In attempting to evaluate any outcomes and impacts that the project may have achieved, evaluators should remember that the project’s performance should be assessed by considering the difference between the answers to two simple questions “what happened?” and “what would have happened anyway?”.   These questions imply that there should be consideration of the baseline conditions and trends in relation to the intended project outcomes and impacts. In addition it implies that there should be plausible evidence to attribute such outcomes and impacts to the actions of the project.

Sometimes, adequate information on baseline conditions and trends is lacking.  In such cases this should be clearly highlighted by the evaluator, along with any simplifying assumptions that were taken to enable the evaluator to make informed judgements about project performance.

3. Project Evaluation Parameters 

A. Attainment of objectives and planned results:

The assessment of project results seeks to determine the extent to which the project objectives were achieved, or are expected to be achieved, and assess if the project has led to any other positive or negative consequences. While assessing a project’s outcomes the evaluation will seek to determine the extent of achievement and shortcomings in reaching the project’s objectives as stated in the project document and also indicate if there were any changes and whether those changes were approved. As the project did not establish an elaborate baseline (initial conditions), the evaluator should seek to estimate the baseline condition so that achievements and results can be properly established (or simplifying assumptions used). Since most GEF projects can be expected to achieve the anticipated outcomes by project closing, assessment of project outcomes should be a priority. Outcomes are the likely or achieved short-term and medium-term effects of an intervention’s outputs. Examples of outcomes could include, but are not restricted to, stronger institutional capacities, higher public awareness (when leading to changes of behaviour), and transformed policy frameworks or markets. The evaluation should assess the extent to which the project's major relevant objectives were effectively and efficiently achieved or are expected to be achieved and their relevance. 

· Effectiveness: Evaluate how, and to what extent, the stated project objectives have been met, taking into account the “achievement indicators” specified in the project document and logical framework
.

· Relevance: In retrospect, were the project’s outcomes consistent with the focal areas/operational program strategies and country priorities? The evaluation should also assess whether the outcomes specified in the project document and or logical framework are actually outcomes and not outputs or inputs. 

· Efficiency: Cost-effectiveness assesses the achievement of the environmental and developmental objectives as well as the project’s outputs in relation to the inputs, costs, and implementing time. Include an assessment of outcomes in relation to inputs, costs, and implementation times based on the following questions: Was the project cost-effective? Was the project the least cost option? Was the project implementation delayed and if it was then did that affect cost-effectiveness?  The evaluation should assess the contribution of cash and in-kind co-financing to project implementation and to what extent the project leveraged additional resources. Comparisons of the cost-time vs. outcomes relationship of the project with that of other similar projects should be made if feasible. 

B. Assessment of Sustainability of project outcomes:

Sustainability is understood as the probability of continued long-term project-derived outcomes and impacts after the GEF project funding ends. The evaluation will identify and assess the key conditions or factors that are likely to contribute to or undermine the persistence of benefits after the project ends. Some of these factors might be outcomes of the project, e.g. stronger institutional capacities or better informed decision-making. Other factors will include contextual circumstances or developments that are not outcomes of the project but that are relevant to the sustainability of outcomes. The evaluation should ascertain to what extent follow-up work has been initiated and how project outcomes will be sustained and enhanced over time. In this case, sustainability will be linked to the continued use and influence of scientific models and scientific findings, produced by the project. 

Four aspects of sustainability should be addressed: financial, socio-political, institutional frameworks and governance, and ecological (if applicable). The following questions provide guidance on the assessment of these aspects:

· Financial resources. To what extent are the outcomes of the project dependent on continued financial support? What is the likelihood that any required financial resources will be available to sustain the project outcomes/benefits once the GEF assistance ends (resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and private sectors, income generating activities, and market trends that support the project’s objectives)? Was the project successful in identifying and leveraging co-financing?

· Socio-political: To what extent are the outcomes of the project dependent on socio-political factors? What is the likelihood that the level of stakeholder ownership will allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be sustained? Is there sufficient public / stakeholder awareness in support of the long term objectives of the project? 

· Institutional framework and governance. To what extent are the outcomes of the project dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and governance? What is the likelihood that institutional and technical achievements, legal frameworks, policies and governance structures and processes will allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be sustained? While responding to these questions consider if the required systems for accountability and transparency and the required technical know-how are in place.  

· Ecological. Are there any environmental risks that can undermine the future flow of project environmental benefits? The TE should assess whether certain activities in the project area will pose a threat to the sustainability of the project outcomes.
 

As far as possible, also assess the potential longer-term impacts considering that the evaluation is taking place upon completion of the project and that longer term impact is expected to be seen in a few years time. Frame any recommendations to enhance future project impact in this context. Which will be the major ‘channels’ for longer term impact from the project at the national and international scales? The evaluation should formulate recommendations that outline possible approaches and necessary actions to facilitate an impact assessment study in a few years time.

C. Catalytic role 

The terminal evaluation will also describe any catalytic or replication effect of the project. What examples are there of replication and catalytic outcomes that suggest increased likelihood of sustainability? Replication approach, in the context of GEF projects, is defined as lessons and experiences coming out of the project that are replicated or scaled up in the design and implementation of other projects. Replication can have two aspects, replication proper (lessons and experiences are replicated in different geographic area) or scaling up (lessons and experiences are replicated within the same geographic area but funded by other sources). If no effects are identified, the evaluation will describe the catalytic or replication actions that the project carried out. No ratings are requested for the catalytic role.

D. Achievement of outputs and activities:

· Delivered outputs: Assessment of the project’s success in producing each of the programmed outputs, both in quantity and quality as well as usefulness and timeliness.  

· Assess the soundness and effectiveness of the methods and approaches used by the project.

E. Assessment of Monitoring and Evaluation Systems:

· M&E design. Did the project have a sound M&E plan to monitor results and track progress towards achieving project objectives? The Terminal Evaluation will assess whether the project met the minimum requirements for project design of M&E and the application of the Project M&E plan (Minimum requirements are specified in Annex 4). The evaluation shall include an assessment of the quality, application and effectiveness of project monitoring and evaluation plans and tools, including an assessment of risk management based on the assumptions and risks identified in the project document. The M&E plan should include a baseline (including data, methodology, etc.), SMART (see Annex 4) indicators and data analysis systems, and evaluation studies at specific times to assess results. The time frame for various M&E activities and standards for outputs should have been specified.
· M&E plan implementation. Was an M&E system in place and did it facilitate tracking of results and progress towards projects objectives throughout the project implementation period. Were Annual project reports complete, accurate and with well justified ratings? Was the information provided by the M&E system used during the project to improve project performance and to adapt to changing needs? Did the Projects have an M&E system in place with proper training for parties responsible for M&E activities to ensure data will continue to be collected and used after project closure? 
· Budgeting and Funding for M&E activities. Were adequate budget provisions made for M&E made and were such resources made available in a timely fashion during implementation? 

· Long-term Monitoring. Is long-term monitoring envisaged as an outcome of the project? If so, comment specifically on the relevance of such monitoring systems to sustaining project outcomes and how the monitoring effort will be sustained. 
F. Assessment of processes that affected attainment of project results. 

The evaluation will consider, but need not be limited to, consideration of the following issues that may have affected project implementation and attainment of project results:

i. Preparation and readiness.  Were the project’s objectives and components clear, practicable and feasible within its timeframe? Were capacities of the executing institutions and counterparts properly considered when the project was designed?  Were lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated in design? Were the partnership arrangements properly identified and the roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to implementation? Was availability of counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities), passage of enabling legislation, and adequate project management arrangements in place at project entry?

· Ascertain to what extent the project implementation mechanisms outlined in the project document have been closely followed. In particular, assess the role of the various committees established and whether the project document was clear and realistic to enable effective and efficient implementation, whether the project was executed according to the plan and how well the management was able to adapt to changes during the life of the project to enable the implementation of the project. 

· Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency and adaptability of project management and the supervision of project activities / project execution arrangements at all levels (1) policy decisions: Steering Group; (2) day to day project management: (3) GEF guidance: UNEP DGEF.  

ii. Country ownership/Drivenness. This is the relevance of the project to national development and environmental agendas, recipient country commitment, and regional and international agreements. Examples of possible evaluative questions include: Was the project design in-line with the national sectoral and development priorities and plans? Are project outcomes contributing to national development priorities and plans? Were the relevant country representatives, from government and civil society, involved in the project? Did the recipient government maintain its financial commitment to the project? Have the government approved policies or regulatory frameworks been in-line with the project’s objectives?

iii. Stakeholder involvement. Did the project involve the relevant stakeholders through information sharing, consultation and by seeking their participation in project’s design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation? For example, did the project implement appropriate outreach and public awareness campaigns? Did the project consult and make use of the skills, experience and knowledge of the appropriate government entities, NGOs, community groups, private sector, local governments and academic institutions in the design, implementation and evaluation of project activities? Were perspectives of those that would be affected by decisions, those that could affect the outcomes and those that could contribute information or other resources to the process taken into account while taking decisions? Were the relevant vulnerable groups and the powerful, the supporters and the opponents, of the processes properly involved? Specifically the evaluation will:

· Assess the mechanisms put in place by the project for identification and engagement of stakeholders in each participating country and establish, in consultation with the stakeholders, whether this mechanism was successful, and identify its strengths and weaknesses. 

· Assess the degree and effectiveness of collaboration/interactions between the various project partners and institutions during the course of implementation of the project.

· Assess the degree and effectiveness of any various public awareness activities that were undertaken during the course of implementation of the project.

iv. Financial planning. Did the project have the appropriate financial controls, including reporting and planning, that allowed management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allowed for timely flow of funds. Specifically, the evaluation should:

· Assess the strength and utility of financial controls, including reporting, and planning to allow the project management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for a proper and timely flow of funds for the payment of satisfactory project deliverables throughout the project’s lifetime.

· Present the major findings from the financial audit if one has been conducted. 

· Did promised co-financing materialize? Identify and verify the sources of co- financing as well as leveraged and associated financing (in co-operation with the IA and EA).

· Assess whether the project has applied appropriate standards of due diligence in the management of funds and financial audits.

· The evaluation should also include a breakdown of final actual project costs by activities compared to budget (variances), financial management (including disbursement issues), and co- financing. This information will be prepared by the relevant DGEF Fund Management Officer of the project for scrutiny by the evaluator (table attached in Annex 1 Co-financing and leveraged resources). 
v. UNEP Supervision and backstopping. Did UNEP Agency staff identify problems in a timely fashion and accurately estimate its seriousness? Did UNEP staff provide quality support and advice to the project, approved modifications in time and restructure the project when needed? Did UNEP and Executing Agencies provide the right staffing levels, continuity, skill mix, frequency of field visits?

vi. Co-financing and Project Outcomes & Sustainability. If there was a difference in the level of expected co-financing and actual co-financing, then what were the reasons for this? Did the extent of materialization of co-financing affect the project’s outcomes and/or sustainability, and if it did affect outcomes and sustainability then in what ways and through what causal linkages?

vii. Delays and Project Outcomes & Sustainability. If there were delays in project implementation and completion, the evaluation will summarise the reasons for them. Did delays affect the project’s outcomes and/or sustainability, and if so in what ways and through what causal linkages? 

The ratings will be presented in the form of a table with each of the categories rated separately and with brief justifications for the rating based on the findings of the main analysis. An overall rating for the project should also be given. The rating system to be applied is specified in Annex 1:

4. Evaluation report format and review procedures

The report should be brief, to the point and easy to understand. It must explain; the purpose of the evaluation, exactly what was evaluated and the methods used.  The report must highlight any methodological limitations, identify key concerns and present evidence-based findings, consequent conclusions, recommendations and lessons. The report should provide information on when the evaluation took place, the places visited, who was involved and be presented in a way that makes the information accessible and comprehensible. The report should include an executive summary that encapsulates the essence of the information contained in the report to facilitate dissemination and distillation of lessons. 

Evidence, findings, conclusions and recommendations should be presented in a complete and balanced manner.  The evaluation report shall be written in English, be of no more than 50 pages (excluding annexes), use numbered paragraphs and include:

i) An executive summary (no more than 3 pages) providing a brief overview of the main conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation;

ii) Introduction and background giving a brief overview of the evaluated project, for example, the objective and status of activities;

iii) Scope, objective and methods presenting the evaluation’s purpose, the evaluation criteria used and questions to be addressed;

iv) Project Performance and Impact providing factual evidence relevant to the questions asked by the evaluator and interpretations of such evidence. This is the main substantive section of the report and should provide a commentary on all evaluation aspects (A − F above).

v) Conclusions and rating of project implementation success giving the evaluator’s concluding assessments and ratings of the project against given evaluation criteria and standards of performance. The conclusions should provide answers to questions about whether the project is considered good or bad, and whether the results are considered positive or negative;

vi) Lessons learned presenting general conclusions, based on established good practices that have the potential for wider application and use. Lessons may also be derived from problems and mistakes.  The context in which lessons may be applied should be clearly specified, and lessons should always state or imply some prescriptive action.  A lesson should be written such that experiences derived from the project could be applied in other projects or at portfolio level;

vii) Recommendations suggesting actionable proposals for stakeholders to rectify poor existing situations as well as recommendations concerning projects of similar nature. In general, Terminal Evaluations are likely to have very few (only two or three) actionable recommendations;

viii) Annexes include Terms of Reference, list of interviewees, documents reviewed, brief summary of the expertise of the evaluator / evaluation team, a summary of co-finance information etc. Dissident views or management responses to the evaluation findings may later be appended in an annex.  

Examples of UNEP GEF Terminal Evaluation Reports are available at www.unep.org/eou
Review of the Draft Evaluation Report

Draft reports submitted to UNEP EOU are shared with the corresponding Programme or Project Officer and his or her supervisor for initial review and consultation.  The DGEF staff and senior Executing Agency staff are allowed to comment on the draft evaluation report.  They may provide feedback on any errors of fact and may highlight the significance of such errors in any conclusions.  The consultation also seeks agreement on the findings and recommendations.  UNEP EOU collates the review comments and provides them to the evaluators for their consideration in preparing the final version of the report.

All UNEP GEF Evaluation Reports are subject to quality assessments by UNEP EOU. These incorporate GEF Office of Evaluation quality assessment criteria and are used as a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluator (see Annex 3).

5. Submission of Final Terminal Evaluation Reports.

The final report shall be submitted in electronic form in MS Word format and should be sent to the following persons:

…

With a copy to:

…

The final evaluation report will be printed in hard copy and published on the Evaluation and Oversight Unit’s web-site www.unep.org/eou.  Subsequently, the report will be sent to the GEF Office of Evaluation for their review, appraisal and inclusion on the GEF website.

6. Resources and schedule of the evaluation

This final evaluation will be undertaken by an international evaluator contracted by the Evaluation and Oversight Unit, UNEP. The contract for the evaluator will begin on… The evaluator will submit a draft report on … to UNEP/EOU, the UNEP/DGEF Task Manager, and key representatives of the executing agencies.  Any comments or responses to the draft report will be sent to UNEP / EOU for collation and the consultant will be advised of any necessary revisions. Comments to the final draft report will be sent to the consultant by … after which, the consultant will submit the final report no later than ... 

In accordance with UNEP/GEF policy, all GEF projects are evaluated by independent evaluators contracted as consultants by the EOU. The evaluators should have the following qualifications: 

The evaluator should not have been associated with the design and implementation of the project. The evaluator will work under the overall supervision of the Chief, Evaluation and Oversight Unit, UNEP. Knowledge of UNEP programmes and GEF activities is desirable. Fluency in oral and written English is a must. 

Annex 1. OVERALL RATINGS TABLE 

	Criterion
	Evaluator’s Summary Comments 
	Evaluator’s Rating

	Attainment of project objectives and results (overall rating)

Sub criteria (below)
	
	

	Effectiveness 
	
	

	Relevance
	
	

	Efficiency
	
	

	Sustainability of Project outcomes (overall rating)

Sub criteria (below)
	
	

	Financial
	
	

	Socio Political
	
	

	Institutional framework and governance
	
	

	Ecological
	
	

	Achievement of outputs and activities
	
	

	Monitoring and Evaluation 
(overall rating)

Sub criteria (below)
	
	

	M&E Design
	
	

	M&E Plan Implementation (use for adaptive management) 
	
	

	Budgeting and Funding for M&E activities
	
	

	Catalytic Role
	
	

	Preparation and readiness
	
	

	Country ownership / drivenness
	
	

	Stakeholders involvement
	
	

	Financial planning
	
	

	UNEP Supervision and backstopping 
	
	

	Overall Rating
	
	


RATING OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND RESULTS

Highly Satisfactory (HS):  The project had no shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives, in terms of relevance, effectiveness or efficiency.  

Satisfactory (S): The project had minor shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives, in terms of relevance, effectiveness or efficiency. 

Moderately Satisfactory (MS): The project had moderate shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives, in terms of relevance, effectiveness or efficiency.  

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): The project had significant shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives, in terms of relevance, effectiveness or efficiency.  

Unsatisfactory (U) The project had major shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives, in terms of relevance, effectiveness or efficiency.  

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The project had severe shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives, in terms of relevance, effectiveness or efficiency.  

Please note: Relevance and effectiveness will be considered as critical criteria. The overall rating of the project for achievement of objectives and results may not be higher than the lowest rating on either of these two criteria. Thus, to have an overall satisfactory rating for outcomes a project must have at least satisfactory ratings on both relevance and effectiveness.
RATINGS ON SUSTAINABILITY

A. Sustainability will be understood as the probability of continued long-term outcomes and impacts after the GEF project funding ends. The Terminal evaluation will identify and assess the key conditions or factors that are likely to contribute or undermine the persistence of benefits after the project ends. Some of these factors might be outcomes of the project, i.e. stronger institutional capacities, legal frameworks, socio-economic incentives /or public awareness. Other factors will include contextual circumstances or developments that are not outcomes of the project but that are relevant to the sustainability of outcomes..

Rating system for sustainability sub-criteria

On each of the dimensions of sustainability of the project outcomes will be rated as follows.

Likely (L): There are no risks affecting this dimension of sustainability.

Moderately Likely (ML). There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of sustainability.

Moderately Unlikely (MU): There are significant risks that affect this dimension of sustainability

Unlikely (U): There are severe risks that affect this dimension of sustainability. 

All the risk dimensions of sustainability are critical. Therefore, overall rating for sustainability will not be higher than the rating of the dimension with lowest ratings. For example, if a project has an Unlikely rating in either of the dimensions then its overall rating cannot be higher than Unlikely, regardless of whether higher ratings in other dimensions of sustainability produce a higher average. 

RATINGS OF PROJECT M&E

Monitoring is a continuing function that uses systematic collection of data on specified indicators to provide management and the main stakeholders of an ongoing project with indications of the extent of progress and achievement of objectives and progress in the use of allocated funds. Evaluation is the systematic and objective assessment of an on-going or completed project, its design, implementation and results. Project evaluation may involve the definition of appropriate standards, the examination of performance against those standards, and an assessment of actual and expected results. 

The Project monitoring and evaluation system will be rated on ‘M&E Design’, ‘M&E Plan Implementation’ and ‘Budgeting and Funding for M&E activities’ as follows:

Highly Satisfactory (HS): There were no shortcomings in the project M&E system. 

Satisfactory(S): There were minor shortcomings in the project M&E system.   

Moderately Satisfactory (MS): There were moderate shortcomings in the project M&E system.  

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): There were significant shortcomings in the project M&E system. 

Unsatisfactory (U): There were major shortcomings in the project M&E system.      

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The Project had no M&E system.

“M&E plan implementation” will be considered a critical parameter for the overall assessment of the M&E system. The overall rating for the M&E systems will not be higher than the rating on “M&E plan implementation.”

All other ratings will be on the GEF six point scale.

	GEF Performance Description
	Alternative description on the same scale

	HS
= Highly Satisfactory
	Excellent

	S 
= Satisfactory
	Well above average

	MS 
= Moderately Satisfactory
	Average

	MU 
= Moderately Unsatisfactory
	Below Average

	U 
= Unsatisfactory
	Poor

	HU
= Highly Unsatisfactory
	Very poor (Appalling)


Appendix 8:
Terms of Reference for Project Staff, Consultants and Steering Committee

Project Staff

Global Initiative Director

The overall task of this position will be to act as the head of the GLOBE team that is managing this initiative and be responsible for all aspects of project management and coordination in collaboration with the National Initiative Directors as well as other concerned stakeholders to ensure adequate project implementation.

Main duties and responsibilities:

· Establish, hire and equip the GLOBE team that will coordinate this project.

· Define the operational, administrative and financial working procedures of the GLOBE team.

· Define communication, reporting and coordination mechanisms of the GLOBE team and the four National Initiative Directors

· Define the coordination and communication mechanisms between the GLOBE staff and the consultants, including those with the four initiative countries and with the legislators members and other relevant project stakeholders

· Draft TOR and define contractual arrangements for the consultants required for achieving the goals of the initiative. TOR will be based entirely on the activities, workplans and budgets set forth in the project support document and will also clearly specify requirements and provide a template for technical and financial reporting.

· Prepare half-yearly consolidated technical and financial progress reports as per guidelines included in the project document and based on (a) inputs received from the countries and (b) global-level activities conducted by the GLOBE team. The reports will be based on the structure of the project logical framework (and any revisions thereof) and will include revised budgets and work plans, status of the M&E plan implementation, etc.

· Develop and implement an international outreach and engagement strategy for the initiative.

· Prepare annual PIR (Programme Implementation Reports), including updating of GEF tracking tools and any other reporting requirement for the GEF, as per instructions provided by the  UNEP/DGEF

· Provide technical and managerial support and guidance to the national teams towards the implementation of their in-country projects.

· Establish and maintain consistent and close communication and collaboration with the in-country National Initiative Directors, establishing and leading a small executive management team (composed of the Global Initiative Director and the four National Initiative Directors) to periodically and jointly discuss and address all project management and technical issues.
· Review and approve half-yearly technical and financial reports (including annexes such as technical reports and other in-country project deliverables specified in the consultants’ TORs.

· Coordinate and update the project’s M&E framework and ensure its adequate implementation with inputs from all project executing partners.
· Carry out periodical visits to the parliaments of the four initiative countries in Brazil, DRC, Indonesia and Mexico

· Act as Secretary to the meetings of the Initiative Steering Committee by primarily liaising with and supporting the role of the Steering Committee Chair (the President of GLOBE International) in organizing and implementing Steering Committee meetings.
· Prepare and implement a project’s visibility plan to ensure adequate dissemination of project results and lessons learned. 

National Initiative Directors

The National Initiative Director will act as head of the initiative in their respective parliament and will be responsible for overall project implementation and legislator engagement at national level. The National Initiative Directors will be employed by GLOBE International. The National Initiative Directors will report directly to and work closely with the initiative Global Initiative Director, acting on behalf of and representing their national GLOBE chapter.

Main duties and responsibilities:

· Establish the initiative within the national parliament and identify the legislators to be engaged in the programme and manage these relationships.

· Liaise with the Global Initiative Director on a regular basis, as well as other National Initiative Directors through the project GLOBE team on national issues, and directly on specific technical issues.

· Prepare all technical and financial reports, including updated workplans and budgets, for the GLOBE team, ensuring adequate articulation between global and national priorities and activities and submit them for approval by the Global Initiative Director.

· Draft TORs, contract and manage all national consultants for the implementation of the national activities, and be responsible for reviewing and approving technical reports and deliverables prior to issuing associated payments.

· Coordinate and update the project’s M&E framework at the national level, and contribute to the implementation of the overall project M&E as requested by the Global Initiative Director.

· Provide support during the visits of the Global Initiative Director and other legislators as well as to Mid-Term and Final External Evaluations.

· Participate to the meetings of the Steering Committee to work with their legislators to present country activities, progress and issues.

· Prepare a national-level visibility plan and ensure adequate dissemination of project results and lessons learned at the national level.

The National Project Managers will be located within the parliaments of the initiative countries and will need to maintain close and continuous contact with legislators involved from their country.
Initiative Steering Committee

This will be composed of the senior GLOBE legislators from each of the four initiative countries (Brazil, DRC, Indonesia and Mexico) along with representatives from the initiative’s partner organisations and the President of GLOBE International. The Steering Committee will meet twice a year (in 2011 the meetings will take place at the Launch Workshop and at the GLOBE Cape Town Legislators Forum on at the UNFCCC COP17). The role of the Steering Committee is to define the objectives and approach of the Initiative and to ensure that its activities are both nationally-relevant in the four initial countries and complementary to the existing multilateral and bilateral REDD+ programmes 

The Steering Committee (SC) will play two main roles:

1. Advise and guide the initiative based on their understanding of the national political situation in their country and the latest efforts to advance the REDD+ strategy

2. Ensure synergy between the initiative activities and partner activities to minimise overlap and maximize mutual benefits arising from initiative and partner activities.

The SC should ideally hold a preliminary meeting within the first three months of the start of the initiative (possibly in combination with the launch workshop of the initiative) and after all the GLOBE team is recruited. Thereafter the SC will meet twice a year, each time possibly at a different location selected by the GLOBE team.

When possible and appropriate, the SC meetings may be combined with GLOBE events and/or participation of other relevant international events, so as to optimize cost-effectiveness. Should the need arise, additional meetings and/or teleconferences may be organized at the discretion of the Global Initiative Director and the SC Chairman. SC meetings will review progress and achievements, discuss and agree on the way forward on any relevant issues as raised by the GLOBE team and/or the SC members, review the status of the M&E plan, and endorse the revised project workplan and budget allocations for and the following year. 

The Initiative Steering Committee may invite any number of specialist experts to contribute to SC tasks, or to attend SC meetings, as agreed by the Initiative Steering Committee Chair and Global Initiative Director. These experts may i.e. be invited to contribute to a peer review of selected products of the initiative, therefore acting as ad-hoc technical advisors to the project. These experts will have the following requisites:

- have been directly involved in the REDD+ at the highest-level

- have published extensively in the field of REDD+

- able to contribute with relevant technical experience at the national level in the initiative countries

In between meetings, the Initiative Steering Committee will be provided with copy of all technical and administrative reports from the project as supplied by the GLOBE team. SC members will be expected to keep the Global Initiative Director informed of developments in their organizations that are relevant to the initiative (i.e. where there may be potential overlap / synergy) via email.

Where situations and project management issues may arise that merit input from the Initiative Steering Committee, an email exchange, teleconference meeting, or actual physical meeting may be organized. The need for this will be adjudged by the Global Initiative Director in collaboration with the Chair of the Project Steering Committee.

The specific roles of the Project Steering Committee will include:

· Review and approve the revised overall initiative workplan during the inception phase;

· Review and approve the annual workplans for each year of the initiative;

· Review summaries of annual technical reports and provide guidance and advice;

· Review and approve summaries of initiative outputs;

· Report on initiative progress and developments to relevant strategic decision-making structures in each of the member’s respective parliaments and organizations;

The Steering Committee should be able to provide more frequent inputs/support and guidance to the Initiative, as and when requested by the GLOBE team. This is important to ensure participation and ownership by all main initiative partners at all stages of the initiative, and throughout the process of development of the project outputs.

Consultants

Legal Consultants

The legal consultants will be required to provide the legislators involved with the initiative advice on how to best amend or pass new legislation to achieve the objectives of the initiative. The nationally-specific goals of the initiative will be defined by the legislators over the first six months of the initiative, at which point far greater detail can be inserted into these Terms of Reference.

Economic Consultants

The economic consultants will be required to provide the legislators involved with the initiative advice on how to best provide financial oversight of REDD+ finance in order to achieve the objectives of the initiative. The nationally-specific goals of the initiative will be defined by the legislators over the first six months of the initiative, at which point far greater detail can be inserted into these Terms of Reference.

Appendix 9:
Draft Procurement Plan

N/A (the project has no plans for procurement)

 Appendix 10:
Letters of endorsement

See attached file
Appendix 11: History, structure and legal status of GLOBE

Introduction

The Global Legislators Organisation (GLOBE) is an international network of senior legislators who are committed to addressing global environmental challenges and achieving sustainable development. GLOBE’s membership is only to open to current legislators and each of the national chapter operates on a cross-party basis. The international network is focused within the parliaments of the Group of Twenty (or G20) countries where there are now 16 national groups established
. There is also a wider network of legislators from the EU member states, emerging economies and developing countries who have been involved with the various GLOBE policy focused dialogues and programmes.

GLOBE was first established in 1989 by a senior group of legislators from the US Congress, the Japanese Diet, the Russian Duma and the European Parliament to promote international coordination to address global environmental challenges. This leadership group of legislators played an influential role of increasing the global political awareness around the environment and sustainable development ahead of the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. During the 1990s and early 2000s, the presidency of GLOBE International rotated between the member countries resulting in considerable variation in the scale of activities during this period.

In 2005, then UK Prime Minister Tony Blair recognized the potential of the GLOBE network to be strengthened in order to elevate climate change up the political agenda within the major economies. At this point the UK Parliament took over the Presidency of GLOBE International and launched a climate change policy dialogue amongst leading legislators from the Group of Eight (or G8) countries and the “+5” major emerging economies. Since 2005, the GLOBE International Secretariat has been located in Westminster, London.

The objective of this GLOBE dialogue is to strengthen national action on climate change and to support progressive political leadership. The GLOBE dialogue shadows the formal international negotiations within the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and allows legislators to work together to push the boundaries of what can be politically achieved. GLOBE’s discussions are translated into policies and practical solutions through legislation both at the national, regional and international level.

The GLOBE climate change dialogue has also focused on the critical role that legislators play in holding their governments to account for the commitments that are made during international negotiations. In addition, the GLOBE dialogue enables peer-to-peer learning, which is underpinned by the latest scientific and economic analysis, and helps to build political confidence and understanding amongst key national influencers. Please see Annex A for an example of one of GLOBE’s climate change policy papers that was produced in 2009.

In 2008, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) supported the creation of the GLOBE International Commission on Land Use Change and Ecosystems, which broadened GLOBE’s geographical scope and the range of policy areas discussed by legislators. The Commission’s activities included three policy work streams covering; (i) forestry and REDD+, (ii) marine ecosystems (including marine fisheries and tropical coral reefs) and (iii) natural capital, each of which have now become independent GLOBE programmes. Over the Commission’s two year life-cycle, legislators from over 40 countries were involved in policy discussions around sustainable land use, ecosystem degradation and biodiversity loss.

Structure
The Presidency of GLOBE International is held by the UK Parliament and Rt Hon John Gummer, the Lord Deben, is the current President of GLOBE International. The GLOBE International Secretariat is based in Westminster, London, and coordinates the engagement with the GLOBE UK cross-party group and the activities of the GLOBE International network.

The Executive Board of GLOBE International is comprised of the Presidents of each of the GLOBE National chapters and meets twice a year at the GLOBE Forums to discuss the objectives, activities and structure of GLOBE. As stated above, there are now 16 national groups established in the G20 and also a wider network of legislators from the EU member states, emerging economies and developing countries involved with GLOBE programmes.

A key priority of GLOBE is to strengthen the capacity of the national secretariats within its network in order that more support can be provided to the legislators at the national level to be more effective in their activities. This is an objective that is closely aligned with the structure of the GLOBE Legislator Forest Initiative, which aims to provide logistical, legal, policy and political support to legislators in the four initiative countries by strengthening the national GLOBE secretariats.

For more information on the structure of the GLOBE Legislator Forest Initiative, please see Appendix 6. In addition, for more information about the GLOBE International network please visit www.globeinternational.org.

Legal Status

The Executing Agency of this initiative will be the Global Legislators Organisation (GLOBE) Ltd, a not-for-profit company registered in England and Wales (company number: 05739111). The GLOBE International Secretariat, which is based in London, UK, and is hosted by the UK parliament in Westminster, will be responsible for the overall coordination and management of the initiative.

Appendix 12: Stakeholder Engagement Diagram of the GLOBE Legislator Forest Initiative
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Appendix 13: Baseline REDD+ Legislation Study

1. Brazil

Overview

Brazil has the second largest area of forests in the world with 5.3 million square kilometres and holds about one third of the remaining tropical forests, far more than any other country. The bulk of Brazil’s forest cover is found in the Amazon Basin, a mosaic of ecosystems and vegetation types including rainforests (the vast majority), seasonal forests, deciduous forests, flooded forests, and savannas.

Approximately 40% of Brazil’s gross greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions come from deforestation, even though recent efforts from the government to protect forests have significantly contained that number in the last few years. Together with agriculture and livestock raising 75% of Brazilian GHG emissions derive from changes in land use (2008).

Since the 1970s Amazon deforestation has risen considerably and over 600,000 square kilometres have been lost during this period. Since the early 2000s deforestation rates have dropped from around 25,000 square kilometres to around 7,000 square kilometres in 2010. Despite this positive trend, recent figures show that between August 2010 and April 2011 deforestation rose by 27% compared to the same period a year earlier.

Climate Change Policy

The country has passed legislation supporting its Copenhagen commitments; its National Policy on Climate Change (Law No. 12187) was passed in 29 December 2009. This law established the country’s voluntary emission reduction target of 36.1% to 38.9% by 2020 with the year 2000 as a baseline. The policy presents ambitious emission reduction targets for its four designated strategic areas: deforestation (24.7%), agriculture and livestock (4.9% to 6.1%), energy (6.1% to 7.7%), and the steel sector (0.3% to 0.4%).

Moreover, while the policy is rather broad, leaving specific implementation measures to be either established by decree or determined by the ‘Second Brazilian Inventory on GHG Emissions and Reductions’ (Second Inventory), it also incorporates all laws, measures and policies pertaining to climate change (i.e. the National Plan on Climate Change, the National Climate Change Fund, the plans for conservation of the country’s national biomes and others). The policy further foresees the creation of a cap-and-trade system; however, details of how this would be rendered operational are left for future appreciation.

Although the National Policy on Climate Change is the overarching legal instrument in this area, the National Plan on Climate Change, created in December 2008 in response to a 2007 decree, provides a comprehensive framework of 25 actions. As 75% of Brazil's GHG emissions result from emissions from deforestation, the framework primarily focuses on reducing deforestation by 80% by 2020. Additionally, the plan includes provisions on energy efficiency and renewable energy. In contrast, the Ministry of Mines and Energy’s Energy Expansion Plan for the period 2008-2017 launched days before the National Plan on Climate Change, foresees the expansion of fossil-fuel based thermal power stations. It therefore establishes a potential conflict with the efforts to reduce GHG emissions and further promote renewable energy.

REDD Strategy and Structure

In 2008, Brazil launched the National Plan on Climate Change, which includes deforestation targets and outlines REDD+ as a way to create an economic dynamic favourable to forests. It calls for a 70% reduction in deforestation by 2017. The National Plan calls for the implementation of the National Public Forests Register, which identifies public forests to be protected, preserved, and managed, and implementation of a satellite deforestation monitoring programme.
Brazil has also enacted a National Plan to Combat Deforestation and Plan to Combat Deforestation at State Level for the Period 2008–2011, also known as the Deforestation Plan. This outlines various measures for the valuation of forests to conserve biodiversity; improved forest management; the creation of 20 million hectares of conservation units; incentives for sustainable recovery of deforested areas; decentralized management and partnerships between federal, state and local governments; and the establishment of a legal framework for public forest management.

The Brazilian Forest Service (SFB) was created in 2006 as part of the Public Forest Management Law and has assumed responsibility for deliberating over Brazil’s national REDD+ policies. SFB is supported by the Climate Change and Environmental Quality Secretariat in the Ministry of Environment, which will manage REDD+ policies and actions as well as coordinating engagement with civil society. Two other important institutions for REDD+ are the Coordinating Commission for the National Forestry Program (CONAFLOR), which was established in April 2000, and the Commission for Public Forest Management (CGFLOP), which was created along with SFB as part of the Public Forest Management Law.

Another initiative that has important impacts for the REDD+ context in Brazil is the Amazon Fund, which was created in 2008 within the Brazilian National Bank for Social and Economic Development (BNDES) when President Lula signed Decree 6.527. The Amazon Fund will support a range of activities related to the prevention, monitoring and control of deforestation and promotion of conservation and sustainable use of the Amazon biome. The presidential decree also established a steering committee (COFA) for the Amazon Fund, composed of representatives from the federal government, Amazon state governments, industry, academia and civil society organisations. The Norwegian government has made an initial donation of US$110 million to the Amazon Fund, with the intention of contributing up to US$1 billion over 10 years.

REDD Partnerships

Brazil is a pilot country in the Forest Investment Programme (FIP), which is a targeted program of the Strategic Climate Fund (SCF), which is one of two funds within the framework of the Climate Investment Funds (CIF). The FIP disbursement framework predicts that Brazil will receive US$50-70 million. Alongside the Norway’s US$1 billion pledge to Brazil, Germany has committed US$29.8 million.

Legal Framework

There is extensive legislation regulating forests and land tenure in Brazil. The predominant piece of legislation that governs Brazil’s forests, the Forest Code (1965), is currently at the centre of an intense political debate in the Congress. A bill to reform the Forest Code has been voted through the Chamber of Deputies and includes a number of provisions that could significantly alter the existing forest conservation standards and affect Brazil’s emission reduction targets.

There is not yet any specific legislation for REDD+ in Brazil, although the bill that was debated ahead of the elections in 2010 was re-introduced to Congress in early 2011. In addition, there are a number of sub-national initiatives that are going on, notably in the States of Amazonas, Mato Grosso and Acre. Summaries of the Forest Code, the National REDD+ Bill and the leading sub-national initiatives are included below.

Overview

Private land ownership is permitted by the Constitution guaranteeing the right to property. The existing legal framework in Brazil enables land users to obtain legal title (usucapião) over land that they have developed through their own work, and have made productive for five uninterrupted year. However, Brazil lacks a central land register and it is believed that only four percent of private land in Amazonia is covered by secure title deeds. Complicated systems of ownership have led to insecure tenure and disputes over land ownership. In an attempt to regularize title over public land in the Amazon, the Terra Legal Program (Legal Land Program, n. 11952/2009), was promulgated in June 2009. The new federal law is intended to set new norms to define property rights, and it aims to establish regulation of titles to 80 percent of the private landholdings in Amazonia over the next three years.

Protected areas are considered part of the public domain, and are therefore owned by the State. This means that forest peoples do not own the land. Indigenous land is the property of the federal government. Therefore, it is unclear if indigenous peoples would be allowed to enter into REDD+ agreements or contracts with private entities. However, indigenous communities would be entitled to the income generated by payments for REDD+ activities, and can enter into REDD+ agreements/contracts with the State. Under Federal law, if the forest people are not included in the REDD+ scheme they do not lose their rights to access natural resources on the land.

Brazil does not have a national law that specifically addresses the legal ownership of carbon rights. The National Plan on Climate Change does not create any rights to carbon emissions, and does not allow for offsets or the possibility of trading the carbon stored in its forests. While the federal government maintains expropriation rights for all subsurface oil or minerals, it is presumed (but not legally explicit) that whoever owns the rights to use the land above ground – including private parties and indigenous groups – also has rights to the carbon

While Brazil has laws to combat illegal logging, it has a fairly poor track record on enforcement. In response to rising deforestation rates, Federal Decree 6321/07 was approved in 2007. It allowed government to focus priority actions on deforestation hotspots – the 36 counties accounting for 50% of deforestation in 2007. Rural landholders in the 36 counties were required to present current descriptions of their holdings and land use, including GPS – mapped geographical coordinates, to the National Institute for Colonization and Agrarian Reform. Landholders who failed to comply within the specified time had their “rural landholding cadastre certificates” cancelled, effectively blocking access to government agricultural credit (essentially the only source of agriculture credit) and preventing legal sale or conveyance of properties. Following Decree 6321, the National Monetary Council of the Central Bank issued a Resolution requiring proof of compliance with environmental regulations for access to official credit.

By regulating access to public forests through the Brazilian Forestry Service, and providing financial support through the National Fund for Forestry Development, the 2006 Law on the Management of Public Forests improves incentives to encourage sustainable productive activities. The law expressly prohibits the inclusion of terms in a forest concession which grant rights to commercialize credits from forestry concessions derived from avoided deforestation. However, it leaves the right for states to commercialize credits from reforestation projects. As such, the right to sell carbon lies with the State.

Forest Code

At the time of writing (June 2011), a bill to reform the Forest Code (1965) has been voted through the Brazilian Chamber of Deputies. These amendments will now be debated and voted on in the Senate, following which President Dilma will need to approve the bill. Discussions on reforming the Forest Code have dominating Congress during 2011 and highlight the tension between the environmentalist and rural caucuses. The proposed reforms have the potential to significantly alter the forest conservation standards. While deforestation rates in Brazil have fallen in recent years, environmentalists fear a reversal of this trend if the reforms are passed as originally proposed, while proponents of the reforms argue that the code was never enforced to begin with, and doing so would hamper economic growth.

History of the Forest Code

The Brazilian Forest Code (Law 4,771 from Sept. 15, 1965) was originally passed as a tool for soil and water management and forest conservation. The law requires:

· Maintenance of forests in strategic areas such as along rivers, streams, and lakes, on tops of hills and mountains, and on steep hillsides to protect water quality and prevent erosion;
· Landowners to keep a portion of their land forested as ‘reserva legal’ or, mandatory legal reserves. The original code required 50% in the Amazon rainforest and 20% in the Cerrado grassland and rest of the country.
In 1996 as international efforts intensified to reduce deforestation in the Amazon, then President Fernando Henrique Cardoso issued a provisory measure to raise the legal reserve requirement to 80% in the Amazon and 35% in the Cerrado. The rural bloc strongly opposed this measure and it was never brought to a vote in Congress. The presidency re-issued the measure 67 times until 2001 to keep it in effect. In 2001 the rules governing provisory measures were changed, but the last 2001 Provisory Measure is generally viewed as having the effect of law still today, even though Congress never voted on it.
Implementation of the Forest Code

While the legislation is strong on paper, in practice the reserve requirements have not been respected. Law enforcement has been weak due to federal mismanagement and lack of financial resources. Lax law enforcement in many regions has encouraged impunity, with landowners disregarding reserve requirements.

In recent years, the Forest Code has been used by government though to go after deforesters, and has served as the basis of the ‘blacklist’ program in which the federal government restricts funds to municipalities with high deforestation. In order to remove themselves from the blacklist and regain access to finance and markets, blacklisted municipalities have to demonstrate that their landowners were in compliance with environmental laws. This ‘blacklist approach’ proved to be effective in creating stronger regulation for the largest driver of deforestation in the Amazon – cattle ranching. Some interests in the agricultural sector are now fighting back and trying to change the forest code now to make it legal to clear larger areas of forest.

Proposed changes to the Forest Code

In 2010 the government initiated a review process following pressure from agricultural and environmental sectors. The review was led by a Commission headed by Congressman Aldo Rebelo (Communist Party – Sao Paulo), who aimed to accommodate big farmers interests. Proposed reforms included:

· granting amnesty for illegal deforestation activities which occurred prior to July 2008; 

· exempting small properties up to 600 hectares from mandatory legal reserve requirements;

· reducing the proportion of mandatory legal reserves in some areas, and;

· more flexible forest conservation criteria.

The Commission’s findings were put into a 270 page report, the first version of which was announced in Congress in early June 2010. What followed was a series of complaints and protests from the environmental caucus and civil society organizations. In early July 2010 Congressman Rebelo withdrew the most problematic proposals, with:

· Legal reserves continuing to be mandatory for small properties,  and;

· Further illegal deforestation will be subject to civil and criminal sanctions and those who deforest illegally after 2008 will not be entitled any legal deforestation permits.

However,

· Provisions to grant amnesty to illegal deforestation (prior to 2008) were maintained.

Proposed changes to code also include some compromises though, including a regularization process that would require landowners to register their properties so laws could be more effectively enforced.  

Key areas of debate

The environmental caucus believes that the Forest Code should remain untouched, that the reform represents a major setback for all climate change policies and that amnesty for illegal occupation of forest land amounts to an incentive to deforestation, while the rural caucus argues that the Forest Code dates back to the military regime and that it hampers Brazilian development since its agriculture trade competitors do not face such stringent legislation.

The ‘ruralistas’ are a bloc of Brazilian legislators lobbying for some of the changes to the Forest Code that would make it possible to clear more forest land for agriculture. This group would like reduction in the proportion of protected land, arguing that few landowners are currently in compliance with the law.

In contrast, environmentalists fear an increase in deforestation, that weakening the code effectively grants amnesty to deforesters, and ongoing lack of capacity and political will of Brazilian government to enforce environmental laws. 

While discussions on reforming the Forest Code are part of the larger debate on economic growth and land use, the debate is not cleanly divided between farmers and environmentalists however. Many farmers – those who have complied with the Forest Code – oppose the proposed reforms. While they did ‘the right thing’ and complied with the law and kept reserves, they would in essence be penalized by the proposed changes as their neighbours who ignored the law get pardoned and would get to keep years of profits from farming and grazing their livestock on illegally converted land.

Why important?

· The proposed changes to the Forest Code if passed, could lead to an increase in deforestation, and compromise Brazil’s ability to meet the most significant part of its GHG reduction targets. 75% of the country’s emissions result from emissions from deforestation. The National Policy on Climate Change includes a framework of 25 actions, with a primary focus of reducing deforestation by 80% by 2020. 

· The potential exists for reform process to act as a lever to improve governance in the vast Amazon region;

· Potential for better law enforcement through regularization process, so while the legal forest reserve requirement may fall, it would be more difficult for ranchers and farmers to disregard the law.

National REDD+ Bill

A great part of Brazil’s commitment to climate change involves measures to tackle deforestation. Alongside provisions established by the National Policy on Climate Change and the National Plan on Climate Change, Brazil’s commitment to its Copenhagen pledges is further illustrated by the national REDD+ bill, which was initially proposed in July 2009. Apart from REDD+, this Law Project also involves services such as recovery, reforestation, maintenance and improvement of ecosystems (including tourism, water and biodiversity). Despite its commitment to addressing a wide range of environmental services, there are some key points that remain under debate and unclear; namely, whether REDD+ should be treated as a Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Action (NAMA), allocation of financing, and eligibility to participate in the programme. The bill was discussed by the Chamber of Deputies’ Environment and Sustainable Development Commission in December 2009, which was followed by a series of public hearings and consultation with the private sector, social movements, civil society organisations and local and state governments in June 2010.

This legislation clarifies which types of activities are eligible for REDD+, creates a committee to oversee REDD+ implementation, and creates different types of REDD+ credits for fund and market based REDD+ systems. Other important issues that the legislation covers are:

· Ownership of the tradable REDD+ credits would likely follow the ownership of the land and forest.

· The Bill explicitly mentions some participatory rights and benefit-sharing rules to protect the rights of indigenous peoples, traditional communities and small rural producers, including the observation of the principle of prior and informed consent.

· The Bill announces the creation of a dedicated dispute settlement procedure for REDD+ activities, which re-affirms traditional communities’ rights to participation in accordance with international agreements ratified by Brazil.

Following the elections in 2010, the same REDD+ Bill was re-introduced to Congress in early 2011 and the Federal Government is now more closely involved in the process. There seems to be a good cross-government support for bill and the Environment and Sustainable Development Commission overcame many of the critical issues ahead of the elections. However, with the ongoing reform of the Forest Code monopolising the Congress, it is uncertain when this bill will advance.

Sub-national Policies and Initiatives

State of Amazonas

Under the legal framework for the State of Amazonas, the state is the natural resource owner. The Amazonas State Climate Change, Conservation and Sustainable Development Policy (no. 3135 of 2007) states that the property rights over forest carbon on state lands are held by the Fundação Amazonas Sustentáve (FAS) – a new organization created by the state for this purpose. The Amazonas State can legally transfer the right to commercialize and manage the products and services, including the carbon credits generated by standing forests. The Law for the State Policy for Climate Change adopted by the Amazonas State promotes the creation of market instruments as well as the regulation of REDD schemes. The law also puts forward a state climate change fund “to pay for environmental products and services, including those provided by forest peoples preserving their environment and reducing deforestation”.

State of Mato Grosso

The State of Mato Grosso has also recently enacted a law Establishing the Executive Directors for the Fund for Forestry Development of the State of Mato Grosso. Dealing with forestry management, this law regulates both title registration through a property registration system, and a land registry that records the physical characteristics of the land. However, the law does not determine whether a landowner is entitled to the carbon sequestration rights by engaging in forest conservation activities on his land.

State of Acre

The State of Acre has legislation to reduce deforestation 83% from 2005 levels. To meet this target, the state has established stringent land use zoning, guidelines for investment, and increased enforcement. The State of Acre is also developing a regional REDD model articulated in the state’s “Program of Incentives to Environmental Services: A REDD+ proposal to Acre State”. Acre identified six areas (totaling 5.8 million hectares) under the greatest risk of deforestation and degradation to provide a geographic focus for initial investment. The Incentives for Environmental Services (IES) will connect the financial flows to the providers of environmental services in these priority areas. The government will initially provide incentives for reducing deforestation based on costs to keep forest standing. Public funding will provide the majority of the initial cash flow to the program’s implementation. The total amount of incentives being offered by the government is initially set for $260 million. To produce the up-front money needed for projects, The Environmental Services Development Agency strategy is to solicit private sector buyers in need of emissions reductions to buy carbon credits at approximately $3 per ton. The Agency then collects the investments from interested private sector participants, and distributes them as incentives to local level participants. It is anticipated that these initial incentives schemes will ultimately be replaced with payments through international REDD or PES markets, as those systems and markets develop.

Summary of the Launch Workshop: Brazil Focus

This section summarizes the discussions from the Launch Workshop that focused on the forests of Brazil and outlines the key areas where legislators should focus their efforts in the Brazil Programme of the GLOBE Legislators’ Forest Initiative.

Poor law enforcement

The Brazilian delegation highlighted that one of the main contributing factors to illegal deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon is the poor enforcement of environmental and forest legislation. The lack of enforcement is particularly relevant when considering the 80% of the Amazon that is preserved through legal reserves as part of the Forest Code. It was outlined that the most important contribution to achieving REDD+ would be the effective implementation of environmental legislation, particularly the Forest Code and the legal framework for the national system of protected areas.

The poor law enforcement is a result of a lack of coherent policies and institutional presence, which is caused by insufficient funding and understaffing. It was stressed that any REDD+ policy or legislation will only be successful if there is effective monitoring and enforcement of the existing legislation. Therefore, Brazilian legislators can play a useful role in highlighting the need for greater resources to be invested in building the capacity of the relevant institutions to enhance enforcement and control. In addition, it was highlighted that greater institutional coordination could improve the implementation of environmental legislation.

Considering the lack of existing enforcement of the Forest Code, the Brazilian delegation outlined that the potential reform of this law could present an opportunity to improve its implementation. Although some of the proposed amendments will weaken the Forest Code’s environmental protection criteria, the regularization process included in the bill may make it more difficult for ranchers and farmers to disregard the law. This will be a key area of debate when the Brazilian Senators discuss the reform of the Forest Code in the coming weeks and months.

Uncertainty over land ownership

The Brazilian Amazon is characterised by a high degree of uncertainty regarding land tenure and ownership rights. This was raised by the Brazilian delegation as one of the key challenges facing the delivery of REDD+. Without land titles clearly defined and property rights given to forest guardians, it will be very difficult to achieve equitable benefit sharing and the co-benefits of REDD+. Therefore, legislators must focus on the regularisation of tenure and property rights in order to guarantee the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of REDD+.

Precarious tenure conditions will severely limit the effectiveness of REDD+ implementation measures on the ground. Firstly, law enforcement will continue to be a challenge when the responsibility for illegally cleared forest patches cannot be assigned to a specific individual. In addition, potential payments for environmental services (PES) mechanisms will not be effective when the landholders cannot guarantee service provision due to insecure land claims.

Considering the complex and uncertain land ownership structures in Brazil, the effectiveness of policies such as credit restrictions that seek to motivate landowners to protect remaining forests has been severely restricted. The Brazilian delegation outlined that this underlying problem will also present significant difficulties to the negotiation of REDD+ contracts by project proponents without definitive rights over land and forests. This highlights the need for Brazilian legislators to improve tenure and property rights as a prerequisite for REDD+.

National vs. sub-national initiatives

The Brazilian delegation highlighted the important role that legislators can play in promoting better coordination of policies and resolving contradictions between different pieces of legislation. It was highlighted that this mediatory role could be effective in encouraging coherent REDD+ legislation to be advanced at the national and sub-national levels.

To date, the Brazilian states have taken the lead and initiated a number of state laws that permit REDD+ initiatives to be undertaken, specifically in Acre and Amazonas. In order to create an efficient national REDD+ strategy, federal legislation needs to be created that is aligned with these state-level policies and also regulates REDD+ activities within the framework of overall national emissions reduction commitments across the full mix of sectoral strategies.

As with other federal forested developing countries, achieving a fair balance between a decentralised governance structure, effective allocation of scarce resources and equitable benefit sharing mechanisms will be one of Brazil’s principal challenges in delivering REDD+. National legislators can play an important role in promoting coherence between the national and sub-national REDD+ mechanisms and legislation by encouraging an open and regular dialogue.

The rights of indigenous people

The Brazilian delegation said that the fundamental role that indigenous people play in conserving large contiguous areas of forest needs to be recognised as part of the national REDD+ strategy. However, the rights of indigenous groups over the carbon in the forests they protect remain contentious because indigenous areas are part of the public patrimony.

This presents some key challenges in relation to the relationship between REDD+ and land tenure security among indigenous populations, the importance of strengthening collective management of natural resources based on traditional knowledge, and the challenges for REDD+ mechanisms, such as the Amazon Fund, to reach isolated forest communities and provide appropriate support for grassroots initiatives.

While representatives of indigenous and traditional peoples have been engaged in public hearings on REDD+ projects, the Brazilian delegation stressed that their concerns over tenure security in obtaining access to REDD+ benefits must be a high priority in Brazil. The connection between Congress and the people should be used to elevate their concerns in policy debates around REDD+.

Science and technology

The Brazilian delegation outlined the numerous roles that science and technology can play in delivering an effective REDD+ strategy, including reducing the pressure on forests, monitoring the changing state of forests and informing debates on forest policy.

· Technological innovation can help reduce pressure on forests by boosting the productivity of agriculture and reducing the amount of land required for livestock. This also highlights the need for REDD+ strategies to consider activities outside of the forestry sector and to address the drivers of deforestation.

· While Brazil is one of the most advanced countries in the world in terms of capacity to monitor its forest resources using remote sensing and Geographic Information System (GIS) technologies, the is also a need to improve local-level initiatives for monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV). However, MRV systems can be improved by providing handheld devices to forest-based communities to monitor local deforestation themselves. This improves the MRV system by filling gaps in the information systems and engages the local communities in addressing deforestation.

· It was noted that there needs to be better connection between scientists and policy makers when developing and amending legislation.

In order to deliver on each of these fronts, the Brazilian delegation called for a greater investment in science and technology as a central part of the national REDD+ strategy.

Other topics

· There is not yet any legislation in Brazil for Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) mechanisms. However, it was proposed that legislation may be required for the implementation of the Amazonas programme of PES provided through the Amazon Fund. The Brazil Programme of this initiative will look more closely at the links between PES and REDD+ legislation.

· REDD+ was highlighted as an important mechanism to deliver Brazil’s “Green Economy”. Considering that this is one of the central themes to the Rio+20 Summit in May 2012, it was highlighted that Brazil should aim to have made considerable progress on REDD+ ahead of this important international event. Two sub-committees have been formed in the Brazilian Congress in preparation for Rio+20 and the Brazilian delegation suggested that this should be copied in other countries parliaments.

· There is large scope for other forested developing countries to learn from Brazil’s experience of reconciling economic growth and reduced deforestation. While the Brazilian delegation committed to sharing its policies with other countries, it also stated its interest to learn from the experiences of others.

· The Brazilian delegation stated that the REDD+ mechanism has great potential to strengthen biodiversity conservation, assuming that the right tools and safeguards for identifying, managing and monitoring biodiversity are adopted. It was highlighted that legislators can play a useful role in ensuring that the conservation of biodiversity was seen as a central objective of REDD+.

· Transparency was outlined as a key requirement for any procedure relating to REDD+. This is equally important for local communities as it is for financing mechanisms.

· There is a need to obtain qualified people to deal with the new REDD+ instruments that will be created, especially in the management and administration. In addition, it was stressed that international bodies, such as the UN, also need capable, qualified people to disseminate information.

2. The Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC)

Overview
The Congo Basin is the second largest continuous rainforest in the world and 60% of this lies within the borders of the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). Although historic deforestation rates are low (ranging between 0.2% and 0.4% over the last 20 years), with a total wooded area of 145 million hectares (ha) the DRC is in the top ten countries in terms of forest cover lost each year. A business-as-usual reference scenario based on demographic and socio-economic development has predicted that deforestation in the DRC could reach 12 million ha by 2030, and degradation at 21 million ha. The associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would thus be approximately 390 Million tons (Mt) of CO2e in 2030.

Both the direct and indirect drivers of forest degradation in the DRC are still not well known an there is poor understanding of the dynamics of deforestation and forest degradation based on an absence of reliable historical data. The causes of deforestation and degradation also vary geographically, with fuel wood collection, charcoal, slash and burn agriculture, logging (commercial, illegal, and informal), mining, the bushmeat trade and settlements all contributory factors. There are widespread concerns that the large-scale conversion of forests for biofuel and industrial agriculture could rapidly increase deforestation in the DRC over the coming years.

Climate Change Policy

Climate change issues have been included in the 2009 Decree adopted by the Ministry of Environment, Nature Conservation and Tourism (MECNT), which regulates institutional aspects of REDD+ implementation. Since June 2010, the Ministry of Planning has initiated the process for the development of the second Poverty Reduction and Growth Strategy Paper (PRGSP), which has identified climate change as a major pillar for development. The REDD National Coordination (see below) was closely associated in the strategic discussion and the sector-wide planning within all ministries. 

REDD Strategy and Structure
In January 2009, the first joint mission of MECNT, the UN-REDD Programme and FCPF launched the national REDD process under an enhanced partnership. Following this, a REDD Decree was signed by the Prime Minister in November 2009, which formalised the national REDD process and established a number of key institutions, including a National Coordination for REDD (CN-REDD) and two steering committees (a National REDD Committee and an Inter-ministerial Committee).

The DRC is currently in the REDD preparation phase (2010-2012) and plans to produce a REDD+ vision by January 2013. This readiness phase consists of four components; coordination and piloting, the development of a national REDD+ strategy, a series of pilot projects, and early action programs. In addition, specific efforts have commenced to create a REDD+ National Fund and to design the approval and registration process for forest carbon projects.

REDD Partnerships

The DRC is a UN-REDD Programme pilot country and has received US$1.9 million in order to develop the initial National Programme strategy followed by US$5.5 million in March 2010, resulting in a total of $7.4 million. The DRC is also a Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) country and submitted its final REDD Readiness Preparation Proposal (R-PP) in July 2010. The country is also currently preparing its Investment Strategy for Forest Investment Program (FIP), building on the six ‘early programs’ prepared by the REDD National Coordination and presented at the UNFCCC COP 16 in December 2010. 
Legal Framework

The legal framework of the DRC needs to be viewed in the context that the country is in the early stages of economic recovery after decades in which the industrial, agricultural, and political infrastructure has been badly corroded. Most recently, between 1998 and 2003 the country was ravaged by a war that directly involved eight African nations and killed millions of people. The war officially ended in 2003 when the Transitional Government of the DRC took power.

The National Assembly was installed in September 2006 and has approved and passed a vast number of laws and amendments during its first parliamentary cycle. Presidential and National Assembly elections are scheduled for November 2011, which are discussed in more detail in the following section.

The most relevant piece of legislation for REDD+ in the DRC is the Forest Code (2002), although there are a number of other law codes that are currently being reformed that may also need to be amended, including the Agriculture Code and the Land Tenure Code. The REDD+ process could play a useful role in these ongoing reforms by contributing to the development of the enabling regulations of the Forest Code, including on some important aspects for REDD+, such as the status of local community forests. In addition, a joint parliamentary commission is reviewing the Framework Law on the Environment in order to integrate the REDD+ mechanism.

It is also worth noting that the formal logging sector is dwarfed by the informal sector and that the solutions on this problem may not simply lie in legislation. For example, a programme is being designed to encourage clandestine users to become legal through the creation of associations for artisanal exploiters.

Forest Code (2002)

The DRC’s latest Forest Code was written in 2002 with the assistance of the World Bank and has been described as the “first building block in what was essentially an almost complete legal vacuum”. The Forest Code was passed before National Assembly was installed, so neither the law nor the subsequent implementation decrees have been debated in this forum. It should also be noted that while the laws and decrees have been passed, implementation remains a huge challenge.

Only two categories of forestry space are currently subject to active management: forestry businesses (intended for wood production) that fall under private-state domain and the protected areas (intended for biodiversity preservation), which fall under public-state domain. The first is subject to a contract between the administration responsible for the forests and a private producer (forestry agent); the second have been managed (since 1975) by a public establishment responsible for nature preservation, placed under the authority of the ministry in charge of forests.

The Forest Code introduced legal provisions for communities to obtain exclusive rights and official titles over a portion or the entirety of their customary forest. The Code thus paves the way for community forestry in the DRC, referred to as ‘Forêts des Communautés locales’ (FCL) and ‘Concessions des Communautés locales’ (CCL). There is uncertainty on the distinction between FCL and CCL (two of the four decrees that remain to be enacted to implement the Forest Code are relevant to community forestry), but CCL should correspond to the area of exclusive rights over the timber resource for local communities, while FCL should be a broader category including CCL but also forests used both by communities (for non-timber forest products, or NTFPs) and other land uses, including commercial logging, buffer zones, and protected areas.

So far, forest community rights do not specifically refer to payments for environmental services such as carbon sequestration and the 2002 Forest Code does not specifically refer to carbon rights. However, there are a number of innovative aspects of the Forest Code that could be aligned with the principles of REDD+. For example, the existing legal framework covers forest rehabilitation measures through the implementation of reforestation and natural forest programmes.

Furthermore, the government appears to be willing to expand protected area networks. The Forest Code mandates a target of 15 per cent of the land area to be demarcated for conservation. However, it is generally accepted that many protected areas in the DRC are to all intents and purposes ‘paper parks’, with inadequate resources available for protection to be effective. 

Local community tenure

The basic land tenure regime in the DRC reflects the 1967 Bakajika Law and the 1973 Land Tenure Law. The former suppressed all forms of private land ownership, asserting to the State “full ownership rights over its domain and full sovereignty in conceding rights to land to up to 20 kilometres, forests and mines through the extent of its territory”. The 1973 Law allowed for certain types of ‘permanent private concession’, and also recognised that customary laws apply to user rights over ‘non-allocated lands in rural areas’. However, according to the World Bank, “important implementation decrees of the 1973 law were not adopted and up to now, the Congolese land ownership legislative framework remains incomplete”.

Forest ownership and user rights are now subject to the 2002 Forest Code, which sets out the basic framework for the DRC Government’s forest policy (see above). The Forest Code does not modify the 1973 Land Law, and continues to assert state ownership over all areas of forest.

Logging Concessions

In addition to the adoption of the Forest Code, reforms in the forestry sector since 2002 include a review of logging concessions. Many of the logging contracts signed before and during the war were problematic: most were speculative, concluded without consideration to the real value of the resource, and without consultation. Therefore, a post-Forest Code priority agenda for the re-launch of the sector therefore included a review of logging titles.

In 2006, an inter-ministerial commission was established to consider the validity of 156 logging concessions, covering over 22 million hectares of forest. Those deemed valid would be converted, and the rest cancelled. At the end of this process, 65 titles covering just over 9 million hectares were deemed convertible. A further 16 concessionaires benefited from “special comments” from the commission and another commission was appointed to look into the matter. Most of the uncertainty relates to concessions obtained during a moratorium on logging concessions. The legitimacy of the moratorium has been contested by some who argue that it would only be enforceable once published in the Government Gazette (in 2005), and that therefore the initial 2002 decision was illegitimate. There has also been much debate about overlapping legal texts, in particular about an investment code which was deemed to supersede the moratorium. By June 2010 the process was ongoing. 

Summary of the Launch Workshop: DRC Focus

Due to unforeseen circumstances the Congolese parliamentary delegation was unable to travel to London and take part in the discussions. Therefore, Député Ipalaka’s presentation was made by Mr Bruno Guay, a UNDP staff member who works as a Technical Advisor to the Coordination National in the DRC. It is acknowledged that Bruno Guay is not an official representative of the DRC and that his answers reflect his opinions and not the official position of the Government of the DRC or the Congolese parliamentary delegation.

This section summarizes the discussions from the Launch Workshop that focused on the forests of the DRC and outlines the key areas where legislators should focus their efforts in the DRC Programme of the GLOBE Legislators’ Forest Initiative.

Legal Reform for REDD+

When considering the legislative reforms that are relevant to REDD+ in the DRC, there are two main sets of issues; those that are specific to REDD+ and those that are related to the broader Congolese legal framework. The ongoing international negotiations create uncertainty around the exact nature of the REDD+ mechanism, however, it is clear that these issues will be focused on institutional structures, financial mechanisms and forest carbon rights. The second set of “cross-cutting” issues is connected with the incomplete legal framework in the DRC and the ongoing debates over the reform of various legal codes.

Considering the uncertainties associated with both the REDD+ mechanism and the post-conflict structures in the DRC, there is considerable ambiguity around what legal reforms will be necessary to implement REDD+ in the DRC. While these uncertainties undoubtedly present create challenges, the REDD+ mechanism also has the potential to act as a catalyst for much-needed reform and harmonisation of the legal framework in the DRC.

While every REDD+ country faces the challenge of reviewing and amending its national legislation to accommodate an international mechanism that is not fully negotiated, the DRC has adopted a sensible, flexible approach. This involves the promotion of an “experimental” regulatory regime that will allow for a complete strategic vision for REDD+ to emerge and be embedded in the legal framework in the medium-term. This “learning by doing” approach will help maintain flexibility in the early phases of REDD+.

The presentation prepared by the Congolese delegation highlighted a number of “cross-cutting” legislative issues that are relevant to REDD+ but stem from the problems created by the ‘legal vacuum’ that existed in the DRC following the civil war that ended in 2003. These relate to:

· The Forest Code, including:

· The lack of implementing decrees;

· The absence of application text for community forestry;

· The lack of clarity over benefits sharing;

· The absence of national and local zoning plans;

· The limited dissemination of accurate legal information, and;

· The challenges with enforcement.

· The Land Tenure Code, which is under review in parliament and lacks recognition and tenure security for local communities and indigenous peoples;

· The Agricultural Code, which is in final stages of review in parliament;

· The lack of a coherent policy framework, including:

· Inconsistencies between the laws themselves, e.g. the overlap of land rights for forestry, mining, agriculture and communities;

· Inconsistencies between laws and the Constitution of 2006, and between State laws and customary laws, and;

· Incompleteness of the policy and legal reform process, such as the "legal review" of the natural resource exploitation titles.

· The decentralization process related to the Constitution and Decentralization law (see more below).

This wide range of legislative challenges need to be addressed at the same time as the “core issues” identified by the Congolese delegation. These included:

· The institutions that will oversee REDD+ implementation;

· The financial mechanisms that will manage national and provincial REDD+ funds and set the rules for REDD+ revenue distribution, and;

· The legal tools that will clarify ownership of the rights over forest carbon.

It was noted during the meeting that while the legal reform is an important for REDD+, as long as the international mechanism remains incomplete, the DRC should focus more on enforcing the existing laws rather than on amending them (see section on Law Enforcement below).

Elections in the DRC

The uncertainty around REDD+ is particularly pertinent in a country like DRC where national elections are scheduled for later in 2011. For legislators who have invested their political capital in a REDD+, if the mechanism were to be seen to fail then this would seriously impact their chances of re-election. The Presidential and National Assembly elections scheduled for 27th November will undoubtedly distract the REDD+ process in DRC, while also delaying the ongoing reforms of a number of legal codes that are relevant to REDD+. Therefore, this GLOBE initiative’s engagement in the DRC will be limited ahead of the elections and then increased once the new parliamentary term has commenced.

To date there has been limited engagement with the DRC National Assembly on REDD+ and the new parliament in 2012 will provide a good opportunity to ensure that all of the ongoing debates on relevant legal reforms are harmonized with the national strategy. In addition, the arrival of new legislators in the parliament will require a targeted effort to increase the understanding amongst this group of the key aspects of REDD+. Assuming that the election passes without any major civil unrest, the commencement of a new parliamentary term could provide fresh impetus for some long-awaited legal reforms.

Law Enforcement

The vast size of the DRC combined with its lack of capacity present considerable problems with enforcement of the existing legal framework. Therefore, it was proposed that one of the primary aims of REDD+ efforts in the DRC should be to improve implementation of the current laws that govern the forests. In order to achieve this, the Ministry of Environment, Nature Conservation and Tourism (MECNT) requires the appropriate means to implement its policies. Legislators can help improve law enforcement by calling for MECNT to receive the necessary resources to implement its policies.

Beyond additional resources, the DRC also needs to consider innovative ways tool to achieve better law enforcement. This includes developing new tools that increase the involvement of civil society and support their capacity to promote oversight and reporting on REDD+ activities. In addition, one of the key considerations of the ongoing legal reforms in the DRC should be on how to streamline the process in order to increase transparency and to make law enforcement easier.

Decentralization

The decentralization process in the DRC was initiated by the new Constitution in 2006 and faces many obstacles and constraints. The Constitutions states that the number of provinces should be increased from 11 to 26, and that financial management, tax collection, and other government functions are to be decentralised. This process will be a central theme in the debates ahead of the 2011 election and the emergence of REDD+ has increased the economic and political stakes.

The objective is that each province will have its own REDD+ Coordination that will be in charge of the local and provincial processes, notably to motivate local efforts among key actors. It is expected that the provinces will increasingly contribute to the REDD+ process through pilot projects, awareness-raising programs and training efforts. As the decentralization process continues, a new set of challenges for REDD+ in the DRC will be created.

Stakeholder participation

While legislative reform was seen as a central theme to ensure the development of a solid REDD+ programme, it was highlighted that a comprehensive participatory approach must be adopted for this process to be a success. Public and stakeholder engagement will need to occur at many levels, from customary chiefs through to local governments, and will be a huge endeavour in a country the size of the DRC. It will be difficult to disseminate information about law reform efficiently, especially for people that lack internet access, and this may result in the information being lost or misinterpreted.

The Congolese delegation stated that the interim REDD+ implementation framework must provide accountability and predictability in order engage communities in transformational change. Considering the levels of governance in the DRC, current and future legal reforms require considerable capacity to be developed at both the national and provincial levels. These capacity building efforts will need to address the significant human and institutional constraints that the DRC is facing. 

3. Indonesia

Overview
Indonesia hosts the third largest tropical rainforest in the world, with forests covering approximately 70% of the country. However, deforestation rates are high and in 2005 Indonesia’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were estimated as 2.1 billion tons of CO2, with terrestrial carbon emissions contributing up to 85% of this total. This places Indonesia as the 4th largest GHG emitter globally. Therefore, Indonesia is a critical country in the global mitigation of climate change and specifically efforts to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD).

The drivers of deforestation in Indonesia can be divided into planned and unplanned activities. As an important source of revenue for the Government of Indonesia, planned activities such as timber and oil palm plantations play a critical role in driving economic growth. Unplanned activities, such as small and large scale illegal logging, are also a key factor for driving deforestation

Climate Change Policy

The Government of Indonesia has taken significant steps to tackle environmental issues and in 2009 President Yudhoyono pledged to cut Indonesia’s GHG emissions by 26% (unilaterally) and 41% (with international support) by 2020 in relation to the business as usual scenario. Prior to this, Indonesia launched the ‘National Action Plan Addressing Climate Change” when it hosted the 13th COP of the UNFCCC in Bali in 2007.

In July 2008, the National Council on Climate Change (NCCC or DNPI in Indonesian) was created by a Presidential Regulation. This Council, formed by 17 Ministers and chaired by the President, provides high-level coordination of climate change activities in Indonesia. Efforts are being made to integrate climate change into national policy processes and the most recent Medium-Term Development Plan (2010 – 2014) includes climate change as a cross-cutting issue and identifies mitigation in the land use sector as one of the key priorities.

REDD Strategy and Structure
In 2007, a REDD Commission was established within the Ministry of Forestry, which initially took the lead in managing the implementation of REDD+ in Indonesia. This responsibility now seems to have been taken over by the National Development Planning Agency (Bappenas) and the National REDD Working Group, which was created by a Ministerial Decree created in 2009 as part of the Letter of Intent (LoI) with the Government of Norway (see below). This Working Group is led by Minister Kuntoro Mangkusubroto in the President‘s Delivery Unit for Development Monitoring and Oversight (known as UKP4), and aims to position REDD+ higher on the national agenda than before by including all Government Ministries with an interest in REDD+ implementation, as well as representatives from Provincial Governments and civil society.

A National REDD+ Strategy is currently being developed and the existing draft strategy identifies poor spatial planning, land tenure problems, ineffective forest management, weak legal basis and law enforcement as being amongst the main causes for deforestation and forest degradation. A final version of this strategy is expected in November 2011.
In May 2011, President Yudhoyono signed a decree authorising a two-year suspension on all new concessions for conversion of peat and natural forest, as outlined in the LoI with the Government of Norway. However, a lack of clarity in the decree makes it difficult at this stage to assess whether this moratorium will actually reduce GHG emissions from deforestation.

REDD Partnerships

Indonesia is a UN-REDD Programme pilot country, a Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) country and a Forest Investment Programme (FIP) country. In addition, substantial funding is being provided to Indonesia for climate change and REDD-related activities by the international community. The most substantial commitment is the 1 billion USD that has been pledged by the Government of Norway in a Letter of Intent (LoI) to help Indonesia make significant reductions in GHG emissions from deforestation, forest degradation and peatland conversion. AusAID, DFID, GIZ and USAID, amongst others, are all supporting capacity building or pilot REDD+ projects in Indonesia.

Legal Framework

Before the emergence of REDD+, the Forestry Law (41/1999) specified the ownership and classification of forests in Indonesia. The draft National REDD+ strategy outlines how this law can be strengthened in order to improve sanctions against illegal activities and to provide an effective legal base for REDD+. Also of relevance is the Spatial Planning Law (26/2007), which provides provincial and district governments with the responsibility for spatial planning while acknowledging the need for public participation.

Since 2008, Indonesia has enacted a number of laws that will help facilitate REDD activities. This process was driven by the Ministry of Forestry, which authored four REDD-specific laws that better enable REDD to be implemented (see Table 1). These laws cover issues such as how REDD demonstration activities can be applied for and implemented; the frameworks to issue licenses for carbon utilization in production and protection forests; and coordination mechanisms for REDD. Each of these laws is embodied in a decree or regulation passed by a Ministry as opposed to legislation proposed by parliamentarians.

Table 1: REDD-Specific Laws in Indonesia (amended version from …) 

	Regulation or Decree

	Date issued


	Ministry of Forestry Regulation No P68/MenhutII/2008 on the Implementation of Demonstration Activities on Reduction of Emission from Deforestation and Degradation
	11th  Dec 2008


	Ministry of Forestry Decree SK13/Menhut-II/2009 establishing the Ministry of Forestry Working Group on Climate Change
	12th  Jan 2009


	Ministry of Forestry Regulation No P30/MenhutII/2009 on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation
	1st May 2009


	Ministry Of Forestry Decree No P36/MenhutII/2009 regarding Procedures for Licensing of Commercial Utilisation of Carbon Sequestration and/or Storage in Production and Protected Forests
	22nd May 2009



Indonesia has also taken steps to better include the rights of indigenous people in relation to forest management. For example, Law 32/2009 states that traditional communities have a right to seek damages from the state for losses suffered due to environmental pollution, with traditional communities being also being defined in this law. In addition, the UN-REDD Programme has supported the development of national guidelines for free prior and informed consent (FPIC).

In 2010, two further government regulations were advanced that are relevant to Indonesia’s REDD+ strategy. The first (10/2010) specifies the different functions of Indonesia’s forests and process for changing the functions, while the second (24/2010) implements provisions on the use of forests for non-forestry development activities, e.g. mining and infrastructure.

Summary of REDD-relevant Laws

Forestry Law 41/1999

This law states that the Government of Indonesia will determine the status of the forest while acknowledging that the State will respect customary laws, but only as long as it exists and its existence is recognised and not contradicting national interests. Therefore, full control of forests is retained by the Government of Indonesia. All forest and forest related issues are the responsibility of the Ministry of Forestry, but with significant management responsibilities designated at the local level. However, the management of conservation forest is under the responsibility of the central government.

The law provides the Government authority to regulate and organise all aspects related to forest, forest area and forest products, assign the status of certain area as a forest area or a non-forest area, and regulate and determine legal relations between man and forest, and regulate legal actions concerning forestry. It also recognizes the rights of traditional communities to derive their daily needs from the forest and empowers them to act as per their tradition without contravening the law.

Forests in Indonesia are either classed as state forests, with no ownership rights attached; or as rights forests, with ownership rights. Forests can also be defined as “Adat”, which means they’re located in traditional jurisdiction areas. According to this law, the minimum forest cover that should be maintained of the total area of a watershed is 30%. The law also mentions that islands, provinces, districts or watersheds should have a minimum forest cover of 30% of the total land area and the forest area. The forest area is defined by the government based on biophysical conditions, climate, population and socio-economic conditions of the community within the region it is residing. 

Spatial Planning Law 26/2007

This law provides authority to provincial and district governments to be responsible for spatial planning and states that at least 30% of each district area should be vegetated by trees. It also provides new ways for enhancing development control including zoning, planning permits, implementation of incentives and disincentives, including administration and criminal sanctions. Any district government should refer both to the national spatial plan and to the long term development plan of its sub-ordinate local governments. The law also acknowledges the importance of public participation in spatial planning. One of issues concerning Law 26/2007 related to REDD is a possibility for province and district government to revisit their spatial plan in every five years.

Ministry of Forestry Regulation No P68/Menhut-II/2008 on the implementation of demonstration activities on reduction of emission from deforestation and degradation

This regulation outlines the need for demonstration activities with reference to the decisions taken at the 13th COP of the UNFCCC in 2007. The objective of these demonstration activities is to test and develop methodologies, technology and institutions of sustainable forest management that endeavour to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. The regulation outlines the potential proponents, the application and approval procedures of these demonstration activities and defines the maximum period for a demonstration as 5 years. The scope of this regulation is limited and it does not regulate carbon trading as part of demonstration activities.

Ministry of Forestry Decree SK13/Menhut-II/2009 establishing the Ministry of Forestry Working Group on Climate Change

This decision established a Climate Change Working Group within the Ministry of Forestry (MoFor). The group comprises all Directorate Generals within the Ministry. The head of the working group is a Ministerial Adviser on partnership. In general, the working group has the duty to provide input to the Forestry Minister regarding policies on, and processes and mechanisms of the Climate Change mitigation and adaptation measures taken by the Forestry Department. 

Ministry of Forestry Regulation No P30/Menhut-II/2009 on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation 

This regulation, referred to as the “REDD Regulation”, defines the purpose of REDD activities as twofold: (1) to prevent and reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in the effort to strengthen forest governance, and (2) to restrict the occurrence of deforestation and forest degradation. The regulation specifies a wide range of forest categories in which REDD activities can be undertaken and opens the possibility for national and international entities to be the “REDD implementer.” Regional governments can also propose and coordinate the REDD activities when they have agreement with national entities.

The regulation outlines the requirements for different forest categories, which include a recommendation from the regional government if the REDD activities are in customary forest, rights forest and village forest. The regulation also defines the application, verification and approval process with the Ministry of Forestry, which includes an application to the Minister by the REDD implementer and an assessment by the REDD Commission. The timeline for the approval process is also specified along with guidance that the system may be adjusted to fit with a future global REDD mechanism.

The regulation also includes technical appendices, including guidelines for site selection; implementation plans; reference emission levels (RELs); social, economic and cultural criteria, and; verification activities for both climate related issues and the finance distribution mechanisms. However, these guidelines are often lacking in detail and do not include clear indicators that the REDD Commission can use to assess the REDD applications.

Environment Protection and Management Law 32/2009 

This law aims to encourage sustainable development through planning policies that allow for the rational exploitation, development, maintenance, restoration, supervision and control of the environment. It states that environmental protection and management will be based upon environmental inventories with information on natural resources and the stipulation of eco-regions.

The law states that the Government is responsible for controlling natural resources; environmental pollution and damage; making strategic environmental assessments; providing quality standards of the environment; regulating legal actions and legal relations between persons and/or other legal subjects; controlling activities which have social impact; and developing a funding system for efforts to preserve environmental functions.

The law also makes clear that environmental impact assessments are necessary to obtain a licence to conduct business or activity as discussed in the Law. In addition, the law states that traditional communities have a right to seek damages from the state for losses suffered due to environmental pollution, with traditional communities being also being defined in this law.
Ministry Of Forestry Decree No P36/Menhut-II/2009 regarding Procedures for Licensing of Commercial Utilisation of Carbon Sequestration and/or Storage in Production and Protected Forests

This decree outlines the licensing procedure for the exploitation of carbon sequestration and storage in production and protected forests. It specifies the types of business activities for sequestration (e.g. tree planting) and storage (e.g. lengthening of cutting rotation, increasing protection and conservation areas) separately for production and protection forests. The decree outlines the process for license requests, provides the format for the application, stipulating the required accompanying documents, and identifies who the application must be submitted to.

The decree regulates how project development and the marketing of carbon should take place for both the national scheme (yet to be developed) and at the international level. To gain a certificate of verified emissions reductions, the project developer must register with the National Registration Body or with a registration body that is active in the international voluntary carbon market. The decree also defines the revenue sharing mechanism, which outlines how the income from carbon credits should be split between central government, provincial government, district government and local communities.

Government Regulation 10/2010: Concerning the method of change of forest area allocation and function

This regulation changes the allocation and function of forest areas in Indonesia. The main functions of forests are defined as: conservation forest, protected forest and production forest. Each of these functions is divided into subsections, such as nature preserve, national park and limited production forest. The regulation outlines what is required to change the allocation or function of a forest and the rules governing such a change.

Government Regulation 24/2010: The Use of Forests

This regulation implements provisions on the use of forests and of forest areas for non-forestry development activities. These activities may be carried out only in production forest areas and in protected forest areas without altering the main function of forest areas. The regulation specifies non-forestry development activities, which include mining, water resource facilities and infrastructure, water installation networks, public facilities and clean water and waste water channels. Forest areas may be used only in possession of forest area lend use permits. Procedures and requirements for obtaining permits are set out in the regulation. The regulation further provides for: obligations of permit holders; the monitoring and evaluation of permit holders by the Minister; reasons for revoking permits; and sanctions.

Summary of the Launch Workshop: Indonesia Focus

This section summarizes the discussions from the Launch Workshop that focused on the forests of Indonesia and outlines the key areas where legislators should focus their efforts in the Indonesia Programme of the GLOBE Legislators’ Forest Initiative.

Parliamentary Oversight
A recurring theme of the meeting was the need to promote transparency in order to reduce the risk of corruption undermining REDD+ strategies. This topic was seen as particular important in Indonesia due to the previous mismanagement of finance connected to forestry and the high level of the international commitments already made to support REDD+. It was proposed that the parliament’s oversight role could be strengthened to provide a greater level of monitoring of REDD+ finance from both multilateral and bilateral agreements.

Indonesian legislators recognised that REDD+ can act a catalyst for a transition to a green economy and stressed that transparency of REDD+ finance will be critical to achieve this. However, the parliamentarians stated that they were not aware of all of the grants and loans that the Government of Indonesia received to support REDD+ and requested that more information was made publicly available on how this financial support was being spent.

The Indonesian delegation acknowledged the important role of the REDD+ Task Force and the difficulties that this group faces. However, up until now there has been a lack of parliamentary oversight of this Presidentially-appointed Task Force and limited engagement with legislators. This was highlighted as a focus area for future work. Furthermore, it was emphasized that the parliament has not always been consulted when the Government of Indonesia has signed international agreements related to REDD+ and that this should be improved, potentially with pressure being applied from the partner governments and institutions.

There was interest from the Indonesian legislators to learn more about the mechanisms that would disburse REDD+ finance to local governments and communities. It was proposed that internationally applicable financial standards should be adopted to ensure the transparent management of REDD+ resources. Legislators proposed that useful step towards creating a transparent REDD+ mechanism for the public would be to ensure the parliament was fully informed and more engaged in the process. This could help create a greater level of scrutiny at all levels of government.

It was also noted that the levels of finance available for infrastructure development in Indonesia would have implications for the state of the forests. Parliament can provide advice to the Government on such trade-offs and can help promote a greater level of inter-ministerial coordination.

Legal Framework

The Indonesian legislators highlighted the different ways that laws can be produced in Indonesia, with both parliament and the Government being able to initiate legislative processes. The existing REDD+ regulations have all been instigated by Ministerial Decrees with limited engagement of the Indonesian parliament.

As highlighted in the previous section, there are a number of Indonesian laws that are related to REDD+, including the four regulations that were specifically proposed to support REDD+. However, there are a number of overlapping and contradictory elements of the existing legal framework that need to identified and removed. It was proposed the Indonesian parliament should play a greater role with these legislative amendments than the previous engagement in REDD+ regulations. The Indonesian delegation noted that that the parliament had proposed a change in the title of the most recent draft law focussed on preventing deforestation in order to produce a more comprehensive law.

The discrepancies between the laws set at the local, provincial and national levels were highlighted as a driver of deforestation in Indonesia. The zoning and spatial planning reviews that have been proposed in some provinces could help resolve these issues and produce complementary laws. It was also highlighted that legislators could play an important role in improving the national to sub-national coordination due to their responsibilities to represent their constituents at the national level but also with strong links to the provincial and district governments.

One challenge that was identified is the need to consider the rights of the forest communities and indigenous people. It was stressed that legal action should be taken to empower these communities in order to prevent them from becoming marginalised. The Indonesian legislators recognised the important role that the Indigenous Peoples' Alliance of the Archipelago (AMAN) is playing and encouraged a greater level of collaboration between the parliament and this network in order to improve transparency and participation.

As with other REDD+ countries, the lack of enforcement of the existing legal framework was identified as a key challenge. This was specifically focussed on the felling of trees in conservation forests. Greater coordination was also called for between the legislation that provides guidance on how the three different types of Government-owned forest (conservation, protection and production) are managed.

The recent completion of Indonesia’s Voluntary Partnership Agreement (VPA) as part of the European Union’s Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT) programme was identified as a useful tool for tackling illegal logging. However, concerns were raised that timber has been illegally logged in Indonesia and then transferred across the border into Malaysia. This challenge highlights the lack of coordination between some countries in the South-East Asia region and identifies the need for greater political communication and policy sharing.

Public Engagement and Partnerships

One of the recurring themes of the meeting was the lack of knowledge on REDD+ amongst forest-based-communities in all of the represented countries. The Indonesian delegation outlined a number of ways to increase the understanding of REDD+ both within communities and parliament:

· Demonstration activities can be useful to inform the public about REDD+. The Indonesian delegation outlined one example of a reforestation project that had successfully engaged with the local community and demonstrated that REDD+ can provide economic incentives for conservation. Furthermore, this project is supported by an Indonesian legislator.

· A greater amount of information on REDD+ should be disseminated to the public. This will promote community engagement at an early stage of decision-making and highlight the risks of unsustainable natural resource management.

Along with promoting a greater level of public engagement, a number of ideas were discussed to promote useful partnerships for the Indonesian parliament, including:

· Non-Government Organisation (NGOs) at both the national and local level. This will provide communities with the opportunity to raise their concerns about REDD+ with national-level decision makers and improve legislators’ understanding of local issues connected to REDD+.

· Academics and think tanks.  This can help improve the communication between the scientific community and policy makers and also provide legislators with policy solutions from a wider group of stakeholders.

· Legislators from other countries. This can promote south-south idea-sharing and highlight best practice legislative solutions that have been effective in other REDD+ countries.
The Indonesian delegation stated their desire for a permanent secretariat to be created to support their efforts to strengthen the typical functions of the parliament (e.g. legislation, scrutiny and representing the people) and to promote the establishment of the partnerships outlined above.

Other Topics

A number of other topics were raised by the Indonesian legislators regarding specific aspects of REDD+ policy that are summarized below:

· Mangroves play an important role in sequestering carbon and provide a wide range of critical ecosystem services, including protection from storms, floods, and erosion, provision of timber and non-timber forest products, processing of waste and nutrient pollution, aquaculture and agriculture support, and habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species. Therefore, they should be considered as a key part of Indonesia’s climate change mitigation and adaptation strategy.
· Reforestation of degraded land can play an important role in meeting the demand for timber and other forest products and reducing the pressure on natural forests. There needs to be an effort to increase reforestation in order to match the current levels of deforestation.

· One of the key drivers of deforestation is the exploitation of other natural resources, i.e. mining. It was proposed that there needs to be greater coordination between the management of the extractive industries in Indonesia and REDD+ strategies.

4. Mexico

Overview

Mexico is the 11th country in the world in terms of forest extension (around 100 million hectares) and has the third largest area of forest in Latin America, roughly split between coniferous and broadleaf forests. Agriculture, deforestation and land use change account for around 30% (15.7 million tons of CO2e) of national emissions (CONAFOR
). Deforestation alone is responsible for 14 % of national emissions.

The country suffered rapid deforestation and degradation in the 1970s and 1980s, but forest loss has diminished since then, to roughly 150,000 – 200,000 hectares of deforestation and 250,000 – 300,000 hectares of degradation each year. Traditionally, deforested areas ended up as pasture or maize fields. Now, the picture is more diverse with unsustainable logging, forest fires, grazing, fuel wood collection, pests and diseases, and shifting cultivation all contributing to deforestation and forest degradation.

Climate Change Policy

In early 2010, the Government of Mexico signed the Copenhagen Accord and pledged to a 30% GHG emissions reduction with respect to business as usual scenario by 2020, assuming that adequate financial and technical support was provided by developed countries. Prior to this, the first initiative to address climate change directly was the launch of the Inter‐Secretariat Commission on Climate Change (CICC) in 2005 via a presidential agreement. This was followed by the National Strategy on Climate Change, launched in 2007 and aimed to coordinate both climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts in Mexico.

Mexico’s efforts to tackle climate change at the federal level amount to a series of strategies and programmes of action that have been successively implemented in the past five years. The National Development Plan 2007‐2012 includes an environmental sustainability axis concerned with addressing climate change. In addition, the Special Programme on Climate Change 2009‐2012 is currently responsible for establishing goals, targets and actions necessary to promote climate change mitigation in the short‐term while securing Mexico’s economic competitiveness and allowing time for the development of adaptation strategies. The government expects that full implementation of this programme should achieve a reduction in total annual emissions of 51 million tons of CO2 by 2012 in relation to the business as usual scenario.

REDD Strategy and Structure

The institution in charge of formulating and executing the national policy for sustainable forest development is the Mexican Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (SEMARNAT). The National Forest Commission (CONAFOR), whose responsibilities are established in the General Law on Sustainable Forest Development, is the institution in charge of formulating and implementing Mexico’s sustainable forest development policy, and is also Mexico’s focal point on REDD+.

President Calderón presented the “Mexican Vision on REDD” at the UNFCCC COP16 in Cancún in December 2010. During this speech the President outlined Mexico’s goal to reach zero emissions from deforestation by 2020. This document was developed as a joint effort between the federal government, NGOs, academia, state governments and international organizations, and is the first step towards the National REDD Strategy (ENAREDD). It is expected that ENAREDD will be completed during 2011 and will include a national reference scenario, a national measuring, reporting and verification (MRV) system, plans for national accountability and sub-national implementation framework REDD+ pilot projects.

A REDD Working Group (GT-REDD) has been established within the CICC, which is composed of SEMARNAT and CONAFOR. The objectives of this working group are to coordinate and approve the design and implementation of successful national REDD+ policies, which in turn are presented for its approval at the CICC. REDD+ stakeholders, including social organizations, land owners representatives, academics and other governmental institutions can all contribute to the development of the ENAREDD through the REDD+ Technical Advisory Committee (CTC-REDD+).

Mexico’s Vision on REDD + and the subsequent ENAREDD+ are based in a set of principles that will guide its action lines and will allow to comply with the safeguards that the initiative sets. These principles are:

· Inclusion and equity (territorial, cultural, social and gender);

· Plurality and citizen participation;

· Transparency and legality;

· Integral transversality, coordination and complementarity (sectoral and among government levels);

· Fair benefit sharing;

· Certainty and respect for property rights of the inhabitants and owners of the land and to the sustainable use of natural resources;
· Prior, free and informed consent of communities, and;
· Promotion of rural economies associated with forests competitiveness, including community forests enterprises.
REDD Partnerships

Mexico is involved in the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) and the Forest Investment Program (FIP) and is also a partner country to the UN-REDD Programme. Norway and Mexico have signed a US$15 million collaborative agreement to build Mexico's REDD+ MRV capacities.

Legal Framework

Since the Political Constitution of Mexico in 1917, the country has had seven forest laws: 1926, 1942, 1947, 1960, 1986, 1992 and 2003. In the last 17 years, the juridical protection of forest resources has been at the centre of attention in Mexican legislation. During this period of time three laws were issued: the Forest Law of 1986; the Forest Law of 1992 and the General Law on Sustainable Forest Development in 2003.

The most relevant pieces of legislation in Mexico related to forests are the Constitution and the Agrarian Law, in terms of land ownership, and the General Law on Sustainable Forest Development, which deals with forest development. In terms of climate change legislation, Mexico has the Law for the use of Renewable Energies and Funding of the Energy Transition (2008), the Law for Sustainable Energy Use (2008), the Law for Bioenergy Promotion and Development (2007), and the General Law of Ecological Equilibrium and Environmental Protection (1988) which has a focus on environmental quality standard and inventory of air pollutant emissions. Other pieces of legislations relevant to forests are the Law of Sustainable Rural Development (2001) and the General Law of Ecological Equilibrium and Environmental Protection (1988).

During the next two years, a comprehensive analysis will be carried out of the juridical instruments directly and indirectly related with environmental management, forest and land use management, with the aim of generating legislative reform proposals that ensure that legislation and the establishment of public programs are congruent. The reform proposals will be subject of promotion and insertion in the legislative periods, with the aim of a achieving its adoption into legal instruments that favour REDD+ implementation within the country. 

The Federal Agency for Environmental Protection (PROFEPA) was established in 1992 when the Forest Law was last amended and is responsible for the enforcement of forest laws, the prevention of unauthorized land use change and illegal logging and the protection of forests on communal lands. However, insufficient human and financial resources prevent the effective enforcement of the forest laws. Successful expansion of forestry sector interventions in Mexico depends on institutional changes in forest management, improved public financing mechanisms, and the development of a market for sustainable forest products.

States and municipalities also play an important role in the design of REDD+ activities. The sub-national governments have the authority and influence to address the causes of deforestation that are caused by the contradictory definitions between the different levels of government. It will be the responsibility of the State and municipal governments to promote sub-national REDD+ actions and to coordinate these activities with the Federal Government in order to guarantee consistency and promote synergy.

The Secretary of Agriculture, Livestock, Rural Development and Food (SAGARPA) also plays an important role in forest territories due to the through different programs and components particularly oriented towards rural development. In recent years, SAGARPA has included sustainability actions to support conservation and restoration of soils and water, including the productive conversion towards perennial crops and reforestation. 

Summary of REDD-relevant Laws

The Constitution of Mexico

Article 2 of the Constitution recognizes the right of indigenous communities to access and use the natural resources and their native lands. In relation to land tenure, Article 27 of the Constitution states that the Nation is the owner of the land and all the natural resources of the territory. The Nation also has the right to transfer the land property to private owners, which then can only be expropriated for public utility and after compensation. Only Mexican citizens can own the land, yet under specific conditions, foreigners might be allowed to acquire property rights on land too.

The law protects the integrity of indigenous lands, recognizing that indigenous people are the owners of their lands. In respect of the ejidos and communities´ traditions, the law regulates communal land rights, establishing mechanisms for sustainable land use. Finally, Article 27 of the Constitution also guarantees ownership rights of the ejidos and communities over their lands and regulates associative agreements relate to land use between the ejidos, communities, the State, and third parties.

The Agrarian Law

According to the Constitution amended in 1992, the Agrarian Law (1992) regulates land ownership and user rights. This reform allows, for the first time ever transactions and privatization of ejidal lands.

The Agrarian Law establishes three land property regimes, 50% of the land surface is considered private property and should be registered in the private property register. The remaining 50% is called social property and belongs to the ejidos and communities. This social property should be registered in the national agrarian register.

General Law on Sustainable Forest Development (LGDFS)

The main law regarding forest in Mexico is the LGSFD. The law entered into force May 25th 2003. Its key objective is to regulate, promote, protect restoration, production, cultivation, management and use the country’s forest ecosystems and its resources. Likewise, the legislation distributes the different responsibilities at the Federal, state and municipal level with the aim of promoting a sustainable forest development. 

According to the LGDFS, sustainable forest development is considered a priority area of national development. The law is composed by eight chapters and 171 articles that include guiding principles, obligatory criteria and forest policy instruments; integration and functioning of the National Forest Service; creation of the National Forest Council, state and regional forest councils; education; capacity building; research and forest culture; funding; the promotion of community forestry; forestry federalism and institutional strengthening.

The law also deregulates commercial forest plantations; recognizes the right of indigenous communities on the property of biological resources and the knowledge associated with traditional use of the different plant species; promotes the creation of regional units for forest management; establishes the Mexican Forest Fund to support specific environmental services projects and productive chains; establishes the system of forest breeding and links water-soil-forest.

The main objectives for issuing the law were to stop illegality and predation; to structure a new Mexican Forest Model; promote forest federalism and social participation; link water, soil, forest and biodiversity, and to promote value chains to create wealth and employment.

Summary of the Launch Workshop: Mexico Focus

This section summarizes the discussions from the Launch Workshop that focused on the forests of Mexico and outlines the key areas where legislators should focus their efforts in the Mexico Programme of the GLOBE Legislators’ Forest Initiative.

Involvement of Congress in REDD+

One of the overriding messages from the Mexican delegation was that the Congress has not yet been invited to take part in the development of the national REDD+ strategy. The reason for this is that Mexico does not use a parliamentary system and a large gap exists between Government and Congress. Even though the Government of Mexico has developed a comprehensive stakeholder engagement process for developing the REDD+ strategy, the Congress had not yet been officially involved
.

The Mexican delegation stressed that legislators broadly considered the goal of reaching zero emissions from deforestation by 2020 as a positive step. However, it was stated that this target occurred as a political result of the UNFCCC COP16 being hosted in Mexico, rather than being based on technical evidence. Therefore, significant questions remain about whether this goal can be achieved. Mexican legislators have since demanded the establishment of a forest policy that outlines how the goal of zero emissions from deforestation will be reached. The Mexican delegation outlined that the REDD+ mechanism will only be successful if it is capable of adapting to the individual circumstances of countries and if the countries have the necessary political will to adapt their policies and instruments to comply with the requirements of REDD+.

Considering the broader climate change picture in Mexico, it is evident that the international leadership that President Calderón showed in Cancún has triggered the development of climate change legislation. Similar events occurred in Indonesia around the COP13 in Bali (see the chapter on Indonesia). Prior to COP16, very little attention was given to climate change in Mexico, particularly in the Congress. However, during the first half of 2011, there have been some moves towards developing a single climate change law. Although it will require more than a single piece of legislation to deal with the many issues involved in climate change, this process has successfully engaged more legislators in the issue.

The Mexican delegation hoped that the ambitious deforestation target announced as part of the national REDD+ strategy would trigger the greater interest amongst legislators and prompt action to amend or advance legislation. A first sign of this taking place was the creation of a new sub-committee on forests in the Congress, which will be chaired by a member of GLOBE Mexico. The establishment of this sub-committee would elevate awareness of REDD+ within the Congress and create a platform for legislators to begin discussions on what legal reforms are necessary to support the implementation of REDD+. The details of the sub-committee are still being discussed although it is expected that this group will have strong links to the GLOBE Legislators’ Forest Initiative.

Community land ownership

The social structure involved with the ‘ejido’ land ownership system was one of the focus topics of discussions related to REDD+ in Mexico. As one of the few countries that recognizes the rights of communities to access and use of the natural resources of their native lands, it was proposed that the Mexican legal framework should be closely examined to see what lessons could be applied to other REDD+ countries. While this system was highlighted as a positive basis for community forestry due to the social ownership structures, it must be highlighted that a number of issues were identified too.

The Mexican delegation considers this type of land management as the best strategy to preserve forest ecosystems, since it provides direct benefits to the millions of people that depend on forests for their subsistence. Therefore, it was stressed that one of core aspects of Mexico’s REDD+ strategy must be to promote good forest management within communities and ejidos. Clarifying the ownership rights of land, forests and forest carbon was seen as one of the most difficult issues in Mexico, but the existing social ownership system presents an opportunity to create an equitable REDD+ mechanism.

Despite the Government of Mexico’s attempts to give power to forest communities so they can be involved in developing the REDD+ mechanism, the Mexican delegation said that a lack of REDD+ knowledge has resulted in concern among the local communities that the government plans to take ownership of their land. Therefore, there is a strong need to demystify REDD+ and to demonstrate that it can provide local communities with opportunity for economic growth. It was proposed that REDD+ needs to be described in terms that local farmers can understand with a strong focus on the potential incentives that can be realised.

Another concern was identified in the overlap between wildlife and environmental laws, which has resulted in communities experiencing difficulties in obtaining forest permits. It was proposed that these overlaps are reduced and that the legal frameworks at the national and sub-national levels are harmonized (see next section). It was proposed that the Mexican Congress should examine these issues and investigate what legislation is needed to regulate forest carbon rights and to ensure that communities benefit from REDD+.

REDD+ at local, national and international levels

The discussion on Mexico’s land ownership system prompted a discussion on the pros and cons of “top-up” and “bottom-down” systems for developing REDD+ strategies. This stemmed from the lack of clarity from the international negotiations on how the REDD+ mechanism will be structured, financed, monitored etc. and the desire of developing countries, at both the national and sub-national level, to advance policies and demonstration activities.

Examples were given in Mexico where local REDD+ initiatives were being held back as the international standards and regulations are still emerging. The longer this wait continues, the greater the risk of inconsistent approaches being adopted, especially in setting reference emission levels. In addition, the importance of starting an early dialogue on benefit sharing was stressed and Mexico’s efforts to do this were recognized.

The importance of considering all levels of government at the same time was highlighted along with the need to develop an open dialogue between the international, national and local players. The Mexican delegation stated the work must begin at the national and sub-national level straight away and that Mexico cannot afford to wait until the international context is ready. However, it was highlighted that this approach carried the risk that delivery mechanisms may then be developed that do not relate to the international REDD+ structure.

It was proposed the capacities of local government should be strengthened by promoting their direct participation in REDD+ at the national level. In addition, legislators should improve their communication with both international REDD+ negotiators and their colleagues in sub-national governments.
Budgetary oversight

Mexico is mainly using its own resources to develop its REDD+ strategy. This highlights the important role that legislators play in passing national budgets and providing oversight of the allocation of government resources. For the case of REDD+, it will be essential that sufficient funds are made available to implement the policies that are meant to achieve the Government’s target of achieving zero emissions from deforestation by 2020.

Currently, more than 50% of the economic resources provided to the forest sector are allocated to reforestation programs and commercial forest plantations. In order to comply with Mexico’s vision on REDD+ as presented in Cancun, there needs to be an immediate change in resource distribution so that the programmes that promote sustainable forest management within communities and ejidos become the country’s priority. This should be reflected in the resources that land owners receive. The Mexican delegation stated that legislators must play an active role in efforts to ensure that the budget supports the national REDD+ strategy and objectives.

There should be a focus on developing long-term institutional arrangements that add economic value to forests while delivering a platform for social participation in this mechanism. The nature and structure of these funding mechanisms will be critical in determining the success of REDD+. In addition, safeguards and enabling policies need to be in place before Mexico’s REDD+ strategy gains access to the carbon markets.

Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES)

Mexico’s programme for Payments for Hydrological Service (PSA-H) was identified as case study of a mechanism that rewards local communities for preserving an ecosystem service, in this case the watershed protection provided by intact forests. The Mexican delegation outlined that there is strong support for Mexico’s PES programmes at federal level and increasingly at state level and across civil society organisations. Considering the wide public support for these programmes, REDD+ should be presented to local communities as another form of PES.

Furthermore, it was proposed that lessons can be learned from Mexico’s PES programmes and applied to the development of REDD+. However, questions were raised as to how REDD+, PSA-H and Mexico’s other PES programmes would fit together. In addition, further study was requested of what legislation would be needed to create a formal legal framework for PES programmes.

REDD+ and adaptation

Adaptation has risen up the political agenda in Mexico in recent years due to the increasing number of severe floods and forest fires experience across the country. This prompted the creation of a special adaptation fund, which received support across the Congress. The Mexican delegation outlined the importance of integrating the country’s mitigation and adaptation strategies and REDD+ was given as an example of where this is particularly relevant.

It was stated that any protection that forests gained under the REDD+ mechanism would be worthless unless the ecosystems were managed in a way to boost their climate resilience. This was outlined as a core tool for decreasing the risk related to REDD+ and highlighted as any area where legislators are well placed to look across these multiple issues. The Indonesian delegation shared their experience of an increasing number of extreme weather events and increasing climate variability, and supported the call for legislators to promote climate-resilient development.

Other topics

· The Mexican delegation requested more information on the EU’s Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT) programme and proposed that this system would help address illegal logging as part of creating an effective legal framework for REDD+. 

· The Mexican Congress is currently preparing for the opening of a Climate Change Study Centre. Resources for this institution are currently being sourced
.
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� For example, construction of dam in a protected area could inundate a sizable area and thereby neutralizing the biodiversity related gains made by the project or, a newly established pulp mill might jeopardise the viability of nearby protected forest areas by increasing logging pressures.


� Brazil, Canada, China, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Russia, South Africa, Republic of Korea, United Kingdom, United States of America and the European Union.





� CONAFOR was created on April 4th 2001.


� According to reports that Mexico has presented to FAO, forest and tropical forest deforestation diminished from 354,035 ha. annually during 1993-2002, to 155,152 ha during 2002-2007. CONAFOR, Visión de México sobre REDD, 2010.


� Ejidos and communities are organized in 30,000 núcleos agrarios and 95 % of those communities are indigenous people. 


� During the period between the Launch Workshop of the GLOBE Legislators’ Forest Initiative and the completion of this report, GLOBE Mexico has been invited to coordinate the engagement of legislators in developing the national REDD+ strategy through CTC-REDD+.
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