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Presenter
Presentation Notes
I want to provide a little background on deforestation-free to make sure we are all on the same page going into this dialogue.



‘Soft’ international forest law:
• Agenda 21
• IPF/IFF policy proposals
• Non-Legally Binding Instrument on All Types of Forests

Global Anti-Deforestation Efforts
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
So to start off, let’s put deforestation-free commitments into context. The international community has pursued several strategies to address deforestation:In the lead-up to the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development, some countries pressed for a robust international forest convention, but strong opposition from actors including the Group of 77 and China to the inclusion of any binding commitments forced negotiators to settle for a set of non-legally binding Forest Principles.Following this conference, a series of institutions were established to keep deforestation on the international agenda. Around the same time, international development groups tried conditioning development aid on domestic efforts to tackle deforestation, and private schemes, such as the FSC, emerged to certify sustainably managed forests.REDD was introduced at the 2005 UNFCCC COP in MontrealBeginning in the late 1990s, some countries began adopting laws restricting trade in illegal timberAll along, soft international law has been developing and providing guidance on how forests are to be sustainably managed and governedDeforestation-free commitments are the latest iteration of the international effort to reduce deforestation. Their emergence reflects the fact that despite all of the efforts to date, deforestation is still a problem.



Deforestation-Free Commitments 
FoodPalm Oil
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Many commitments have been made, and they have been made rapidly. Some observers have called deforestation-free a new norm, and the NY Declaration on Forests made just last month during NY Climate Week describes the phenomenon as a “supply chain revolution.”Nestle was the first company to make a deforestation-free commitment—in 2010. Since then, in the vicinity of 50 companies, and a number of other organizations have made commitments.It helps me get a grasp on this to visualize it.



Forest Products

Retailers

Beef

Deforestation-Free Commitments 
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Consumer Goods



Multi-Stakeholder Groups Industry Groups
Deforestation-Free Commitments 
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Multilateral Groups



National Governments
1. Afghanistan
2. Australia 
3. Austria 
4. Benin 
5. Bosnia & Herzegovina 
6. Brazil 
7. Burkina Faso 
8. Cambodia 
9. Chad
10. Colombia 
11. Congo-Brazzaville 
12. Costa Rica 
13. Croatia 
14. Cyprus 

29. Iran 
30. Japan 
31. Kenya 
32. Latvia 
33. Lesotho 
34. Liberia 
35. Madagascar 
36. Mauritania 
37. Mexico 
38. Namibia 
39. Nepal 
40. Netherlands 
41. New Zealand 
42. Nigeria

15. Czech Republic  
16. Denmark 
17. Ecuador 
18. Ethiopia 
19. Finland 
20. France 
21. Gambia 
22. Germany 
23. Guatemala
24. Guinea-Bissau 
25. Guinea 
26. Hungary 
27. India 
28. Indonesia 

Other Governments
 Acre (state of), Brazil 

 British Columbia (province of), Canada 

Deforestation-Free Commitments 
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43. Oman 
44. Pakistan 
45. Panama 
46. Paraguay
47. Peru 
48. Poland 
49. Samoa 
50. Senegal 
51. Serbia 
52. Sierra Leone
53. Slovenia 
54. South Africa 
55. St. Vincent 
and Grenadines 

56. Sweden 
57. Tajikistan 
58. Tanzania 
59. Timor Leste
60. Turkmenistan  
61. Uganda 
62. Ukraine 
63. UK 
64. Vietnam 
65. Yemen 
66. Zambia 
67. Zimbabwe  

 European Commission

 Pará (state of), Brazil
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Presentation Notes
A whole host of governments have also made commitments.



• Governments
– Germany
– Norway

• NGOs
– Catapult
– Greenpeace
– Oxfam
– Philadelphia 

Zoo

Supporting Organizations

– United Kingdom
– United States

– Rainforest Action Network
– SumOfUs
– The Forest Trust
– Union of Concerned 

Scientists
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In addition to the actors that have made commitments, there are actors that have been playing a supporting role. I am sure I left some groups out of this list, and I apologize – this is what I was able to find from my own research and conversations.Governments have been providing financial support. USAID is funding ZND zone demonstration projects in Latin America that demonstrate how to scale up ZND in the long term. Germany, Norway, and the UK have focused their pledged assistance—which is on the order of hundreds of millions of dollars—to helping eliminate deforestation from supply chains.NGOs have been playing the dual role of pressuring companies to make commitments in the first place and to work with the companies to develop and implement those commitments.



1. Deforestation-free pledge
 ‘No deforestation’, ‘no net deforestation’, etc.

2. Definition of ‘forest’
3. Peat?
4. Baseline date
5. Target date for implementation
 Company operations
 Traded commodities
 Supplier operations

6. Commodity stream
7. Local rights

Anatomy of a Commitment
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Although all of the actors whose logos I showed earlier have made commitments, ALL COMMITMENTS ARE NOT EQUAL. I’ve broken out the structure of a deforestation-free commitment into 7 elements. Some commitments contain all of these components, others do not. And critically, different organizations have different understandings of what each element means.First, every commitment contains some sort of deforestation-free pledge.Second, commitments typically define what they mean by ‘forest’, but not always.Some commitments—although not many—provide a baseline date after which they consider converted forests to have been deforested for purposes of the commitment. Most commitments specify a deadline by which the commitment is to be met. There may be different deadlines for deforestation caused directly by the company’s own operations, for commodities it trades, and for deforestation caused by the operations of suppliers.All of these elements in the anatomy of a deforestation-free commitment deserve closer analysis, but for now I am going to focus in on the first two elements.



• Deforestation-free 
• No deforestation 
• Zero deforestation 
• Zero illegal deforestation 
• Zero gross deforestation 
• Zero net deforestation 

What is ‘Deforestation-Free’?
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The first element, remember, is a deforestation-free pledge. The question here is, well, what does ‘deforestation-free’ mean? The reason why this question is important is because organizations making commitments and the news media often use multiple terms interchangeably. They use….I would argue that the first three terms are not information-rich enough in and of themselves to convey a definite meaning. Sometimes the context of a commitment is sufficient to parse a no deforestation commitment as meaning, for example, no gross deforestation, but the point is that the top three terms all imply some kind of modifying word, and the adjectives in the bottom 3 terms are the likeliest candidates. So one thing to consider during this dialogue is how to clarify terms, because these are the bases against which to hold companies and governments accountable to their commitments.Beyond the issue of clarifying terms is the question, which type of deforestation-free commitment is most appropriate? Each of the bottom 3 terms is subject to criticism on several grounds, and I’d like to look at some of those criticisms.



• Zero Illegal Deforestation
oNot protective enough because much 

deforestation is legal
oDefinitions of legality can change

Critiques of Deforestation-Free
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Starting with zero illegal deforestation, which means that deforestation is prohibited only where it is illegal…



• Zero Gross Deforestation
oMay hinder development efforts where 

needed most
 Poverty impacts, potentially hypocritical

o Ignores locals’ rights to make autonomous 
decisions concerning forest use

oPrecludes “trading” less valuable forest 
areas for more valuable ones

oWhere conversion cannot be stopped, 
better to guide it toward degraded land

Critiques of Deforestation-Free
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1) Brazil, for example, permits a certain amount of deforestation in recognition of development needs, and did not sign the New York Declaration on Forests for that reason. The CEO of the Malaysian Palm Oil Council has argued that oil palm development in Malaysia is critical to overcoming poverty and meeting the global food demand.3) Certain forest areas are more valuable than others. For example, reforested areas along river could provide valuable ecological benefits such as stabilizing riverbanks or serving as biodiversity corridors.4) Conversion may be impossible to stop in cases such as where local communities in countries with low enforcement capacity determine that they need more agricultural land, or where national governments refuse to stop economic growth tied to development in forests.



• Zero Net Deforestation
oNet positive carbon emissions in the near-

and mid-term, exacerbating global warming 
effects

oCan reduce biodiversity if new’ forests do 
not support the same plants and animals

oWill harm local environmental services such 
as hydrological functions and local weather

oToo fuzzy a target for corporate 
commitments

Critiques of Deforestation-Free
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ZND permits, in principle, net positive carbon emissions, at least in the near and medium term. If an area of natural forest is cleared and its carbon stock is emitted, an equivalent area of new forest will take time to sequester the full amount of carbon that was lost. The relatively long residence time of CO2 in the atmosphere (~100 years) means that in the interim, global warming effects will be exacerbated.ZND can result in biodiversity loss even if new forests compensate in area for converted forests that serve as habitat for rare species because the new forests may not support the same species of plants and/or animals. This may be due to the fact that the new forests provide unsuitable habitat, or because the rare species are not mobile enough to safely reach them.ZND is insufficient to protect local hydrological services, which require forests in specific locations to trap sediment, provide shade, and perform other locally important functions. Shifting the locations of forests can also impact weather patterns, for example, by altering the amount of solar radiation received by different areas.It would be difficult for a company to know for certain whether new forests are compensating for the forest conversion caused by the company rather than that caused by other forces. Companies could even fall back on “accounting tricks” if they were to run a shortfall in compensatory forest area during a particular year.



• Deforestation-Free, generally
oMay shift patterns of conversion without 

actually stopping deforestation
- Suppliers may sell land to be converted by others
- Sales of problem commodities may shift to non-

Western markets that lack commitments
- Deforestation may shift to commodities not 

covered by commitments

Critiques of Deforestation-Free

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The last couple of slides went through some of the reasons why particular definitions of deforestation-free might be problematic. But there are also critiques of the whole notion of deforestation-free commitments in general, regardless of the specific definition chosen.



• Deforestation-Free, generally
oUnrelated issues, such as land tenure, may 

prevent transition to deforestation-free
oSmallholders may be less able to become 

deforestation-free  loss of market access
oTop-down strategy for reducing deforestation 

that does not inherently include local people 
in decision-making processes, or account for 
their needs and wants

Critiques of Deforestation-Free

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1) For example, in Brazil, cattle ranchers need to make an upfront investment to shift from practices that rely on forest clearance to those that don’t, and many ranchers need loans to cover the cost. But banks will only extend credit to titled landowners, and it can take years for ranchers to receive title.



• Primary forest (e.g., Reckitt Benckiser)
• Plantations? (e.g., British Columbia vs. 

WWF)
• ‘High conservation value’ areas

– HCV Research Network definition
– Other (e.g., Nestlé: HCS, protected areas, peat)

• High carbon stock (HCS) areas

Definition of ‘Forest’
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Presentation Notes
Remember that the second element in my anatomy a deforestation-free commitment is a definition of ‘forest’. It should be no surprise that companies and governments making commitments do not agree on what they mean by ‘forest’ because there are over 100 definitions of the word used globally. Here are some of the ways that various commitments have defined ‘forest’.The HCS approach defines ‘forest’ as an area that contains a sufficient quantity of carbon within its vegetation. Golden Agri Resources, Greenpeace, and The Forest Trust developed this approach, distinguishing 6 classes of vegetation, and then setting a threshold such that vegetation classes above a certain carbon stock are considered to be ‘forest’ for purposes of deforestation-free commitments, while those below that carbon stock are not. But even this definition of forest is not static – a second group of companies is in the process of conducting a study that may come up with a different carbon threshold for what constitutes a ‘forest’.



• Definition of ‘forest’
– Flexible  good or bad?

• Social safeguards
• Baseline
• Monitoring and verification

Will focus on deforestation-free detract 
from attention to REDD+?

Lessons from REDD+

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Some of the questions that deforestation-free commitments raise are not new. REDD+, for example, has been the subject of lots of debate, which is in some cases relevant to our topic.Flexibility accounts for physical differences and varying cultural understandings in terms of what constitutes a forest in different regions, but it has led to a situation where the estimates of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation vary significantly depending on how ‘forest’ is defined.Over 30 standards for REDD+ and forest carbon initiatives currently exist which contain social safeguards. Actors making deforestation-free commitments might consider adapting these safeguards to be sure that their policies do not adversely impact forest-dependent communities.I would argue that the literature and debate around baselines in the REDD+ context are not relevant to deforestation-free context b/c REDD+ is concerned with measuring the change in the rate of deforestation, while deforestation-free commitments permit no deforestation at all. Actors that make a ‘zero’ commitment instead simply need to specify the date after which any amount of deforestation represents a violation of the commitment. Some commitments specify such a date while others do not.The focus in the REDD+ context is on estimating anthropogenic carbon emissions from deforestation and degradation, which would allow a comparison of actual emissions with the baseline projected emissions. Some of the mechanisms for estimating forest carbon could potentially be used in distinguishing those forests that may be converted versus those that are too carbon-rich under an HCS approach.Besides the ways that REDD+ can inform implementation of deforestation-free commitments, there is a big question…. It remains to be seen whether the attention and funding that are available for anti-deforestation initiatives will grow to encompass deforestation-free efforts, or whether they will remain fixed in amount and merely be diverted away from REDD+.



• De minimis exception?
• Whether/how to distinguish between historic 

deforesters who have reformed vs. long-time 
good actors

• Role of improving monitoring capability
– Cell phones that detect sounds of chainsaws
– Global Forest Watch

Other Considerations

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The background paper has a section on whether certain existing certification schemes can serve to certify that forests and supply chains are deforestation-free. I’m not going to get into that here, except to say that I don’t think these schemes are sufficient—at least in their present forms. But this issue raises an important question, which is whether a certain de minimis amount of deforestation is acceptable within the scope of deforestation-free commitments. As an example, the FSC permits conversion of forestland where the conversion produces long-term conservation benefits, does not harm HCVs, and affects a very small area. Could deforestation similarly be acceptable despite a deforestation-free commitment if it is relatively benign and small-scale?Another issue I didn’t touch on is the question of whether we should be treating differently actors who are historically responsible for deforestation and those who are not. This gets both at questions around fairness and incentives.



Thank You
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