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Working Group 3 :

m Mandate: Assessment of technical, institutional and legal needs
for generating compliance-grade REDD activities in the MOU
states/provinces.

m Co-coordination:
m Luis Meneses — Acre, Brazil
m LeRoy Hollenbeck - Aceh, Indonesia

m Members:

Brazil Indonesia USA
Amazonas Aceh California
Amapa Papua Illinois

Acre Wisconsin
Mato Grosso NGOs:

Para No indication NGOs:
NGOs: No indication
IMAZON

ICV

TNC



Sources for developing WG 3
Roadmap proposal

m WG 3 recommendations for GCF California Meeting (Luis
Meneses and LeRoy Hollenbeck

m Scope of Work for WG3 ellaborated by University of
Colorado

m Funding opportunities for REDD+ in GCF Members
States/Provinces (John O’Niles)



Expected outcomes for this
session

mAgreed Roadmap
mPrioritization of activities due in September 2010

mDefines who is doing the:

m WORK: carrying on the task (member staff, consultant,
NGO,...)

= OVERSIGHT/MANAGEMENT: member states that will
oversee and manage the task completion (conceive and
approve of strategy and approve reports)



WG 3 Recommendations given
in GCF Meeting in California

Based on an assessment of REDD ideas and
concepts in Brazil and Indonesia, we came
up with:

m General Actions to support REDD Projects’
elaboration

m Guidelines development to orientate REDD
Projects’ development to comply with GCF
Standards



WG 3 Recommendations given
in GCF Meeting in California

m General Actions to support REDD Projects’ elaboration:

1.REDD Projects’ Database — collection of all knowledge and
experiences (information, methodologies) developed or in
development by MoU States’ and Provinces’ to be accessed by
members and interested organizations.

2.Carbon rights and carbon property legal study in order to drive a

common approach and negotiations with federal government for
states’ REDD projects

3. Assess Governance Gaps within each State and Province regarding
issues such as land tenure, capacity, transparency and participation.

4 .Current researches are evaluating impacts of extreme events such as

2005 drought, findings shall be incorporated in the design of
insurance mechanisms

5.Exchange between Civil Defenses from US States and States and
Provinces to deal with permanence including threats from forest
fires and others such as over harvesting, illegal logging,...



WG 3 Recommendations given
in GCF Meeting in California

m Guidelines development to orientate REDD Projects’
development to comply with GCF Standards

1. Development of methodological guidelines to be applicable
at states’ and provinces’ level in order to guarantee
compliance with standards on:

m Baseline

m Additionality
m Leakage

m Permanence
m Accounting

2.WG 1, 2 and 3 should work together in order to develop study-

cases on the ground to apply the criteria developed and
adjust them to the reality.



+
Draft SOW produced by Colorado
University (rearranged)

(1) Identify, oversee and help coordinate 2-4 early mover REDD demonstration
programs and/or projects in GCF states/provinces against which to evaluate
the GCF-developed and ARB standards, criteria, and architecture(s)

(2) Identify the institutional, technical, financial and other needs for
successfully implementing forest carbon activities that meet the
requirements identified by WG 1 and 2 within GCF membezrs:

m assessment of the measuring and monitoring capabilities and needs

m development of methodologies for establishing baselines (and reconciling them with
national baselines)

m development and coordination of registries at the state/province, regional and/or
national levels;

m evaluation of land tenure, carbon rights, and transparency issues in each state and
province;

= analysis of the impacts of extreme events on permanence and the design of insurance
mechanisms.

(3) Launch a process to develop (and procure financial support for) state- and
province-level forest carbon strategies in Brazil and Indonesia that address
these needs.



+
PROPOSED STRUCTURE FOR
WG3 ACTION IN 2010 AND
2011:

COMMUNICATIONS:

m GCF Knowledge Database

m GCF Outreach Materials

= Bridging with National Counterparts

REDD ACTIONS DEVELOPMENT:
m Protocol Assessment: Evaluate requirements in early mover REDD actions

m REDD actions development: Develop methodologies to meet requirements
and serve as guidance to other GCF members’ REDD actions

FUNDING:
= REDD Financing Sources Assessment

m GCF Funding
= REDD Actions Funding



PROPOSED FRAMEWORK FORWG3 (or GCF?) STRATEGIES AND ACTIVITIES FOR 2010/2011

STRATEGY / Activity

| Outputs

COMMUMICATIONS
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==
PRIORITIZATION OF ACTIVITIES

TIME LINE:
mSeptember Meeting

mCancun, COP 16
m2011

ACEH MEETING | '-' 2011

SEPTEMBER DECEMBER
MEETING CANCUN

COP 16




STEERING COMISSION FOR TASKS

mDefinition of who is doing the:

® WORK: carrying on the task (member staff, consultant,
NGO,...)

= OVERSIGHT/MANAGEMENT: member states that will
oversee and manage the task completion (conceive and
approve of strategy and approve reports)



